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. Executive Summary

Overview of the Buildable Lands Requirement

In 1997, the Washington State legislature adopted the Buildable Lands amendment to the Growth
Management Act (GMA), RCW 36.70A.215. The amendment requires six Washington counties
including King County, together with their cities, to prepare a review and evaluation report every five
years. The 2007 King County Buildable Lands Report contains data on 5 years of development
activity (2001-2005) along with an updated analysis of land supply and capacity (2006) to
accommodate Household and Job Growth Targets. Findings are reported for the Urban Growth Area
(UGA) as a whole, each of 4 urban subareas, and each city. Based on the results of the Buildable
Lands evaluation, “reasonable measures” may be required at the countywide or city level to ensure
sufficient capacity for planned growth.

The GMA requires designation of Urban Growth Areas to “include areas and densities sufficient to
permit urban growth that is projected to occur in the county for the succeeding 20-year period” (see
RCW.36.70A.110). The Buildable Lands evaluation represents a mid-course check that this
important GMA requirement is being met in King County. The focus of the evaluation therefore is on
the designated Urban areas of King County and growth targets for those areas as established in the
Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs).

This 2007 King County Buildable Lands Report (BLR) is the second five-year evaluation prepared by
the county and its cities in response to the Buildable Lands amendment. The first evaluation report
was submitted to the State in September 2002. While the 2007 BLR complements and extends the
information in the earlier report, it stands alone as its own evaluation.

For more detail on the Buildable Lands requirement, see Chapter II.

Countywide Collaboration
Buildable Lands implementation within King County is a collaborative effort of all 40 jurisdictions. It
consists primarily of coordination among relatively independent local efforts, achieved through:

e Technical assistance and project coordination provided by Suburban Cities Association (SCA)
staff in partnership with King County

e Technical guidelines for local data collection and analysis
o Use of standardized worksheets and templates to collect and analyze data
e Technical staff forums to coordinate Buildable Lands data collection among jurisdictions

e Collaboration of staff from King County, SCA, and the cities of Seattle and Bellevue on
countywide methodologies, overall review and evaluation framework, and contents of the report

e Oversight and guidance from the Growth Management Planning Council, a formal body of
elected officials representing King County and its cities

Such coordination ensured that the 2007 Buildable Lands analysis was carried out in a broadly
consistent and comparable manner throughout King County, while allowing for limited local
variations to account for differing land use and market characteristics, data resources, and local land
use policies.
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Methodology

The 2007 Buildable Lands Report incorporates the results of several technical elements, including
the following:

e Analysis of subdivision plat and building permit data for the years 2001-2005

e Analysis of parcel and critical areas data using geographic information systems (GIS) to estimate
the acres of vacant and redevelopable land within zoning designations as of early 2006

e Conversion of the land supply data to units of capacity (housing units, jobs), based on analysis
assumptions for land dedications, market availability, densities, and other factors

o Evaluation of the sufficiency of the capacity for housing and jobs to accommodate growth needs
for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).

Figure 1.1, below, illustrates the relationship among these technical elements within the entire data
collection, analysis, and evaluation process. For more detailed documentation of the methodology
used in preparing this report, see Chapter Il and technical appendices.

Figure 1.1: Elements of Buildable Lands Analysis and Evaluation
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Overall, the technical framework for the 2007 Buildable Lands Report is consistent with that used in
the 2002 report. Limited revisions and updates were made to analysis assumptions, including
densities, public land needs, critical areas, market factors, and other factors. Changes to the
methodology were informed by a review of the 2002 BLR methodology, analysis of emerging data
trends, discussions with local staff, and meetings with stakeholder groups to seek input on
methodology and the scope of the evaluation.
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Major Findings of the 2007 Buildable Lands Report

Analysis of data on growth and development activity for the 5-year review period (2001-2005)
produced the following major findings:

Housing growth on track with targets. King County jurisdictions added over 49,000 net new
housing units within the UGA. Approximately half of the new housing was single family, half
multifamily. Overall housing growth—within each subarea and within the UGA as a whole—is
slightly ahead of pace to reach 2001-2022 Household Growth Targets within the planning period.

Trend toward higher residential densities. Single-family and multifamily residential densities
permitted from 2001-2005 were higher than densities observed in development during the
previous 5-year review period. UGA-wide, single-family development achieved 6.2 units per net
acre in plats. Multifamily permits achieved 38 units per net acre. Net densities were calculated
based on actual measurement of critical areas, rights-of-way and public uses in residential
developments.

Mixed indicators of non-residential growth. Data for the county as a whole show a net loss of
approximately 25,000 jobs between 2000 and 2006, due to the recession of 2001-2004.
Permitting of new commercial and industrial development, however, continued to occur
throughout Urban King County, with permits issued for about 18 million sq. ft. of space in
commercial zones and 10 million sq. ft. of space in industrial zones UGA-wide.

Analysis of data on land supply and development capacity, estimated as of early 2006, produced the
following major findings:

Residential land capacity. The UGA contains approximately 22,000 net acres of land suitable
for residential development to accommodate growth during the planning period. Based on
current plans and regulations, achieved densities, and other factors, the UGA has capacity for
about 84,000 single-family homes and about 205,000 multifamily units. Half of the UGA’s
residential capacity is in mixed-use zones.

Sufficient capacity for household targets. Overall, the UGA capacity of 289,000 _additional
housing units can accommodate an estimated 277,000 households, more than twice the number
needed for the 106,000 households of remaining growth target over the remainder of the
planning period. Capacity sufficient to accommodate household targets exists within each
planning subarea and within each jurisdiction as well.

Commercial and industrial land capacity. The UGA contains more than 6,000 net acres of
land suitable for non-residential development to accommodate job growth during the planning
period. Based on current plans and regulations, actual densities, and other factors, the UGA has
capacity for about 400,000 additional jobs in commercial and mixed-use zones and 123,000 jobs
in industrial zones.

Sufficient capacity for job targets. Overall, the UGA capacity for approximately 527,000
additional jobs is double what is needed to accommodate the growth target of approximately
267,000 jobs for the remainder of the planning period. Capacity sufficient to accommodate job
targets exists within each planning subarea and within nearly all individual jurisdictions.

Chapters IV, V and VI of this report contain detailed countywide and subarea findings in all of these
areas. Chapter VII, the heart of the report, provides detailed information about each jurisdiction in
Urban King County.
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Il. Introduction

Policy Framework for the Buildable Lands Report

In 1997, the Washington State legislature adopted the Buildable Lands amendment to the Growth
Management Act (GMA), RCW 36.70A.215. The amendment required a review and evaluation
program to be implemented in six counties (King, Snohomish, Pierce, Thurston, Kitsap, and Clark).
Components of the review and evaluation program include annual data collection, periodic
evaluation reports, and adoption of measures, where needed, to ensure sufficient capacity to
accommodate anticipated growth. Countywide Planning Policy (CPP) FW-1 Step 5(b) establishes
the review and evaluation program in King County. This report responds to that policy as well as the
requirements set forth in RCW 36.70.215.

King County and the other five counties must submit a comprehensive Buildable Lands evaluation
report to the State every five years. The first report was completed in September, 2002. This second
five-year Buildable Lands Report (BLR) is due to the State in September, 2007. It contains data on
residential and commercial land development in King County’s 39 cities and unincorporated Urban
areas during the years 2001 through 2005. It also contains an updated inventory of land supply (in
acres) and land capacity (in housing units, building square feet, and jobs) as of early 2006 to
accommodate growth needs through 2022. As such, the 2007 BLR supplements and extends the
data in the 2002 BLR.

The focus of this report is on the designated Urban Growth Area (UGA) of King County. The CPPs
and the King County Comprehensive Plan establish the UGA boundary to encompass all
incorporated cities and towns in the county along with unincorporated areas planned for urban
growth. State law requires that UGAs “include areas and densities sufficient to permit urban growth
that is projected to occur in the county for the succeeding 20-year period” (see RCW.36.70A.110(2)).
The Buildable Lands evaluation represents a mid-course check that this important GMA requirement
is being met in King County.

Growth anticipated for the 20-year planning period is set forth in the CPPs in terms of local growth
targets for households and jobs. Updated targets for each city and urban unincorporated subarea
were adopted into the CPPs in fall 2002 for a planning period extending from 2001 through 2022.
Household Growth Targets are based on projections of population growth in King County released
by the State Office of Financial Management in early 2002. The vast majority (96%) of the county’s
population growth is targeted to Urban areas. Job Growth Targets are based on employment
forecasts prepared by the Puget Sound Regional Council in 2002.

Both Household and Job Growth Targets must be accommodated through provision of sufficient land
suitable for development under county and city plans and regulations. The Buildable Lands analysis
determines the capacity of that land based on actual densities achieved in recent development. In
this way, the BLR looks both backward at observed patterns and trends, and forward in assessing
the continued ability to provide for anticipated growth. Altogether, the planning period, growth
targets, and review and evaluation program established in the Countywide Planning Policies provide
a common framework for assessing collective and individual success in accommodating growth
consistent with local plans, CPPs, and the Growth Management Act.

Consistent with RCW 36.70A.215, the King County Buildable Lands Report is not intended to
represent 1) a forecast of the amount or rate of future population or economic growth in the county,
2) an analysis of the market feasibility, attractiveness, or availability of any particular parcel for
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residential or non-residential development, 3) an assessment of the current or future affordability of
land or housing, or 4) an evaluation of the sufficiency of current infrastructure capacity to
accommodate growth. Rather, the report is intended to provide technical data and analysis, of a
scope that is defined and limited by the GMA and state agency guidelines®, as a basis for
subsequent policy review and potential action by the county and cities.

Countywide Coordination

Buildable Lands implementation in King County is a collaborative effort of all 40 jurisdictions carried
out under the aegis of the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC), a formal policy-making
body of elected officials from the county and cities. It consists primarily of coordination among
relatively independent local efforts, with guidance from countywide staff and oversight from the
GMPC. Coordination for the 2007 BLR was accomplished through the following mechanisms:

e Technical assistance and project coordination was provided to local governments countywide
by Suburban Cities Association (SCA) staff in partnership with the Growth Information Team in
the King County Budget Office. This assistance included collecting and disseminating required
data, analyzing geographic information systems (GIS) and other data, reviewing technical work
produced by local jurisdiction staff, maintaining a countywide Buildable Lands database, and
preparing and producing the 2007 evaluation report.

e Technical guidelines for data collection and analysis were prepared by SCA and distributed for
use by local staff. The guidelines are consistent with State Buildable Lands Program Guidelines
(CTED 2000) and the recommendations of the King County Land Capacity Task Force (GMPC
1995, 1997).

e Standardized worksheets and data templates were developed by SCA and distributed for use
by local staff. The worksheets provided a common format for data reporting and analysis, and
provide the basis for the data as presented in this report.

e Between September and December 2006, King County and SCA held a series of technical staff
forums. The forums provided an additional platform to disseminate program information and to
respond to questions from local planning and technical staff.

¢ Buildable Lands work was also guided by the King County planning directors group, who were
briefed in 2006 and 2007 on program details and progress toward completion of the 2007 BLR.

¢ Finally, a staff steering committee representing King County, City of Seattle, City of Bellevue,
and Suburban Cities Association collaborated in reviewing and approving a countywide
methodology, the overall review and evaluation framework, and contents of the 2007 Buildable
Lands Report.

Such coordination ensured that the Buildable Lands evaluation was carried out in a broadly
consistent and comparable manner throughout King County, while allowing for limited local
variations to account for differing land use and market characteristics, data resources, and local land
use policies.

! Buildable Lands Program Guidelines, Washington State Department of Community, Trade, and Economic
Development, 2000.
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Progress from 2002 BLR to 2007 BLR

The first King County Buildable Lands Report was completed in September 2002. Subsequent to
that report, King County and its cities took on policy changes and technical work that set the stage
for the completion of the 2007 BLR.

First, in late 2002, the GMPC adopted new Household and Job Growth Targets for the 2001-2022
planning period. These targets, based on the State Office of Financial Management 2002 population
projections, supplanted the 1993-2012 CPP targets that were the basis for the evaluation in the 2002
BLR. The new targets, along with the data in the 2002 BLR, provided the basis for an Urban Growth
Area review in early 2003. They also led to adoption of local measures to ensure sufficient capacity
in each jurisdiction to accommodate targeted growth (see Reasonable Measures discussion below).

Second, the county and cities continued to collect land use and land development data on an annual
basis, for both residential and commercial/industrial development. Highlights of that work have been
reported periodicially in the land use bulletin of the King County Benchmark Report. A summary of
those data for the full 5-year review period (2001-2005) is presented in Chapter IV of this report.

Third, staff conducted a review of the methodology used in the 2002 BLR, and made changes where
appropriate for use in the 2007 BLR. Overall, the technical framework for the 2007 Buildable Lands
Report is consistent with that used in the 2002 report. New and updated elements of the
methodology include the following:

¢ Assumed future densities were updated based on actual densities achieved 2001-2005, which
were generally higher than the densities used in the 2002 Buildable Lands analysis

e Assumed land needs for rights-of-way and public purposes were updated based on observed
development patterns 2001-2005, which generally resulted in higher discounts than used in the
2002 Buildable Lands analysis

e The analysis incorporated information on critical areas ordinance updates and other changes to
local regulations adopted since 2002

e Market factor discounts were reviewed and revised for some locations in the county

o Assumed residential vacancy rates were used to convert housing units to households.

The King County Buildable Lands methodology is subject to ongoing refinements in response to best
available data and input from local staff, stakeholders, and policy makers. King County and its cities
have endeavored to improve the accuracy and completeness of the data reported in the 2007 BLR
and will continue to monitor actual development in comparison with assumptions and definitions in
advance of the next report due 5 years from now in 2012.

Fourth, more intensive data collection and analysis began in fall 2006 and continued through
summer 2007. This involved major investments of staff time at both the countywide and local
jurisdiction level, especially within larger municipalities. The product of these efforts is a database
that is the source of the findings reported in the 2007 BLR.

Fifth, staff met with major stakeholders in order to exchange information and perspectives on the
methodology and data. In June 2006, staff met with representatives of development industry and
environmental groups to brief them on preparations for the 2007 Buildable Lands Report and to
solicit input from them on technical methodology and scope of the evaluation. Attendees included
the Seattle-King County Association of Realtors, the King-Snohomish Master Builders Association,
the Housing Partnership, Futurewise, and the Cascade Land Conservancy. In June 2007, staff met
with representatives of the same stakeholder groups to brief them on the preliminary findings of the
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Buildable Lands evaluation and the anticipated contents of the 2007 BLR, as well as to discuss
interpretation of these findings.

Finally, staff reported to the Growth Management Planning Council in 2005, 2006, and 2007 on
activities related to Buildable Lands and preparations for the 2007 BLR. Each GMPC meeting
included an opportunity for public comment. Milestones achieved at GMPC included the following:

o Atits September 21, 2005 meeting, the GMPC directed staff to proceed with a general scope of
work for the 2007 BLR.

o Atits September 20, 2006 meeting, staff briefed the GMPC on the Buildable Lands methodology
updates, then in progress. The GMPC approved of the work to date and directed staff to proceed
with data analysis for the 2007 BLR.

e Finally, staff presented a preliminary draft Buildable Lands evaluation to the GMPC at its June
20, 2007 meeting. At that time, the GMPC directed staff to proceed with finalizing the report as
well as to prepare a motion for GMPC action at its October 2007 meeting that would recognize
the final BLR and its findings. Similar to the process of amending Countywide Planning Policies,
GMPC recognition of the BLR is subject to adoption by the King County Council followed by
ratification by cities.?

Reasonable Measures Responses to Buildable Lands

“Reasonable measures” is a term that refers to the policy responses to the Buildable Lands
evaluation that are required to address any identified “inconsistencies” between actual development
and adopted policies, plans, and regulations (see RCW 36.70A.215(4)). The State Department of
Community, Trade, and Economic Development (CTED) has provided guidance on reasonable
measures. In a March 16, 2007 advisory letter to cities and counties, CTED stated: “Counties and
cities must examine the BLR and make a determination of whether their plans and regulations
remain consistent with countywide planning policies in providing land suitable for development
sufficient to accommodate anticipated population and employment growth. Counties and cities also
should identify inconsistencies between actual and planned development patterns and densities,
where such inconsistencies may prevent local governments from accommodating growth.”

Reasonable measures may include amendments to comprehensive plans or development
regulations, public investments in infrastructure and amenities, or other public actions that may
reasonably be expected to address inconsistencies between planned and actual growth and to
increase housing and/or job capacity. RCW 36.70A.215 further requires annual monitoring of the
effectiveness of any measures adopted.

The 2002 BLR found that capacity for housing and employment UGA-wide, as well as in the majority
of individual jurisdictions, was sufficient, based on actual densities achieved under GMA plans, to
accommodate CPP growth targets then in effect for the 1993-2012 planning period. However, the
report also found that a handful of cities fell short of needed capacity to accommodate their
individual targets.

As noted above, the GMPC adopted new growth targets in late 2002, shortly after completion of the
2002 BLR. Growth targets for the new 2001-2022 planning period supplanted the 1993-2012 targets
in the CPPs. As part of the UGA review in early 2003, the need for reasonable measures was re-

2 This course of action is consistent with recommendation of the State Department of Community, Trade, and
Economic Development that “the completed BLR be acknowledged by the adoption of a resolution or ordinance by
the appropriate legislative body.” See letter from CTED to counties and cities covered by the Buildable Lands
requirement, dated March 16, 2007.
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evaluated based on comparing the new policy targets with capacity estimates in the 2002 BLR.
Again, several jurisdictions were found to have insufficient capacity (under plans and regulations in
place as of early 2001) to meet their targets.

Largely within the context of major updates to comprehensive plans required by GMA by December
2004, cities with capacity shortfalls adopted measures intended to ensure sufficient capacity for
2001-2022 Household and Job Growth Targets. Those measures are documented in a September
2005 staff report to GMPC. Selected data indicators of the effectiveness of the measures were also
identified for follow-up annual monitoring. Table 2.1, below, lists the cities and measures to be
adopted.

Table 2.1: Reasonable Measures Reported to GMPC, September 2005

Affected Cities Measures to Accommodate Growth Targets (2001-2022)

Carnation
Federal Way

Rezones in several areas of city

Allow 5-story wood frame construction
Neighborhood Business rezone

Multifamily tax exemption

Planned Action SEPA for Urban Center
Increased height limit in Urban Center
Designation, subarea plan, and zoning for new Totem
Lake Urban Center

e Rose Hill rezones

o Density bonuses for affordable housing

Lake Forest Park | ¢ Lake Forest Park Town Center redevelopment
e Residential clustering

e Cottage housing

Kirkland

Residential

SeaTac e Allow 5-story wood frame construction
e Revise ADU regulations
Tukwila e Infrastructure investments and regulatory changes to

allow and encourage more housing development in the
Urban Center

Kirkland e Designation, subarea plan, and zoning for new Totem
Lake Urban Center

e Rose Hill rezones

Lake Forest Park | ¢ Lake Forest Park Town Center redevelopment

Employment | Sammamish e Sammamish Town Center redevelopment

e Implement comprehensive plan policy to boost
employment in existing commercial areas

Shoreline ¢ Economic development through implementation of the

city’s Strategic Plan

With barely more than a year’s worth of data collected and analyzed so far, it is premature to draw
any conclusions in the 2007 BLR about the effectiveness of the measures adopted. However, the
capacity analyses for each city completed for the 2007 BLR are perhaps the most comprehensive
measure of the effectiveness of local plan amendments and implementing regulations to
accommodate targeted growth. With one exception, this report (see Chapters V and VII) finds that all
cities on this list have now demonstrated sufficient capacity, based on actual densities observed
under current plans and zoning, to accommodate their 2001-2022 growth targets.

The data and findings presented in this report, particularly the evaluation of the sufficiency of land
and capacity to accommodate targeted growth, are the basis for determining whether any additional
reasonable measures are required of the county or any city.
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Report Components and Organization

The remainder of this report is in five main chapters.

o Chapter Ill describes the countywide methodology and assumptions used in the analysis.
(Technical Appendices A-C, at the end of the report, document definitions, factors, and
assumptions used by each jurisdiction in their local implementation of the countywide Buildable
Lands methodology.)

e Chapter IV summarizes measures of development activity for the 5-year period, 2001 through
2005. The chapter presents data on the amount, type, and density of residential, commercial,
and industrial development. Progress toward attaining growth targets set forth in the Countywide
Planning Policies is also reported, including both permitted development and employment data.
Findings are reported for the Urban Growth Area (UGA) as a whole, four planning subareas of
the UGA, and individual cities and urban unincorporated subareas. Finally, the chapter analyzes
development trends from the 1996-2000 period to the 2001-2005 period.

o Chapter V presents the findings of the land supply and capacity analysis. Data include land
supply (measured in acres) and capacity to accommodate growth (in housing units, square feet
of floor area, and jobs) as of approximately January 2006. Sufficiency of housing and job
capacity to meet anticipated growth needs is evaluated by comparison with CPP Household and
Job Growth Targets for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Finally, the chapter
compares the findings of this analysis with the findings contained in the 2002 BLR.

e Chapter VI summarizes residential development trends in Rural and Resource areas and
provides summary information on potentially developable lots in these areas.

e Chapter VIl provides detail on each jurisdiction in Urban King County. For each city and
unincorporated subarea, a four-page data profile covers residential development activity,
residential land supply and capacity, commercial-industrial development activity, non-residential
land supply and capacity, comparisons with remaining growth targets, and comparisons with
data for the 1996-2000 review period.

For the purposes of target setting and growth monitoring and analysis, the UGA has been divided
into four planning subareas. These subareas provide a framework for presenting and analyzing the
data in the 2007 BLR. The subareas, which are shown on the map in the inside cover of this report,
are defined as follows:

SeaShore Seattle, Shoreline, Lake Forest Park and unincorporated North Highline

East County 15 cities east of Lake Washington as well as Eastside unincorporated areas
within the Urban Growth Boundary

South County 15 cities (from Burien, Tukwila, and Renton south) as well as South County
urban unincorporated areas

Rural Cities Cities not connected to the contiguous UGA, including Skykomish, Duvall,
Carnation, North Bend, Snoqualmie, and Enumclaw as well as the Urban
Growth Areas (Rural City UGAS) that surround these cities.
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lIl. Technical Framework and Methodology

The Buildable Lands statute (RCW 36.70A.215) requires six counties—King, Snohomish, Pierce,
Kitsap, Thurston, and Clark—and cities within them to establish a review and evaluation program.
The statute requires data collection annually, as well as analysis and evaluation every five years.
The second 5-year evaluation report is due to the State by September 1, 2007.

Buildable Lands implementation in King County involves several interrelated elements of data
collection and analysis. The elements include 1) collection and analysis of data on development
activity, 2) a land supply inventory, 3) a development capacity analysis, 4) an update of growth
targets, and 5) an evaluation of the sufficiency of the capacity to accommodate growth targets.
Figure 3.1, below, shows the elements as distinct technical exercises, lists the major outputs of each
exercise, and illustrates the analytical connections between them. Subsections of this chapter will
describe the elements in greater detail.

Figure 3.1 Elements of Buildable Lands Analysis and Evaluation

Land Supply Inventory Annual Development Activity
January 2006 2001-2005
Vacant and redevelopable parcels Net densities achieved—

DUs per acre

Critical areas X
Floor Area Ratios

ROWSs and public facilities
Market factor ;

Net acres/sq. ft. of land

Growth Targets Remaining
2006-2022

CPP targets for households and jobs
(2001-2022)

Development Capacity Analysis

January 2006 P
Housing units Net residential and job growth
Jobs (2000-2005/6)

Evaluation

Is capacity sufficient to accommodate .
targets for households and jobs for the <
remainder of the planning period?
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Technical work for Buildable Lands was carried out by the county and its cities separately and in
coordination with each other. Technical staff from throughout the county met several times for
orientation to the program tasks and discussion of methods and data. A steering committee,
consisting of staff from the Suburban Cities Association (SCA), the Cities of Seattle and Bellevue,
and King County, met regularly to review and approve methods and reporting documents. SCA staff
developed and disseminated technical guidelines and templates for data reporting and analysis and
provided extensive technical assistance to local staff in completing the necessary tasks.

State Buildable Lands Program Guidelines (CTED 2000) provided overarching guidance on the
technical requirements of the statute. The King County countywide methodology is consistent with
the state guidelines and ensures that Buildable Lands results would be reliable and comparable
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across the entire county. It also allows enough flexibility to respond to local variation in data
resources, land use regulations, land base, and market conditions.

Overall, the technical framework for the 2007 Buildable Lands Report diverges only slightly from that
used in the 2002 report. New and updated elements of the methodology include the following:

Assumed future densities were updated based on actual densities achieved 2001-2005, which
were generally higher than the densities used in the 2002 Buildable Lands analysis

Assumed land needs for rights-of-way and public purposes were updated based on observed
development patterns 2001-2005, which generally resulted in higher discounts than used in the
2002 Buildable Lands analysis

Critical areas deductions reflect updated critical areas ordinances as well as new more accurate
data where available

Market factor discounts were reviewed and revised for some locations in the county
Assumed residential vacancy rates were used to convert housing units to households

The sections below describe, in brief, the data, calculations, and assumptions that comprise the
countywide methodology.

Classification of Data by Land Use and Density Range

For the purposes of analysis and reporting, data on permits, plats, land supply, and development
capacity have been aggregated within generalized categories of use and density. Table 3.2
describes the classifications that are used in this report.
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Table 3.2: Use and Density Classifications

CATEGORY DEFINITIONS

Single Permits for single-family detached homes.

Family Zoning is classified as single-family where allowed densities are up to 9 DUs/acre. While
many zones that allow higher densities do allow single-family detached housing, often
occurring at densities higher than 9 DUs/acre, this cutoff represents a break-point where
the majority of development below it is single-family detached housing, and the majority of
the development above it is attached housing types.

Multifamily | Permits for attached housing, including duplexes, townhomes, condos, and apartments.
Zoning is classified as multifamily where allowed densities exceed 9 DUs/acre. While
some zones that allow less than 9DUs/acre do permit housing development that is not
exclusively single-family detached, this cutoff represents a break-point where the majority
of development below it is single-family detached housing, and the majority of the
development above it is attached housing types.

Commercial | Primary permitted uses are commercial (e.g., retail, office), not industrial.

Industrial Primary permitted uses are industrial (e.g., manufacturing, warehouses), not commercial.

Mixed Use Permits for new development consisting of both residential and commercial uses.

Zoning is classified as mixed-use where both commercial and residential uses are allowed
within the same zone. Actual development in mixed-use zones will include both mixed-use
projects and single-use projects.

Grouping In the data profiles for each jurisdiction in Chapter VII, data associated with single-family,

Residential | multifamily, and mixed-use zoning designations are further grouped by zoned densities.

Data by Range classifications include the following:

;/lsr)](ggum Less than 3 DUs per acre

Density 3 -5 DUs per acre

5 — 7 DUs per acre

7 — 9 DUs per acre

9 — 13 DUs per acre

13 — 19 DUs per acre

19 — 31 DUs per acre

31 — 48 DUs per acre

More than 48 DUs per acre

Other (mixed densities in Urban Planned Developments, typically)

Zones were assigned to a density ranges based on the maximum DUs/ac allowed, as
indicated by minimum lot size, maximum DUs/ac, height and setback limits, and other
factors, depending on zone and with guidance and input from local planning staff.

King County’s 40 jurisdictions have many differing zoning and subdivision codes, with the
effect that housing development may attain different densities. Grouping zones by
generalized density range does not imply that all zones in that range are the same, but
rather it provides common categories to simplify reporting and allow for cross-jurisdiction
comparisons. Any further analysis at the jurisdiction level that compares actual densities
with comprehensive plans and development regulations should incorporate more specific
information on how density is addressed in those plans and regulations.
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Development Activity

Jurisdictions collected, analyzed, and reported data on actual development activity that occurred
under existing plans and regulations over a 5-year review period (2001-2005). These data describe,
in detail, growth trends observed locally, particularly the amount, type, and location of new
development, and, most importantly, the densities of residential, commercial, and industrial projects.
Research on development densities is central to the Buildable Lands analysis, as it provides the
basis for assumptions about future development potential on vacant and redevelopable land. A
standardized set of data tables used by all jurisdictions facilitated a systematic and consistent
treatment of the data.

The density research encompassed thousands of development records, including all single-family
plats recorded each year and all building permits issued each year.! The research relied on both
automated permit tracking systems, which are available in many jurisdictions, as well as paper
records, such as plat maps and site plans. Densities of residential projects were measured in
dwelling units (DUs) per net acre. The intensity of non-residential development was measured in
terms of floor-area-ratio (FAR), calculated as the sq. ft. of building divided by the net sq. ft. of the
site. In all cases, densities were calculated against the net site area—excluding critical areas, right-
of-way dedications (or equivalent, such as access tracts), and on-site public uses (primarily drainage
and open space tracts). Table 3.1 below summarizes, by type of development permit, 1) formulas for
calculating densities, and 2) land within the gross site area that was not included in the net site area.
Data collection also included the zoning designation (or, in several cities, the comprehensive plan
designation) for each development site.

More complex development types, such as mixed-use projects, posed special challenges to
measuring achieved densities. Mixed-use projects, as defined for this analysis, were those that
included both residential and commercial space. For each mixed-use project, both DUs/acre and an
FAR were measured, based on apportioning the site area to residential and commercial uses,
respectively. Based on this methodology, the densities calculated for mixed-use projects are higher
than calculating the DUs/acre and FAR against a project site in its entirety.

Permits for phased projects or projects with multiple buildings also presented challenges. In such
cases, to ensure consistent results across multiple permits, each permit was analyzed as a
proportion of the entire project at full buildout.

Additional data were collected annually on permits for accessory dwelling units (ADUSs), permits to
place manufactured housing, permits for demolitions of dwelling units, and residential building
permits that constituted one-for-one replacement of demolished dwelling units. In most cases, these
permit types did not contribute to the density measures for Buildable Lands.

! City of Seattle presents two exceptions. First, the city did not report plat data, since the land in Seattle is effectively
platted already. Second, the city reported permits finaled, not permits issued. Due to lag time between permit
issuance and completion, as well as permit expirations and withdrawals, Seattle considers the finaled permits to be a
much more accurate measure of development activity in any one year. These factors are considered to uniquely
affect the City of Seattle’s permit data.
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Table 3.1: Density Measures by Development and Permit Type

Type of Calculation of Land Excluded from Net Site Area

Development Density

Activity

Single-Family # Lots / Net Plat -ROWs (including public and private roads and access

Subdivision Plats

Area

tracts)
-Public Purposes (e.g., drainage tracts, parks, open space)
-Critical Areas and buffers (primarily sensitive areas tracts)

Single-Family
Building Permits

# Units / Lot Area

NA
(Land area within building lots is assumed to be equivalent
to net land area calculated in plats as per above)

Multifamily Building
Permits

# Units / Net Site
Area

-ROWs (public dedications)

-Public Purposes (e.g., drainage facilities, parks, open
space)

-Critical Areas and buffers

Commercial /

Floor Area / Net

-ROWSs (public dedications)

Industrial Building Site Area -Public Purposes (e.g., drainage facilities, parks, open
Permits space)
-Critical Areas and buffers
Mixed-Use Bldg. # Units / Net -ROWSs (public dedications)
Pmts. Residential -Public Purposes (e.g., drainage facilities, parks, open

(Residential
Portion)

Portion of Site

space)
-Critical Areas and buffers

Mixed-Use Bldg.
Pmts. (Commercial
Portion)

Commercial Floor
Area / Net
Commercial
Portion of Site

-ROWSs (public dedications)

-Public Purposes (e.g., drainage facilities, parks, open
space)

-Critical Areas and buffers

Vacant and Redevelopable Land Supply

As a second major technical element, Buildable Lands requires that local governments “determine
the quantity and type of land suitable for development, both for residential and employment-based
activities.” Buildable Lands Program Guidelines define such land as: “All vacant, partially-used, and
under-utilized parcels that are: (a) designated for commercial, industrial, or residential use; (b) not
intended for public use: and (c) not constrained by critical areas in a way that limits development
potential and makes new construction on a parcel unfeasible.” The King County methodology is
consistent with this definition.

The land supply inventory in King County—a composite of inventories conducted by each
jurisdiction—represents a snapshot of approximately January 2006, the end of the 5-year review
period. The land supply inventories throughout the county were based on parcel data, using
geographic information systems (GIS) that were used to map and analyze the data. The following
definitions and factors were used in developing the land supply inventory for each jurisdiction:

e Exclusion of land deemed not available for development due to ownership or use.
Categorical exclusions from the supply of developable land included public facilities and land,
utility and railroad ROWS, golf courses, cemeteries, schools, landfills and quarries, and many
churches and other institutional uses.

e Land committed to significant projects in development pipeline. The methodology contains
an option to identify major sites committed to development in the pipeline for individualized
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analysis of future development potential. Many such sites within the county were treated as “in
the pipeline,” including larger master planned developments with unique use mixes and densities
at buildout. The acreage of these lands was not included in the land supply inventory.
Importantly, the statistics on “pipeline” development potential do not include all projects under
review, but just a subset of development sites where individualized analysis was warranted.

Vacant land. The state Buildable Lands Program Guidelines define vacant land as “parcels of
land that have no structures or have buildings with very little value.” In King County, vacant land
was identified primarily based on having an Assessor present use classification of “vacant” along
with minimal or zero improvement value. Appendix A documents the specific definitions for
vacant land used in each jurisdiction.

Redevelopable land zoned for single-family residential uses. The State Buildable Lands
Program Guidelines refer to such lands as “partially utilized,” defined as parcels that are
“occupied by a use, but which contain enough land to be further subdivided without need for
rezoning.” In the King County methodology, parcels with subdivision potential were identified
primarily based on comparisons of current and potential densities or lot sizes. This would
include, for example, a single house on a 1-acre parcel where the zoning allows 4 DUs/acre.
Generally, parcels were considered redevelopable in single-family zones if they allowed at least
2.5 to 3 dwelling units where one now exists. Appendix A documents the technical definitions
and density thresholds used in each jurisdiction.

Redevelopable land zoned for multifamily residential, commercial, industrial, and mixed
uses. The state Buildable Lands Program Guidelines refer to such lands as “under-utilized,” and
define them as follows:

“All parcels of land zoned for more intensive use than that which currently occupies the
property. For instance, a single-family home on multifamily-zoned land will generally be
considered under-utilized. This classification also includes redevelopable land, i.e., land on
which development has already occurred but on which, due to present or expected market
forces, there exists the strong likelihood that existing development will be converted to more
intensive uses during the planning period.”

In King County, underutilized land was identified using several indicators. Existing single-family
uses were generally considered redevelopable where the zoning allowed multifamily,
commercial, or industrial uses. In multifamily zones, parcels currently at much lower densities
than allowed by zoning were also sometimes considered redevelopable. In commercial,
industrial, and mixed-use zones, redevelopment potential was identified primarily using the ratio
of improvement to land value as determined by the County Assessor. The most common
threshold for redevelopability was a ratio of < 0.5, where the land was assessed at least twice
the value of the improvements. Appendix A documents the technical approaches and definitions
used to identify redevelopable land in each jurisdiction.

Editing the vacant and redevelopable land selections. In most jurisdictions, the initial
selected inventory of buildable parcels were further refined based on additional considerations,
including:

o0 Position of existing buildings on the parcel

Review of aerial photography

Value of existing homes

Critical areas not identified in the GIS analysis

Apparent market interest in development / redevelopment

Parking and outdoor storage associated with adjacent uses

Multiple parcels underlying a single existing use

Small parcel size and/or parcel shape making development infeasible

O O O O 0O o o
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0 Other factors based on local knowledge

Generally, this process resulted in a more conservative estimate of the amount of vacant and
redevelopable land than produced through database queries alone.

Deductions for land encumbered by critical areas. Environmentally sensitive areas deducted
from the supply of buildable lands included wetlands, steep slopes and slide prone areas, flood
hazard areas, and stream corridors. In many cases, accurate mapped data were available to
estimate critical areas through geographic information systems analysis. Such analysis entailed
superimposing relevant environmental features, along with associated buffers within which local
regulations limit development, over selected vacant and redevelopable parcels as a means of
calculating the area of land deemed not buildable. For several jurisdictions, the absence of
adequate GIS resources necessitated the use of hard copy maps as the basis for discounting a
percentage of land assumed encumbered by critical areas within each zoning district. In all
cases, provisions of local updated critical areas ordinances guided the critical areas analysis for
Buildable Lands. Appendix B documents the types of critical areas, data sources, and technical
methodology employed in each jurisdiction. Chapter VIl contains information on the amount of
land deducted for critical areas in each jurisdiction.

Deductions for land needed for future rights-of-way (ROWSs). For most future land uses, a
small to moderate percentage of land was assumed to be necessary for future new or expanded
rights-of-way, including new roads, widening existing roads, and access tracts. Discounts for
future ROWSs were based upon the measured percentages of land dedicated to ROWSs in recent
plats and permits. The percentages were calculated as a share of land not constrained by
critical areas. Other factors were also considered, such as the size of the remaining developable
parcels and the degree to which they were served by existing roads. Appendix B documents the
range of ROW discounts used in each jurisdiction. More specific information on ROW discounts
used in each jurisdiction is contained in Chapter VII.

Deductions of land needed for future public purposes. For most future land uses, a small to
moderate percentage of land was assumed to be necessary for future new on-site public
purposes, primarily stormwater ponds and other drainage infrastructure, but also recreation and
open space uses, and other uses. Discounts for public purposes were based upon the
percentage of land dedicated to public purposes in recent plats and permits. The percentages
were calculated as a share of the land not constrained by critical areas. Other factors were
also considered, including the size of remaining developable parcels, anticipated stormwater
standards, and other factors. Appendix B documents the range of public purpose discounts used
in each jurisdiction. More specific information on those discounts is contained in Chapter VII.

Deductions for a market availability factor. It was assumed that, throughout the county, a
portion of the net land supply may not be available for development or redevelopment during the
20-year planning period due to several factors. These factors include personal use, investment
or speculative holding, land banking for future business expansion, and other considerations that
serve to hold land off the market. Application of the market factor does not mean that the land is
not developable, but rather that its capacity to accommodate growth may be realized over a
longer term than the 2001-2022 planning period.

Market factors ranged generally from 5% to 20%, with redevelopable land discounted more
heavily than vacant land. Central locations with high market demand generally used discounts in
the 5%-10% range; established suburban communities generally uses discounts in the 10%-15%
range; and outlying jurisdictions generally used discounts in the 15%-20% range. Variations
outside of the recommended ranges reflect the judgment of local planning staff that one or more
factors supported a different assumption. Staff considered factors such as information on land
ownership, proposed projects, market interest, and known preferences of current owners.
Generally, this resulted in higher market factors than recommended. Appendix B documents the
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range of market factor discounts used in each jurisdiction. More specific information on market
factors is contained in Chapter VII.

The land supply analysis generated acreage figures for vacant and redevelopable land—
unconstrained by critical areas, not needed for future ROWSs or public purposes, and potentially
available for development—for each zoning designation (or, in several cases, comprehensive plan
designation) within each jurisdiction in the county.

Housing and Job Capacity

Additional calculations were used to convert acres of vacant and redevelopable land into units of
development capacity—net new housing units and net new jobs. The analysis incorporated
assumptions based on current plans and zoning, including factors for future density, existing uses,
mixed uses, and other considerations. Basic formulas were as follows:

Residential Capacity = Net Acres of Land x Assumed Future DUs per Acre — Existing DUs on
Redevelopable Parcels

Job Capacity = (Net Sq. Ft. of Land x Assumed Future FAR — Existing Non-Residential Floor
Area on Redevelopable Parcels) + Assumed Floor Area per Employee

Assumed future densities. Jurisdictions based assumptions about future densities primarily on
dwelling units per net acre and net floor area ratios achieved during the 5-year review period (2001-
2005), but also took into consideration factors that would support an alternative assumption. In most
zoning districts, recent observed densities were assumed to continue for the remainder of the
planning period. However, within individual zones, development activity was sometimes too limited,
with few or no permits or plats during the 5-year review period, to serve as a valid basis for future
assumptions. In addition, achieved density figures were, in some cases, skewed by large projects at
densities that were uncharacteristic or unsustainable under current zoning. For these and other
reasons, density assumptions for selected zones reflect factors in addition to recent development
data, including the following:

e Densities and uses allowed under current plans and zoning

e Densities achieved in other zones within a jurisdiction

o Densities achieved in similar zones in comparable jurisdictions

¢ Information about proposed projects or projects under review

o Density trends observed over time

e Local knowledge of market demand and land owner/developer interest

¢ Recent changes in zoning and other development regulations

Achieved and assumed future densities, by zoned use and density ranges, are reported in the
jurisdiction profiles contained in Chapter VII.

Existing development on redevelopable parcels. Any housing units or non-residential building
square footage existing on redevelopable parcels was subtracted from the gross capacity. This
calculation resulted in an estimate of redevelopment capacity that represents the additional net new
units and jobs that can be accommodated on the land above and beyond existing development
levels.
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Floor-area-per-employee assumptions. The conversion of the supply of land for commercial,
industrial, and office uses into estimates of job capacity involved two sets of assumptions. Assumed
future FARs, described above, were used to convert land area into capacity in terms of potential
commercial or industrial building square footages. As a second step, floor area capacity was then
converted to job capacity based on assumed floor-area-per-employee multipliers. The multipliers
were derived from a number of factors, including uses allowed by current zoning, local market
demand, research on employment density within the region, and industry standards. Chapter VII and
Appendix C documents the range of floor-area-per-employee multipliers used by each jurisdiction to
estimate commercial and industrial employment levels.

Mixed-use and multiple use zones. Zones or plan designations that allow both residential and non-
residential uses were treated as “mixed-use” land. “Mixed-use,” then, includes both areas where new
development occurs with commercial and residential uses in the same project as well as areas
where commercial and residential uses may occur as separate uses within the same district. Net
developable acres in mixed-use and multiple use zones were allocated to residential and
commercial capacity models respectively, based on an assumed split between future residential and
commercial development. For example, if 50% of the future development in a zone was assumed to
be residential and 50% commercial, then 50% of the net buildable land was treated as “residential”
and 50% as “commercial.” The residential-commercial splits in mixed-use zones reflect recently
observed and planned development patterns as well as the professional judgment of local planners
about future markets for residential and commercial space.

Accessory dwelling units. Many cities allow accessory dwelling units (ADUS) in existing and new
single-family residences. The number of permitted ADUs within each jurisdiction is tracked for
Buildable Lands. Future capacity for additional ADUs was estimated by extending annual rates of
ADU permitting observed 2001-2005 over the remainder of the planning period.

Capacity “in the pipeline.” Anticipated numbers of housing units and jobs on “land committed to
development in the pipeline” were calculated from project plans and permits and added to capacity
totals as a final step. The 2006 capacity of each “pipeline” project was calculated as the total project
size (i.e., DUs and commercial floor area) minus project space permitted prior to 2006. As noted,
“pipeline” capacity than did not include all projects under review, but rather a select subset of large
or unique projects that warranted individualized analysis.

Capacity for urban growth in Rural Cities’ Urban Growth Areas. Six cities—Enumclaw, North
Bend, Snoqualmie, Carnation, Duvall, and Skykomish—are situated within the county as “islands” of
Urban designated land, and are termed Rural Cities in the Countywide Planning Policies. These
Urban islands consist of incorporated city land along with unincorporated UGAs. (Town of
Skykomish does not have a UGA.) No growth targets have been assigned to the Rural Cities’ UGAs.
Growth targeted to each of the Rural Cities is to be accommodated within each Urban island in its
entirety. King County has maintained rural density zoning in the Rural Cities’ UGAs, with an
expectation that, upon annexation to the cities, the land would be upzoned to urban densities and
provided with urban levels of service. The capacity estimates for the five cities with associated Rural
City UGAs include 1) capacity within city limits, based on current zoning, and 2) projected capacity
within the UGA, based on assumed future zoning after annexation.

Household and Job Growth Targets

The Buildable Lands statute requires an evaluation of the sufficiency of the land supply and capacity
to accommodate future growth needs for the “remaining portion of the twenty-year planning period
used in the most recently adopted comprehensive plan.” The Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs)
provide a common timeline and framework for quantifying future growth needs for all jurisdictions in
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King County. The Household and Job Growth Targets, which are contained in Table LU-1 of the
CPPs, represent the assumed growth needs of each jurisdiction for the entire 2001-2022 planning
period.

Household Growth Targets. Five years have elapsed since the CPP target baseline of year 2000.
Household targets for the remaining years of the planning period (2006-2022) were determined, first,
by calculating the net new units added to the housing stock in each jurisdiction from 2001 through
2005. Second, to estimate the number of households gained, net new units were converted to
households using an assumed long-term occupancy rate of 98% for single-family housing and 95%
for multifamily housing. Finally, the resulting figure for net new households was subtracted from the
original Household Growth Target for 2001-2022. This calculation is shown below.

Household Growth Target (2006-2022) = Household Growth Target (2001-2022) — (Net New
Units Permitted x Assumed Occupancy Rate)

Job Growth Targets. Employment change since the job target baseline year of 2000 can be tracked
using data available from the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC).

The PSRC produces annual estimates of covered employment for each city and county based on
data provided by the State Employment Security Department. “Covered” employment refers to
positions covered by the Washington Unemployment Insurance Act. This data set excludes certain
job categories, such as self-employed, proprietors, military personnel, and others, and accounts for
approximately 85 to 90 percent of all jobs. The PSRC maps the ESD records to reported job
locations and supplements the accuracy of this exercise with additional information on employment
at Boeing, public schools, and government offices. Government jobs, as a component of the year
2000 covered employment estimates, represent a provisional revised dataset that differs from data
currently published by the PSRC.

The PSRC covered employment estimates for the years 2000 and 2006 are reported in the King
County Buildable Lands evaluation. (This represents a span of 6 years, one year longer than other
longitudinal data reported. End year 2006 rather than 2005 was used in order to capture as much of
the job recovery as possible. Also, because the data represent March of each year, March 2006
most closely approximates the end of the 5-year review period 2001-2005.) Job change from 2000
to 2006 is one measure of progress toward attaining the Job Growth Targets for the planning period
2001-2022 contained in the CPPs. It is the measure used in this report to update those targets.

Preliminary analysis of employment data for the years 2000 and 2006 indicate a mixed picture of job
decline and growth throughout the county. King County lost more than 70,000 jobs during the
recession of 2001-2004. As of early 2006, the countywide employment was still about 25,000 below
that at the start of the decade. In addition, many individual jurisdictions within the county had not fully
regained pre-recession employment levels.

Where the data show that a jurisdiction had a negative employment change 2000-20086, this is
assumed to indicate that many buildings remain underutilized, and that capacity to recover year
2000 job levels exists within those buildings. For that reason, Job Growth Targets for cities showing
a job loss were held steady at their original 2001-2022 level. Job growth beyond year 2000 levels
would have to be accommodated through new development. The formula for updating job targets is
shown below.
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Where Covered Employment Change (2000-2006) > O:

Job Growth Target (2006-2022) = Job Growth Target (2001-2022) — Covered Employment
Change (2000-2006)

Where Covered Employment Change (2000-2006) < O:
Job Growth Target (2006-2022) = Job Growth Target (2001-2022)

Another measure of local progress toward achieving Job Growth Targets is the amount of new
commercial and industrial square footage of floor area, derived from data on building permits. Five
years of such data show a somewhat different picture of the degree to which local jurisdictions have
been making progress toward reaching their targets. Despite the negative or flat job numbers, many
cities continued to issue permits for significant additional floor area of industrial and, especially
commercial uses during the 2001-2005 period. Because of the lag between permit issuance date
and occupancy of new buildings, much of the employment growth resulting from this activity will not
show up in the covered employment data until 2007 or beyond.

Chapters IV and VII present data on both employment change and commercial and industrial
permitting at the UGA, subarea, and jurisdiction levels

Evaluation of Capacity vs. Targets

As a final step, the results of the elements outlined above were carried forward to answer the main
evaluation question posed by Buildable Lands:

Are development capacities sufficient to accommodate growth targets for households and jobs
for the remainder of the planning period?

This question is answered for several levels of geography. The first level is the entirety of Urban
designated King County, the Urban Growth Area. The second subarea level includes four
jurisdictional groupings: Sea-Shore, East County, South County, and Rural Cities. Finally, the
adequacy of capacity in each city and subarea of urban unincorporated King County is evaluated.

Where capacity is found to be insufficient to accommodate planned growth within the UGA or within
individual jurisdictions, then the county or cities must adopt measures that are reasonably likely to
address any inconsistencies between actual development and their comprehensive plans and to
provide sufficient capacity to accommodate targeted growth for the remainder of the planning period.
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IV. Development Activity

The Buildable Lands Amendment to GMA, RCW 36.70A.215, requires King County and its cities to
collect data annually on land use change. Each Buildable Lands Report (BLR) presents summary
data on growth and development for the most recent 5-year review period. The following is a
summary of the primary findings of the 2007 King County BLR in the arenas of residential and non-
residential development from 2001 through 2005. Data are organized to highlight findings across
four broad planning subareas—SeaShore, East County, South County, and Rural Cities—as well as
the Urban Growth Area (UGA) as a whole. The back of the front cover of this report presents a map
of the King County UGA and planning subareas. Tables also show selected data for individual
jurisdictions. Detailed data at the jurisdiction level is covered in Chapter VII.

Residential Growth

The first set of tables below summarizes findings from analysis of data on residential development
activity that occurred during the 5-year review period (2001-2005). Data were collected based on the
records of building permits issued and subdivision plats recorded within the county’s 40 jurisdictions
for that period. Comparisons with data for the 1996-2000 review period, that were reported in the
2002 BLR, are also highlighted. Table 4.10 on page 1V-12 contains detailed data comparing plats,
residential permits and densities for the two review periods.

Table 4.1, below, shows housing growth for each subarea and the UGA as a whole. The table is
based on research of residential building permits issued 2001-2005, with the exception of City of
Seattle, which reports data on building permits finaled. Data include new units by type (SF/MF), units
lost to demolition, net new units, and estimated net new households as an indicator of progress
toward reaching the Household Growth Targets established in the Countywide Planning Policies.

Cumulative remaining targets for each subarea and UGA are calculated as the sum of the target
remaining in each jurisdiction. Each jurisdiction must meet its minimum target. While some cities
have already exceeded their 22-year target, and that growth is reflected in the aggregate numbers,
the excess is not credited to either the subarea or UGA.

Major findings include the following:

¢ King County gained more than 49,000 net new housing units in the UGA during the second five-
year Buildable Lands review period (2001-2005). Accounting for assumed vacancy rates, this
translates into about 47,300 net new households in Urban-designated King County, which is
about 31% of the 22-year Household Growth Target added in 23% of the planning period. This
growth occurred despite an economic recession and significant job loss during four of the five
years of the analysis period.

e During the six years from the April 2000 US Census to April 2006, Washington State’s Office of
Financial Management (OFM) estimates that King County’s population grew by 98,300 persons,
from 1,737,000 to 1,835,300. This increase is nearly 32% of the 2002 OFM population projection
for the planning period (2001-2022), which is the basis for the Household Growth Targets, during
six years or 27% of the planning period.

o Overall residential permitting in each subarea is also ahead of pace to reach their cumulative
Household Growth Targets by 2022. South County, having issued permits for 38% of its targeted
residential growth, has grown fastest with respect to level of growth envisioned in the CPPs.
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Approximately half of all new units UGA-wide were multifamily units, half were single-family
detached units.

Net residential growth in the UGA has increased from 48,000 units in the 1996-2000 period to
49,300 units in the 2001-2005 period. While suburban growth outpaced growth in Seattle during
the late 1990s, housing data for the more recent period shows an even distribution of new units
among the three big subareas—SeaShore, East County, and South County.

Total single-family permits, not including demolitions, increased from 19,500 units in the 1996-
2000 period to over 26,000 units in the 2001-2005 period. Most of that increase happened in the
East and South County subareas, which made up 80% of the single-family units permitted 2001-
2005.

UGA-wide, the over 25,000 permitted multifamily units represents a modest drop of about 1,600
units (6%) from the 27,000 multifamily units permitted in 1996-2000. However, new multifamily
units have become more concentrated in SeaShore during the 2001-2005 period, compared to a
more even distribution of multifamily permitting among the 3 large subareas prior to 2001.

Table 4.1: Net Housing Growth (2001-2005) vs. Household Growth Targets (2001-2022)
New Housing Units (2001-2005) Households
Single- | Multi- 1 Net Net HH? Target % Target Target
Subarea | camity | family | ©™®" | units | 2001-05 | 2001-22 | Achieved | 2006-22
gﬁg;e 2,605 | 13,485 -836 | 15,254 14,528 56,369 26% 41,841
East 10,555 6,656 | -1,549 | 15,662 15,151 47,645 32% 32,494
County
South 12,035 4,971 -599 | 16,407 15,926 42,355 38% 28,319
County
CR:il:ireaSI 1,652 316 -21 1,947 1,898 5,563 34% 3,698
Bgil 26,847 | 25,428 | -3,005 | 49,270 47,504 | 151,932 31% 106,352

! Includes the addition of ADUs and conversions, less any units lost through demolition.
2 Housing units converted to households (HH) by assuming vacancy rates of 2% for SF and 5% for MF.

Table 4.2, on pages IV-4 and IV-5, contains detailed data on residential growth vs. household growth
targets for each city and urban unincorporated area. Major findings including the following:

The data indicate that the majority of jurisdictions in the county are on or nearly on pace to attain
their individual Household Growth Targets by 2022. Percent of target “achieved” over time is
one instructive measure of a jurisdiction’s progress toward the long-range vision embodied in the
CPPs. However, the CPP growth targets were not intended to represent annual quotas for
housing production within jurisdictions. Growth to date is used here primarily to update growth
targets for the remainder of the planning period, and jurisdictions must demonstrate the ability to
accommodate those remaining targets through capacity provided under current plans and
regulations.

Residential growth is broadly distributed, both geographically and by structure type. Most
jurisdictions permitted a mix of single family and multifamily new units.

The City of Seattle added the greatest net number of new units of any jurisdiction, over 14,000.
Urban unincorporated King County, as a whole, had the second highest total, with nearly 9,500
net new units.

Among suburban cities, Bellevue, Issaquah, Kirkland, Redmond, Sammamish, Covington, Kent,
Maple Valley, Renton, and Snoqualmie each added more than 1,000 net new units. The cities of
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Maple Valley and Normandy Park along with unincorporated King County South have already
attained their 22-year household growth target based on development in the first 5 years of the
planning period.

Single-Family Residential Densities

Densities of single-family residential development are measured in two ways: in recorded plats of
single-family subdivisions (both short and long subdivisions) and in building permits issued for single
family houses. Table 4.3, on page V-6, shows the amount of land, lots created, and achieved
densities in single-family subdivision plats recorded 2001-2005. Not included in this data is the small
number of short plats recorded in the City of Seattle.

The conversion from gross to net acres excludes actual set-asides for rights-of-way, public
infrastructure (e.g., stormwater ponds), and critical areas and their buffers. Gross and net densities
achieved in the previous Buildable Lands review period (1996-2000) are shown as well (see table
4.10 for detail). The net density in plats is a preferred measure of actual densities achieved under
current plans and regulations, and, along with observed rates of land dedicated for rights-of-way and
public uses, is used in the Buildable Lands analysis to estimate remaining capacity for single-family
housing.

Major findings of this analysis include the following:

e Plats recorded from 2001-2005 totaled over 22,000 lots on over 7,000 gross acres and 3,600 net
buildable acres of land.

o UGA-wide, single-family plat densities have increased from 4.6 DUs/ac during the 1996-2000
review period to 6.2 DUs/ac in the more recent 5-year period.

o Net plat densities were roughly consistent across the 4 subareas, at or near 6 DUs per acre.
Densities have increased within each subarea as well, with the largest jump in East County from
about 4 DUs per net acre recorded 1996-2000 to 6 DUs per net acre from 2001-2005. Densities
increased markedly in the Rural Cities as well. As noted, plat data for Seattle are not included,
so that data for the SeaShore subarea reflects single-family development in Shoreline, Lake
Forest Park, and unincorporated areas only.

e Land dedicated to critical areas protection, rights-of-way (ROWSs), stormwater drainage, and
other public uses such as open space reduced the gross acreage by roughly half. As a result,
the overall gross density achieved was 3 DUs/ac, half the overall net density.

e Critical areas and buffers alone rendered 19% of the gross land undevelopable in all newly
recorded plats. ROWSs and public use dedications consumed 16% and 24%, respectively, of the
land not constrained by critical areas.

o Open space dedications were particularly large in Urban Planned Developments (UPDs), and
other large planned developments such as Aldarra Farms, in East County. These are unique
sites with contract set-asides for open-space tracts. Since open space was set by agreement in
these developments, they are not instructive for future percentages of land in critical areas,
ROWSs and public use lands. When these developments are excluded from the analysis, critical
areas covered just 16% of the gross platted acreage UGA-wide, ROWSs were reduced to 14%,
and public use lands were only 12%. Gross plat density increased to 3.5 units per acre in the
entire UGA when the UPDs were excluded.
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Table 4.3: Densities in Single-Family Subdivision Plats (2001-2005)

Subarea Gross Net Lots Lots / Lots / Net Acre Lots / Net Acre
Acres Acres Gross Ac 2001-2005 1996-2000

Sea- | 42 36 227 | 5.47 6.22 6.00

Shore

East 3,750 1,547 9,331 | 2.49 6.03 3.93

County

South 2,895 1,738 | 11,108 | 3.84 6.39 5.45

County

Rural 608 278 1,594 2.62 5.73 4.41

Cities

Total

UGA 7,294 3599 | 22,260 3.05 6.18 4.62

! City of Seattle does not report plat data for the Buildable Lands program.

Table 4.4 provides a summary of achieved densities in recorded plats by generalized zoning
categories. Since King County’s 40 jurisdictions have many differing zoning and subdivision codes
with many different density allowances, densities have been collapsed for reporting into broad
categories. Each category indicates a range of densities within which the maximum density allowed
per zoning falls.

The results of this analysis indicate that for zones that allow up to 9 DUs per acre, achieved
densities were generally consistent with plans and regulations across all subareas and the UGA as a
whole. In the highest category shown, zones allowing more than 9 DU/acre, achieved densities fell
below the range at 8.6 DU/acre. However, plats provide only a partial indication of the densities
achieved in zones allowing 9-13 DUs per acre. Adding in the nearly 1,800 multifamily units that were
permitted in these zones, the overall achieved density exceeds 12 DUs per net acre.

Table 4.4: Single-Family Plats by Zoned Density Category

Zoned Density i;?: Net Acres Lots Grl_oc;f ,/Ac Lo;%éll\fczegéé:re
Under 3 DU/acre 738 321 895 1.21 2.79
3 — 5 DUl/acre 1,880 1,006 5,397 2.87 5.37
5 — 7 DU/acre 1,917 1,169 7,603 3.97 6.51
7 — 9 DU/acre 524 348 2,497 4.76 7.18
9 — 13 DU/acre 414 170 1,458 3.52 8.60
Other density1 1,821 588 4,410 242 7.50

Zones that could not be assigned to one density range, primarily designations allowing a variety
of housing types within Urban Planned Developments

Table 4.5 contains data on plats recorded in each city and urban unincorporated subarea, including
gross acres, net acres, lots created, and densities achieved. Findings include the following:

e Unincorporated Urban King County led jurisdictions in platted lots with over 6,700 recorded in all

subareas combined. Cities with more than 1,000 newly platted lots included Issaquah,
Redmond, Sammamish, Kent, Maple Valley, Renton, and Snoqualmie.

e The cities of Shoreline, Issaquah, Kenmore, Redmond, Algona, Des Moines, Kent, Maple Valley,
Renton, and Snoqualmie, along with unincorporated King County stand out with compact single-
family development at greater than 6 DUs per net acre overall.
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Table 4.5: Recorded Plats by Density in King County UGA (2001-2005)

Gross Net
SeaShore Lots Acres Lots/Acre Acres Lots/Acre
Lake Forest Park 18 5.87 3.1 5.16 35
Seattle 0 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.0
Shoreline 150 24.60 6.1 21.36 7.0
Uninc. King County SeaShore 59 11.04 5.3 9.97 5.9
SeaShore Total 227 41.51 55 36.48 6.2
East County
Beaux Arts 2 0.46 4.4 0.46 4.4
Bellevue 386 130.91 2.9 79.99 4.8
Bothell 97 41.62 2.3 35.72 2.7
Clyde Hill 4 2.14 1.9 2.14 1.9
Hunts Point 2 0.63 3.2 0.63 3.2
Issaquah 1,793 851.36 2.1 228.20 7.9
Kenmore 439 122.08 3.6 67.17 6.5
Kirkland 454 101.10 4.5 91.63 5.0
Medina 4 1.55 2.6 1.48 2.7
Mercer Island 26 9.38 2.8 7.51 35
Newcastle 491 267.94 1.8 105.48 4.7
Redmond 1,104 287.53 3.8 149.91 7.4
Sammamish 1,640 657.70 2.5 317.17 5.2
Woodinville 272 99.02 2.7 60.79 4.5
Yarrow Point 2 0.57 3.5 0.57 3.5
Uninc. King County East 2,615 1,176.20 2.2 398.35 6.6
East County Total 9,331 3,750.19 2.5 1,547.20 6.0
South County
Algona 98 23.48 4.2 13.18 7.4
Auburn 250 80.92 3.1 47.89 5.2
Black Diamond 0 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.0
Burien 79 17.49 4.5 15.92 5.0
Covington 762 174.80 4.4 134.96 5.6
Des Moines 168 42.38 4.0 26.81 6.3
Federal Way 536 222.67 2.4 99.47 5.4
Kent 1,117 311.03 3.6 174.87 6.4
Maple Valley 1,476 334.58 4.4 196.94 7.5
Milton 21 5.65 3.7 4.54 4.6
Normand Park 12 10.42 1.2 9.24 1.3
Pacific 140 35.20 4.0 29.37 4.8
Renton 2,164 507.30 4.3 335.59 6.4
SeaTac 125 29.02 4.3 25.77 4.8
Tukwila 107 23.83 4.5 18.77 5.7
Uninc. King County South 4,053 1,075.92 3.8 604.30 6.7
South County Total 11,108 2,894.70 3.8 1,737.63 6.4
Rural Cities
Carnation 3 1.28 2.3 1.17 2.6
Duvall 277 90.28 3.1 58.36 4.7
Enumclaw 12 3.42 3.5 2.88 4.2
North Bend 6 2.91 2.1 1.95 3.1
Skykomish 0 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.0
Snogualmie 1,294 500.03 2.6 203.86 6.3
Uninc. King County Rural Cities 2 10.00 0.2 9.98 0.2
Rural Cities Total 1,594 607.92 2.6 278.19 5.7
URBAN KING COUNTY TOTAL 22,260 7,294.33 3.1 3,599.50 6.2
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An alternate measure of single-family density is based on data from building permits. In this analysis,
each lot where a new unit was permitted was considered equivalent to the net land area in the plat
analysis. Thus, there were no deductions for critical areas, rights-of-way or public purpose lands,
and only net density is calculated.

Single family permit densities are generally lower than densities measured in plats during the same
time period. This difference reflects several factors, such as permits issued on larger historical lots
and permits issued within subdivisions recorded prior to the 5-year review period, which generally
attained lower densities than more recent platting. For these reasons, single-family permits are not
generally used as a basis for assumed future densities or for evaluating plan implementation.

Table 4.6 shows the net acres, total units, and net densities of single-family permitting in each
subarea and in the UGA as a whole. Major findings include the following:
o UGA-wide, single-family permits achieved 5.35 DUs per acre.

e SeaShore attained the highest single-family permit density at over 7 DUs per acre overall. Unlike
plat data, single-family development in the City of Seattle is included in these findings.

e Density trends in single-family permits match those observed in the plat data. UGA-wide, permit
densities increased from 3.8 units per acre in the 1996-2000 period to 5.3 units per acre in the
most recent period. Densities increased throughout the county, including within each subarea.
(See table 4.10 for detail.)

Table 4.6: Densities of Single-Family Permits

Subarea Net Acres Units® NZ%tolifaznosc;tSy
Sea-Shore 367 2,605 7.09
East County 1,927 9,684 5.02
South County 2,191 12,001 5.48
Rural Cities 364 1,651 4.53
Total UGA 4,850 25,941 5.35

"Units shown in this table do not match the total numbers of net new
single-family units shown in table 4.1. Excluded from the density
analysis are a portion of new units that replaced teardowns on
existing lots and a small number of permits that lacked complete data.

Table 4.7 contains data on single-family permits issued in each city and urban unincorporated
subarea. (As noted, data for Seattle are based on single-family building permits finaled during the 5-
year review period.) Major findings include the following:

e Unincorporated Urban King County led jurisdictions in single-family units with nearly 7,000
permitted in all subareas combined. Cities with more than 1,000 permitted units included Seattle,
Issaquah, Redmond, Sammamish, Covington, Kent, Maple Valley, Renton, and Snoqualmie.

e The cities of Seattle, Issaguah, Redmond, Algona, Covington, Maple Valley, Renton, and
Snoqualmie stand out with compact single-family development at greater than 6 DUs per net
acre overall.
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Table 4.7: Single-Family Permit Density in King County UGA (2001-2005)

SeaShore

Lake Forest Park

Seattle

Shoreline

Uninc. King County SeaShore
SeaShore

East County
Beaux Arts
Bellevue
Bothell
Clyde Hill
Hunts Point
Issaquah
Kenmore
Kirkland
Medina
Mercer Island
Newcastle
Redmond
Sammamish
Woodinville
Yarrow Point
Uninc. King County East

East County Total

South County
Algona
Auburn
Black Diamond
Burien
Covington
Des Moines
Federal Way
Kent
Maple Valley
Milton
Normandy Park
Pacific
Renton
SeaTac
Tukwila
Uninc. King County South

South County Total

Rural Cities

Carnation

Duvall

Enumclaw

North Bend

Skykomish

Snoqualmie

Uninc. King County Rural Cities
Rural Cities Total

URBAN KING COUNTY TOTAL

Net Acres Units Units/Acre
26.79 94 35
259.21 2,063 8.0
49.76 266 5.3
31.40 182 5.8
367.16 2,605 7.1
Net Acres Units Units/Acre
0.23 1 4.4
147.62 449 3.0
37.52 89 2.4
2.75 6 2.2
1.77 5 2.8
182.49 1,482 8.1
106.53 472 4.4
134.61 664 4.9
1.69 5 3.0
35.19 103 2.9
117.76 505 4.3
150.56 1,045 6.9
444 .40 1,804 4.1
77.04 356 4.6
0.75 2 2.7
486.33 2,696 5.5
1,927.24 9,684 5.0
Net Acres Units Units/Acre
15.60 104 6.7
87.43 211 2.4
8.17 29 35
28.18 119 4.2
149.84 1,095 7.3
47.52 157 3.3
175.25 687 3.9
211.52 1,153 5.5
206.71 1,489 7.2
1.80 9 5.0
14.47 31 2.1
40.53 154 3.8
359.47 2,373 6.6
38.35 165 4.3
39.72 228 5.7
766.56 3,997 5.2
2,191.12 12,001 5.5
Net Acres Units Units/Acre
1.46 1 0.7
65.24 326 5.0
18.72 75 4.0
3.44 15 4.4
0.51 2 3.9
194.10 1,198 6.2
81.00 34 0.4
364.47 1,651 4.5
4,849.99 25,941 5.3
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Multifamily Residential Densities

Table 4.8 shows data on multifamily housing permitted in each subarea and the UGA as a whole
during the years 2001-2005. Data include gross and net land developed, units, and densities
achieved. The conversion from gross to net acres excludes set-asides for rights-of-way, on-site
public uses (e.g., stormwater detention, parks), and critical areas and their buffers. Multifamily is
defined to include any attached housing units, including townhomes, duplexes, condominiums and
apartment units. For comparison, densities achieved during the 1996-2000 period are also shown.
Major findings of this analysis include the following:

UGA-wide, more than 25,400 units were permitted on 948 gross acres, 670 net buildable acres.

Multifamily development achieved an overall density of 38 DUs per net acre in the recent 5-year
review period. This represents a significant increase from the density achieved during the1996-
2000 period of 22 DUs per net acre.

SeaShore has seen the greatest amount of multifamily development (over 13,000 units) at the
highest overall densities in the county (73 DUs/ac). Data for the City of Seattle, the largest
component of activity in this subarea, reflect multifamily permits finaled, not issued.

Densities have also increased in suburban areas, most significantly in East County, which saw
multifamily attain 33 DUs per net acre, a 65% increase from the previous 5 years. However, the
number of multifamily units permitted outside of the SeaShore subarea was down one third from
the 1996-2000 reporting period. (See table 4.10 for detail.)

Table 4.8: Densities of Multifamily Permits (2001-2005)

Subarea Gross Net Units Units per | Units/Net Ac | Units /Net Ac
Acres Acres Gross Ac 2001-2005 1996-2000

Sea- 189 184 | 13,485 | 71.40 73.33 52

Shore

East 294 201| 6,656| 2268 33.17 205

County

South

County 434 260 4,971 11.45 19.09 17.4

Rural

Cities 32 25 316 9.99 12.41 8.8

Total

UGA 948 670 25,428 26.82 37.93 22

Table 4.9 contains data on multifamily permits issued in each city and urban unincorporated
subarea. Major findings include the following:

Among individual jurisdictions, Seattle, Bellevue, and Mercer Island led the county in multifamily
densities, with averages greater than 70 DUs/acre.

Seattle, alone, issued permits for half of the multifamily units in the county. This greatly
exceeded the city’'s 29% share of UGA-wide multifamily construction in the preceding five years
reported in the 2002 BLR. In suburban areas, Bellevue, Renton, Issaquah, Redmond, and
unincorporated King County each permitted more than 1000 multifamily units during the 2001-
2005 period.
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Table 4.9: Multifamily Permit Density in King County UGA (2001-2005)

SeaShore Net Acres Units Units/Acre
Lake Forest Park 0.28 3 10.7
Seattle 160.48 12,831 80.0
Shoreline 12.41 378 30.5
Uninc. King County SeaShore 10.72 273 25.5

SeaShore Total 183.89 13,485 73.3

East County Net Acres Units Units/Acre
Beaux Arts 0.00 0 0.0
Bellevue 11.77 1,059 90.0
Bothell 14.46 261 18.0
Clyde Hill 0.00 0 0.0
Hunts Point 0.00 0 0.0
Issaquah 47.08 1,225 26.0
Kenmore 10.00 254 25.4
Kirkland 20.09 931 46.3
Medina 0.00 0 0.0
Mercer Island 7.85 573 73.0
Newcastle 2.66 63 23.7
Redmond 36.38 1,387 38.1
Sammamish 17.09 284 16.6
Woodinville 5.62 141 25.1
Yarrow Point 0.00 0 0.0
Uninc. King County East 27.66 478 17.3

East County Total 200.66 6,656 33.2

South County Net Acres Units Units/Acre
Algona 0.61 4 6.5
Auburn 21.79 309 14.2
Black Diamond 0.49 6 12.3
Burien 3.60 120 33.4
Covington 9.21 211 22.9
Des Moines 0.74 22 29.8
Federal Way 5.36 71 13.2
Kent 60.71 706 11.6
Maple Valley 3.99 57 14.3
Milton 0.00 0 0.0
Normandy Park 3.45 85 24.6
Pacific 4.25 85 20.0
Renton 54.79 1,257 22.9
SeaTac 11.09 208 18.8
Tukwila 0.00 0 0.0
Uninc. King County South 80.37 1,830 22.8

South County Total 260.46 4,971 19.1

Rural Cities Net Acres Units Units/Acre
Carnation 0.00 0 0.0
Duvall 4.30 86 20.0
Enumclaw 5.28 69 13.1
North Bend 0.00 0 0.0
Skykomish 0.00 0 0.0
Snoqualmie 15.89 161 10.1
Uninc. King County Rural Cities 0.00 0 0.0

Rural Cities Total 25.47 316 12.4

URBAN KING COUNTY TOTAL 670.48 25,428 37.93
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Table 4.10: Residential Densities in King County UGA (1996-2000 vs. 2001-2005)

RESIDENTIAL PLATS
Plats
SeaShore
East County
South County
Rural Cities
Plat Total

PERMITS
Single-Family Permits
SeaShore
East County
South County
Rural Cities
Single-Family Total

Multifamily Permits
SeaShore
East County
South County
Rural Cities
Multi Family Total

ALL RESIDENTIAL
PERMITS
SeaShore
East County
South County
Rural Cities

RESIDENTIAL PERMIT
TOTAL

Technical Notes

1996 - 2000 2001 - 2005
Net Acres Lots Lots/Acre Net Acres Lots Lots/Acre
139 834 6.0 36 227 6.2
1,391 5,461 3.9 1,547 9,331 6.0
1,037 5,651 5.4 1,738 11,108 6.4
419 1,849 4.4 278 1,594 5.7
2,986 13,795 4.6 3,599 22,260 6.2
1996 - 2000 2001 - 2005
Net Acres Units  Units/Acre Net Acres Units  Units/Acre
371 2,434 6.6 367 2,605 7.1
2,221 7,592 3.4 1,927 9,684 5.0
1,963 8,321 4.2 2,191 12,001 55
621 1,119 1.8 364 1,651 4.5
5,176 19,466 3.8 4,850 25,941 5.3
Net Acres Units  Units/Acre Net Acres Units  Units/Acre
156 8,115 52.0 184 13,485 73.3
473 9,677 20.5 201 6,656 33.2
455 7,938 17.4 260 4,971 19.1
142 1,255 8.8 25 316 12.4
1,226 26,985 22.0 670 25,428 38.0
1996 - 2000 2001 - 2005
Net Acres Units  Units/Acre Net Acres Units  Units/Acre
527 10,549 20.0 551 16,090 29.2
2,694 17,269 6.4 2,128 16,340 7.7
2,418 16,259 6.7 2,451 16,972 6.9
763 2,374 3.1 389 1,967 5.1
6,402 46,451 7.3 5,520 51,369 9.3

e Permitted units shown in this table do not include demolitions and other permit activity and are
therefore not consistent with data reported in Table 4.1 (net housing unit growth).

e Plat data for the 1996 — 2000 period do not include plats recorded in Seattle or Sammamish. Plat
data for the 2001 — 05 period include Sammamish but not Seattle. For this reason, total acreage and
number of platted lots are not comparable between the two review periods.
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Commercial and Industrial Development and Job Change

Two measures of non-residential growth are tracked for the 2007 BLR. One is net change in
employment. The other is floor area added in commercial and industrial building permits.

Table 4.11 summarizes Urban King County’s change in jobs during the first six years of the 2001-
2022 planning period. Data are shown for each subarea and for the UGA as a whole. Six, rather
than five, years of job change are calculated in order to more fully capture job recovery following the
recession of 2001-2004. The table contains the most reliable countywide statistic on employment:
“covered” employment as reported by the state Employment Security Department and mapped to job
locations by the Puget Sound Regional Council. “Covered” employment refers to positions covered
by unemployment insurance. This data set excludes certain job categories, such as self-employed,
proprlietors, military personnel, and others, and accounts for approximately 85 to 90 percent of all
jobs.

From 2001 through 2004, King County suffered the deepest recession it had experienced since the
early 1970s. The dot-com bust of 2000 to 2001 was followed by aerospace losses and consequent
loss of jobs in nearly every sector. By 2004, King County had lost more than 70,000 jobs, more than
six percent of the county’s year-2000 economic base. Data reported in the BLR clearly reflect the
impact of the recession.

Analysis of covered employment change reveals a mixed picture of net job growth and decline within
the county over the full six-year period. East County and Rural Cities subareas experienced modest
net job gains, while SeaShore and South County subareas had yet to regain their year 2000 job
levels. By early 2006, the number of covered jobs in Urban King County stood at 1,106,000—still
down more than 25,000 or 2.2% from the peak at the beginning of the analysis period.

Job Growth Targets for 2001-2022 in the Countywide Planning Policies are also shown in table 4.11,
along with updated targets for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Within each
subarea, some cities have progressed toward their targets and some have not. When the numbers
for all jurisdictions are combined, the subarea remaining target is a blend that is less than the
original subarea target even where the subarea as a whole has lost jobs.

Table 4.11: Change in Covered Employment (2000-2006)

Subarea Covered Covered Change 2001-22 Remaining
Jobs 2000 Jobs 2006 9 Job Target Target

oea | 526,200 | 495,500 | -30,700 | 95,850 94,750

Shore

East 290,600 302,000 | 11,400 | 98,500 84,550

County

South

County 305,000 296,400 | -8,600 | 89,500 84,800

Rural 9,700 12,000 2,300 5,250 3,200

Cities

Total

UGA 1,131,600 | 1,105,900 | -25,700 | 289,100 267,300

Note: Numbers in this table have been rounded.

Table 4.12 on page IV-15 provides detail on covered employment change from 2000 to 2006 for
cities and urban unincorporated subareas. In jurisdictions that experienced net job growth, the

! Employment data for 2000 reported in the 2007 BLR represent provisional estimates of total covered jobs, pending
final revisions to the 2000 government employment estimates by PSRC.
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CPP targets are adjusted downward to reflect progress toward the targeted growth. For jurisdictions
with job losses, the remaining target is set at the level of the original targets. In the latter case, it is
assumed that unused capacity is available within existing buildings to accommodate growth needs to
fully recover year 2000 employment lost. Growth above and beyond year 2000 jobs is expected to
be accommodated through new development.

The jurisdiction-level data reveal that the economic recession of 2001-2004 was widespread as well
as deep. One third of King County’s 39 cities still had fewer jobs in 2006 than in 2000; among them
were major job centers in the county, such as Seattle, Kirkland, Renton, SeaTac and Tukwila. While
not shown in this table, data also show that job loss was widespread by sector, with net losses
during this period in transportation, retail and services as well as manufacturing.
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Table 4.12: Change in Covered Employment by City for King County UGA (2001-2006)

SeaShore

Lake Forest Park

Seattle

Shoreline

Uninc. KC - SeaShore
SeaShore Total

East County
Beaux Arts
Bellevue
Bothell
Clyde Hill
Hunts Point
Issaquah
Kenmore
Kirkland
Medina
Mercer Island
Newcastle
Redmond
Sammamish
Woodinville
Yarrow Point
Uninc. KC - East

East County Total

South County
Algona
Auburn
Black Diamond
Burien
Covington
Des Moines
Federal Way
Kent
Maple Valley
Milton
Normandy Park
Pacific
Renton
SeaTac
Tukwila
Uninc. KC - South
South County Total

Rural Cities
Carnation
Duvall
Enumclaw
North Bend
Skykomish
Snoqualmie
Uninc. KC Rur Cities
Rural Cities Total

URBAN KING COUNTY

Cov. Jobs, Cov.Jobs, | Changein| 2001-2022 Remaining
2000 2006 Jobs Job Target Target
1,364 1,599 235 455 220
502,475 470,697 -31,778 92,083 92,083
15,706 16,360 654 2,618 1,964
6,700 6,883 183 694 511
526,245 495,539 -30,706 95,850 94,778
16 53 37 - -
118,261 118,633 372 40,000 39,628
10,527 11,015 488 2,000 1,512
430 647 217 - -
36 36 0 - -
15,109 18,667 3,558 14,000 10,442
4,548 4,216 -332 2,800 2,800
34,309 32,049 -2,260 8,800 8,800
366 283 -83 - -
6,618 6,810 192 800 608
997 1,572 575 500 -
73,426 81,814 8,388 21,760 13,372
4,936 4,809 -127 1,230 1,230
13,316 13,791 475 2,000 1,525
50 80 30 - -
7,700 7,541 -159 4,637 4,637
290,645 302,016 11,371 98,527 84,554
1,967 1,874 -93 108 108
38,453 37,542 -911 6,079 6,079
407 463 56 2,525 2,469
12,565 11,854 -711 1,712 1,712
2,609 3,314 705 900 195
5,936 5,607 -329 1,695 1,695
29,459 30,249 790 7,481 6,691
61,144 63,382 2,238 11,500 9,262
2,805 3,317 512 804 292
3 24 21 1,054 1,033
586 734 148 67 -
921 1,598 677 103 -
55,572 50,702 -4,870 27,597 27,597
31,614 28,696 -2,918 9,288 9,288
48,356 44,184 -4,172 16,000 16,000
12,600 12,841 241 2,582 2,341
304,997 296,381 -8,616 89,495 84,762
600 873 273 75 -
957 1,016 59 1,125 1,066
4,183 4,431 248 1,125 877
1,912 2,423 511 1,125 614
90 57 -33 - -
1,153 2,297 1,144 1,800 656
800 861 61 - -
9,695 11,958 2,263 5,250 3,213
1,131,582 1,105,894 -25,688 289,122 267,307

Covered jobs are those covered by unemployment insurance. Source: Wa Employment Security Dept and PSRC 2007.
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Table 4.13 contains data on building permits issued (2001-2005) in commercial and industrial zones.
(As with residential permits, data for the City of Seattle are based on permits finaled, not issued,
during the review period.) Data are aggregated at the subarea and UGA levels, and include net land
developed, floor area of new buildings, and achieved floor-area-ratios. FAR, calculated here as the
square footage of the building divided by the net square footage of the site, is a common measure of
density in commercial and industrial land uses. Net acres are shown as in the multifamily permits
analysis, but gross acres are not shown because the difference between net and gross land area is
small. Major findings include the following:

o Despite the recent recession, nearly 18 million square feet of commercial space was permitted in
commercial and mixed-use zones UGA-wide in the years 2001-2005, only slightly less than the
20 million commercial square feet permitted in the previous five years. Nearly half of the
commercial square footage was permitted in the SeaShore subarea.

e Just over 10 million square feet of space was permitted in industrial zones during the years
2001-2005. This amount was barely more than half of the 20 million square feet of industrial floor
area permitted 1996-2000, a decline that reflects the dampening impact of the recession on
industrial development. Two-thirds of the new industrial square footage was permitted in South
County.

e Commercial development consumed over 600 net acres and achieved an overall FAR of 0.67.
This figure represents an increase from the FAR of 0.47 achieved during the 1996-2000, a trend
towards more intensive use of commercial land. The most intensive development of commercial
and industrial land occurred in SeaShore, with an achieved FAR of 1.95.

¢ Industrial development consumed 575 net acres and achieved an overall FAR of 0.42, a figure
that is slightly lower than the 0.46 FAR achieved in industrial zones 1996-2000.

Table 4.13: Commercial and Industrial Building Permits (2001-2005)
Floor Area

L1
Subarea Zoning Net Acres (Sq. Ft.) FAR
Commercial 100 8,472,460 1.95
Sea-Shore -
Industrial 70 2,786,871 0.92
Commercial 131 4,702,347 0.82
East County -
Industrial 54 749,724 0.32
Commercial 339 4,159,696 0.28
South County -
Industrial 445 6,905,127 0.36
. Commercial 42 461,647 0.25
Rural Cities -
Industrial 6 70,610 0.29
Commercial 612 17,796,150 0.67
Total UGA -
Industrial 575 10,512,332 0.42

'Commercial category includes zones allowing commercial uses only, as well as mixed-
use zones, which allow both commercial and residential uses. FAR calculations for the
commercial portions of permitted mixed-use projects are based on a prorated fraction of
total land and floor areas.

Table 4.14 contains data on commercial and industrial building permits in cities and urban
unincorporated areas. The data include land consumed for commercial and industrial development,
square feet of new buildings, and FARs achieved. Major findings include the following:

e The City of Seattle led the county in new commercial square footage permitted at 8 million
square feet, nearly half the countywide total.
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¢ Among suburban jurisdictions, Bellevue stands out as well with 2.8 million permitted square feet,
and the cities of Kirkland, Redmond, Auburn, Federal Way, and Kent each issued permits for
more than a half million square feet of new space in commercial zones.

o City of Seattle achieved the highest overall commercial FAR at 2.57. Among other jurisdictions,
the City of Bellevue also stood out with an overall commercial FAR of 1.68 (with higher FARs
achieved in downtown Bellevue).

¢ Inindustrial permitting, the cities of Seattle and Auburn led the county with 2.7 million permitted
square feet of new space in industrial zones each. The cities of Kent, Renton, and Tukwila stood
out as well with over one million newly permitted square feet in industrial zones each.

Analysis of permit data adds some perspective on the findings of the job change analysis. The fact
of continued robust rates of permitting for new commercial, and to a lesser extent, industrial
development throughout the county suggests that cities and the county as a whole have been
making progress toward their CPP Job Growth Targets even though that progress is not yet
reflected in the employment data. The contrast between, on the one hand, job loss and, on the other,
new commercial and industrial development is particularly stark in Auburn, Renton and Tukwila,
each of which gained more than one million square feet of industrial buildings along with healthy
commercial construction, while losing net employment. Other cities such as Kirkland, SeaTac, and
Burien had some new square footage but also lost jobs. Bellevue gained only a few jobs while
constructing 2.8 million square feet of commercial uses. One reason for the differing indications of
growth in the two types of data is that they represent snapshots of change at different points in the
economic cycle. Covered employment for early 2006 does not capture job recovery that continued
strong after that date. On the other hand, many building permits issued in 2005, and even earlier
years, may not be occupied with new employees until later in 2006 or beyond.
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V. Land Supply and Development Capacity

This chapter presents the major findings of the analysis of land supply (in acres) and development
capacity (in terms of housing units, households, floor area, and jobs). Residential and non-residential
land and capacity, as of early 2006, are shown, along with comparisons with growth targets for the
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).

The supply of vacant and redevelopable land was determined through an analysis of geographic
information systems (GIS) data, including parcel boundary and county assessor files, critical areas
mapping, and other mapped data. Further calculations incorporated discounts for future rights-of-
way, public uses, and long-term potential market availability, as well as assumptions about future
residential and non-residential densities. (See Chapter Il for a detailed description of the countywide
land supply and capacity analysis methodology. See appendices A-C for definitions and
assumptions used by each jurisdiction.) Resulting estimates of buildable land supply and
development capacity represents a snapshot of approximately January 2006.

Residential Land Supply

Table 5.1 shows the gross buildable residential land in acres, deductions and discounts, and net
buildable acres for each planning subarea and for the UGA as a whole. Major findings of this
analysis include the following:

e The UGA contains approximately 41,500 gross acres of vacant or potentially redevelopable
residential land. After deducting critical areas constraints, discounts for rights-of-way and public
uses, and an assumed market availability discount, almost 22,000 net acres of land remain to
accommodate urban residential growth through 2022. The residential land supply includes land
zoned for single-family detached housing, multifamily housing, and that portion of the
developable land in mixed-use zones that is assumed to have capacity for residential uses.

e The 21,900 acres of net residential land are approximately 5,000 acres less than the 26,900 net
residential acres reported in the 2002 BLR. This compares favorably with the findings in Chapter
IV that just over 5,500 net acres were consumed during the 5-year review period, 2001 — 2005:
4,850 acres of single-family development and 670 acres of multifamily.

e Overall, almost half of the gross acreage was deducted for critical areas, rights-of-way, public
uses, and market availability factors. Land in single-family zones was discounted more heavily
than land zoned for multifamily housing or mixed-uses.

e In single-family zones, almost a quarter of the land supply was found to be encumbered by
critical areas. In multifamily and mixed-use zones, just over 10% of the gross land supply was
rendered unbuildable due to critical areas.

e More than half of the net land supply, especially land in single-family zones, is located in South
County. SeaShore contains almost half of the developable land in multifamily and mixed-use
zones. Most of that land could be developed at densities well in excess of 50 dwelling units per
acre under current plans and zoning.

More detail regarding the gross and net land supply is available at the city level in Chapter VII,
Profiles of King County Jurisdictions.
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Table 5.1: Residential Land Supply (2006)

Subarea Zoning i::?z: Critical RighES?—ucnolgjblilc Market2 A'(\:lfés
Areas Way Use Factor

sen ?;n%:ﬁl 3,810 250 2% 1% 12% 3,063
Shore m:lxlggefrg'slgé 2.151 16 0.6% 0.5% 12% 1,879
ot E(‘;g:ﬁ/ 10,823 3,112 13% 10% 17% 4,962
County wutfamiy, | 1,015 137 5% 2% 14% 704
South E?n%:ﬁl 20,396 5,138 14% 12% 18% 9,370
County mltj(lggaﬂggé 2,074 402 5% 4% 15% 1,298
rural ?g]n%:ﬁ/ 1,139 266 13% 12% 16% 549
Cities m&‘g;ﬁrg's'gé 147 32 5% 5% 17% 86
oA E?ng:fy 36,168 | 8,765 12% 10% 17% | 17,943
Total m::(‘g‘;aﬂgé 5.386 587 3% 2% 14% 3,966

* Discounts represent the % of the unencumbered gross acres (minus critical areas) assumed to be needed for
future rights-of-way and future on-site public uses.

2 Market factor discount represents the % of the developable land that is assumed to be unavailable for
development during the 20-year planning period.

% This category includes both residential only multifamily and mixed-use zones. Mixed-use zones include any
designation that allowed both residential and commercial development. Acres of “residential” buildable land is
reported here as a subset of overall land supply in mixed-use zones. “Commercial” buildable land in mixed-use
zones is reported in table 5.4.

Figure 5.1 at the end of this chapter shows the proportion of the net supply of developable land in
single-family, multifamily, and mixed-use zones in the UGA that was identified as either vacant or
redevelopable as of early 2006. Overall, 36% of the residential land supply is vacant and 64%
redevelopable. Half of the supply is redevelopable single-family land, which includes both large
parcels with ample room for further development, as well as small infill parcels. Less than a third of
the land supply in multifamily and mixed-use zones is vacant, with more than two-thirds comprised of
underutilized sites with redevelopment potential.

Residential Capacity vs. Household Growth Targets

Table 5.2 shows housing and household capacity for each planning subarea and for the UGA as a
whole. Capacity is compared with Household Growth Targets for the remainder of the planning
period (2006-2022). The conversion of net acres to housing units was based on assumed future
residential densities, which were based on the densities observed within each zoning designation
during the 2001-2005 review period. As such, the Buildable Lands capacity estimates represent the
demonstrated potential of current plans and regulations to accommodate residential growth.
Additional residential capacity included in these totals was derived from 1) housing capacity in
selected major developments “in the pipeline”, 2) estimated accessory dwelling unit potential, and 3)
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estimated residential capacity within the UGAs surrounding cities in the Rural Cities subarea. Major
findings of this analysis include the following:

¢ The King County UGA has capacity, based on current plans, for approximately 289,000
additional housing units accommodating an estimated 277,000 additional households—maore
than twice the capacity needed to accommodate the Household Growth Target of about 106,000
for the remainder of the 2000-2022 planning period.

Table 5.2: Housing Capacity (2006) vs. Household Growth Targets (2006-2022)

Development Capacity (2006) Remaining Surplus/
Subarea Zoning Housing 1 Target Deficit
Units Households 2006-2022 Capacity

Single-Family 10,082 9,880
Multifamily 32,450 30,827

Sea-Shore
Mixed-Use 96,595 91,765
Total 139,335 132,472 41,841 90,631
Single-Family 19,719 19,325
Multifamily 6,356 6,038

East County -
Mixed-Use 31,954 30,356
Total 58,029 55,719 32,494 23,225
Single-Family 45,023 44,123
Multifamily 16,720 15,884

South County -
Mixed-Use 18,469 17,546
Total 80,279 77,553 28,319 49,295
Single-Family 9,463 9,274

.. 5 | Multifamily 1,490 1,416

Rural Cities -
Mixed-Use 859 816
Total 11,812 11,506 3,698 7,808
Single-Family 84,286 82,600
Multifamily 57,016 54,165

UGA Total
Mixed-Use 147,877 140,483
Total 289,179 277,248 106,352 170,896

* Housing units converted to households by assuming vacancy rates of 2% for SF and 5% for MF and MU.

2 Capacity totals for Rural Cities includes both potential new residential uses within the city limits and housing
capacity estimated for the UGAs associated with 5 of the cities based on zoning anticipated after annexation.

e At projected household sizes, the 289,000 new housing units, together with the existing housing
stock in 2006, could accommodate more than 400,000 additional persons within the UGA. This is
more than twice the population growth needed to meet the remaining part of the 2002 OFM
projection of 2,048,000 total population for King County in 2022.

e The residential capacity as of 2006 was slightly greater than the 263,000 housing unit capacity
reported for 2001 in the 2002 Buildable Lands Report, despite the consumption of developable
land in the intervening years. The increase in estimated capacity reflects higher residential
densities achieved in the 2001 — 2005 review period and other updated analysis assumptions.
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e Capacity for housing and households within each subarea is more than sufficient to
accommodate the cumulative remaining Household Growth Targets for jurisdictions in those
subareas. SeaShore has the largest surplus of capacity to accommodate its household growth
target.

o Just over half of the 2006 residential capacity—about 139,000 housing units—is located in the
SeaShore subarea, dominated by multifamily and mixed-use capacity in the City of Seattle.

o UGA-wide, there is capacity for about 84,000 units in single-family zones, 1/3 of the total, and
about 205,000 units in multifamily and mixed-use zones, 2/3 of total residential potential. Fully
half of overall residential capacity is located in mixed-use zones.

Table 5.3 summarizes the findings of this analysis for each city and unincorporated urban subarea.
Data include 1) housing unit capacity in single-family, multifamily, and mixed-use zones, 2)
estimated total household capacity, and 3) a comparison of household capacity with the Household
Growth Targets for the remaining portion of the planning period (2006-2022). Findings of this
evaluation include the following:

o All cities and urban unincorporated areas have sufficient capacity to accommodate their
Household Growth Targets for the remainder of the planning period.

o City of Seattle has the largest surplus of capacity above and beyond targeted household growth,
capacity for nearly 85,000 more households than necessary.

¢ Among suburban areas, unincorporated South County and the cities of Renton, Kent, Covington,
Black Diamond, Kenmore, Issaquah, Bellevue, and Shoreline stand out with capacity surpluses
of more than 2,500 households beyond targeted growth.

Figure 5.2 at the end of this chapter shows the proportion of housing capacity in the UGA located on
land in single-family, multifamily, and mixed-use zones that was identified as either vacant or
redevelopable. This analysis includes capacity on selected sites committed to development “in the
pipeline.” Overall, one-third of the capacity is on vacant land, two-thirds on redevelopable land. Half
of the single-family is on vacant land, half on redevelopable land. Fully three-quarters of the capacity
in mixed-use zones was located on redevelopable parcels.

Commercial and Industrial Land Supply

Table 5.4 shows the gross buildable commercial and industrial zoned land in acres, deductions and
discounts, and net buildable acres for each planning subarea and for the UGA as a whole. Major
findings of this analysis include the following:

e The UGA contains approximately 9,000 gross acres of vacant or potentially redevelopable
commercial and industrial land. After deducting critical areas constraints, discounts for rights-of-
way and public uses, and an assumed market availability discount, almost 6,200 net acres of
land remain to accommodate employment growth through 2022. The non-residential land supply
includes land zoned for industrial and commercial uses as well as that portion of the developable
land in mixed-use zones that was assumed to have capacity for commercial uses.

e Compared with the findings of the 2002 Buildable Lands evaluation, estimated net commercial
and industrial land supply in 2006 is approximately 1,700 acres lower than the net land supply of
7,800 acres estimated in 2001. The decline in estimated buildable land supply for employment
uses reflects both land consumed for commercial and industrial uses subsequent to the 2001
snapshot, as well as revised analysis assumptions in the analysis for the 2007 BLR.
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e Overall, almost a third of the gross acreage was deducted for critical areas, ROWSs, public uses,
and market availability factors. Land in industrial zones was discounted somewhat more than
land zoned for commercial or mixed-uses.

e In commercial and mixed-use zones, 13% of the land supply was found to be encumbered by
critical areas. In industrial zones, nearly 20% of the gross land supply was rendered unbuildable
due to critical areas. Future land needs for rights-of-way and other on-site public uses were
considered minimal in commercial and industrial development.

e South County contains the biggest share of developable non-residential land— a little over half
of the commercial and mixed-use land, two-thirds of industrial land in the UGA. SeaShore—in
particular the City of Seattle—contains the greatest amount of land zoned for high-density mixed
uses, accommodating high concentrations of employment in proximity to residential uses.

Table 5.4: Commercial and Industrial Land Supply (2006)

Deductions
. G _ : : Net
Subarea Zoning A:‘:?zg Critical | Right-of- Public Market Acrees
Areas Way' Use® Factor?

cen commercial/ | 861 0 1.4% 0.5% 12% | 749
Shore ]

Industrial 517 55 2% 1% 8% 466
East ,C\:A?X”;[Qﬂsc'e%' | 924 145 4% 2% 15% 629
County ]

Industrial 590 142 4.5% 3% 15% 358
South fﬂ‘i’xmeg"ﬂ;ag' "'l 2614 389 3% 206 14% | 1,835
County ]

Industrial 2,885 617 3.5% 3% 14% | 1,830
Rural ,\CA?X”;(T‘E};%' / 256 70 5.5% 4% 17% 140
Cities ]

Industrial 332 97 7% 7% 16% 170
UGA ;:A?X”;Efjrsc'e%' "' 4654 604 3% 2% 14% | 3,352
Total ]

Industrial 4,324 852 4% 3% 13% | 2,824

" Discounts represent the % of the unencumbered gross acres (minus critical areas) assumed to be needed for
future rights-of-way and future on-site public uses.

2 Market factor discount represents the % of the developable land that is assumed to be unavailable for
development during the 20-year planning period.

% This category includes both commercial only and mixed-use zones. Mixed-use zones include any designation
that allowed both residential and commercial development. Acres of “commercial” buildable land is reported here
as a subset of overall land supply in mixed-use zones. “Residential” buildable land in mixed-use zones is
reported in table 5.1.

Figure 5.3 at the end of this chapter shows the proportion of the net supply of developable land in
commercial, industrial, and mixed-use zones in the UGA that was identified as either vacant or
redevelopable as of early 2006. Overall, 47% of the non-residential land supply is vacant and 53%
redevelopable. Two-thirds of the industrial land supply was classified as vacant. A number of the
“vacant” parcels are used currently for outdoor storage, parking, and other low-intensity uses. City of
Seattle did not identify any redevelopment potential in industrial zones, a factor that further skewed
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the data toward the vacant category. In commercial zones, roughly half of the land supply is vacant.
In mixed-use zones, redevelopable land predominates.

Employment Capacity vs. Job Growth Targets

Table 5.5 shows total employment capacity for each planning subarea and for the UGA as a whole.
Capacity is compared with Job Growth Targets for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).
Net buildable acres were converted to units of employment capacity (sq. ft., jobs) based on achieved
and assumed FARs as well as assumed sq. ft. per employee multipliers, factors that were consistent
with current zoning and recent and projected market activity. Additional employment capacity
included in these totals was derived from 1) job capacity in selected major developments “in the
pipeline” and 2) estimated job capacity within the UGAs surrounding cities in the Rural Cities
subarea. Major findings of this analysis include the following:

e The King County UGA has capacity, based on current plans, for over 500,000 new jobs added
through new development—nearly twice the capacity needed to accommodate the overall Job
Growth Target of about 267,000 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).

¢ Based on the observed net job loss in King County between 2000 and 2006, it is assumed that
additional capacity for at least 25,000 jobs exists within underutilized existing buildings. These
jobs were not included in the Buildable Lands capacity analysis and are not included in the
figures in table 5.5. However, assumed capacity in existing buildings did factor into bringing CPP
Job Growth Targets up to date for the remainder of the planning period.

e The total job capacity for 2006 is about 100,000 jobs less than the capacity of over 600,000 jobs
estimated for 2001 in the 2002 Buildable Lands Report. The decrease in estimated capacity
reflects both the updated land supply inventory (noted above) as well as revised assumptions
about the employment potential of developable parcels.

e Capacity for employment within each subarea is more than sufficient to accommodate the
cumulative remaining Job Growth Targets for jurisdictions in those subareas. SeaShore had the
largest surplus of capacity to accommodate its job target.

e Three-quarters of the total job capacity is on land zoned for commercial uses, including both
commercial-only and mixed commercial-residential zoning. Industrial capacity represented about
a quarter of the county’s job potential.

e More than half of the county’s total employment capacity is in the SeaShore subarea, primarily
within the City of Seattle. Seashore and East County contain the majority of commercial/mixed-
use capacity, while SeaShore and South County lead the county in industrial capacity.

Figure 5.4 at the end of this chapter shows the proportion of job capacity in the UGA located on land
in commercial, industrial, and mixed-use zones that was identified as either vacant or redevelopable.
This analysis includes capacity on selected sites committed to development “in the pipeline.” Overall,
42% of the capacity is on vacant land, 58% on redevelopable land. Nearly half of all capacity for
additional employment is located on redevelopable parcels in mixed-use zones, much of which is
zoned for intensive commercial and residential development.
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Table 5.5: Commercial and Industrial Capacity (2006) vs. Job Targets (2001-2022)

Employment Capacity (2006) | Job Growth Surplus/
Subarea Zoning Floor Area Jobs Target Deficit
(Sq. Ft.)* 2001-2022 Capacity

Commercial 878,914 1,921
Mixed-Use 62,509,499 214,782

SeaShore -
Industrial 20,579,016 44,666
Total 83,967,429 261,369 94,778 166,591
Commercial 3,196,230 15,833
Mixed-Use 20,532,636 82,445

East County -
Industrial 5,878,900 26,426
Total 29,607,765 124,704 84,554 40,154
Commercial 12,610,679 41,246
Mixed-Use 17,977,826 46,937

South County -
Industrial 28,391,702 40,059
Total 58,980,207 128,242 84,762 43,480
Commercial 803,666 3,033

.. o | Mixed-Use 1,564,478 3,189

Rural Cities -
Industrial 2,667,311 7,183
Total 5,035,455 13,405 3,113 10,205
Commercial 17,489,489 57,860
Mixed-Use 102,584,439 351,527

UGA Total
Industrial 57,516,929 118,333
Total 177,590,857 527,720 267,307 260,422

*Floor area capacity does not include future new buildings on a limited number of sites treated as “committed to

development in the pipeline.”

2 Capacity totals for Rural Cities includes both potential new commercial and industrial uses within the city limits

and job capacity estimated for the UGAs associated with 5 of the cities based on zoning anticipated after

annexation.

Table 5.6 contains detail on employment capacity to accommodate growth targets in each city and
urban unincorporated subarea. Data include 1) job capacity in commercial, industrial, and mixed-use
zones, 2) estimated total employment capacity, and 3) a comparison of employment capacity with
the job growth targets for the remaining portion of the planning period (2006-2022). Findings of this
evaluation include the following:

o Nearly all cities and all urban unincorporated areas have sufficient capacity to accommodate
their Job Growth Targets for the remainder of the planning period.

e The City of Sammamish is the only jurisdiction that this evaluation finds short of sufficient job
capacity. Efforts by the city to expand capacity for employment, along with assumptions about
future job growth, are discussed in the City of Sammamish profile in Chapter VII.

e The City of Seattle has the largest surplus of capacity above and beyond targeted employment
growth, capacity for nearly 163,000 more jobs than necessary.

e Among suburban areas, the cities of Bellevue, Issaquah, Redmond, Auburn, and Renton stand
out with capacity surpluses of more than 5,000 jobs beyond targeted growth.
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Fig. 5.1: Net Residential Land - Vacant vs. Redevelopable
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Fig 5.2: Housing Capacity on Vacant vs. Redevelopable Land
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VI. Rural Areas and Resource Lands

The purpose of the Buildable Lands Report is to analyze recent urban development and to
determine whether King County and its cities have sufficient capacity within Urban Growth Areas
(UGASs) to accommodate the county’s forecasted population and job growth. In addition, RCW
36.70A.215 (2) requires some information about 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 such as the Rural Economic Strategies to areas of greatest need. It is also helpful in
analyzing linkages between urban and rural growth trends. The 2002 BLR included data on 5 years
of residential permits in Rural areas. This 2007 report expands on that work to include a limited
measurement of developable lots in Rural areas and Resource lands.

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 wide 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 there primary characteristics include:

e Rural areas cover approximately 290 square miles of King County (13% of the land area)
including all of Vashon Island and a band of territory east of the contiguous UGA.

e Resource lands, including designated Forest and Agricultural Production Districts and Mineral
Lands, cover about 1,380 square miles or nearly 65% of King County’s total land area.

e The entire King County UGA, by contrast, covers 460 square miles, less than 22% of the
county’s land area.

e Together, the Rural- and Resource-designated areas cover more than three-fourths of the
county’s land area but contain only 140,000 people, less than 8% 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 four percent of
countywide growth for the 2001-2022 planning period.

Growth Trends Outside the UGA

A major goal of the King County Comprehensive Plan and the Countywide Planning Policies is to
focus growth into the UGA. As Chapter V of this report demonstrates, King County’s UGA does have
sufficient capacity to accommodate its entire growth target based on OFM’s 2002 population
forecast. During the 1980s, prior to the adoption of the Growth Management Act, 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 generally declined each year;
since 2000, only about four percent of new units have been developed outside the UGA, as shown in
Table 7.1 below. Together, these findings demonstrate that King County is succeeding in directing
growth to, and accommodating growth within, the Urban Growth Areas.
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Major Findings

The major findings regarding land uses and activities in the Rural areas and on Resource lands are
as follows:

e The total number of existing housing units is approximately 51,800 (46,100 in Rural areas, 5,700
on Resource lands).

e Permitting of new residential units in Rural and Resource areas has declined to a steady
average of about 500 houses per year since 2000.

e 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.

o Of approximately 63,000 total parcels in Rural and Resource areas, about 52,000 are developed
with residential, commercial, public or open space use. Another 11,000 parcels are vacant or
could be subdivided under existing county zoning regulations.

e Many parcels in Rural areas are smaller than the minimum lot size, because they were created
long ago, before current zoning was in place.

e Approximately 14,300 additional housing units could be developed in Rural and Resource areas
if all theoretically possible development occurred.

e The maximum number of housing units that could be built on vacant parcels is about 12,400,
and there is potential for a maximum of 1,900 housing units on parcels that could be subdivided.

e At current rates of residential permitting, the rural area will still have undeveloped lots at the end
of the planning period in 2022.

With regard to commercial and industrial uses, the major finding was as follows:

¢ Rural and Resource areas have approximately 215 vacant parcels zoned for commercial or
industrial uses, covering 3,200 acres. More than half of those parcels are in the “M” (Mining)
zone classification, covering about 2,500 acres. No data are available on commercial
development potential or employment potential of the Rural and Resource areas at this time.

Methodology and Sources

The measurement of Rural and Resource land uses relies on the same data sources as the Urban
capacity analysis, but uses a different approach that reflects the unique development pattern and
different policy expectations in Rural areas. Land records and critical areas data are maintained at a
finer level of detail in Urban areas; data on Rural and Resource lands are sometimes incomplete.
While every attempt was made to produce the most accurate information possible, the precision of
the Rural lot estimate reflects the limitations of the data sources available.

This measurement began with geographic information system (GIS) files from the King County
Assessor’s land records. Data included Assessor real property and building files, zoning and UGA
files from the Department of Development and Environmental Services (DDES), and critical areas
files from the Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP). Government-owned parcels
(including US Forest Service), utilities and community open space parcels were removed. Critical
areas were identified from DNRP slope and wetland files taken from the National Wetland Inventory,
and appropriate buffers were applied. The analysis did not account for DDES’s authority to reduce
critical area buffers in certain circumstances. However, the analysis did recognize that vacant
parcels below the minimum lot size could be allowed one housing unit; on parcels more than twice
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the minimum, the lot size factor was applied. Parcels with a housing unit were identified as
subdividable if they were more than twice the minimum lot size. The maximum number of housing
units was tallied for both vacant and subdividable parcels.

Table 7.1: Residential Permits in Rural and Resource
Areas, 1996 — 2005

Rural Resource TOt‘f"I Percent
Year Areas Lands Outside of
UGA County
1996 878 37 915 8.0%
1997 886 33 919 7.6%
1998 829 38 867 6.1%
1999 705 25 730 5.0%
2000 549 29 578 3.9%
2001 476 37 513 4.3%
2002 453 20 473 4.1%
2003 451 30 481 4.2%
2004 484 43 527 4.6%
2005 412 31 443 3.5%
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V

IIl. Profiles of King County Jurisdictions

The following chapter profiles data and findings for each city and unincorporated urban area within
King County. These profiles summarize data on recent development activity for each jurisdiction, as
well as the analysis of the supply of buildable land and development capacity to accommodate
targeted household and job growth.

The Residential Development section on pages 1-3 of each profile contains the following tables:

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005
Aggregates all plats recorded, single-family permits issued and multifamily permits issued into
zoning categories, to calculate the amount and density of new development.

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Compares the residential development activity of 2001-2005 to the previous five-year period
reported in the 2002 King County Buildable Lands Report.

Housing Units (2001-2005) vs Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
Converts housing units into households, and compares the 2001-2005 development activity
against the Household Growth Target for the 2001-2022 planning period.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006)
Reports the supply of vacant and redevelopable residential land and estimates the capacity for
future housing unit development.

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)
Calculates total capacity, converts housing units into households, and evaluates the jurisdiction’s
ability to accommodate the remaining Household Growth Target.

The Non-Residential Development section on pages 3-4 of each profile contains the following tables:

Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
Aggregates all non-residential development into commercial and industrial zoning categories to
calculate the amount of development and its floor-area-ratio.

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Compares the non-residential development activity of 2001-2005 to the previous five-year period
reported in the 2002 King County Buildable Lands Report.

Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
Reports covered employment in 2000 and 2006, calculates the net change in jobs for the
jurisdiction, and updates the job growth target accordingly.

Non-Residential Land Supply (2006)
Reports the supply of buildable non-residential land in the jurisdiction on both vacant and
redevelopable parcels within commercial, mixed-use and industrial zones.

Employment Capacity (2006)
Estimates the capacity of the buildable land supply to accommodate employment.

Employment Capacity (2006) vs Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Compares the total job capacity against the remaining Job Growth Target to calculate surplus or
deficit capacity for anticipated growth.

Additional documentation of the data and methodology used to generate the jurisdiction-by-
jurisdiction statistics presented in the profiles is contained in Chapter Ill, which describes the
countywide methodology, and in Appendices A-C, which summarize the definitions and factors used
in each jurisdiction’s Buildable Lands analysis.
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Notes on Selected Terms and Concepts in Jurisdiction Profiles

The following technical notes define selected elements of the jurisdiction profiles. For a more
complete description of the countywide methodology and technical framework for the Buildable
Lands evaluation, see Chapter Ill. For additional specific documentation of the definitions and
assumptions made in each jurisdiction’s analysis, see Appendices A-C. Unique factors in an
individual jurisdiction’s analysis are noted at the end of the profile, when appropriate.

Zoned density ranges: Since King County’s 40 jurisdictions have many differing zoning and
subdivision codes with many different density allowances, densities have been collapsed for
reporting into broad categories. Each category indicates a range of densities within which the
maximum density allowed per zoning falls. Any further analysis at the jurisdiction level that
compares actual densities with comprehensive plans and development regulations should
incorporate more specific information on how density is addressed in those plans and regulations.

Mixed-use zones: Both commercial and residential land uses are allowed, often, but not
necessarily, in the same project.

Residential permit counts: The table at the lower right of the first page of each profile tallies net
housing development. Net new units accounts for both permits shown in the density tables on this
page as well as additional permitting activity, e.g., ADUs, demolitions, permits that lacked complete
data, conversions, and selected permits for houses that replaced teardowns on existing lots.

Housing unit to household conversion: Number of housing units was converted to number of
households based on assumed long-term vacancy rates of 2% for single-family housing and 5% for
multifamily housing.

Land supply and capacity tables: Tables on the second and fourth pages of each profile show
gross acres, critical areas acres, percent discounts for future ROWSs and public uses, and net acres.
Discounts represent the percentage of land not constrained by critical areas, with a gross to net
calculation of—

Net acres = (Gross acres — Critical areas acres) x (1 — (ROW % + PP % + MF %))

The land supply tables show the capacity on vacant and redevelopable land based on actual
densities achieved during the 5-year review period and other assumptions. The tables do not show
additional housing and job capacity identified 1) on selected sites committed to development in the
pipeline, 2) in Rural Cities’ UGAs, 3) for ADUs, and 4) miscellaneous additional capacity. This
additional capacity is included in the totals shown in the “Capacity vs. Target” tables.

Floor-area-ratio (FAR): Measures of intensity of commercial and industrial land uses. Calculated as
follows—

FAR = Sq. ft. of building / Net sq. ft. of land

“Covered” employment: A table on the third page of each profile contains data on estimate
employment for the years 2000 and 2006. “Covered” employment estimates are based on state
Employment Security Department records that are mapped to job locations by the Puget Sound
Regional Council (PSRC). Covered jobs include positions covered by unemployment insurance. This
data set excludes certain job categories, such as self-employed, proprietors, military personnel, and
others, and accounts for approximately 85 to 90 percent of all jobs. The reported estimates for year
2000 are provisional, pending final revisions to the 2000 government jobs data by PSRC.
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF LAKE FOREST PARK

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Lake Forest Park issued permits for 94 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 3.5
dwelling units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, likewise achieved 3.5 dus per net acre. The city also issued
permits for 3 multifamily units, with an overall density of 10.7 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw
comparable residential development, though fewer single-family lots were platted. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 78 net new units,
accommodating 14% of Lake Forest Park's 2001-2022 growth target of 538 households, and leaving a target of 462 households for the
remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 17.0 5.2
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 58 18
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 3.4 3.5
0 - 3 du/acre 2.1 0.3 0.1 0.0 1.8 4 2.2| |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 4 4.4 Net Acres 34.0 26.8
5-7 dulacre 2.8 0.2 0.2 0.7 2.4 10 Units 94 94
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 2.8 3.5
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 5.9 0.4 0.2 0.7 5.2 18 3.5 Net Acres 0.3
Units 3
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a 10.7
0 - 3 du/acre 11.9 28 2.4
3 -5 dulacre 6.9 23 3.3
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable 8.0 43 5.3
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total n/a nla | nla n/a 26.8 94 3.5] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 94
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (27)
9 - 13 dul/acre 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 3 10.7 MF Units Permitted 3
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 8
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 78
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 76
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 538
MF Pmts Total 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 3 10.7| |[Remaining Target (2006-2022) 462




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Lake Forest Park had 105 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public
uses, and market factors, 51 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 159 housing units under current zoning. The city
also contained 217 gross acres of redevelopable land, 88 acres of which was developable with capacity for 240 units. Capacity for an additional
250 units was identified as capacity in the Town Center redevelopment. Forty-five percent (300 units) of Lake Forest Park's capacity was located
in single-family zones, 55% (375 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing. Thirty-seven percent of the city's housing capacity was located in

mixed-use zones, which allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 49.9 275 4% 1% 10% 19.2 1.8-3 n/a 39
3 -5 dulacre 39.1 12.1 4% 1% 10% 23.1 3.3-3.5 n/a 80
5-7 dulacre 15.4 5.4 4% 1% 10% 8.5 4.1 n/a 35
7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 104.4 45.0 n/a n/a n/a 50.8 n/a n/a 155
9 - 13 dul/acre 0.4 0.2 0% 0% 10% 0.2 10.0 n/a 2
13- 19 du/acre 0.2 0.0 0% 0% 10% 0.1 15.0 n/a 2
19 - 31 du/acre
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 0.6 0.2 n/a n/a n/a 0.3 n/a n/a 4
Vacant Total 105.0 45.2 n/a n/a n/a 51.1 n/a n/a 159
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 49.6 27.1 4% 1% 20% 17.1 1.8-3 30 8
3 -5 du/acre 62.3 19.7 4% 1% 20% 32.4 3.3-3.5 50 62
5-7 dulacre 100.9 55.5 4% 1% 20% 345 4.1 94 49
7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 212.8 102.3 n/a n/a n/a 84.0 n/a 173 119
9 - 13 du/acre
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre
31 - 48 dul/acre 4.8 0.0 0% 0% 15% 4.0 30.0 0 121
48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 4.8 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 4.0 n/a 0 121
Redevelopable Total 217.6 102.3 n/a n/a n/a 88.0 n/a 173 240
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)
Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Lake Forest Park, including Capacity (units)
potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands, redevelopment Single-Family Zones 273
of the Lake Forest Park Town Center, and accessory dwelling units, totaled Single-Family Ca.\pacny.ln Pipeline 0
675 units. These units could accommodate an estimated 650 households, Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 21
188 more than necessary to attain the household growth target of 462 for Mult!fam!ly Zones. P 125

, ) : Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 0
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 250
Total Capacity (units) 675
Total Capacity (households) 650
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 462
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 188
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Lake Forest Park issued permits for over Net Land Area (acres) 1.0 0.8
19,000 sq. ft. of new commercial development on 0.8 net acres of Floor Area (s.f.) 1,727 19,270
developable land. The city issued no permits for new buildings in industrial Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.18 0.56
zones. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a marked Industrial
increase in the amount of commercial development along with a increase in Net Land Area (acres) 0.0
overall commercial floor-area-ratio from 0.18 to 0.56. During this same E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) A n?a
period, Lake Forest Park experienced an estimated net gain of 235 jobs,
at?aining 52% of the city's 2001-2022 grovvth target of 455 jobs _and leaving Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
a job growth target of 220 for the remainder of the planning period (2006- Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 1364
2022). Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 1,599
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 235
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 455
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 220
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 34,238 19,270 0.56
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 34,238 19,270 0.56




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Lake Forest Park had 0.9

Gross Critical | oowe Public Market Net gross acres of vacant land zoned for
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area commercial, industrial, and mixed uses. After
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
Vacant Land market factors, 0.4 acres of land suitable for
Cgmmermal Zones 0.9 04 0% 0% 10% 04 development remained with capacity for 13 jobs
Mixed-Use Zones . . i
Indusirial Zones under current zoning. The city also contained 3
gross acres of redevelopable land, 2.5 net
Vacant Total 0.9 0.4 n/a n/a n/a 0.4 . . .
acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 49 job§: Capacity for' an additional 320 jobs
Commercial Zones 3.0 0.0 0% 0% 15% 25 was identified as potential through the Town
Mixed-Use Zones Center redevelopment. Eighty percent of the
Industrial Zones city's employment capacity was on
Redevelopable Total 30 00 n/a n/a n/a 55| redevelopable land. Overall capacity in Lake
Forest Park was for 382 jobs, 162 more than
necessary to attain the job growth target of 220
for the remainder of the planning period (2006-
Employment Capacity (2006) 2022).
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f.) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (.4)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 18,448 0.35 n/a 6,457 500 13 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 18,448 n/a n/a 6,457 n/a 13 Commercial Zones 62
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 0
Commercial Zones 109,532 0.35 13,917 24,419 500 49 Town Center Redevelopment 320
Mixed-Use Zones Total Job Capacity 382
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 220
Redevelopable Total 109,532 n/a 13,917 24,419 n/a 49 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 162
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CITY OF SEATTLE

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Seattle finaled 2,063 newly permitted single-family units, with an overall achieved density of 8 dwelling units (dus)
per net acre. No plat data were collected in Seattle for the 2007 Buildable Lands Report. The city also finaled 12,831 newly permitted multifamily
units, with an overall density of 80 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in the amount of both
single-family and especially multifamily development, as well as a sizable increase in the density of multifamily development. Overall, the city's
housing stock gained 14,172 net new units, accommodating 26% of Seattle's 2001-2022 growth target of 51,510 households, and leaving a
target of 38,021 households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre n/a n/a
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 217.7 259.2
5-7 du/acre No plat data collected Units 1,847 2,063
7 -9 dulacre Units/Acre 8.5 8.0
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 0.0| 0.0 0.0/ 0.0/ 0.0/ 0/ nla Net Acres 134.8 160.5
Units 7,755 12,831
Single-Family Permits Finaled (1) Units/Acre 57.5 80.0
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre 8.6 33 3.8
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 68.4 382 5.6
7 -9 du/acre 169.5| 1,450 8.6| Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 12.7 198 15.6] Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | nla | nla | nla 259.2 2063 8.0 |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units 2,063
Multifamily Permits Finaled (1) Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (1,197)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units 12,831
13 -19 du/acre MF Units Demolished (466)
19 - 31 du/acre 23.8 23.8 548 23.0 Other New Units 941
31 - 48 du/acre 69.5 69.5| 2,318 33.4] |Net Units (2001-2005) 14,172
48 + du/acre (2) 67.2 67.2] 9,965 148.3| [Net Households (2001-2005) 13,489
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 51,510
MF Pmts Total 160.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 160.5| 12,831 80.0] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 38,021




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Seattle had 972 acres of vacant developable land zoned for residential uses. After applying a 5% market factor discount, 923
acres were counted in the capacity calculations, yielding 33,675 potential housing units under current zoning during the planning period. The city
also contained 3,429 acres of redevelopable land. After applying a 10% market factor, 3,086 acres were counted in the calculations, yielding
capacity for 96,579 units during the planning period. Overall, 9% (11,268 units) of Seattle's capacity was located in single-family zones, 91%
(120,147 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing, generally at densities well in excess of 48 units per acre. Finally, over 70% (91,387) of the
city's housing capacity was located in mixed residential-commercial zones.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre n/a

3 -5 du/acre 59.7 0.0 0% 0% 5% 56.7 45 n/a 173

5-7 dulacre 219.0 0.0 0% 0% 5% 208.1 6.1 n/a 883

7 -9 du/acre 390.3 0.0 0% 0% 5% 370.8 8.7 n/a 2,081
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 669.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 635.6 n/a n/a 3,137

9 - 13 dul/acre

13 - 19 du/acre 0.3 0.0 0% 0% 5% 0.3 17.4 n/a 3

19 - 31 du/acre 44.4 0.0 0% 0% 5% 42.2 22-24 n/a 819

31 - 48 dul/acre 845 0.0 0% 0% 5% 80.3 31.1-39.6 n/a 2,519

48 + dul/acre (2) 173.6 0.0 0% 0% 5% 164.9 55-726 n/a 27,197
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 302.8 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 287.6 n/a n/a 30,538
Vacant Total 971.8 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 923.2 n/a n/a 33,675
Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre 248.0 0.0 0% 0% 10% 223.2 45 312 590

5-7 dulacre 679.1 0.0 0% 0% 10% 611.2 6.1 1,191 2,076

7 -9 du/acre 1,000.9 0.0 0% 0% 10% 900.8 8.7 2,718 4,301
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 1,928.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 1,735.2 n/a 4,221 6,967

9 - 13 du/acre

13- 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre 387.8 0.0 0% 0% 10% 349.0 22-24 2,948 4,215

31 - 48 dul/acre 501.2 0.0 0% 0% 10% 451.1 31.1-39.6 3,231 12,302

48 + du/acre (2) 612.1 0.0 0% 0% 10% 550.9 55-726 3,880 73,095
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 1,501.1 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 1,351.0 n/a 10,058 89,612
Redevelopable Total 3,429.1 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 3,086.2 n/a 14,279 96,579
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Seattle, including potential Capacity (units)
development on vacant and redevelopable lands and accessory dwelling Single-Family Zones 10,104
units, totaled 128,891 units. These units could accommodate an estimated Additional Un'tSIIITOSt |n.RedeveIopment (3) (2,524)
122,674 households, 84,653 more than necessary to attain the household Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 1,164
. . . Multifamily Zones 28,760
growth target of 38,021 for the remainder of the planning period (2006- Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
2022). Mixed-Use Zones 91,387
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 128,891
Total Capacity (households) 122,674
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 38,021
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 84,653
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Seattle finaled permits for over 8 million sq. Net Land Area (acres) | Not comparable 71.9
ft. of new commercial development on 72 net acres of developable land. Floor Area (s.f.) 4,832,170 8,050,255
The city also finaled permits for nearly 2.8 million sq. ft. of new buildings on Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a 2.57
70 acres of developable land in industrial zones. Compared with the Industrial
previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in the amount of Net Land Area (acres) 46.1 69.8
commercial and industrial development. During this same period, Seattle E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) 1’25?3';99 2’7(?%’571
experienced an estimated net loss of 31,778 jobs. It is assumed that full job : -
recovery can be accommodated within existing buildings on dev_eloped Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
parcels. Seattle's 2001-2022 growth target of 92,083 additional jobs beyond Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 502.475
year 2000 employment levels is unchanged for the remainder of the Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 470,697
planning period (2006-2022). Net New Jobs (2000-2006) GL778)
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 92,083
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 92,083
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 71.9 71.9| 3,133,507 8,050,255 2.57
Industrial 69.8 69.8| 3,038,498 2,786,871 0.92
Non-Residential Total 141.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 141.7) 6,172,005 | 10,837,126 1.76




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Seattle had 580 gross acres

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net of vacant developable land zoned for
Area Areas %) Purpose | Factor Area commercial, industrial, and mixed uses. After a
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) market factor discount, 551 acres of land with
Vacant Land capacity for 110,226 jobs under current zoning
Cgmmermal Zones was deemed potentially available to
M|xed-pse Zones 149.5 0.0 0% 0% 5% 142.0 accommodate job growth during the planning
Industrial Zones 430.4 0.0 0% 0% 5% 408.9 A ) .
— | —9.9 5.0 — —a — =00 period. The city also contained 538 gross acres
of redevelopable land, 484 net acres of which
Redevelopable Land was dgvelopable within the planning period with
Commercial Zones 21 0.0 0% 0% 10% 19 capacity for 144,674 jobs. Eighty-three percent
Mixed-Use Zones 535.9 0.0 0% 0% 10% 4823 of Seattle's job capacity was located in mixed-
Industrial Zones use zones. Fifty-seven percent of the city's
Redevelopable Total 538.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 484.2 | employment capacity was on redevelopable
land. Overall capacity in Seattle was for
254,900 jobs, 162,817 more than necessary to
attain the job growth target of 92,083 for the
Employment Capacity (2006) remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee | Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 6,184,540 .5-20 n/a 19,180,975| 275-300 66,929 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 17,810,813 1-1.5 n/a 19,483,536 450 43,297 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 23,995,353 n/a n/a 38,664,511 n/a 110,226 Commercial Zones 633
Mixed-Use Zones 210,970
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 43,297
Commercial Zones 82,328 4 271,090 173,984 275 633 Job Capacity in Pipeline
Mixed-Use Zones 21,008,640 .5-20 19,374,004142,106,258| 275-300 144,041 Total Job Capacity 254,900
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 92,083
Redevelopable Total 21,090,968 n/a 19,645,094|42,280,242 n/a 144,674 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 162,817

Notes

(1) Development activity data for Seattle is based on "finaled" building permits, not issued permits.

(2) The majority of the residential development and residential capacity in the "48+ dus/acre" bracket in Seattle was located in zones that allow much
higher densities, 100 du/acre or more in many areas of the city.
(3) Adjustment to reflect potential loss of existing units on redevelopable parcels in non-residential zones.
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF SHORELINE

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Shoreline issued permits for 266 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 5.3 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 7.0 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 378
multifamily units, with an overall density of 30.5 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decline in the
amount of single-family development but with increased densities, and an increase in the amount and density of multifamily development.
Overall, the city's housing stock gained 562 net new units, accommodating 20% of Shoreline's 2001-2022 growth target of 2,651 households,
and leaving a target of 2,113 households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units Dgnsﬂy Net Acres 111.6 21.4
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 718 150
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 6.4 7.0
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 89.8 49.8
5-7 dulacre 20.4 0.4 15 0.9 17.6 105 6.0 Units 356 266
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 4.0 5.3
> 9 dul/acre 4.1 0.0 0.1 0.3 3.8 45 11.9| |MF Permits
Plats Total 24.6 0.4 1.6 1.3 21.4 150 7.0 Net Acres 11.3 12.4
Units 269 378
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 23.8 30.5
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre 8.1 13 1.6
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable 38.7 222 5.7
7 - 9 du/acre 1.0 16 16.3] Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 2.0 15 7.6 Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla n/a n/a 49.8 266 5.3] |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 266
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre 5.1 2.1 0.2 0.1 2.6 26 9.9 SF Units Demolished (117)
9 - 13 dul/acre 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 33 11.3 MF Units Permitted 378
13 - 19 du/acre 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 3 17.4 MF Units Demolished (13)
19 - 31 du/acre 3.0 0.0 0.4 0.9 1.7 51 30.9 Other New Units Permitted 48
31 - 48 dul/acre 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 17 27.3|] |Net Units (2001-2005) 562
48 + du/acre 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 109 101.8| [Net Households (2001-2005) 538
Other zones 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 139 41.5| [Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 2,651
MF Pmts Total 16.1 2.1 0.6 1.0 12.4 378 30.5|] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 2,113




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Shoreline had 53 gross acres of vacant land planned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 39 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 298 housing units under current plans. The city also
contained 681 gross acres of redevelopable land, 417 acres of which was developable with capacity for 6,523 units (see technical note 2).
Seventeen percent of Shoreline's capacity was located in single-family designations, 83% in designations allowing multifamily housing. Nearly
three-quarters of the city's housing capacity (nearly 5,000 units) was located in areas planned for mixed commercial-residential uses. In contrast,
the 2002 BLR analysis for the city assumed little or no residential potential in these areas.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) (1) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre 2.1 0.1 5% 5% 15% 1.5 4.0 n/a 6
5-7 dulacre 46.4 2.3 5% 5% 15% 33.7 6 n/a 202
7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 48.5 2.4 n/a n/a n/a 35.2 n/a n/a 208
9 - 13 dul/acre 1.7 0.1 5% 5% 15% 1.2 2.0-10.0 n/a 13
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre
31 - 48 dul/acre 2.7 4%-5% 4%-5% 15% 2.0 24-48 n/a 76
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 4.3 0.1 n/a n/a n/a 3.3 n/a n/a 89
Vacant Total 52.8 2.5 n/a n/a n/a 38.5 n/a n/a 298
Redevelopable Land (2)
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre 57.6 16.8 5% 5% 20% 29.4 4 75 42
5-7 dulacre 432.5 74.8 5% 5% 20% 257.5 6 605 940
7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 490.1 91.6 n/a n/a n/a 286.9 n/a 680 983
9 - 13 du/acre 54.6 7.4 5% 5% 20% 34.0 10.0-12.0 170 199
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre 2.4 0.0 0% 0% 25% 1.8 24.0 0 43
31 - 48 du/acre 33.9 4.0 0%-5% 0%-5% | 20%-25% 22.0 24-48 116 646
48 + du/acre 99.6 0.0 0%-5% 0% 20%-25% 72.1 65.0 33 4,652
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 190.6 11.4 n/a n/a n/a 129.9 n/a 319 5,540
Redevelopable Total 680.7 103.0 n/a n/a n/a 416.8 n/a 999 6,523
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Shoreline, including Capacity (units)
potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands and accessory Single-Family Designations 1191
dwelling units, totaled 6,892 units. These units could accommodate an Single-Family Cgpamtylm Pipeline 0
estimated 6,583 households, 4,471 more than necessary to attain the Acce_sso_ry Dwe_llmg _Umts 71
household growth target of 2,113 for the remainder of the planning period Mult!fam!ly De5|gn.at|'ons' : 672
' Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
(2006-2022). Mixed-Use Designations 4,958
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 6,892
Total Capacity (households) 6,583
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 2,113
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 4,471
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Shoreline issued permits for about 333,000 Net Land Area (acres) 13.0 234
sq. ft. of new commercial development on 23.4 net acres of developable Floor Area (s.f.) 136,424 333,447
land. The city also issued permits for 33,000 sq. ft. of new buildings on 2 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.24 0.33
acres of developable land in industrial zones. Compared with the previous Industrial
five-years, 2001-2005 saw a increase in the amount of both of commercial Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 2.0
and industrial development development along with an increase in achieved Floor Area (S'f'.) 0 33,354
: . . . . . Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a 0.38
floor-area-ratios. During this same period, Shoreline experienced an
estimated net g_ain of 654 job_s, attgining 25% of the city's 2001-2022 growth Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
targef[ of 2,618 jobs an(_j Ieavmg a job growth target of 1,964 for the Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 15,706
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 16,360
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 654
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 2,618
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,964
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 23.6 0.0 0.0 0.2 23.4| 1,021,447 333,447 0.33
Industrial 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 87,120 33,354 0.38
Non-Residential Total 25.6 0.0 0.0 0.2 25.4| 1,108,567 366,801 0.33




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Shoreline had 110 gross

Gross Critical | oowe Public Market Net acres of redevelopable land planned for
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area commercial, industrial, and mixed uses. After
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
Vacant Land market factors, 80 acres of land suitable for
CgmmerC|aI development remained with capacity for 3,492
Mixed-Use .
Industrial !obs gpder current plans No vacant land was
identified as developable for the 2007 Buildable
Vacant Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0 . S
Lands analysis. All of Shoreline's employment
Redevelopable Land capacity was 'Iocated ip mixed-use designations
Commercial Job capacity in Shoreline was 1,528 more than
Mixed-Use 110.3 0.0 0%-5% 0% 20%-25% 79.7 necessary to attain the ]Ob grOWth target of
Industrial 1,964 for the remainder of the planning period
Redevelopable Total 110.3 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 79.7 (2006-2022).
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f.) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.£)
Vacant Land
Commercial Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 0 n/a n/a 0 n/a 0 Commercial Designations 0
Mixed-Use Designations 3,492
Redevelopable Land Industrial Designations 0
Commercial Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use 3,471,358| 0.61-0.75 931,368| 1,222,266 350 3,492 Total Job Capacity 3,492
Industrial Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 1,964
Redevelopable Total 3,471,358 n/a 931,368| 1,222,266 n/a 3,492 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 1,528

Notes

(1) Shoreline primarily used comprehensive plan designations rather than zoning as the basis for analyzing land supply and capacity.
(2) Shoreline's definition of redevelopable land included many smaller infill parcels in existing commercial areas that lacked structures, parcels that
would have been classified as vacant in other jurisdictions.
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

From 2001 to 2005, King County issued permits for 182 units of new single-family development within the Urban Unincorporated SeaShore
(North Highline) subarea, achieving an overall density of 5.8 dwelling units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities,
achieved 5.9 dus per net acre. The county also issued permits for 273 multifamily units, with an overall density of 25.5 units per net acre.
Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in both the amount and density of residential development. Overall, the
housing stock within the SeaShore subarea gained 442 net new units, accommodating 25% of the subarea's 2001-2022 growth target of 1,670
households, and leaving a target of 1,245 households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units Dgnsﬂy Net Acres 10.1 9.7
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 58 57
Plats Recorded 2002-2005 (1) Lots/Acre 5.7 5.9
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 29.1 31.4
5-7 dulacre 10.8 0.0 0.9 0.2 9.7 57 5.9 Units 137 182
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 4.7 5.8
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 10.8 0.0 0.9 0.2 9.7 57 5.9 Net Acres 9.4 10.7
Units 91 273
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 9.7 25.5
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre 0.1 1 10.0
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable 28.3 166 5.9
7 -9 du/acre 0.3 1 3.2] Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 2.7 14 5.2 Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla n/a n/a 31.4 182 5.8] |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 182
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (26)
9 - 13 dul/acre 04 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 4 10.8 MF Units Permitted 273
13- 19 du/acre 4.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 4.0 125 31.0 MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre 4.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 3.4 46 13.5 Other New Units Permitted 13
31 - 48 dul/acre 2.7 0.0 0.1 0.1 2.5 94 37.2] |Net Units (2001-2005) 442
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 425
Other zones 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 4 10.5| |Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,670
MF Pmts Total 12.0 0.9 0.2 0.2 10.7 273 25.5|] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,245




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, King County had 137 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses in the Urban Unincorporated SeaShore subarea. After
deductions for critical areas, public uses, and market factors, 95 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 1,065 housing
units under current zoning. The SeaShore subarea also contained 352 gross acres of redevelopable land, 230 acres of which was developable
with capacity for 1,364 units. Capacity for an additional 226 units was identified in the Greenbridge project in the development pipeline. Overall,
about 40% (1,051) of the residential capacity in the SeaShore subarea was located in single-family zones, and 60% (1,617) in zones allowing

multifamily housing.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWS Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas %) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 du/acre 5.6 45 8% 5% 15% 0.8 4.0 n/a 3
5-7 du/acre 79.8 1.9 8% 5% 15% 57.6 5.92 n/a 341
7 -9 du/acre 4.5 0.0 8% 5% 15% 3.3 8.0 n/a 26
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 89.8 6.4 n/a n/a n/a 61.7 n/a n/a 370
9 - 13 dul/acre 10.3 0.1 5% 5% 15% 7.8 4.1 n/a 32
13- 19 du/acre 20.3 3.1 5% 5% 15% 13.2 31.0 n/a 408
19 - 31 du/acre 10.0 0.4 5% 5% 15% 7.4 13.9 n/a 102
31 - 48 du/acre 6.7 0.0 5% 5% 15% 5.1 29.7 n/a 152
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 47.3 3.6 n/a n/a n/a 335 n/a n/a 695
Vacant Total 137.2 10.0 n/a n/a n/a 95.1 n/a n/a 1,065
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 du/acre 1.1 0.0 8% 5% 25% 0.7 4 1 2
5-7 dulacre 242.1 2.0 8% 5% 25% 156.7 5.92 356 572
7 -9 du/acre 24.4 0.0 8% 5% 25% 15.9 8.0 34 94
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 267.6 2.0 n/a n/a n/a 173.3 n/a 391 667
9 - 13 du/acre 28.6 0.2 5% 5% 25% 19.2 4.1 60 19
13- 19 du/acre 12.0 0.3 5% 5% 25% 7.9 31.0 32 214
19 - 31 du/acre 21.0 0.0 5% 5% 25% 14.2 13.9 94 103
31 - 48 du/acre 22.7 0.0 5% 5% 25% 15.3 29.7 94 361
48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 84.3 0.4 n/a n/a n/a 56.6 n/a 280 697
Redevelopable Total 351.9 2.4 n/a n/a n/a 229.9 n/a 671 1,364
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in Unincorporated Urban King County Capacity (units)
SeaShore subarea, including potential development on vacant and Single-Family Zones 1,037
redevelopable lands, a major project in the pipeline (Greenbridge), and Single-Family Ca'pacrcy.ln Pipeline 0
. . . . Accessory Dwelling Units 14
accessory dwelling units, totaled 2,668 units. These units could accom- P
. Multifamily Zones 1,391
mod_ate an estimated 2,566 households, 1,321 more tha_n necessary to _ Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 596
attqln the household growth target of 1,245 for the remainder of the planning Mixed-Use Zones 0
period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 2,668
Total Capacity (households) 2,566
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 1,245
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 1,321
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, King County issued permits for about 36,000 sq. ft. of Net Land Area (acres) 3.6 17
new commercial development on 1.7 net acres of developable land in the Floor Area (s.f.) 35,474 36,134
Urban Unincorporated SeaShore subarea. Compared with the previous five- Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.22 0.48
years, 2001-2005 saw a comparable amount of commercial development Industrial
along with an increase in overall commercial floor-area-ratio from 0.22 to Net Land Area (acres) 18.7 0.0
0.48; meanwhile, industrial development declined. During this same period, E:gg: 2:: S;t.i)o (FAR) 1200’19535 n(/)a
the area experienced an estimated net gain of 183 jobs, attaining 26% of .
the subarea's 2001-2022 growth target of 694 jobs_ and leaving a job growth Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
target of 511 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 6.700
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 6,883
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 183
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 694
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 511
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sq. ft.)
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 75,794 36,134 0.48
Industrial n/a
Non-Residential Total 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 75,794 36,134 0.48




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, King County had 65 gross acres of

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net vacant land zoned for commercial, industrial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area and mixed uses in the Urban Unincorporated
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) SeaShore subarea. After deductions for critical
Vacant Land areas, public uses, and market factors, 40
Cgmmermal Zones 34.5 0.0 15% 10% 15% 22.0 acres of land suitable for development
Mixed-Use Zones remained with capacity for 1,415 jobs under
Industrial Zones 30.1 2.3 15% 10% 15% 17.7 . ’
current zoning. The SeaShore subarea also
Vacant Total 64.6 2.3 n/a n/a n/a 39.7 .
contained 81 gross acres of redevelopable
Redevelopable Land Ia.nd, 58 nqt acres of which was developable
Commercial Zones 247 01 10% 506 2506 182 with capacity for 1,180 jobs. Just under half of
Mixed-Use Zones the SeaShore subarea's job capacity was
Industrial Zones 56.5 32 10% 5% 25% 39.4 | located in commercial zones, and half in
Redevelopable Total 81.2 3.2 n/a n/a n/a 57.6 | Industrial zones. Nearly 55% of the subarea’s
employment capacity was on vacant land.
Overall capacity in the SeaShore subarea was
for 2,595 jobs, 2,084 more than necessary to
Employment Capacity (2006) attain the job growth target of 511 for the
Net Land | Assumed| Existing | Floor Area Floor remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 958,756 .13-.55 n/a 512,910 550 933 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 771,448 0.5 n/a 385,742 800 482 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 1,730,203 n/a n/a 898,652 n/a 1,415 Commercial Zones 1,226
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 1,369
Commercial Zones 792,356 .13-.55 267,898 161,144 550 293 Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones Total Job Capacity 2,595
Industrial Zones 1,717,135 0.5 148,758 709,738 800 887 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 511
Redevelopable Total 2,509,492 n/a 416,656 870,882 n/a 1,180 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 2,084

Notes

(1) Plat data for 2001 do not contain detail on critical areas, right-of-way, or public purpose acres. Records (2002-05) with complete data are shown here.
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

TOWN OF BEAUX ARTS VILLAGE

From 2001 to 2005, the Town of Beaux Arts Village issued permits for 1 unit of new single-family development, with a density of 4.4 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, also achieved 4.4 dus per net acre. Overall, considering all units permitted
and demolished, the town's housing stock gained no net new units, leaving a growth target of 3 households for the remainder of the planning

period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units Dgnsﬂy Net Acres 0.0 0.5
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 0 2
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre n/a 4.4
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 0.5 0.5 2 4.4 Net Acres 0.9 0.2
5-7 du/acre Units 4 1
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 4.3 4.4
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 2 4.4 Net Acres 0.0 0.0
Units 0 0
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a n/a
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre 0.2 1 4.4
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | nla n/a n/a 0.2 1 4.4] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 1
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 1
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (2)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 0
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 0
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 0
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 0
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 3
MF Pmts Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 3




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the Town of Beaux Arts Village had 0.2 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses, with capacity for 1 housing unit under
current zoning. The city also contained 2.4 gross acres of redevelopable land, with capacity for 5 units.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Zoned Density (max. du/acre)

Gross
Area
(acres)

Critical
Areas
(acres)

ROWs
(%)

Public
Purpose
(%)

Market
Factor
(%)

Net

Area
(acres)

Assumed

Future Density

(DUl/acre)

Less
Existing
(units)

Net
Capacity
(units) (1)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre

0.2

0.0

0%

0%

0%

0.2

n/a

n/a

5 -7 du/acre

7 -9 du/acre

Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones

0.2

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.2

n/a

n/a

9 - 13 du/acre

13 - 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + dul/acre

Vacant Sub-Total: ME/MU Zones

0.0

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.0

n/a

n/a

Vacant Total

0.2

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.2

n/a

n/a

Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre

2.4

0.0

0%

0%

0%

2.4

n/a

5 -7 du/acre

7 -9 du/acre

Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones

2.4

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

2.4

n/a

9 - 13 du/acre

13 - 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + dul/acre

Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones

0.0

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.0

n/a

Redevelopable Total

2.4

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

2.4

n/a
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the Town of Beaux Arts Village totaled Capacity (units)
6 units. These units could accommodate an estimated 6 households, 3 Single-Family Zones 6
more than necessary to attain the household growth target of 3 for the Single-Family Cgpamtylm Pipeline 0
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 0
Multifamily Zones 0
Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 6
Total Capacity (households) 6
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 3
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 3
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
No commercial or industrial development activity occurred in the Town of Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
Beaux Arts Village during the 2001-2005 period. The town does not have a Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
job growth target under the Countywide Planning Policies. Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
Industrial
Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 16
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 53
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 37
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) n/a
Remaining Target (2006-2022) n/a
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sq. ft.) o
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use)
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - - 0.00




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the Town of Beaux Arts Village

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net contained no land zoned for commercial or
Area Areas %) Purpose Factor Area industrial uses.
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones
Mixed-Use Zones
Industrial Zones
Vacant Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0
Redevelopable Land
Commercial Zones
Mixed-Use Zones
Industrial Zones
Redevelopable Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f.) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 0 n/a n/a 0 n/a 0 Commercial Zones 0
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 0
Commercial Zones Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones Total Job Capacity 0
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) n/a
Redevelopable Total 0 n/a 0 0 n/a 0 Surplus/Deficit Capacity n/a
Notes
(1) Residential capacity calculated based on potential lots, not on assumed density.
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF BELLEVUE

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Bellevue issued permits for 449 units of new single-family development, achieving a density of 3 dwelling units
(DUs) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 4.8 DUs per net acre. The city also issued permits for 1,059
multifamily units, achieving 170 DUs per acre in Downtown Bellevue and 16 DUs per net acre outside of Downtown. Permits for 962 units were
issued in mixed-use zones in Downtown. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw less residential development and higher
multifamily densities. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 1,273 net new units, accommodating 12% of Bellevue's 2001-2022 growth target of
10,117 households, and leaving a target of 8,897 households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 273.4 80.0
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 1,264 386
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 4.6 4.8
0 - 3 du/acre 24.1 5.1 1.2 0.9 16.9 38 2.2] |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 63.9 11.5 4.1 5.9 42.4 219 5.2 Net Acres 490.3 147.6
5-7 du/acre Units 1,375 449
7 -9 dulacre 42.9 10.1 5.9 8.0 20.7 129 6.2 Units/Acre 2.8 3.0
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 130.9 26.6 11.2 14.8 80.0 386 4.8 Net Acres 46.4 11.8
Units 2,171 1,059
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 46.8 90.0
0 - 3 du/acre 46.6 63 1.4
3 -5 dulacre 83.2 292 3.5
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable
7 -9 du/acre 17.6 92 5.2] Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 0.3 2 6.8] Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla n/a n/a 147.6 449 3.0] |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 449
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 287
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (393)
9 - 13 dul/acre 5.2 14 0.1 0.1 3.6 32 8.8 MF Units Permitted 1,059
13- 19 du/acre 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 4 17.3 MF Units Demolished (160)
19 - 31 du/acre 2.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 2.2 61 27.6 Other New Units Permitted 31
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 1,273
48 + du/acre 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.7 962 169.5| [Net Households (2001-2005) 1,220
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 10,117
MF Pmts Total 13.6 15 0.1 0.2 11.8 1,059 90.0] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 8,897




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Bellevue had 443 gross acres of vacant land outside of Downtown zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical
areas, public uses, and market factors, 254 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 1,251 units under current zoning.
The city also contained 301 gross acres of redevelopable land outside of Downtown, 183 acres of which was developable with capacity for 1,141
units. Downtown Bellevue contained 76 acres redevelopable for residential uses, with capacity for 11,282 units, including 1,077 units in the
pipeline. Ten percent of Bellevue's capacity was located in single-family zones, 8% in zones allowing multifamily housing outside of Downtown,
and 82% in the mixed-use Downtown area.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 184.5 43.4| 2%-10% | 2%-10% | 10%-20% 105.5 1.4-2.9 n/a 190
3 -5 dulacre 206.3 35.1 10% 10% 10%-20% 110.8 3.9-54 n/a 492
5-7 dulacre
7 -9 dulacre 11.2 2.2 10% 10% 10% 6.4 6.2 n/a 40
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 402.0 80.7 n/a n/a n/a 222.7 n/a n/a 723
9 - 13 dul/acre 16.6 0.8 3% 3% 20% 11.9 10.6 n/a 126
13- 19 du/acre 8.5 0.4 2% 2% 10% 7.0 17.4 n/a 122
19 - 31 du/acre 16.0 1.6 2% 2% 10%-20% 12.5 22-28 n/a 281
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 41.0 2.8 n/a n/a n/a 31.4 n/a n/a 528
Vacant Total 443.0 83.5 n/a n/a n/a 254.2 n/a n/a 1,251
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 124.1 15.4| 2%-10% | 2%-10% | 10%-20% 79.9 1.4-2.9 23 135
3 -5 dulacre 126.5 221 10% 10% 10%-20% 67.4 3.9-54 63 246
5-7 dulacre
7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 250.6 37.5 n/a n/a n/a 147.2 n/a 86 381
9 - 13 du/acre 30.4 3.0 3% 3% 20% 20.6 10.6 18 200
13- 19 du/acre 1.2 0.1 2% 2% 10% 0.9 17.4 2 14
19 - 31 du/acre 19.1 1.9 2% 2% 10%-20% 14.1 22-28 12 341
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre 87.0 0.0 0% 0% 0%-15% 76.0 115-315 1,077 11,281
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 137.6 5.1 n/a n/a n/a 111.6 n/a 1,109 11,837
Redevelopable Total 388.2 42.6 n/a n/a n/a 258.8 n/a 1,196 12,218
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Bellevue, including potential Capacity (units)
development on vacant and redevelopable lands, major projects in the Single-Family Zones _ 1,104
pipeline, capacity on existing tax lots, and accessory dwelling units, totaled Capacity on Pre-.eX|st|n.g Tax Parcels 99
. . . Accessory Dwelling Units 105
13,673 units. These units could accommodate an estimated 13,025 ————
households, 4,128 more than necessary to attain the household growth Mult!fam!ly Zones. P 1,084
D , ) i Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
target of 8,897 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 11.281
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 13,673
Total Capacity (households) 13,025
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 8,897
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 4,128
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Bellevue issued permits for about 2.8 million Net Land Area (acres) 175.3 38.0
sq. ft. of new commercial development on 38 net acres of developable land. Floor Area (s.f.) 4,369,849 2,800,703
Approximately three-quarters of the new commercial development (2.2 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.57 1.69
million sq. ft.) was permitted in mixed-use zones in downtown Bellevue. The Industrial
city also issued permits for 181,000 sq. ft. of new buildings on 26 acres of Net Land Area (acres) 8.6 26.4
developable land in industrial zones. Compared with the previous five- Floor Area (S'f'.) 233,205 181,302
. . Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.62 0.16
years, 2001-2005 saw a decrease in the amount of commercial
development along with an increase ?n citywide commercia! roor_-area-ratio Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
from 0.57 to 1.69 (an FAR of 5.6 achieved Downtown). During this same Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 118.261
period, Bellevue experienced an estimated net gain of 372 jobs, attaining Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 118,633
1% of the city's 2001-2022 growth target of 40,000 jobs and leaving a target Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 372
of 39,628 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 40,000
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 39,628
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 38.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 38.0/ 1,656,976 2,800,703 1.69
Industrial 27.4 1.0 0.0 0.0 26.4| 1,149,603 181,302 0.16
Non-Residential Total 65.6 1.0 0.1 0.0 64.4| 2,806,579 2,982,005 1.06




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Bellevue had 44 gross

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial and
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial uses outside of the mixed-use
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) Downtown. After deductions for critical areas,
Vacant Land public uses, and market factors, 38 acres of
Cgmmermal Zones 286 0.0 0% 0% 15% 24.3 land suitable for development remained with
Mixed-Use Zones capacity for 1,477 jobs under current zoning
Industrial Zones 15.6 0.0 0% 0% 15% 13.3 ! '
There are 147 gross acres of redevelopable
Vacant Total 44.2 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 37.6 | .
and outside of Downtown, 102 net acres of
Redevelopable Land which was developable with capacity for 1,737
Commercial Zones 117.7 137] 0% 0% 20% g3.2 | Iobs. Nearly all of Bellevue's job capacity was
Mixed-Use Zones 84.4 0.0 0% 0% 0%-15% 723 located in the mixed-use Downtown, where 73
Industrial Zones 29.5 5.9 0% 0% 20% 18.9 | acres are redevelopable with a capacity for
Redevelopable Total 231.5 19.6 n/a n/a n/a 174.3 | 45903 jobs. Included in this tally is capacity for
6,803 jobs in projects in the development
pipeline. Overall capacity in Bellevue was for
49,118 jobs, 9,490 more than necessary to
Employment Capacity (2006) attain the job growth target of 39,628 for the
Net Land | Assumed| Existing | Floor Area Floor remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 1,059,314| 0.20-0.50 n/a 445,934| 333-400 1,323 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 577,606 0.16 n/a 92,417 600 154 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 1,636,919 n/a n/a 538,351 n/a 1,477 Commercial Zones 2,887
Mixed-Use Zones 45,903
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 327
Commercial Zones 3,622,066| 0.20-0.50 547,727 557,979| 333-400 1,564 Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 3,147,652| 2.56-7.76 | 3,699,052|13,770,908 300 45,903 Total Job Capacity 49,118
Industrial Zones 821,298 0.16 27,353 104,055 600 173 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 39,628
Redevelopable Total 7,591,016 n/a 4,274,132/14,432,942 n/a 47,640 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 9,490
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CITY OF BOTHELL (King County Portion)

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Bothell issued permits for 89 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 2.4 dwelling units
(dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 2.7 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 261 multifamily
units, with an overall density of 18 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decline in residential
development and a decrease in single-family densities. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 337 net new units, accommodating 18% of
Bothell's 2001-2022 growth target of 1,751 households, and leaving a target of 1,429 households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005 Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 47.4 35.7

(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 202 97

Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 4.3 2.7
0 - 3 du/acre 15.0 0.0 0.4 0.6 14.0 8 0.6] |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 22.0 0.0 2.4 0.6 19.0 74 3.9 Net Acres 67.0 375
5-7 du/acre Units 229 89
7 -9 du/acre 4.7 0.4 1.5 2.8 15 5.5 Units/Acre 3.4 2.4

> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 41.6 0.0 3.3 2.6 35.7 97 2.7 Net Acres 38.6 14.5
Units 619 261

Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 16.0 18.0
0 - 3 du/acre 13.5 7 0.5
3 -5 dulacre 21.6 67 3.1
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable 0.4 2
7 - 9 du/acre 2.1 13 6.3] Housing Units (2001-2005) vs

> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nfa | nla | nla 37.5 89 2.4] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 89
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre 16.4 4.5 0.0 1.0 11.0 208 18.9 SF Units Demolished (18)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 261
13- 19 du/acre 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 53 15.4 MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 5
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 337
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 322
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,751
MF Pmts Total 19.9 4.5 0.0 1.0 14.5 261 18.0| [Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,429




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Bothell had 260 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 161 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 885 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 290 gross acres of redevelopable land, 177 acres of which was developable with capacity for 1,203 units. Capacity for an additional
756 units was identified in major projects in the development pipeline. Forty percent of Bothell's capacity was located in single-family zones, 60%
in zones allowing multifamily housing. Over half of the city's housing capacity was located in mixed-use zones, which allow both residential and

commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 19.1 1.4 8% 6% 10% 13.6 0.6 n/a 8
3 -5 du/acre 168.3 29.9 8% 6% 10% 106.9 3.5 n/a 376
5-7 dulacre 6.3 3.9 8% 6% 10% 1.8 5 n/a 9
7 -9 dulacre 41.6 10.0 8% 6% 10% 24.4 5.45-7 n/a 165
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 235.3 45.3 n/a n/a n/a 146.8 n/a n/a 558
9 - 13 dul/acre 0.3 0.0 2% 2% 10% 0.3 9.0 n/a 2
13- 19 du/acre 16.6 5.4 2% 2% 10% 9.6 15.0 n/a 145
19 - 31 du/acre 4.9 1.8 2% 2% 10% 2.6 30.0 n/a 78
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre 2.5 0.1 2% 2% 10% 2.0 50.0 n/a 102
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 24.2 7.4 n/a n/a n/a 14.6 n/a n/a 327
Vacant Total 259.5 52.6 n/a n/a n/a 161.4 n/a n/a 885
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 33.7 7.3 8% 6% 15% 19.3 0.6 7 4
3 -5 du/acre 161.1 32.4 8% 6% 15% 93.9 3.5 99 231
5-7 dulacre 40.6 4.0 8% 6% 15% 26.8 4.3 38 77
7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 235.4 43.7 n/a n/a n/a 139.9 n/a 145 312
9 - 13 du/acre 8.2 1.0 2% 2% 15% 5.9 9.0 9 43
13- 19 du/acre 27.5 6.6 2% 2% 15% 17.0 15.0 60 196
19 - 31 du/acre 3.1 0.3 2% 2% 15% 2.3 30.0 1 69
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre 15.2 0.6 2% 2% 15% 12.0 50-75 25 583
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 54.1 8.5 n/a n/a n/a 37.2 n/a 95 891
Redevelopable Total 289.5 52.2 n/a n/a n/a 177.0 n/a 239 1,203
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Bothell (King County Capacity (units)
portion), including potential development on vacant and redevelopable Single-Family Zones 871
lands, major projects in the pipeline, and accessory dwelling units, totaled Single-Family Ca.\pacny.ln Pipeline 285
2,860 units. These units could accommodate an estimated 2,751 Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 15
h’ouseholds 1,323 more than necessary to attain the househiold growth Mult!fam!ly Zones. P 265
. , ) i Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 15
target of 1,429 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 953
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 456
Total Capacity (units) 2,860
Total Capacity (households) 2,751
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 1,429
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 1,323
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Bothell issued permits for about 63,000 sq. Net Land Area (acres) 59.9 2.0
ft. of new commercial development on 2 net acres of developable land. The Floor Area (s.f.) 1,153,830 63,196
city issued no permits for new buildings in industrial zones. Compared with Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.44 0.73
the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a significant decrease in the Industrial
amount of commercial development along with an increase in commercial Net Land Area (acres) 00 0.0
floor-area-ratio from 0.44 to 0.73. During this same period, Bothell E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) n(/)a n?a
experienced an estimated net gain of 488 jobs, attaining 24% of the city's
2001f2022 growth targ_et of Z,QOO jobs and leaving a target of 1,512 for the Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 10,527
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 11,015
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 488
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 2,000
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,512
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 2.6 0.6 0.0 0.1 2.0 86,249 63,196 0.73
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 2.6 0.6 0.0 0.1 2.0 86,249 63,196 0.73




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Bothell had 47 gross acres

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net of vacant land zoned for commercial, industrial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area and mixed uses. After deductions for critical
ecatlang (acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) areas, public uses, and market factors, 29
aC;::anea;gial Zones 3.8 0.8 1% 3% 10% 2.5 acres_ of Ianq SUItabI(-‘f for development
Mixed-Use Zones 42.8 11.6 | 2%-8% 2%-6% 10% 26.7 remained W.Ith CapaCI-ty for 2,018 ]qbs under
industrial Zones current zoning. The city also contained 104
— 66 — — — — 5.3 gross acres of redevelopablg land, 75 net acres
- - - of which was developable with capacity for
Redevelopable Land 3,445 jobs. Capacity for an additional 577 jobs
Commercial Zones 240 37 1% 3% 15% 165 was identified in significant projects in the
Mixed-Use Zones 80.1 86 2% 2% 15% 58.3 | development pipeline. Eighty percent of
Industrial Zones Bothell's job capacity was located in mixed-use
Redevelopable Total 104.0 12.3 n/a n/a n/a 74.9 | Zones. Three-fifths of the capacity was on
redevelopable land. Overall capacity in Bothell
was for 6,040 jobs, 4,528 more than necessary
to attain the job growth target of 1,512 for the
Employment Capacity (2006) remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 110,779 .26-.6 n/a 59,815| 400-600 104 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 1,163,865 .26-1 n/a 807,820 350-450 1,914 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 1,274,644 n/a n/a 867,635 n/a 2,018 Commercial Zones 648
Mixed-Use Zones 4,815
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 0
Commercial Zones 719,466 .26-.6 45,444  298,710| 400-600 544 Job Capacity in Pipeline 577
Mixed-Use Zones 2,541,329 .23-1 96,059| 1,258,815 350-450 2,901 Total Job Capacity 6,040
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 1,512
Redevelopable Total 3,260,794 n/a 141,502 1,557,525 n/a 3,445 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 4,528
2007 King County Buildable Lands Report CITY OF BOTHELL VII - 33



2007 King County Buildable Lands Report

VII - 34

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF CLYDE HILL

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Clyde Hill issued permits for 6 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 2.2 dwelling units
(dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 1.9 dus per net acre. The city issued no permits for multifamily
development. The period 2001-2005 was comparable to the previous 5 years in terms of the amount and density of residential development.
With no overall net change in the city's housing stock, Clyde Hill's growth target remains at 21 households for the remainder of the planning

period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 3.0 2.1
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 5 4
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 1.7 1.9
0 - 3 du/acre 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 4 1.9] |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 2.6 2.8
5-7 du/acre Units 5 6
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 1.9 2.2
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 4 1.9 Net Acres 0.0 0.0
Units 0 0
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a n/a
0 - 3 du/acre 2.8 6 2.2
3 -5 dulacre
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | n/fa | nla n/a 2.8 6 2.2] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 6
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 65
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (72)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 0
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 1
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 0
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 0
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 21
MF Pmts Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 n/a Remaining Target (2006-2022) 21




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Clyde Hill had 3.2 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 2.9 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 7 housing units under current zoning. The city also

contained 13.6 gross acres of redevelopable land, 11.6 acres of which was developable with capacity for 12 units. Capacity for an additional 4
accessory dwelling units was also estimated.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Zoned Density (max. du/acre)

Gross
Area
(acres)

Critical
Areas
(acres)

ROWs
(%)

Public
Purpose
(%)

Market
Factor
(%)

Net
Area
(acres)

Assumed

Future Density

(DUl/acre)

Less
Existing
(units)

Net
Capacity
(units) (1)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3.2

0.0

0%

0%

10%

2.9

n/a

n/a

7

3 -5 du/acre

5 -7 du/acre

7 -9 du/acre

Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones

3.2

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

2.9

n/a

n/a

9 - 13 du/acre

13 - 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + dul/acre

Vacant Sub-Total: ME/MU Zones

0.0

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.0

n/a

n/a

Vacant Total

3.2

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

2.9

n/a

n/a

Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre

13.6

0.0

0%

0%

15%

11.6

1.9

12

3 -5 du/acre

5 -7 du/acre

7 -9 du/acre

Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones

13.6

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

11.6

n/a

12

9 - 13 du/acre

13 - 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre

Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones

0.0

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.0

n/a

Redevelopable Total

13.6

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

11.6

n/a

12
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)
Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Clyde Hill including potential Capacity (units)
development on vacant and redevelopable lands and accessory dwelling Single-Family Zones 19

Single-Family Capacity in Pipeline 0
Accessory Dwelling Units 4
Multifamily Zones 0
0
0
0

units, totaled 23 units. These units could accommodate an estimated 23
households, 2 more than necessary to attain the household growth target of
21 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).

Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline
Mixed-Use Zones
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline

Total Capacity (units) 23
Total Capacity (households) 23
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 21
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 2
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Clyde Hill did not issue any permits for new Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
commercial or industrial development. During this same period, the city Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
gained an estimated net additional 217 jobs. The city does not have a job Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
growth target under the Countywide Planning Policies. Industrial
Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 430
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 647
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 217
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) n/a
Remaining Target (2006-2022) n/a
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sq. ft.) o

Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use)
Industrial

Non-Residential Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - - n/a




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Clyde Hill had no land

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net zoned for commercial or industrial uses. The
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area city does not have a job growth target under the
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) Countywide Planning Policies.
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones
Mixed-Use Zones
Industrial Zones
Vacant Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0
Redevelopable Land
Commercial Zones
Mixed-Use Zones
Industrial Zones
Redevelopable Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 0 n/a n/a 0 n/a 0 Commercial Zones 0
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 0
Commercial Zones Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones Total Job Capacity 0
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) n/a
Redevelopable Total 0 n/a 0 0 n/a 0 Surplus/Deficit Capacity n/a
Notes
(1) Capacity of vacant parcels calculated based on number of lots, not assumed density.
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

TOWN OF HUNTS POINT

From 2001 to 2005, the Town of Hunts Point issued permits for 5 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 2.8 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 3.2 dus per net acre. Overall, the town's housing stock remained
the same, leaving a growth target of 1 household for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 0.6 0.6
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 2 2
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 3.6 3.2
0 - 3 du/acre 0.6 0.6 2 3.2| |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 3.0 1.8
5-7 du/acre Units 4 5
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 1.3 2.8
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 2 3.2 Net Acres 0.0 0.0
Units 0 0
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a n/a
0 - 3 du/acre 1.8 5 2.8
3 -5 dulacre
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | n/fa | nla n/a 1.8 5 2.8] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 5
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 7
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (12)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 0
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 0
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 0
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 1
MF Pmts Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 n/a Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the Town of Hunts Point had one buildable vacant lot with capacity for one dwelling unit. No parcels with existing single-family homes

were considered redevelopable for this analysis.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Zoned Density (max. du/acre)

Gross
Area
(acres)

Critical
Areas
(acres)

ROWs
(%)

Public
Purpose
(%)

Market
Factor
(%)

Net
Area
(acres)

Assumed

Future Density

(DU/acre) (1)

Less
Existing
(units)

Net
Capacity
(units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre

0.3

0.0

0%

0%

0%

0.3

n/a

n/a

3 -5 du/acre

5 -7 du/acre

7 -9 du/acre

Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones

0.3

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.3

n/a

n/a

9 - 13 du/acre

13 - 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + dul/acre

Vacant Sub-Total: ME/MU Zones

0.0

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.0

n/a

n/a

Vacant Total

0.3

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.3

n/a

n/a

Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre

5 -7 du/acre

7 -9 du/acre

Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones

0.0

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.0

n/a

9 - 13 du/acre

13 - 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + dul/acre

Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones

0.0

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.0

n/a

Redevelopable Total

0.0

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.0

n/a
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)
Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the Town of Hunts Point was for one Capacity (units)
additional dwelling units. This unit could accommodate one household, Single-Family Zones 1
sufficient to attain the growth target of one household for the remainder of Single-Family Ca.\pacny.ln Pipeline 0
the planning period (2006-2022) Accessory Dwelling Units 0
' Multifamily Zones 0
Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 1
Total Capacity (households) 1
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 1
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 0
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001-2005, the Town of Hunts Point issued no commercial building Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
permits. The town does not have a job growth target under the Countywide Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
Planning Policies. Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
Industrial
Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 36
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 36
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 0
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) n/a
Remaining Target (2006-2022) n/a
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas Purpose Area Area ft) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sq. ft.) (sq. Tt

Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use)
Industrial

Non-Residential Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - - n/a




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the Town of Hunts Point had no land

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net zoned for commercial or industrial uses. The
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area town does not have a job growth target under
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) the Countywide Planning Policies.
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones
Mixed-Use Zones
Industrial Zones
Vacant Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0
Redevelopable Land
Commercial Zones
Mixed-Use Zones
Industrial Zones
Redevelopable Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 0 n/a n/a 0 n/a 0 Commercial Zones 0
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 0
Commercial Zones Job Capacity in Pipeline
Mixed-Use Zones Total Job Capacity 0
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) n/a
Redevelopable Total 0 n/a 0 0 n/a 0 Surplus/Deficit Capacity n/a
Notes
(1) Capacity calculated based on the identification of one vacant buildable lot.
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF ISSAQUAH

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Issaquah issued permits for 1,482 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 8.1 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 7.9 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 1,225
multifamily units, with an overall density of 26 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in both
single-family and multifamily development, primarily located in two Urban Planned Developments in the city, Issaquah Highlands and Talus.
Overall, the city's housing stock gained 2,706 net new units, accommodating 65% of Issaquah's 2001-2022 growth target of 3,993 households,
and leaving a target of 1,378 households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 44.3 228.2
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 269 1,793
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 6.1 7.9
3 -5 du/acre 4.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 2.9 6 2.1| |Permitsin SF Zones
5-7 dulacre Net Acres 53.4 32.9
7 -9 dulacre 9.7 1.1 0.0 0.0 8.6 32 3.7 Units 174 116
> 9 dul/acre 5.8 1.4 0.5 0.2 3.7 20 5.4 Units/Acre 3.3 3.5
Other 831.9 35.2 61.8 522.0 212.9 1,735 8.1 |Permits in MF and MU Zones, incl. UPDs
Plats Total 851.4 38.7 62.3 522.2 228.2 1,793 7.9 Net Acres 81.9 196.7
Units 1,208 2,591
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 14.7 13.2
0 - 3 du/acre 4.2 4 1.0
3 -5 dulacre 8.8 26 3.0
7 -9 du/acre Not Applicable 20.0 86 4.3
> 9 du/acre 4.5 22 4.9 Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
Other 145.1 1,344 9.3] Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla | nla n/a 182.5] 1,482 8.1 |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 1,482
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (18)
9 - 13 dul/acre 11 0.0 0.0 0.0 11 12 11.2 MF Units Permitted 1,225
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished
19 - 31 du/acre 7.4 0.5 0.0 0.0 6.8 321 47.0 Other New Units Permitted 17
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 2,706
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 2,615
Other zones 47.6 0.9 3.0 4.5 39.2 892 22.8| |Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 3,993
MF Pmts Total 56.0 1.4 3.0 4.5 47.1 1,225 26.0] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,378




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Issaquah had 386 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 154 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 997 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 343 gross acres of redevelopable land, 175 acres of which was developable with capacity for 617 units. Capacity for an additional
5,285 units was identified in significant projects in the development pipeline, including remaining buildout within Urban Planned Developments in

Issaquabh.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in UPDs or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 79.0 48.8 10% 5% 10% 23.1 1.0 n/a 23
3 -5 dulacre 198.5 108.6 10% 5% 10% 68.8 3.0 n/a 206
5-7 dulacre
7 -9 dulacre 44.0 13.6 10% 5% 10% 23.3 6.0 n/a 140
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 321.6 171.0 n/a n/a n/a 115.2 n/a n/a 369
9 - 13 dul/acre 1.3 0.1 0% 0% 10% 1.1 11.0 n/a 13
13- 19 du/acre 26.6 5.6 10% 5% 10% 16.0 10.3-14.5 n/a 166
19 - 31 du/acre 36.8 8.8 10%-15% 5% 10% 21.2 14.5-24 n/a 447
31 - 48 dul/acre 0.1 0.0 0% 0% 10% 0.1 32.0 n/a 2
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 64.7 14.5 n/a n/a n/a 38.4 n/a n/a 628
Vacant Total 386.3 185.4 n/a n/a n/a 153.6 n/a n/a 997
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 97.0 37.2 10% 5% 15% 43.2 1.0 23 20
3 -5 du/acre 134.9 50.5 10% 5% 15% 61.0 3 71 112
5-7 dulacre
7 -9 du/acre 44.0 4.9 10% 5% 15% 28.2 6.0 33 136
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 275.9 92.7 n/a n/a n/a 132.4 n/a 127 269
9 - 13 du/acre 18.4 0.2 0% 0% 15% 15.5 11.0 82 88
13- 19 du/acre 19.6 6.2 10% 5% 15% 9.6 10.3-14.5 50 64
19 - 31 du/acre 28.6 4.9 10% 5% 15% 17.1 14.5-24 37 270
31 - 48 dul/acre 1.0 0.1 0% 0% 15% 0.8 32.0 30 (4)
Other (69)
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 67.5 11.4 n/a n/a n/a 43.0 n/a 199 349
Redevelopable Total 343.4 104.0 n/a n/a n/a 175.4 n/a 326 617
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Issaquah, including potential Capacity (units)
development on vacant and redevelopable lands and major projects in the Single-Family Zones 638
pipeline, totaled 6,901 units. These units could accommodate an estimated il:ncgelgze,'(:)?mtl)lzv;ﬁsacl%ig Pipeline 308
6,584 households, 5,206 more than necessary to attain the household Multifamil))//Zones 9 289
growth target of 1,378 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 689
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 4,985
Total Capacity (units) 6,901
Total Capacity (households) 6,584
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 1,378
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 5,206
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Issaquah issued permits for 149,000 sq. ft. Net Land Area (acres) 42.5 8.1
of new commercial development on 8 net acres of developable land. Floor Area (s.f.) 785,168 149,137
Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a significant Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.42 0.42
decrease in the amount of commercial development. During this same Industrial
period, Issaquah experienced an estimated net gain of 3,558 jobs, attaining Net Land Area (acres) 00 0.0
25% of the city's 2001-2022 growth target of 14,000 jobs and leaving a job E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) n(/)a n?a
growth target of 10,442 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-
2022). Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 15,109
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 18,667
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 3,558
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 14,000
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 10,442
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 9.7 1.6 0.0 0.0 8.1 351,094 149,137 0.42
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 9.7 1.6 0.0 0.0 8.1 351,094 149,137 0.42




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Issaquah had 58 gross

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vaé:ant Lan_dl > - 51 = 5% 0% 5 31 acres of land suitable for development
M?xn;(TErgéaZor?re]gs 51:1 17:6 0%-1(:5% O%-SO% 10%(: 24:9 remained W.Ith CapaCl.ty for 1,153 qus under
industrial Zones current zoning. The city also contained 115
— =2 — — — — 300 gross acres of redevelopablg land, 7§ net acres
- - - of which was developable with capacity for
Redevelopable Land 1,555 jobs. Capacity for an additional 16,388
Commercial Zones 45 1 49 506 204 15% 318 jobs was identified as remaining buildout within
Mixed-Use Zones 70.4 10.1 | 0%-10% | 0%5% | 15% 44.7| thecity's several Urban Planned
Industrial Zones Developments. Overall capacity in Issaquah
Redevelopable Total 115.5 14.9 n/a n/a n/a 76.5 | Wwas for 19,096 jobs, 8,654 more than
necessary to attain the job growth target of
10,442 for the remainder of the planning period
(2006-2022).
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 258,499 0.5 n/a 129,250 545 237 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 1,086,310| 0.25-0.75 n/a 490,717| 450-545 916 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 1,344,809 n/a n/a 619,967 n/a 1,153 Commercial Zones 1,072
Mixed-Use Zones 1,636
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 0
Commercial Zones 1,384,943 0.5 325,694 366,777 545 835 Job Capacity in Pipeline 16,388
Mixed-Use Zones 1,947,108| 0.25-0.75 630,875 373,157| 450-545 720 Total Job Capacity 19,096
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 10,442
Redevelopable Total 3,332,050 n/a 956,569 739,935 n/a 1,555 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 8,654
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF KENMORE

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Kenmore issued permits for 472 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 4.4 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 6.5 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 254
multifamily units, with an overall density of 25.4 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in
residential development and density, while multifamily development was comparable to the previous 5 year period. Overall, the city's housing
stock gained 691 net new units, accommodating 29% of Kenmore's 2001-2022 growth target of 2,325 households, and leaving a target of 1,656
households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 45.7 67.2
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 154 439
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 3.4 6.5
0 - 3 du/acre 8.6 4.5 0.1 0.0 4.1 4 1.0] |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 215 7.5 14 3.5 8.5 46 5.4 Net Acres 79.0 106.5
5-7 dulacre 91.8 21.2 12.7 3.3 54.4 386 7.1 Units 244 472
7 -9 dulacre Units/Acre 3.1 4.4
> 9 du/acre 0.2 0.2 3 15.8| [|MF Permits
Plats Total 122.1 33.3 14.2 6.9 67.2 439 6.5 Net Acres 9.7 10.0
Units 271 254
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 27.9 25.4
0 - 3 du/acre 14.8 11 0.7
3 -5 dulacre 29.6 105 3.5
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 62.2 356 5.7
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla n/a n/a 106.5 472 4.4] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 472
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 7
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (62)
9 - 13 dul/acre 4.4 11 0.1 0.0 3.2 58 18.0 MF Units Permitted 254
13- 19 du/acre 51 1.8 0.0 0.0 3.2 50 15.5 MF Units Demolished
19 - 31 du/acre 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 10 23.8 Other New Units Permitted 20
31 - 48 du/acre 14 0.0 0.0 0.0 14 46 33.7] |Net Units (2001-2005) 691
48 + du/acre 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 90 50.9] [Net Households (2001-2005) 669
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 2,325
MF Pmts Total 13.1 2.9 0.1 0.0 10.0 254 25.4| |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,656




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Kenmore had 246 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 106 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 720 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 683 gross acres of redevelopable land, 306 acres of which was developable with capacity for 2,634 units. Capacity for an additional
1,600 units was identified in projects in the development pipeline. Thirty-six percent (1,807 units) of Kenmore's capacity was located in single-
family zones, 64% (3,216 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing. Forty-seven percent of the city's housing capacity was located in mixed-

use zones, which allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page
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Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 30.0 18.3 0% 0% 10% 10.5 1.2-15 n/a 15
3 -5 dulacre 105.3 46.4 15% 10% 10% 39.7 55 n/a 217
5-7 dulacre 105.3 28.9 15% 10% 10% 51.6 7.0 n/a 361
7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 240.6 93.6 n/a n/a n/a 101.8 n/a n/a 592
9 - 13 dul/acre 15 0.2 3% 0% 10% 1.1 15.0 n/a 16
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre 1.1 0.3 0% 0% 10% 0.8 23.8 n/a 18
31 - 48 dul/acre 0.9 0.1 0% 0% 10% 0.7 24.0 n/a 17
48 + du/acre 1.9 0.0 0% 0% 10% 1.7 45.0 n/a 77
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 5.4 0.7 n/a n/a n/a 4.3 n/a n/a 128
Vacant Total 246.0 94.3 n/a n/a n/a 106.1 n/a n/a 720
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 64.9 47.1 0% 0% 15% 15.2 1.5 14 9
3 -5 du/acre 168.7 64.2 15% 10% 15% 66.6 55 106 257
5-7 dulacre 368.3 101.8 15% 10% 15% 169.9 7.0 308 881
7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 601.9 213.1 n/a n/a n/a 251.6 n/a 428 1,147
9 - 13 du/acre 28.3 9.8 3% 0% 15% 15.3 15.0 15 214
13- 19 du/acre 4.5 0.6 0% 0% 15% 3.3 18.0 14 46
19 - 31 du/acre 5.0 1.8 0% 0% 15% 2.7 24.0 0 65
31 - 48 dul/acre 25.2 3.5 0% 0% 15% 18.4 24-45 3 494
48 + du/acre 17.9 0.1 0% 0% 15% 15.1 45.0 16 670
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 80.9 15.9 n/a n/a n/a 54.9 n/a 48 1,488
Redevelopable Total 682.8 229.0 n/a n/a n/a 306.5 n/a 476 2,634
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Kenmore, including potential Capacity (units)
development on vacant and redevelopable lands, major projects in the Single-Family Zones 1,739
pipeline, and accessory dwelling units, totaled 5,023 units. These units Single-Family Ca.\pacny.ln Pipeline 0
. Accessory Dwelling Units 68
could accommodate an estimated 4,824 households, 3,168 more than ————
. . Multifamily Zones 875
necessary tQ attam. the household growth target of 1,656 for the remainder Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
of the planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 741
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 1,600
Total Capacity (units) 5,023
Total Capacity (households) 4,824
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 1,656
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 3,168
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Kenmore issued permits for about 14,000 Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.8
sq. ft. of new commercial development on 0.8 net acres of developable Floor Area (s.f.) 0 14,449
land. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a 0.44
commercial development, achieving a commercial floor-area-ratio of 0.44. Industrial
During this same period, Kenmore experienced an estimated net loss of Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
332 jobs. It is assumed that full job recovery can be accommodated within Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
existing buildings on developed parcels. Kenmore's 2001-2022 growth Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
target of 2,800 addltlona_l jobs beyond year 2000_emp|oyment levels is Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
unchanged for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 7548
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 4,216
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) (332)
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 2,800
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 2,800
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 32,735 14,449 0.44
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 32,735 14,449 0.44




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Kenmore had 3 gross acres

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net of vacant land zoned for commercial, industrial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area and mixed uses. After deductions for critical
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) areas, public uses, and market factors, 2.6
Vacant Land acres of land suitable for development
Cgmmermal Zones remained with capacity for 260 jobs under
Mixed-Use Zones 2.8 0.1 0% 0% 10% 2.4 current zoning. The city also contained 40
Industrial Zones 0.2 0.0 0% 0% 10% 0.2 g y
gross acres of redevelopable land, 31 net acres
Vacant Total 3.0 0.1 n/a n/a n/a 2.6 . . .
of which was developable with capacity for
Redevelopable Land .1,155 jOb'S. Ca.p.acn.y fo'r a'n.addltlongl 1,633
Commercial Zones jobs was identified in significant projects in the
Mixed-Use Zones 20.6 35 0% 0% 15% 221 developmer_lt plpellne_. Overall, nearly all _of
Industrial Zones 10.3 0.0 0% 0% 15% 8.7 | Kenmore's job capacity was located in mixed-
Redevelopable Total 39.8 35 n/a n/a n/a 30.0| Use zones. Eighty-two percent of the city's
employment capacity was on redevelopable
land. Overall capacity in Kenmore was for
3,048 jobs, 248 more than necessary to attain
Employment Capacity (2006) the job growth target of 2,800 for the remainder
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area Floor of the planning period (2006-2022).
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Emplovee | Capacit
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (2 f;’ pacity
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 105,229 5-1 n/a 89,909 350 257 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 7,774 0.35 n/a 2,721 800 3 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 113,003 n/a n/a 92,630 n/a 260 Commercial Zones 0
Mixed-Use Zones 1,369
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 46
Commercial Zones Job Capacity in Pipeline 1,633
Mixed-Use Zones 964,796 3-1 222,445 389,782 350-500 1,112 Total Job Capacity 3,048
Industrial Zones 380,015 0.35 98,705 34,300 800 43 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 2,800
Redevelopable Total 1,344,810 n/a 321,150| 424,082 n/a 1,155 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 248
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF KIRKLAND

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Kirkland issued permits for 664 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 4.9 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 5.0 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 931
multifamily units, with an overall density of 46.3 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw comparable single-
family development along with a decline in amount of multifamily development, but at higher densities. Overall, the city's housing stock gained
1,384 net new units, accommodating 24% of Kirkland's 2001-2022 growth target of 5,480 households, and leaving a target of 4,152 households
for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 72.2 91.6
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 378 454
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 5.2 5.0
0 - 3 du/acre 1.9 0.4 0.0 0.0 15 2 1.3] |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 5.9 0.5 0.4 0.0 5.0 17 3.4 Net Acres 135.6 134.6
5-7 dulacre 89.9 3.5 4.4 0.2 81.9 408 5.0 Units 613 664
7 -9 du/acre 1.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.9 8 8.8 Units/Acre 4.5 4.9
> 9 dul/acre 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 19 8.4| |MF Permits
Plats Total 101.1 4.5 4.8 0.2 91.6 454 5.0 Net Acres 66.6 20.1
Units 1,531 931
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 23.0 46.3
0 - 3 du/acre 3.1 4 1.3
3 -5 dulacre 8.6 20 2.3
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable 112.3 542 4.8
7 - 9 du/acre 5.0 34 6.8] Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 5.7 64 11.3] Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla n/a n/a 134.6 664 49| [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 664
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 196
< 9 du/acre 35 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.8 13 SF Units Demolished (424)
9 - 13 dul/acre 10.6 1.6 0.2 0.0 8.7 231 26.4 MF Units Permitted 931
13 - 19 du/acre 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 10 21.7 MF Units Demolished (27)
19 - 31 du/acre 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 41 37.5 Other New Units Permitted 44
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 1,384
48 + du/acre 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.0 636 70.4] |Net Households (2001-2005) 1,328
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 5,480
MF Pmts Total 24.7 4.3 0.3 0.0 20.1 931 46.3] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 4,152




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Kirkland had 210 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 139 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 2,103 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 631 gross acres of redevelopable land, 439 acres of which was developable with capacity for 2,200 units. Capacity for an additional
399 units was identified in projects in the development pipeline. Thirty-five percent (1,689 units) of Kirkland's capacity was located in single-
family zones, 65% (3,072 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing. Half of the city's housing capacity was located in mixed-use zones, which
allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page
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Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 345 12.7 5% 5% 10% 17.7 1.3-3 n/a 52
3 -5 du/acre
5-7 du/acre 122.3 25.2| 2%-5% 0%-5% 10% 79.8 4.3-7 n/a 438
7 -9 dulacre 17.0 0.2| 2%-10% 0%-5% 10% 14.4 7.0 n/a 82
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 173.7 38.0 n/a n/a n/a 111.8 n/a n/a 571
9 - 13 dul/acre 10.4 2.4| 2%-10% 0% 10% 7.0 12.3 n/a 86
13- 19 du/acre 2.1 0.3 2% 0% 10% 1.6 12.3-19.3 n/a 21
19 - 31 du/acre 2.8 0.2| 2%-10% 0% 10% 2.2 21.5-51 n/a 53
31 - 48 dul/acre 1.3 0.0 10% 0% 10% 1.0 26.2-50 n/a 43
48 + du/acre 20.3 1.2| 2%-10% 0% 10% 155 50-100 n/a 1,330
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 36.8 4.1 n/a n/a n/a 27.4 n/a n/a 1,532
Vacant Total 210.5 42.1 n/a n/a n/a 139.2 n/a n/a 2,103
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 53.7 6.0 5% 5% 15% 36.5 1.3-3 28 41
3 -5 dulacre 9.5 0.0 5% 5% 15% 7.3 2.99 12 10
5-7 dulacre 436.8 48.3 5% 0%-5% 15% 297.3 4.3-5.7 663 890
7 -9 dulacre 10.4 0.8 5% 0%-5% 15% 7.5 7.0-8.0 29 24
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 510.4 55.0 n/a n/a n/a 348.5 n/a 732 965
9 - 13 du/acre 65.3 6.8 5% 0% 15% 47.2 12.3 185 395
13- 19 du/acre 26.3 0.3 5% 0% 15% 21.0 12.3-19.3 257 133
19 - 31 du/acre 16.3 0.7 5% 0% 15% 12.6 21.5-51 197 78
31 - 48 dul/acre 4.4 0.7 5% 0% 15% 3.0 32.7-96.2 0 172
48 + du/acre 8.7 0.3 5% 0% 15% 6.8 26.1-96.2 5 457
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 121.0 8.8 n/a n/a n/a 90.6 n/a 644 1,235
Redevelopable Total 631.4 63.8 n/a n/a n/a 439.2 n/a 1,376 2,200
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Kirkland, including potential Capacity (units)
development on vacant and redevelopable lands, major projects in the Single-Family Zones 1,536
pipeline, and accessory dwelling units, totaled 4,761 units. These units Single-Family Ca.\pacny.ln Pipeline 0
. Accessory Dwelling Units 153
could accommodate an estimated 4,569 households, 417 more than ————
. . Multifamily Zones 690
necessary tQ attam. the household growth target of 4,152 for the remainder Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
of the planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 1.083
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 399
Total Capacity (units) 4,761
Total Capacity (households) 4,569
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 4,152
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 417
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Kirkland issued permits for about 690,000 Net Land Area (acres) 231 17.6
sq. ft. of new commercial development on nearly 18 net acres of Floor Area (s.f.) 534,196 689,806
developable land. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.53 0.90
an increase in the amount of commercial development along with an Industrial
increase in overall commercial floor-area-ratio from 0.53 to 0.90. During this Net Land Area (acres) 8.2 0.0
same period, Kirkland experienced an estimated net loss of 2,260 jobs. It is Floor Area (S'f'.) 254,963 0
. o o Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.71 n/a
assumed that full job recovery can be accommodated within existing
built_ji_ngs on developed parcels. Kirkland's 2001-2022_ growth target of 8,800 Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
addltl-onal jobs beyond.year ZQOO employment levels is unchanged for the Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 34.309
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 32,049
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) (2,260)
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 8,800
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 8,800
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 22.2 4.4 0.2 0.0 17.6 768,651 689,806 0.90
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 22.2 4.4 0.2 0.0 17.6 768,651 689,806 0.90




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Kirkland had 45 gross acres

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net of vacant land zoned for commercial, industrial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area and mixed uses. After deductions for critical
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) areas, public uses, and market factors, 36
Vacant Land acres of land suitable for development
Cgmmermal Zones 74 0.7 5% 0% 10% 58 remained with capacity for 4,521 jobs under
Mixed-Use Zones 30.6 1.5 | 5%-10% 0% 10% 2371 current zoning. The city also contained 76
Industrial Zones 7.4 0.3 5% 0% 10% 6.1
gross acres of redevelopable land, 59 net acres
Vacant Total 45.4 2.5 n/a n/a n/a 35.6 . . .
of which was developable with capacity for
Redevelopable Land 4,466 job;. Ca.p.acit.y fo'r a'n.additiongl 3,6.19
Commercial Zones 152 36 506 0% 15% 108 jobs was |dent|f|ed.|n significant projects in the
Mixed-Use Zones 52.1 36 5% 0% 15% 40.9 | development pipeline. Overall, 86% of
Industrial Zones 9.0 1.0 5% 0% 15% 75| Kirkland's job capacity was located in
Redevelopable Total 76.3 g2 n/a n/a n/a 59| commercial and mixed-use zones. About half of
the city's employment capacity was on
redevelopable land. Overall capacity in Kirkland
was for 12,606 jobs, 3,806 more than
Employment Capacity (2006) necessary to attain the job growth target of
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area ;Irzc;; 1ot 5(32gggf;(;2tr21<)a remainder of the planning period
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity .
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 251,023 .3-2 n/a 240,316 250-500 942 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 1,034,244| .26-2.25 n/a 851,521| 250-500 2,783 | Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 265,548 0.75 n/a 199,161 250 797 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 1,550,815 n/a n/a 1,290,998 n/a 4,521 Commercial Zones 2,018
Mixed-Use Zones 5,486
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 1,483
Commercial Zones 469,350 .3-2 123,790 275,609| 250-500 1,076 Job Capacity in Pipeline 3,619
Mixed-Use Zones 1,780,841| .26-2.25 653,721 757,954 250-500 2,704 Total Job Capacity 12,606
Industrial Zones 328,080 0.75 74,561 171,499 250 686 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 8,800
Redevelopable Total 2,578,272 n/a 852,072| 1,205,062 n/a 4,466 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 3,806
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF MEDINA

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Medina issued permits for 5 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 3 dwelling units
(dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 2.7 dus per net acre. The city issued permits for 57 units that replaced
units torn down on existing residential lots. Accounting for demolished units yields no overall net change in the city's housing stock, and
Medina's growth target remains at 21 households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 9.5 1.5
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 12 4
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 1.3 2.7
0 - 3 du/acre 1.6 0.0 0.1 0.0 15 4 2.7 |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 12.3 1.7
5-7 du/acre Units 19 5
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 15 3.0
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 1.6 0.0 0.1 0.0 15 4 2.7 Net Acres 0.0 0.0
Units 0 0
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a n/a
0 - 3 du/acre 1.7 5 3.0
3 -5 dulacre
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | n/fa | nla n/a 1.7 5 3.0] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 5
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 57
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (63)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 0
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 1
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 0
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 0
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 31
MF Pmts Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 n/a Remaining Target (2006-2022) 31




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Medina had 12.6 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 10.1 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 19 housing units under current zoning. The city also

contained 51.4 gross acres of redevelopable land, 30.9 acres of which was developable with capacity for 20 units. Capacity for an additional 4
accessory dwelling units was also estimated.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Zoned Density (max. du/acre)

Gross
Area
(acres)

Critical
Areas
(acres)

ROWs
(%)

Public
Purpose
(%)

Market
Factor
(%)

Net
Area
(acres)

Assumed

Future Density

(DUl/acre)

Less
Existing
(units)

Net
Capacity
(units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre

12.6

0.0

0%

0%

20%

10.1

5-2.7

n/a

19

3 -5 du/acre

5 -7 du/acre

7 -9 du/acre

Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones

12.6

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

10.1

n/a

n/a

19

9 - 13 du/acre

13 - 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + dul/acre

Vacant Sub-Total: ME/MU Zones

0.0

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.0

n/a

n/a

Vacant Total

12.6

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

10.1

n/a

n/a

19

Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre

51.4

0.0

0%

0%

40%

30.9

5-2.7

27

20

3 -5 du/acre

5 -7 du/acre

7 -9 du/acre

Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones

514

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

30.9

n/a

27

20

9 - 13 du/acre

13 - 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + dul/acre

Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones

0.0

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.0

n/a

Redevelopable Total

51.4

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

30.9

n/a

27

20
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)
Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Medina, including potential Capacity (units)
development on vacant and redevelopable lands and accessory dwelling Single-Family Zones 38

Single-Family Capacity in Pipeline 0
Accessory Dwelling Units 4
Multifamily Zones 0
0
0
0

units, totaled 42 units. These units could accommodate an estimated 41
households, 10 more than necessary to attain the household growth target
of 31 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).

Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline
Mixed-Use Zones
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline

Total Capacity (units) 42
Total Capacity (households) 41
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 31
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 10
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Medina did not issue any permits for new Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
commercial or industrial development. During this same period, the city lost Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
an estimated 83 jobs. The city does not have a job growth target under the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
Countywide Planning Policies. Industrial
Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 366
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 283
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) (83)
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) n/a
Remaining Target (2006-2022) n/a
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sq. ft.) o

Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use)
Industrial

Non-Residential Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - - n/a




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Medina had no land zoned

Gross Critical | oo\we Public Market Net for commercial or industrial uses. The city does
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area not have a job growth target under the
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) Countywide Planning Policies.
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones
Mixed-Use Zones
Industrial Zones
Vacant Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0
Redevelopable Land
Commercial Zones
Mixed-Use Zones
Industrial Zones
Redevelopable Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 0 n/a n/a 0 n/a 0 Commercial Zones 0
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 0
Commercial Zones Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones Total Job Capacity 0
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) n/a
Redevelopable Total 0 n/a 0 0 n/a 0 Surplus/Deficit Capacity n/a
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CITY OF MERCER ISLAND

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Mercer Island issued permits for 103 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 2.9
dwelling units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 3.5 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 573
multifamily units, with an overall density of 73 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decline in single-
family development, but an increase in multifamily development and densities. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 591 net new units,
accommodating 39% of Mercer Island's 2001-2022 growth target of 1,437 households, and leaving a target of 875 households for the remainder
of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005 Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 30.3 7.5

(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 87 26

Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 2.9 3.5
0 - 3 du/acre 3.0 0.3 0.4 0.0 2.3 7 3.1| |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 3.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 2.6 11 4.2 Net Acres 83.5 35.2
5-7 dulacre 3.5 0.8 0.0 0.0 2.6 8 3.1 Units 235 103
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 2.8 2.9

> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 9.4 1.1 0.6 0.1 7.5 26 3.5 Net Acres 4.7 7.9
Units 78 573

Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 16.7 73.0
0 - 3 du/acre 13.6 28 2.1
3 -5 dulacre 12.2 36 3.0
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 7.7 28 3.6
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
Other 1.7 11 6.7] Household Growth Target (2001-2022)

SF Pmts Total nla | nla | nla | nla 35.2 103 2.9] |Housing Units: 2001-2005

New SF Units Permitted 103

Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 86

< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (161)
9 - 13 dul/acre MF Units Permitted 573
13 -19 du/acre MF Units Demolished (63)
19 - 31 du/acre 0.7 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.5 23 48.5 Other New Units Permitted 53
31 - 48 du/acre 3.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 2.7 93 34.8| |Net Units (2001-2005) 591
48 + du/acre 4.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 457 97.1] |Net Households (2001-2005) 562
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,437
MF Pmts Total 8.4 0.5 0.0 0.0 7.9 573 73.0] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 875




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Mercer Island had 121 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses,
and market factors, 66 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 203 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 275 gross acres of redevelopable land, 158 acres of which was developable with capacity for 653 units. Capacity for an additional 764
units was identified in projects in the development pipeline. Overall, 31% (546 units) of Mercer Island's capacity was located in single-family
zones and 69% (1,219 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing. Fifty-eight percent of the city's housing capacity was located in mixed-use
zones, which allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 70.2 24.6 14% 1% 20% 30.9 2.1 n/a 64
3 -5 dulacre 31.8 2.6| 6%-13% 0% 20% 22.0 2.9-35 n/a 65
5-7 dulacre 17.4 2.4 1% 0% 20% 11.8 3.6 n/a 43
7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 119.4 29.6 n/a n/a n/a 64.7 n/a n/a 171
9 - 13 dul/acre
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre 1.5 0.0 0% 0% 20% 1.2 26.0 n/a 32
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 1.5 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 1.2 n/a n/a 32
Vacant Total 120.9 29.6 n/a n/a n/a 65.9 n/a n/a 203
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 127.4 44.6 14% 1% 20% 56.1 2.1 77 38
3 -5 du/acre 83.1 7.3] 6%-13% 0% 20% 56.9 2.9-3.5 69 100
5-7 dulacre 57.8 8.1 1% 0% 20% 39.2 3.6 71 71
7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 268.3 60.0 n/a n/a n/a 152.2 n/a 217 209
9 - 13 du/acre
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre 1.4 0.0 0% 0% 20% 1.1 26-49 22 27
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre 5.4 0.0 0% 0% 20% 4.3 97.1 0 417
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 6.7 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 5.4 n/a 22 444
Redevelopable Total 275.1 60.0 n/a n/a n/a 157.6 n/a 239 653
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Mercer Island, including Capacity (units)
potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands, major projects in Single-Family Zones 381
the pipeline, and accessory dwelling units, totaled 1,765 units. These units Single-Family Ca.\pacny.ln Pipeline 21
. Accessory Dwelling Units 144
could accommodate an estimated 1,688 households, 814 more than ————
. . Multifamily Zones 59
necessary to att:.;un the household growth target of 875 for the remainder of Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 128
the planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 417
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 615
Total Capacity (units) 1,765
Total Capacity (households) 1,688
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 875
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 814
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Mercer Island issued permits for about Net Land Area (acres) 6.9 2.1
92,000 sq. ft. of new commercial development on 2 net acres of Floor Area (s.f.) 116,545 92,433
developable land. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.39 1.03
decrease in the amount of commercial development along with an increase Industrial
in overall commercial floor-area-ratio from 0.39 to 1.03. During this same Net Land Area (acres) 00 0.0
period, Mercer Island experienced an estimated net gain of 192 jobs, E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) n(/)a n?a
attaining 24% of the city's 2001-2022 growth target of 800 jobs and leaving
a job growth target of 608 for the remainder of the planning period (2006- Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
2022). Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 6,618
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 6,810
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 192
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 800
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 608
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 89,771 92,433 1.03
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 89,771 92,433 1.03




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Mercer Island had 1.1 gross

Gross Critical | oo\we Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial and
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial uses. After deductions for critical
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) areas, public uses, and market factors, 0.9
Vacant Land n - n acres of land suitable for development
K:A?Xn;(TEr;alzigggs 11 0.0 0% 0% 20% 0.9 remained With capaciFy for 48 jobs.under
industrial Zones current zoning. The city also contained 9.2
gross acres of redevelopable land, 7.4 net
Vacant Total 1.1 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.9 . . .
acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 6;4 jops. C.apgcit}/.for an anitional 161 jobs
Commercial Zones 40 0.0 0% 0% 20% 32 was identified in significant projects in the
Mixed-Use Zones 5.2 0.0 0% 0% 20% 41 development pipeline. More than half of Mercer
Industrial Zones Island's job capacity was located in mixed-use
Redevelopable Total 9.2 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 7.4| zones. Nearly all of the city's employment
capacity was on redevelopable land. Overall
capacity in Mercer Island was for 823 jobs, 215
more than necessary to attain the job growth
Employment Capacity (2006) target of 608 for the remainder of the planning
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor period (2006-2022).
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 38,373 0.5 n/a 19,186 400 48 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 38,373 n/a n/a 19,186 n/a 48 Commercial Zones 205
Mixed-Use Zones 457
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 0
Commercial Zones 140,786 0.5 7,638 62,755 400 157 Job Capacity in Pipeline 161
Mixed-Use Zones 179,926| 1.2677512 45,293 182,808 400 457 Total Job Capacity 823
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 608
Redevelopable Total 320,712 n/a 52,931 245,563 n/a 614 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 215
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF NEWCASTLE

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Newcastle issued permits for 505 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 4.3 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 4.7 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 63
multifamily units, with an overall density of 23.7 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in the
amount and density of single-family, and a decrease in the amount of multifamily development. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 551 net
new units, accommodating 62% of Newcastle's 2001-2022 growth target of 863 households, and leaving a target of 325 households for the
remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 89.5 105.5
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 325 491
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 3.6 4.7
0 - 3 du/acre 38.3 12.3 2.7 10.2 13.2 45 3.4] |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 180.5 27.9 16.7 72.2 63.8 266 4.2 Net Acres 97.8 117.8
5-7 dulacre 49.1 8.8 8.8 3.1 28.5 180 6.3 Units 319 505
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 3.3 4.3
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 267.9 48.9 28.1 85.5 105.5 491 4.7 Net Acres 6.9 2.7
Units 167 63
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 24.2 23.7
0 - 3 du/acre 31.9 104 3.3
3 -5 dulacre 67.6 284 4.2
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 18.3 117 6.4
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla n/a n/a 117.8 505 4.3] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 505
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (26)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 63
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre 2.9 0.0 0.2 0.0 2.7 63 23.7 Other New Units Permitted 9
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 551
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 538
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 863
MF Pmts Total 2.9 0.0 0.2 0.0 2.7 63 23.7] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 325




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Newcastle had 275 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 106 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 424 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 310 gross acres of redevelopable land, 147 acres of which was developable with capacity for 1,079 units. About half (841 units) of
Newcastle's capacity was located in single-family zones. The remainder of the city's housing capacity was located in mixed-use zones, which
allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 120.0 74.1 15% 12% 10% 30.2 1.0 n/a 30
3 -5 dulacre 113.8 24.4 15% 12% 10% 58.7 4.0 n/a 235
5-7 dulacre 38.5 16.2 15% 12% 10% 14.7 6.1 n/a 89
7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 272.3 114.7 n/a n/a n/a 103.6 n/a n/a 354
9 - 13 dul/acre
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre
31 - 48 dul/acre 2.6 0.2 5% 5% 10% 2.0 36.0 n/a 70
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 2.6 0.2 n/a n/a n/a 2.0 n/a n/a 70
Vacant Total 274.9 114.9 n/a n/a n/a 105.6 n/a n/a 424
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 70.1 24.0 15% 12% 15% 28.6 1.0 12 17
3 -5 du/acre 119.9 20.7 15% 12% 15% 61.6 4 71 175
5-7 dulacre 76.0 16.2 15% 12% 15% 37.1 6.1 48 179
7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 266.0 60.9 n/a n/a n/a 127.3 n/a 131 370
9 - 13 du/acre
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre
31 - 48 dul/acre 44.4 18.5 5% 5% 15% 19.8 36.0 3 709
48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 44.4 18.5 n/a n/a n/a 19.8 n/a 3 709
Redevelopable Total 310.4 79.4 n/a n/a n/a 147.1 n/a 134 1,079
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Newcastle totaled 1,503 Capacity (units)
units. These units could accommodate an estimated 1,450 households, Single-Family Zones 724
1,125 more than necessary to attain the household growth target of 325 for Single-Family Ca.\pacny.ln Pipeline 0
the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 0
Multifamily Zones 0
Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 779
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 1,503
Total Capacity (households) 1,450
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 325
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 1,125
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Newcastle issued permits for about 16,000 Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.9
sq. ft. of new commercial development on about 1 net acre of developable Floor Area (s.f.) 0 16,017
land. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a 0.40
commercial development, achieving a commercial floor-area-ratio of 0.4. Industrial
During this same period, Newcastle experienced an estimated net gain of Net Land Area (acres) 00 0.0
575 jobs, attaining 115% of the city's 2001-2022 growth target of 500 jobs Floor Area (S'f'.) 0 0
; . ) . . Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
and leaving a job growth target of O for the remainder of the planning period
(2006-2022). E
mployment Change vs Job Growth Target
Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 997
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 1,572
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 575
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 500
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 0
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 1.1 0.0 0.2 0.9 40,511 16,017 0.40
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 1.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.9 40,511 16,017 0.40




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Newcastle had 4.7 gross

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vacant Land - - n 3.7 acres of land suitable for development
CmeenZie | In 3w | oo | ime | 5p| remaneawncapacyior s pnsunda
industrial Zones current zoning. The city also contained 28
— e 52 — — — % gross acres of redevelopablg land, 15 net acres
- - - of which was developable with capacity for 547
Redevelopable Land jobs. Eighty percent of Newcastle's job capacity
Commercial Zones 0.8 0.0 506 506 15% 0.6 was located in mixed-use zones. Two-thirds of
Mixed-Use Zones 187 85 5% 5% 15% 7.8 | the city's employment capacity was on
Industrial Zones 8.9 0.0 5% 5% 15% 6.8 | redevelopable land. Overall capacity in
Redevelopable Total 28.4 8.5 n/a n/a n/a 15.3 | Newcastle was for 875 jobs, 875 more than
necessary to attain the job growth target of 0 for
the remainder of the planning period (2006-
2022).
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 74,096 0.4 n/a 29,638 350 85 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 85,033 1 n/a 85,033 350 243 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 159,129 n/a n/a 114,672 n/a 328 Commercial Zones 140
Mixed-Use Zones 688
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 47
Commercial Zones 27,992 0.75 4,250 16,744 300 56 Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 339,768 1 182,750 155,649 350 445 Total Job Capacity 875
Industrial Zones 296,578 0.5 111,010 37,279 800 47 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 0
Redevelopable Total 664,338 n/a 298,010 209,672 n/a 547 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 875
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF REDMOND

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Redmond issued permits for 1,045 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 6.9 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 7.4 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 1,387
multifamily units, with an overall density of 38.1 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in both
the amount and density of residential development. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 2,373 net new units, accommodating 25% of
Redmond's 2001-2022 growth target of 9,083 households, and leaving a target of 6,799 households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 71.9 149.9
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 404 1,104
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 5.6 7.4
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 207.0 38.4 40.1 9.9 119.1 703 5.9 Net Acres 104.8 150.6
5-7 dulacre 29.6 8.4 4.5 1.6 15.2 121 8.0 Units 502 1,045
7 -9 dulacre Units/Acre 4.8 6.9
> 9 dul/acre 51.0 0.0 28.3 9.4 15.7 280 17.9] |MF Permits
Plats Total 287.5 46.8 72.9 20.9 149.9 1,104 7.4 Net Acres 70.4 36.4
Units 1,296 1,387
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 18.4 38.1
0 - 3 du/acre 1.7 3 1.8
3 -5 dulacre 112.4 700 6.2
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 8.2 62 7.6
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 28.3 280 9.9 Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla | nla n/a 150.6] 1,045 6.9] |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 1,045
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 8
< 9 du/acre 7.5 3.0 0.3 0.0 4.1 143 34.5 SF Units Demolished (53)
9 - 13 dul/acre 254 0.0 4.4 8.7 12.3 424 34.4 MF Units Permitted 1,387
13 -19 du/acre MF Units Demolished (24)
19 - 31 du/acre 7.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 6.4 134 21.0 Other New Units Permitted 10
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 2,373
48 + du/acre 7.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 6.8 456 66.9] |Net Households (2001-2005) 2,284
Other zones 7.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 6.7 230 34.2| |Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 9,083
MF Pmts Total 53.9 3.0 5.2 9.2 36.4 1,387 38.1] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 6,799




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Redmond had 356 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 171 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 1,569 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 454 gross acres of redevelopable land, 271 acres of which was developable with capacity for 7,245 units. Capacity for an additional
312 units was identified in the development pipeline. Overall, 85% (7,670 units) of Redmond's capacity was located in zones allowing multifamily
housing; three-quarters of the city's housing capacity was located in mixed-use zones, which allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 164.9 70.6| 10%-20% 0% 10% 68.5 0.2 n/a 52
3 -5 dulacre 127.3 24.5| 21%-24% | 4%-6% 10% 66.8 5.8 n/a 442
5-7 dulacre 0.9 0.0 20% 7% 10% 0.6 9.34 n/a 6
7 -9 dulacre 0.2 0.0 20% 7% 10% 0.2 8.0 n/a 1
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 293.4 95.1 n/a n/a n/a 136.1 n/a n/a 501
9 - 13 dul/acre 48.7 9.3 20% 10% 10% 24.8 21.7 n/a 539
13- 19 du/acre 2.7 1.6 0% 0% 10% 1.0 18.0 n/a 18
19 - 31 du/acre 3.1 1.1 0% 0% 10% 1.8 19.4-21.2 n/a 35
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre 8.5 0.0 0% 0% 10% 7.7 62.0 n/a 476
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 63.0 12.0 n/a n/a n/a 35.2 n/a n/a 1,067
Vacant Total 356.4 107.1 n/a n/a n/a 171.3 n/a n/a 1,569
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 43.0 10.8| 10%-20% 0% 15% 22.8 1.2-3.2 12 32
3 -5 dulacre 258.5 47.7| 21%-24% | 4%-6% 15% 127.2 5.8-7.8 122 660
5-7 dulacre 12.7 2.0 20% 7% 15% 6.7 9.34 11 52
7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 314.1 60.5 n/a n/a n/a 156.7 n/a 145 743
9 - 13 du/acre 7.4 0.6 0% 0% 15% 5.8 21.7 9 116
13- 19 du/acre 6.2 3.7 0% 0% 15% 2.2 18.0 3 36
19 - 31 du/acre 4.0 0.0 0% 0% 15% 3.4 19.4-21.3 18 51
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre 122.7 2.3 0% 0% 0%-15% 102.7 62.0 79 6,298
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 140.3 6.6 n/a n/a n/a 114.0 n/a 109 6,501
Redevelopable Total 454.5 67.1 n/a n/a n/a 270.7 n/a 254 7,245
2007 King County Buildable Lands Report CITY OF REDMOND VII - 67



2007 King County Buildable Lands Report

CITY OF REDMOND

VII - 68

Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Redmond, including Capacity (units)
potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands, major projects in Single-Family Zones (1) 1,097
the pipeline, accessory dwelling units, and accounting for 148 sinlge-family Single-Family Ca.\paC|ty.|n Pipeline 211
. . . Accessory Dwelling Units 10
units lost to assumed future commercial redevelopment, totaled 8,988 units. ————
These units could accommodate an estimated 8,578 households, 1,779 Mult!fam!ly Zones. P 795
i ’ P Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 79
more_than necessary t_o attaln_ the household growth target of 6,799 for the Mixed-Use Zones 6774
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 22
Total Capacity (units) 8,988
Total Capacity (households) 8,578
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 6,799
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 1,779
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Redmond issued permits for about 744,000 Net Land Area (acres) 47.9 50.5
sq. ft. of new commercial development on 50.5 net acres of developable Floor Area (s.f.) 904,791 743,520
land. The city also issued permits for 329,000 sq. ft. of new buildings on Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.43 0.34
14.6 acres of developable land in industrial zones. Compared with the Industrial
previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decrease in the amount of Net Land Area (acres) 264.3 14.6
commercial and industrial development. During this same period, Redmond E:gg: 2:22 (Rséft.i)o (FAR) 5’55’3’8157 320859289
experienced an estimated net gain of 8,388 jobs, attaining 39% of the city's : -
2001-2022 growth t:_;lrget of 21,760 jops and _Ieaving a job growth target of Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
13,372 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 73.426
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 81,814
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 8,388
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 21,760
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 13,372
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 61.6 10.7 0.3 0.1 50.5| 2,201,335 743,520 0.34
Industrial 20.8 6.1 0.0 0.1 14.6 637,374 328,989 0.52
Non-Residential Total 82.4 16.8 0.3 0.2 65.2| 2,838,709 1,072,509 0.38




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Redmond had 106 gross

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vacant Land 70 acres of land suitable for development
Cgmmermal Zones 56 0.7 0% 0% 0%-10% 4.8 remained with capacity for 5,312 jobs under
Mixed-Use Zones 4.4 0.0 0% 0% 10% 4.0 current zoning. The city also contained 185
Industrial Zones 95.6 27.1 0% 0% 10% 61.7 '
gross acres of redevelopable land, 123 net
Vacant Total 105.6 27.7 n/a n/a n/a 70.4 . . .
acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 7,549 jobs. Cgpaci.t)'/ for. an.ad.d.itional .
Commercial Zones 13 01 0% 0% 15% 10 .12,214 jobs was |den't|f|e.d in significant projects
Mixed-Use Zones 28.2 0.8 0% 0% 0%-15% 234 in the development pipeline. Overall, 87% of
Industrial Zones 155.8 40.0 0% 0% 15% 98,5 | Redmond's employment capacity was located
Redevelopable Total 185.3 40.9 n/a n/a n/a 122.9| inindustrial zones. Over 70% of the city's
employment capacity was on redevelopable
land. Total capacity in Redmond was for 25,075
jobs, 11,703 more than necessary to attain the
Employment Capacity (2006) job growth target of 13,372 for the remainder of
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor the planning period (2006-2022).
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 207,694 0.27 n/a 56,077 300 187 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 172,733| 1.00-1.42 n/a 224,699 300 749 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 2,687,042| 0.51-0.65 n/a 1,660,517 299-565 4,376 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 3,067,469 n/a n/a 1,941,293 n/a 5,312 Commercial Zones 204
Mixed-Use Zones 3,075
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 9,583
Commercial Zones 43,691| 0.27-0.30 7,098 4,977 300 17 Job Capacity in Pipeline 12,214
Mixed-Use Zones 1,019,274| 1.00-1.42 667,780 697,713 300 2,326 Total Job Capacity 25,075
Industrial Zones 4,288,722| 0.51-0.65 635,983 1,719,630| 299-404 5,207 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 13,372
Redevelopable Total 5,351,686 n/a 1,310,860/ 2,422,319 n/a 7,549 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 11,703
Notes
(2) Includes subtraction of 148 single-family units lost through redevelopment of existing residences in commercial zones.
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF SAMMAMISH

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Sammamish issued permits for 1,938 units of new single-family development, with a density of 4.1 dwelling units
(dus) per net acre achieved in the 1,804 permits with complete data. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 5.2 dus per net acre.
The city also issued permits for 284 multifamily units, with an overall density of 16.6 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years,

2001-2005 saw a decline in the number of single-family permits along with an increase in the density of newly platted single-family development.

Overall, the city's housing stock gained 2,140 net new units, accommodating 54% of Sammamish's 2001-2022 growth target of 3,842

households, and leaving a target of 1,754 households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 4735 317.2
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 1,602 1,640
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 3.4 5.2
0 - 3 du/acre 22.3 6.6 1.9 1.8 11.9 17 1.4 |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 283.6 85.5 28.8 24.4 144.9 582 4.0 Net Acres 768.6 444.4
5-7 dulacre 345.7 83.8 54.6 50.0 157.2 1,014 6.5 Units 2,766 1,804
7 -9 du/acre 6.2 1.1 0.6 1.4 3.2 27 8.5 Units/Acre 3.6 4.1
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 657.7 177.0 85.9 77.6 317.2 1,640 5.2 Net Acres 55.8 17.1
Units 725 284
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 13.0 16.6
0 - 3 du/acre 59.0 38 0.6
3 -5 dulacre 206.1 656 3.2
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable 171.9 1,040 6.0
7 - 9 du/acre 7.1 68 9.5 Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 0.2 2 10.5] Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total na | nfa | nla | nla 444.4] 1,804 4.1] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 1,804
Multifamily Permits Issued Other SF Units Permitted 134
< 9 du/acre 60.6 10.5 0.0 33.0 17.1 284 16.6 SF Units Demolished (88)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 284
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 6
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 2,140
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 2,089
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 3,842
MF Pmts Total 60.6 10.5 0.0 33.0 17.1 284 16.6| [Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,754




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Sammamish had 1,360 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses,
and market factors, 383 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 1,391 housing units under current zoning. The city

also contained 2,219 gross acres of redevelopable land, 776 acres of which was developable with capacity for 2,331 units. Nearly all of

Sammamish's capacity, as of early 2006, was located in single-family zones. A small amount of multifamily capacity (18 units) was identified for
the Buildable Lands analysis. Additional multifamily capacity may be available on a few parcels that were not included in the analysis, as well as

more significantly within the Sammamish Town Center planning area.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page
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Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre 464.0 274.0 18% 16% 15% 106.6 1.0 n/a 107

3 -5 dulacre 727.0 374.0 18% 16% 15% 198.0 4.0 n/a 792

5-7 dulacre 148.0 27.0 18% 16% 15% 67.9 6 n/a 407

7 -9 dulacre 21.0 2.0 18% 16% 15% 10.7 8.0 n/a 85
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 1,360.0 677.0 n/a n/a n/a 383.2 n/a n/a 1,391

9 - 13 dul/acre

13- 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0 n/a n/a 0
Vacant Total 1,360.0 677.0 n/a n/a n/a 383.2 n/a n/a 1,391
Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre 643.0 376.0 18% 16% 20% 141.0 1.0 84 57

3 -5 du/acre 1,138.0 279.0 18% 16% 20% 453.6 4 542 1,273

5-7 dulacre 404.0 86.0 18% 16% 20% 167.9 6 97 911

7 -9 du/acre 26.0 5.0 18% 16% 20% 11.1 8.0 15 74
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 2,211.0 746.0 n/a n/a n/a 773.5 n/a 738 2,314

9 - 13 du/acre 8.0 4.0 18% 16% 20% 2.1 11.0 6 18

13- 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 8.0 4.0 n/a n/a n/a 2.1 n/a 6 18
Redevelopable Total 2,219.0 750.0 n/a n/a n/a 775.6 n/a 743 2,331
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Sammamish, including Capacity (units)
; Single-Family Zones 3,705
potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands, and accessory : . R —
dwelling units, totaled 3,740 units. These units could accommodate an Single-Family Ca.\pacny.ln Pipeline 0
estimated 3,664 households, 1,911 more than necessary to attain the Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 17
household growth target of 1,754 for the remainder of the planning period Mult!fam!ly Zones. P 18
i U X Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
(2006-2022). In April 2007, the City of Sammamish adopted a preferred Mixed-Use Zones 0
alternative for development of a Sammamish Town Center, including a Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
range of from 1,300 to 2,000 dwelling units of a variety of housing types. Total Capacity (units) 3.740
Potential capacity in the Town Center is not included in the Buildable Lands Total Capacity (households) 3,664
analysis. Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 1,754
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 1,911
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Sammamish did not issue any permits for Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
new commercial or industrial development. During this same period, Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
Sammamish experienced an estimated net loss of 127 jobs. It is assumed Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
that full job recovery can be accommodated within existing buildings on Industrial
developed parcels. Sammamish's 2001-2022 growth target of 1,230 Net Land Area (acres) 00 0.0
additional jobs beyond year 2000 employment levels is unchanged for the E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) n(/)a n?a
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).
Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 4,936
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 4,809
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) (127)
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,230
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,230
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sq. ft.) o
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use)
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - - n/a




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

As of early 2006, the City of Sammamish had

Gross Critical | oo\we Public Market Net no capacity for land use development under
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area current zoning to accommodate additional
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) employment on land zoned for commercial
Vacant Land uses. However, several other sources of job
Cgmmermal Zones capacity are likely to be available to
Mixed-Use Zones S
industrial Zones gccommodate the C|-tys growth target of 1,230
jobs by 2022. In April 2007, the City of
Vacant Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0 . .
Sammamish adopted a preferred alternative for
Redevelopable Land fjevelgpment of a Sammamish Town Center,
Commercial Zones including a range of from 200,000 to 400,000
Mixed-Use Zones sq. ft. of new retail and office space. Also, the
Industrial Zones city's comprehensive plan calls for intensifying
Redevelopable Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0| Ccommercial uses in the Inglewood and Pine
Lake Village commercial districts. Finally, given
that Sammamish has one of the highest rates
of home-based work in King County, it is
Employment Capacity (2006) anticipated that continued residential growth will
Net Land | Assumed| Existing | Floor Area Floor cpntribute as well to overall job growth in the
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Area/ JOb. city.
Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 0 n/a n/a 0 n/a 0 Commercial Zones 0
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 0
Commercial Zones Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones Total Job Capacity 0
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 1,230
Redevelopable Total 0 n/a 0 0 n/a 0 Surplus/Deficit Capacity (1,230)
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF WOODINVILLE

From 2001 to 2005, the City of woodinville issued permits for 356 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 4.6 dwelling
units (DUs) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 4.5 DUs per net acre. The city also issued permits for 141
multifamily units, with an overall density of 25.1 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in single-
family development and densities and a decrease in multifamily development and densities. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 448 net new
units, accommodating 24% of Woodinville's 2001-2022 growth target of 1,869 households, and leaving a target of 1,421 households for the
remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 87.4 60.8
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 209 272
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 2.4 4.5
0 - 3 du/acre 28.7 1.7 2.7 0.9 23.4 26 1.1 |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 313 12.5 3.6 2.9 12.4 73 5.9 Net Acres 105.1 77.0
5-7 dulacre 39.0 4.6 7.7 1.6 25.0 173 6.9 Units 302 356
7 -9 dulacre Units/Acre 2.9 4.6
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 99.0 18.8 14.0 5.5 60.8 272 4.5 Net Acres 9.2 5.6
Units 283 141
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 30.8 25.1
0 - 3 du/acre 38.7 46 1.2
3 -5 dulacre 7.6 68 8.9
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 25.2 171 6.8
7 -9 du/acre 5.4 70 13.1| Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 0.1 1 7.3] Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla | nla n/a 77.0 356 4.6] |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 356
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre 6.5 1.9 0.5 0.2 3.9 50 13.0 SF Units Demolished (16)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 141
13 -19 du/acre MF Units Demolished (20)
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 0
31 - 48 du/acre 2.4 0.4 0.2 0.0 1.8 91 51.7| |Net Units (2001-2005) 461
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 448
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,869
MF Pmts Total 8.9 2.3 0.7 0.3 5.6 141 25.1] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,421




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Woodinville had 332 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses,
and market factors, 125 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 495 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 596 gross acres of redevelopable land, 352 acres of which was developable with capacity for 1,185 units. Capacity for an additional
458 units was identified in major projects in the development pipeline. Overall, two-thirds (1,418 units) of Woodinville's capacity was located in
single-family zones, one-third (720 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page
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Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 98.0 3.9 10% 5% 15% 68.0 1.1 n/a 76
3 -5 dulacre 166.1 117.0 20% 10% 10% 31.0 5.9 n/a 182
5-7 dulacre 52.2 13.1 20% 10% 15% 23.3 6.91 n/a 161
7 -9 dulacre 12.8 11.3 10% 5% 15% 1.1 8.0 n/a 9
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 329.1 145.2 n/a n/a n/a 123.4 n/a n/a 428
9 - 13 dul/acre 1.0 0.2 10% 5% 10% 0.6 35.0 n/a 22
13- 19 du/acre 0.2 0.0 10% 5% 10% 0.1 16.0 n/a 2
19 - 31 du/acre
31 - 48 dul/acre 1.7 0.6 10% 5% 10% 0.8 51.7 n/a 44
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 2.9 0.8 n/a n/a n/a 1.6 n/a n/a 68
Vacant Total 332.0 145.9 n/a n/a n/a 125.0 n/a n/a 495
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 301.0 25.1 10% 5% 15% 199.4 1.1 70 151
3 -5 du/acre 91.4 375 10% 5% 15% 38.9 5.89 32 197
5-7 dulacre 182.7 415 10% 5% 15% 102.0 6.91 111 594
7 -9 du/acre 11.2 0.7 10% 5% 15% 7.6 8.0 13 48
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 586.2 104.8 n/a n/a n/a 347.9 n/a 226 990
9 - 13 du/acre 2.8 0.3 5% 5% 15% 1.9 35.0 0 67
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre
31 - 48 dul/acre 7.3 4.1 5% 5% 15% 25 51.7 0 128
48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 10.1 4.4 n/a n/a n/a 4.4 n/a 0 195
Redevelopable Total 596.3 109.1 n/a n/a n/a 352.2 n/a 226 1,185
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Woodinville, including Capacity (units)
potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands and major Single-Family Zones 1,418
projects in the pipeline, totaled 2,138 units. These units could accommodate Single-Family Ca.\pacny.ln Pipeline 0
. . Accessory Dwelling Units 0
an estimated 2,073 households, 652 more than necessary to attain the ————
household growth target of 1,421 for the remainder of the planning period Mult!fam!ly Zones. P 2
' Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 458
(2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 260
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 2,138
Total Capacity (households) 2,073
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 1,421
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 652
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Woodinville issued permits for about Net Land Area (acres) 42.6 6.4
118,000 sq. ft. of new commercial development on 6.4 net acres of Floor Area (s.f.) 257,821 117,896
developable land. The city also issued permits for 146,000 sq. ft. of new Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.14 0.42
buildings on 11.3 acres of developable land in industrial zones. Compared Industrial
with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decrease in the amount of Net Land Area (acres) 40.2 11.3
commercial and industrial development along with an increase in overall E:gg: 2:22 (Rséft.i)o (FAR) 7205’42147 1406’33038
commercial floor-area-ratio from 0.14 to 0.42. During this same period, : -
WooQir'lviIIe experienced an estimated net gain of 475 jot_)s, att_aining 24% of Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
the city's 2001-2022 grovvth. target of 2,000 jO-bS and. leaving a job growth Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 13,316
target of 1,525 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 13.791
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 475
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 2,000
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,525
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 7.8 0.6 0.4 0.3 6.4 278,988 117,896 0.42
Industrial 12.4 0.7 0.3 0.2 11.3 491,882 146,338 0.30
Non-Residential Total 20.3 1.3 0.7 0.6 17.7 770,870 264,234 0.34




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Woodinville had 105 gross

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
ecatlang (acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
?:nr;mea;gial Zones 23.7 11.3 7% 5% 15% 9.3 >1 ac_res of _Iand SUIta_lbIe for deve_lopment
Mixed-Use Zones 8.7 oE 10% 5% 10% 48 remained Wlth capaqty for 1,179 qus under
industrial Zones 78 4.0 7% 5% 15% 365 current zoning. The city also contained 251
Vacant Total 105.2 37.7 n/a n/a n/a 50.6 gross acres. of redevelopable Iand,. 126 net.
- - - acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 2,590 jobs. About half of Woodinville's
Commercial Zones 772 230 10% 506 15% 391 employment capacity was located in industrial
Mixed-Use Zones 319 13.3 5% 5% 15% 14.2 zones. Over two-thirds of the city's employment
Industrial Zones 141.9 41.7 1 10% 5% 15% 72.4 | capacity was on redevelopable land. Overall
Redevelopable Total 250.9 78.0 n/a n/a n/a 125.7 | capacity in Woodinville was for 3,769 jobs,
2,244 more than necessary to attain the job
growth target of 1,525 for the remainder of the
planning period (2006-2022).
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 405,331| .24-.36 n/a 130,377 325-550 248 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 207,178 0.48 n/a 99,446 400 249 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 1,591,022 0.3 n/a 477,307 700 682 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 2,203,531 n/a n/a 707,129 n/a 1,179 Commercial Zones 1,123
Mixed-Use Zones 745
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 1,901
Commercial Zones 1,704,529 .24-.36 95,468 453,657| 325-550 875 Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 618,682 0.48 98,288 198,679 400 497 Total Job Capacity 3,769
Industrial Zones 3,153,190 0.3 92,851 853,106 700 1,219 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 1,525
Redevelopable Total 5,476,401 n/a 286,607 1,505,443 n/a 2,590 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 2,244
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TOWN OF YARROW POINT

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

From 2001 to 2005, the Town of Yarrow Point issued permits for 2 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 2.7 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 3.5 dus per net acre. Overall, the town's housing stock gained 2
net new units, accommodating 7% of Yarrow Point's 2001-2022 growth target of 28 households, and leaving a target of 26 households for the
remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005 Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 2.2 0.6
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 5 2
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 2.3 3.5
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 2 3.5 Net Acres 1.9 0.7
5-7 du/acre Units 5 2
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 2.6 2.7
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 2 3.5 Net Acres 0.0 0.0
Units 0 0
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a n/a
0 - 3 du/acre 0.5 1 2.1
3 -5 dulacre 0.3 1 3.6
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | nfa | nla | nla 0.7 2 2.7] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 2
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 21
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (21)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 0
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 0
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 2
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 2
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 28
MF Pmts Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 n/a Remaining Target (2006-2022) 26




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the Town of Yarrow Point had 7.3 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses,
and market factors, 6.6 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 14 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 16.3 gross acres of redevelopable land, 13.8 acres of which was developable with capacity for 22 units.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre (1) 6.9 0.0 0% 0% 10% 6.2 n/a n/a 12

3 -5 du/acre (1) 0.4 0.0 0% 0% 10% 0.4 n/a n/a 2

5-7 dulacre

7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 7.3 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 6.6 n/a n/a 14

9 - 13 dul/acre

13- 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0 n/a n/a 0
Vacant Total 7.3 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 6.6 n/a n/a 14
Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre 15.1 0.0 0% 0% 15% 12.8 2.1 19

3 -5 dulacre 1.2 0.0 0% 0% 15% 1.0 3.5 2

5-7 dulacre

7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 16.3 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 13.8 n/a 22

9 - 13 du/acre

13- 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0 n/a 0
Redevelopable Total 16.3 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 13.8 n/a 22
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the Town of Yarrow Point totaled 36
units. These units could accommodate an estimated 35 households, 9 more
than necessary to attain the household growth target of 26 for the remainder

of the planning period (2006-2022).

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Capacity (units)

Single-Family Zones

w

Single-Family Capacity in Pipeline

Accessory Dwelling Units

Multifamily Zones

Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline

Mixed-Use Zones

Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline

Total Capacity (units)

[l (===l =l [=l=]=]

w

Total Capacity (households)

Remaining Household Target (2006-2022)

Surplus/Deficit Capacity

N[
O oo

NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

No commercial or industrial development activity occurred in the Town of

Yarrow Point during the 2001-2005 period. During this same period, the
town gained an estimated 30 jobs. The town does not have a job growth
target under the Countywide Planning Policies.

Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Commercial 1996-2000

2001-2005

Net Land Area (acres) 0.0

0.0

Floor Area (s.f.) 0

0

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a

n/a

Industrial

Net Land Area (acres) 0.0

0.0

Floor Area (s.f.) 0

0

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a

n/a

Employment Change vs Job Growth Target

Covered Employment in 2000 (est.)

50

Covered Employment in 2006 (est.)

80

Net New Jobs (2000-2006)

30

Job Growth Target (2001-2022)

n/a

Remaining Target (2006-2022)

n/a

Zoning

Gross
Area
(acres)

Critical
Areas
(acres)

ROWs
(acres)

Public
Purpose
(acres)

Net
Area
(acres)

Net
Area

(sq. ft.)

Floor Area
(sq. ft)

Achieved
FAR

Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use)

Industrial

Non-Residential Total

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0 0.0 - -

0.00




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the Town of Yarrow Point contained no

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net land zoned for commercial or industrial uses.
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area The town does not have a job growth target
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) under the Countywide Planning Policies.
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones
Mixed-Use Zones
Industrial Zones
Vacant Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0
Redevelopable Land
Commercial Zones
Mixed-Use Zones
Industrial Zones
Redevelopable Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 0 n/a n/a 0 n/a 0 Commercial Zones 0
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 0
Commercial Zones Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones Total Job Capacity 0
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) n/a
Redevelopable Total 0 n/a 0 0 n/a 0 Surplus/Deficit Capacity n/a
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

UNINCORPORATED KING COUNTY-EAST

From 2001 to 2005, King County issued permits for 2,696 units of new single-family development within the Urban Unincorporated East sub-
area, achieving an overall density of 5.5 dwelling units (dus) per net acre. Two-thirds of single family permits were in the Bear Creek Urban
Planned Developments (UPDs). Plats, indicating future densities, achieved 6.7 dus per net acre. The county also issued permits for 478 multi-
family units, with an overall density of 17.3 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five years, there was an increase in residential devel-
opment with higher plat densities. Overall, the housing stock within the East subarea gained 3,153 net new units, accommodating 45% of the
subarea's 2001-2022 growth target of 6,801 households, and leaving a target of 3,726 households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acre (2) 140.3 188.3
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots (2) 543 1,013
Plats Recorded 2002-2005 (1) Lots/Acre 3.9 5.4
0 - 3 du/acre 295.5 187.1 16.5 9.9 82.0 280 3.4 |Permitsin SF Zones
3 -5 dulacre 47.1 11.6 5.7 4.5 25.4 162 6.4 Net Acres 216.0 229.0
5-7 dulacre 43.5 3.0 7.0 3.8 29.7 223 7.5 Units 796 941
7 -9 du/acre 24.3 0.0 5.2 2.0 17.0 170 10.0 Units/Acre 3.7 4.1
Other (UPDs) 660.3 268.7 715 110.5 209.7 1,602 7.6 |Permits in MF Zones, incl. Bear Creek UPDs
Plats Total 1070.8 470.4 105.9 130.6 363.9 2,437 6.7 Net Acres 83.0 265.0
Units 1,328 1,963
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 16.0 7.4
0 - 3 du/acre 96.3 256 2.7
3 -5 dulacre 54.3 155 2.9
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable 53.1 284 5.3
7 -9 du/acre 25.4 246 9.7] Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
Other (UPDs) 257.2 1,755 6.8] Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total n/a \ n/a n/a n/a 486.3 2,696 5.5 Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 2,696
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre 4.3 2.1 0.3 0.1 1.8 32 17.8 SF Units Demolished (54)
9 - 13 dul/acre 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 11 15.7 MF Units Permitted 478
13- 19 du/acre 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 54 33.1 MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre 4.9 0.9 0.6 0.0 3.4 111 32.3 Other New Units Permitted 33
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 3,153
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 3,075
Other (UPDs) 20.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.1 270 13.4| [Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 6,801
MF Pmts Total 31.6 3.0 0.9 0.1 27.7 478 17.3| [Remaining Target (2006-2022) 3,726




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, King County had 616 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses in the Urban Unincorporated East subarea. After deductions
for critical areas, public uses, and market factors, 339 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 2,307 housing units
under current zoning. The area also contained 947 gross acres of redevelopable land, 495 acres of which was developable with capacity for
2,577 units. Capacity for an additional 1,625 single-family units was identified as remaining buildout of the Bear Creek UPDs. Eighty-four percent
of the residential capacity in the East subarea was located in single-family zones, 16% in zones allowing multifamily housing.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

2007 King County Buildable Lands Report

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 205.2 38.9 15% 10% 10% 112.3 2.7 n/a 299
3 -5 dulacre 202.7 34.6 15% 15% 10% 105.9 5.8 n/a 614
5-7 dulacre 135.9 28.5 15% 10% 10% 72.5 6.9 n/a 500
7 -9 dulacre 27.1 0.8 20% 10% 10% 16.6 10.4 n/a 172
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 571.0 102.8 n/a n/a n/a 307.2 n/a n/a 1,585
9 - 13 dul/acre 10.6 0.1 10% 5% 10% 8.0 15.8 n/a 126
13- 19 du/acre 18.9 0.5 10% 5% 10% 14.1 21.2 n/a 299
19 - 31 du/acre 15.5 2.7 15% 5% 10% 9.2 32.3 n/a 297
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 45.0 3.4 n/a n/a n/a 31.3 n/a n/a 722
Vacant Total 616.0 106.2 n/a n/a n/a 338.5 n/a n/a 2,307
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 176.9 15.1 10% 10% 30% 90.6 2.7 27 214
3 -5 du/acre 275.6 19.8 10% 10% 30% 143.2 5.8 176 655
5-7 dulacre 363.5 16.3 10% 10% 30% 194.4 6.9 371 970
7 -9 du/acre 104.2 4.0 15% 10% 30% 52.6 10.4 104 441
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 920.2 55.2 n/a n/a n/a 480.9 n/a 678 2,280
9 - 13 du/acre 3.6 0.0 10% 5% 30% 2.1 15.8 6 27
13- 19 du/acre 15.2 0.5 10% 5% 30% 8.8 21.2 10 176
19 - 31 du/acre 8.3 2.6 15% 5% 30% 3.2 32.3 10 93
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 27.1 3.1 n/a n/a n/a 14.1 n/a 26 297
Redevelopable Total 947.3 58.3 n/a n/a n/a 495.0 n/a 704 2,577
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in Unincorporated Urban King County Capacity (units)
East, including potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands, Single-Family Zones 3,865
accessory dwelling units, and remaining capacity in the Bear Creek UPDs, Single-Family Ca.\pacny.ln Pipeline 1,625
. . . Accessory Dwelling Units 61
totaled 6,569 units. These units could accommodate an estimated 6,405 ————
households, 2,679 more than necessary to attain the household growth Mult!fam!ly Zones. P 1,018
N , ) i Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
target of 3,726 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 0
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 6,569
Total Capacity (households) 6,405
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 3,726
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 2,679
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, King County issued permits for about 15,000 sq. ft. of Net Land Area (acres) 3.8 4.6
new commercial development on 4.6 net acres of developable land within Floor Area (s.f.) 97,606 15,190
the Unincorporated Urban East subarea. The county also issued permits for Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.59 0.08
93,000 sq. ft. of new buildings on 2 acres of developable land in industrial Industrial
zones. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decrease Net Land Area (acres) 5.3 2.1
in the amount of commercial development. During this same period, the E:gg: 2:22 (Rséft.i)o (FAR) 93”3’20 9?'825
county experienced an estimated net loss of 159 jobs in the East subarea. It : -
is gs_sumed that full job recovery can be_ accommodated Withi‘n existing Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
buildings on developed parc;els. The unincorporated subarea's 2001-2022 Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 7700
growth target of 4,637 add!tlonal jobs beyonq year 2000 employment levels Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 7,541
is unchanged for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Net New Jobs (2000-2006) (159)
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 4,637
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 4,637
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 4.7 0.0 0.0 0.1 4.6 200,671 15,190 0.08
Industrial 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 91,476 93,095 1.02
Non-Residential Total 6.8 0.0 0.0 0.1 6.7 292,147 108,285 0.37




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, King County had 37 gross acres of

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net vacant land zoned for commercial, industrial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area and mixed uses within the Unincorporated
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) Urban East subarea. After deductions for
Vacant Land critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Cgmmermal Zones 8.9 0.1 15% 10% 15% 56 22 acres of land suitable for development
Mixed-Use Zones remained with capacity for 549 jobs under
Industrial Zones 27.8 2.5 15% 10% 15% 16.1 .
current zoning. The East subarea also
Vacant Total 36.6 2.6 n/a n/a n/a 21.7 .
contained 22 gross acres of redevelopable
Redevelopable Land Ia.nd, 16 nqt acres of yvhich was d'evelopable
Commercial Zones 71 00| 10% 5% 250 53| With capacity for 376 jobs. Capacity for an
Mixed-Use Zones additional 3,907 jobs was identified as potential
Industrial Zones 15.4 0.4 10% 5% 250 111 for future commercial development within the
Redevelopable Total 22.5 0.4 n/a n/a n/a 16.3 | Bear Creek UPDs. Overall capacity in the East
subarea was for 4,832 jobs, 195 more than
necessary to attain the job growth target of
4,637 for the remainder of the planning period
Employment Capacity (2006) (2006-2022).
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.£)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 243,065| .07-.34 n/a 60,658 550 110 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 702,187 0.5 n/a 351,095 800 439 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 945,252 n/a n/a 411,753 n/a 549 Commercial Zones 266
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 659
Commercial Zones 229,561 .34-5 12,523 85,796 550 156 Job Capacity in Pipeline 3,907
Mixed-Use Zones Total Job Capacity 4,832
Industrial Zones 481,338 0.5 64,962 175,814 800 220 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 4,637
Redevelopable Total 710,899 n/a 77,485 261,610 n/a 376 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 195
Notes
(1) Plat data for 2001 do not contain detail on critical areas, right-of-way, or public purpose acres. Records (2002-05) with complete data are shown here.
(2) Plat data for 1996-2000 do not include the Bear Creek UPDs. For comparison purposes, Bear Creek plats are excluded from 2001-2005.
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF ALGONA

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Algona issued permits for 104 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 6.7 dwelling units
(dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 7.4 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 4 multifamily
units, with an overall density of 6.5 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in single-family
permitting at higher densities. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 106 net new units, accommodating 35% of Algona's 2001-2022 growth
target of 298 households, and leaving a target of 194 households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 10.9 13.2
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 48 98
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 4.4 7.4
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 14.7 15.6
5-7 dulacre 6.6 0.3 1.0 5.4 31 5.8 Units 65 104
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 4.4 6.7
> 9 du/acre 16.8 5.6 2.1 1.4 7.8 67 8.6] |MF Permits
Plats Total 23.5 5.6 2.4 2.3 13.2 98 7.4 Net Acres 0.0 0.6
Units 0 4
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a 6.5
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable 9.4 50 5.3
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 6.2 54 8.7l Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla | nla n/a 15.6 104 6.7] |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 104
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 4 6.5 SF Units Demolished 2
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 4
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 0
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 106
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 104
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 298
MF Pmts Total 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 4 6.5 |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 194




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Algona had 43 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 32 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 214 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 35 gross acres of redevelopable land, 23 acres of which was developable with capacity for 107 units. Sixty percent (191 units) of
Algona's capacity was located in single-family zones, 40% (130 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing. Nineteen percent (60 units) of the

city's housing capacity was located in mixed-use zones, which allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre

5-7 du/acre 22.9 0.0 10% 10% 15% 19.5 5.8 n/a 114

7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 22.9 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 19.5 n/a n/a 114

9 - 13 dul/acre 20.1 5.2| 5%-10% | 5%-10% 15% 12.1 8-8.6 n/a 101

13- 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 20.1 5.2 n/a n/a n/a 12.1 n/a n/a 101
Vacant Total 43.0 5.2 n/a n/a n/a 31.6 n/a n/a 214
Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre

5-7 dulacre 27.9 0.0 10% 10% 20% 17.9 5.8 26 78

7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 27.9 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 17.9 n/a 26 78

9 - 13 du/acre 7.0 0.6| 5%-10% | 5%-10% 20% 5.2 8-8.6 14 29

13- 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 7.0 0.6 n/a n/a n/a 5.2 n/a 14 29
Redevelopable Total 34.9 0.6 n/a n/a n/a 23.0 n/a 40 107
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Algona totaled 321 units. Capacity (units)
These units could accommodate an estimated 311 households, 117 more Single-Family Zones 191
than necessary to attain the household growth target of 194 for the Single-Family Ca.\pacny.ln Pipeline 0
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 0
Multifamily Zones 70
. i o i Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
(Space for additional text, as appropriate, mostly highlighting other potential Mixed-Use Zones 60
sources of housing capacity, or providing further context to the findings Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
noted above.) Total Capacity (units) 321
Total Capacity (households) 311
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 194
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 117
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Algona issued permits for over 13,000 sq. ft. Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.9
of new commercial development on nearly an acre of developable land. The Floor Area (s.f.) 0 13,380
city also issued permits for nearly 300,000 sq. ft. of new industrial buildings Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a 0.36
on 13 net acres of developable land. Compared with the previous five- Industrial
years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in commercial development and a Net Land Area (acres) 12.6 13.1
steady rate of industrial development. During this same period, Algona E:gg: 2:22 (Rséft.i)o (FAR) 2906’51478 290650200
experienced an estimated net loss of 93 jobs. It is assumed that full job : -
recovery can be accommodated within existing buildin_g_s on Qeveloped Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
parcels. Algona's 2001-2022 growth target of 108 additional jobs beyond Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 1967
year 2000 employment levels is unchanged for the remainder of the Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 1,874
planning period (2006-2022). Net New Jobs (2000-2006) (93)
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 108
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 108
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
. Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sq. ft.)
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 37,097 13,380 0.36
Industrial 13.5 0.0 0.0 0.4 13.1 570,986 296,000 0.52
Non-Residential Total 14.4 0.0 0.0 0.5 14.0 608,083 309,380 0.51




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Algona had 42 gross acres

Gross Critical | oows Public Market Net of vacant land zoned for commercial, industrial,
Area Areas %) Purpose | Factor Area and mixed uses. After deductions for critical
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) areas, public uses, and market factors, 17
Vacant Land acres of land suitable for development
Cgmmer0|al Zones 29.4 12.1 5% 5% 15% 13.3 remained with capacity for 466 jobs under
Mixed-Use Zones 3.9 0.0 5% 5% 15% 2.9 current zoning. The city also contained 8.5
Industrial Zones 8.5 7.2 5% 5% 15% 1.0
gross acres of redevelopable land, 5.4 net
Vacant Total 41.8 19.3 n/a n/a n/a 17.1 . . .
acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 113 jobs. Over 95% (551 jobs) of Algon'a's
Commercial Zones 6.3 12 506 506 20% 36 capacity was located in commercial and mixed-
Mixed-Use Zones 2.2 00| 5% 5% 20% 1.8 usezones, and less than 5% (28 jobs) in
Industrial Zones industrial zones. Twenty percent of the city's
Redevelopable Total 8.5 1.2 n/a n/a n/a 54| employment capacity was on redevelopable
land. Overall capacity in Algona was for 579
jobs, 471 more than necessary to attain the job
growth target of 108 for the remainder of the
Employment Capacity (2006) planning period (2006-2022).
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f.) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 577,349 0.3 n/a 173,205 500 346 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 127,277 0.36 n/a 45,820 500 92 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 42,404 0.53 n/a 22,474 800 28 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 747,031 n/a n/a 241,499 n/a 466 Commercial Zones 415
Mixed-Use Zones 137
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 28
Commercial Zones 157,470 0.3 13,078 34,163 500 68 Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 76,496 0.36 5,106 22,433 500 45 Total Job Capacity 579
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 108
Redevelopable Total 233,966 n/a 18,184 56,596 n/a 113 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 471
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CITY OF AUBURN (King County Portion)

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Auburn issued permits for 211 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 2.4 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 5.2 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 309
multifamily units, with an overall density of 14.2 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decline in
residential development with a decline in overall permitted densities and an increase in densities in new plats. Overall, the city's housing stock
gained 489 net new units, accommodating 8% of Auburn's 2001-2022 growth target of 6,003 households, and leaving a target of 5,534
households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 98.8 47.9
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 404 250
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 4.1 5.2
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 174.0 87.4
5-7 dulacre 26.4 13.3 1.2 1.6 9.8 22 2.2 Units 810 211
7 -9 du/acre 314 2.9 4.2 1.6 22.8 101 4.4 Units/Acre 4.7 24
> 9 dul/acre 23.2 0.0 4.7 3.2 15.3 127 8.3 |MF Permits
Plats Total 80.9 16.2 10.1 6.4 47.9 250 5.2 Net Acres 41.3 21.8
Units 765 309
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 18.5 14.2
0 - 3 du/acre 44.4 11 0.2
3 -5 dulacre
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 11.0 29 2.6
7 -9 du/acre 27.8 149 5.4] Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 4.2 22 5.2 Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total na | nla | nla n/a 87.4 211 2.4] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 211
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (48)
9 - 13 dul/acre 12.1 0.0 2.1 4.3 5.7 73 12.9 MF Units Permitted 309
13 - 19 du/acre 18.2 2.0 0.0 0.1 16.1 236 14.6 MF Units Demolished (7
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 24
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 489
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 469
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 6,003
MF Pmts Total 30.3 2.0 2.1 4.4 21.8 309 14.2| |[Remaining Target (2006-2022) 5,534




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Auburn had 1,361 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 921 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 2,732 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 750 gross acres of redevelopable land, 457 acres of which was developable with capacity for 2,294 units. Capacity for an additional
1,334 single-family units and 219 multifamily units was identified in significant projects in the development pipeline. Overall, 60% percent (3,958

units) of Auburn's capacity was located in single-family zones, 40% (2,567 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing, including mixed

commercial and residential zones.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 dul/acre 398.2 99.5 15% 10% 10% 255.3 .21-31 n/a 65

3 -5 du/acre

5-7 dulacre 598.2 119.6 15% 10% 10% 409.1 3.1 n/a 1,255

7 -9 du/acre 327.2 65.4 15% 10% 10% 223.8 4.0 n/a 895
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 1,323.5 284.6 n/a n/a n/a 888.2 n/a n/a 2,216

9 - 13 dul/acre 12.2 0.9 5% 10% 10% 10.7 10.2 n/a 109

13- 19 du/acre 24.6 1.7 0%-5% 5%-10% 10% 21.6 17.7-18.5 n/a 400

19 - 31 du/acre 0.1 0.0 0% 5% 15% 0.1 16.0 n/a 1

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre 0.1 0.0 0% 5% 15% 0.1 48.0 n/a 6
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 37.0 2.5 n/a n/a n/a 325 n/a n/a 516
Vacant Total 1,360.5 287.2 n/a n/a n/a 920.7 n/a n/a 2,732
Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre 289.9 435 10% 10% 15% 167.6 .21-31 31 17

3 -5 du/acre

5-7 du/acre 165.2 24.8 10% 10% 15% 95.5 3.1 92 201

7 -9 dulacre 148.6 22.3 10% 10% 15% 85.9 4.0 153 191
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 603.7 90.6 n/a n/a n/a 349.0 n/a 275 409

9 - 13 du/acre 28.7 1.4 5% 5% 15% 20.9 10.2 53 160

13- 19 du/acre 103.1 4.6 5% 0%-5% 15% 75.7 17.7-18.5 171 1,226

19 - 31 du/acre 0.2 0.0 5% 0% 15% 0.2 16.0 3 0

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre 13.8 0.0 5% 0% 15% 11.1 48.0 36 498
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 145.8 6.1 n/a n/a n/a 107.9 n/a 262 1,885
Redevelopable Total 749.5 96.6 n/a n/a n/a 456.9 n/a 537 2,294
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Auburn, including potential Capacity (units)
development on vacant and redevelopable lands and major projects in the Single-Family Zones 2,624
pipeline, totaled 6,525 units. These units could accommodate an estimated Single-Family C:I(Ia.\paC|ty.|n Pipeline 1,334
6,318 households, 784 more than necessary to attain the household growth Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 0
target of 5,534 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022) Mult!fam!ly Zones. P 1,831
’ ' Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 171
Mixed-Use Zones 517
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 48
Total Capacity (units) 6,525
Total Capacity (households) 6,318
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 5,534
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 784
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Auburn issued permits for over 700,000 sqg. Net Land Area (acres) 74.4 57.8
ft. of new commercial development on 58 net acres of developable land. Floor Area (s.f.) 965,342 707,377
The city also issued permits for over 2.7 million sq. ft. of new industrial Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.30 0.28
buildings. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a modest Industrial
decrease in commercial and industrial development and a modest decline Net Land Area (acres) 162.8 178.6
in industrial floor area ratios from 0.49 to 0.35 overall. During this same E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) 3’433'578 2’7(?43’;67
period, Auburn experienced an estimated net loss of 911 jobs. It is assumed : -
that full job recovery can b(? accommodated within existing building_s_on Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
Qeveloped parcels. Auburn's 2001-2022 grgvvth target of 6,079 addlthnal Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 38.453
jobs beyonq year 2000 employment levels is unchanged for the remainder Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 37,542
of the planning period (2006-2022). Net New Jobs (2000-2006) (911)
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 6,079
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 6,079
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 58.2 0.4 0.0 0.0 57.8| 2,517,382 707,377 0.28
Industrial 209.1 23.5 5.8 1.2 178.6| 7,780,439 2,754,267 0.35
Non-Residential Total 267.3 23.8 5.8 1.2 236.4| 10,297,821 3,461,644 0.34




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Auburn had 665 gross

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vacant Land 465 acres of land suitable for development
Cgmmermal Zones 164.0 8.2 2% 1% 10% 136.1 remained with capacity for 11,356 jobs under
Mixed-Use Zones 2.0 0.0 0% 5% 15% 1.6 current zoning. The city also contained 395
Industrial Zones 499.3 124.8 2% 1% 10% 327.3 '
gross acres of redevelopable land, 288 net
Vacant Total 665.2 133.0 n/a n/a n/a 465.1 . . .
acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 4,993 jobs..(.:apgcit'y fo'r. an addit'ional .1,410
Commercial Zones 818 0.0 0% 506 15% 66.0 jobs was |dent|f|ed'|n significant projects in the
Mixed-Use Zones 56.4 0.0 5% 0% 15% 455 | development pipeline. Overall, 70% (over
Industrial Zones 256.9 38.5 0% 5% 15% 176.3 | 12,000 jobs) of Auburn’s capacity was located
Redevelopable Total 395.0 38.5 n/a n/a n/a 287.9 | Inindustrial zones. Two-thirds of the city's
employment capacity was on vacant land.
Overall capacity in Auburn was for 17,759 jobs,
11,680 more than necessary to attain the job
Employment Capacity (2006) growth target of 6,079 for the remainder of the
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area Floor planning period (2006-2022).
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (.£)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 5,930,547| 0.25-0.62 n/a 1,491,542| 304-600 2,758 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 70,746| 0.3-0.9 n/a 26,907 545 49 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 14,257,098| 0.3-0.42 n/a 5,978,626 463-700 8,549 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 20,258,391 n/a n/a 7,497,075 n/a 11,356 Commercial Zones 3,559
Mixed-Use Zones 736
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 12,053
Commercial Zones 2,876,661 0.25 282,335 436,830 545 802 Job Capacity in Pipeline 1,410
Mixed-Use Zones 1,983,621| 0.3-0.66 400,338 374,213 545 687 Total Job Capacity 17,759
Industrial Zones 7,679,769 0.42 769,545| 2,453,252 700 3,505 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 6,079
Redevelopable Total 12,540,051 n/a 1,452,218| 3,264,295 n/a 4,993 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 11,680
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Black Diamond issued permits for 29 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 3.5
dwelling units (dus) per net acre. During this period, no new single-family lots were platted. The city also issued permits for 6 multifamily units,
with an overall density of 12.3 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decline in residential development
and an increase in the density of single-family development. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 33 net new units, accommodating 3% of
Black Diamond's 2001-2022 growth target of 1,099 households, and leaving a target of 1,067 households for the remainder of the planning

period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005 Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 0.0 0.0

(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 0 0

Plats Recorded Lots/Acre n/a n/a
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 93.2 8.2
5-7 du/acre Units 217 29
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 2.3 3.5

> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 n/a Net Acres 0.0 0.5
Units 0 6

Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a 12.3
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre 7.5 19 25
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable 0.4 2 5.6
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs

> 9 du/acre 0.3 8 25.0] Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | n/fa | nla n/a 8.2 29 3.5] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 29
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (4)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 6
13- 19 du/acre 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.5 6 12.3 MF Units Demolished
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 2
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 33
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 32
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,099
MF Pmts Total 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.5 6 12.3| [Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,067




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Black Diamond had 1,987 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public
uses, and market factors, 624 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 4,056 housing units under current zoning. The
city also contained 139 gross acres of redevelopable land, 55 acres of which was developable with capacity for 207 units. Eighty-five percent
(3,609 units) of Black Diamond's capacity was located in single-family zones, 15% (655 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing. More than
half of Black Diamond's residential capacity consists of a conservative estimate of future uses within proposed residential planned development

projects.
Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page
Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 64.6 427 8% 8% 20% 14.9 1.0 n/a 15
3 -5 du/acre 1,148.0 547.6 15% 10%-15% 20% 358.1 2.4-6.5 n/a 2,206
5-7 dulacre 675.3 3225 15% 15% 20% 197.6 6 n/a 1,186
7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 1,888.0 912.8 n/a n/a n/a 570.6 n/a n/a 3,406
9 - 13 dul/acre
13- 19 du/acre 98.7 24.9 5% 5% 15%-20% 53.4 12.0-15.0 n/a 650
19 - 31 du/acre
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 98.7 24.9 n/a n/a n/a 53.4 n/a n/a 650
Vacant Total 1,986.7 937.7 n/a n/a n/a 624.0 n/a n/a 4,056
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 du/acre 53.0 16.8 15% 15% 25% 19.0 2.4 23 22
5-7 du/acre 85.3 17.6 15% 15% 25% 35.5 6.0 33 180
7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 138.3 34.4 n/a n/a n/a 54.5 n/a 56 202
9 - 13 du/acre
13- 19 du/acre 0.5 0.0 5% 5% 20% 0.4 15.0 1 5
19 - 31 du/acre
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 0.5 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.4 n/a 1 5
Redevelopable Total 138.8 34.4 n/a n/a n/a 54.9 n/a 57 207
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Black Diamond, including Capacity (units)
; Single-Family Zones 3,609
potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands and accessory : . R —
dwelling units, totaled 4,270 units. These units could accommodate an Single-Family Ca.\pacny.ln Pipeline 0
estimated 4,165 households, 3,098 more than necessary to attain the Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 6
household growth target of 1,067 for the remainder of the planning period Mult!fam!ly Zones. P 605
' Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
(2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 50
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 4,270
Total Capacity (households) 4,165
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 1,067
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 3,098
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Black Diamond issued no permits for new Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
commercial or industrial development. During this same period, Black Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
Diamond experienced an estimated net gain of 56 jobs, attaining 2% of the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
city's 2001-2022 growth target of 2,525 jobs and leaving a target of 2,469 Industrial
for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Net Land Area (acres) 00 0.0
Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 407
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 463
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 56
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 2,525
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 2,469
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sq. ft.) o
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use)
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - - n/a




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Black Diamond had 422

Gross Critical | oows Public Market Net gross acres of vacant land zoned for
Area Areas %) Purpose | Factor Area commercial, industrial, and mixed uses. After
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
Vacant Land market factors, 257 acres of land suitable for
Cgmmermal Zones 2.3 0.0 5% 5% 20% L7 development remained with capacity for 4,297
Mixed-Use Zones 30.4 8.1 5% 5% 15% 17.0 iobs under current zonina. The city also
Industrial Zones 389.4 581 5% 5% 20% 2385 | 19°8U g y
contained 37 gross acres of redevelopable
Vacant Total 422.2 66.3 n/a n/a n/a 257.2 | .
and, 25 net acres of which was developable
Redevelopable Land with capacity fo'r 405 jobs. Ninety percent qf
Commercial Zones 3.0 00| 5% 5% 25% 20| Black Diamond's job capacity was located in
Mixed-Use Zones 30 0.0 5% 5% 20% 292 industrial zones. Ninety-one percent of the city's
Industrial Zones 30.5 0.0 5% 5% 25% 20.6 | capacity was on vacant land. Overall capacity in
Redevelopable Total 36.5 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 24.8 | Black Diamond was for 4,701 jobs, 2,232 more
than necessary to attain the job growth target of
2,469 for the remainder of the planning period
(2006-2022).
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f.) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 73,312 0.2 n/a 14,662 500 29 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 741,725 0.25 n/a 185,431 500 371 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 10,390,293 0.3 n/a 3,117,088 800 3,896 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 11,205,331 n/a n/a 3,317,182 n/a 4,297 Commercial Zones 61
Mixed-Use Zones 409
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 4,231
Commercial Zones 86,994 0.2 1,634 15,765 500 32 Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 94,516 0.25 4,483 19,146 500 38 Total Job Capacity 4,701
Industrial Zones 897,722 0.3 1,502 267,815 800 335 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 2,469
Redevelopable Total 1,079,232 n/a 7,618 302,726 n/a 405 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 2,232
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CITY OF BURIEN

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Burien issued permits for 119 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 4.2 dwelling units
(dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 5.0 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 120 multifamily
units, with an overall density of 33.4 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decline in single-family
development along with an increase in the amount and density of multifamily development. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 223 net new
units, accommodating 14% of Burien's 2001-2022 growth target of 1,552 households, and leaving a target of 1,337 households for the
remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005 Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 20.6 15.9
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 107 79
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 5.2 5.0
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 8 4.0 Net Acres 40.8 28.2
5-7 dulacre 14.4 0.0 1.3 0.2 12.9 58 4.5 Units 195 119
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 4.8 4.2
> 9 dul/acre 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.1 13 12.2| |MF Permits
Plats Total 17.5 0.0 1.4 0.2 15.9 79 5.0 Net Acres 4.8 3.6
Units 73 120
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 15.2 33.4
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre 10.4 33 3.2
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 16.9 77 4.6
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 0.9 9 10.5] Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla | nla | nla 28.2 119 4.2] |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 119
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 13
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (30)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 120
13 -19 du/acre MF Units Demolished (37)
19 - 31 du/acre 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 11 16.2 Other New Units Permitted 38
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 223
48 + du/acre 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 8 46.6| |Net Households (2001-2005) 215
Other zones 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 101 36.8| |Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,552
MF Pmts Total 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 120 33.4] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,337




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Burien had 267 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 49 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 386 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 483 gross acres of redevelopable land, 220 acres of which was developable with capacity for 1,063 units. Capacity for an additional
177 single-family units and 405 multifamily units was identified in significant projects in the development pipeline. Thirty-eight percent (763 units)
of Burien's capacity was located in single-family zones, 63% (1,268 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing. One-third of the city's housing

capacity was located in mixed-use zones, which allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 4.5 4.1 2% 1% 10% 0.3 1.0 n/a 3
3 -5 dulacre 172.4 157.9 11% 4% 10% 11.1 55 n/a 61
5-7 dulacre 77.7 40.5 9% 1% 10% 29.9 45 n/a 135
7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 254.6 202.5 n/a n/a n/a 41.4 n/a n/a 199
9 - 13 dul/acre 3.6 3.0 2% 2% 10% 0.5 11.1 n/a 6
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre 6.2 1.4 2% 2% 10% 4.2 15.6 n/a 66
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre 2.8 0.0 1% 1% 10% 2.5 46.6 n/a 116
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 12.7 4.4 n/a n/a n/a 7.2 n/a n/a 187
Vacant Total 267.3 206.9 n/a n/a n/a 48.6 n/a n/a 386
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre 136.6 108.7 11% 4% 15% 20.1 55 77 33
5-7 dulacre 285.4 84.2 9% 1% 15% 152.9 45 334 354
7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 422.0 192.9 n/a n/a n/a 173.0 n/a 411 387
9 - 13 du/acre 3.9 0.0 2% 2% 15% 3.2 11.1 9 26
13- 19 du/acre 3.4 0.8 2% 2% 15% 2.2 13.5 7 23
19 - 31 du/acre 48.8 3.5 2% 2% 15% 37.0 15.6 159 419
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre 5.3 0.0 5% 0% 15% 45 46.6 0 208
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 61.4 4.3 n/a n/a n/a 46.8 n/a 175 675
Redevelopable Total 483.4 197.2 n/a n/a n/a 219.8 n/a 587 1,063
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Burien, including potential Capacity (units)
development on vacant and redevelopable lands, major projects in the Single-Family Zones 86
pipeline, and accessory dwelling units, totaled 2,103 units. These units Single-Family Ca.\pacny.ln Pipeline 177
. Accessory Dwelling Units 72
could accommodate an estimated 2,021 households, 684 more than ————
. . Multifamily Zones 539
necessary tQ attaln. the household growth target of 1,337 for the remainder Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 12
of the planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 324
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 393
Total Capacity (units) 2,103
Total Capacity (households) 2,021
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 1,337
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 684
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Burien issued permits for about 246,000 sq. Net Land Area (acres) 13.1 13.8
ft. of new commercial development on nearly 14 net acres of developable Floor Area (s.f.) 182,630 246,118
land. No new industrial buildings were permitted during these 5 years. Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.32 0.41
Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw nearly a doubling in Industrial
commercial development with a modest increase in overall floor-area-ratio Net Land Area (acres) 2.3 0.0
from 0.32 to 0.41. During this same period, Burien experienced an E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) 33’225 n?a
estimated net loss of 711 jobs. It is assumed that full job recovery can be :
accommodated within existing buildingg on d_eveloped parcels. Burien's Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
2001-2022 growth tgrget of 1,712 additional qus beyond year 2-000 . Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 12.565
employment levels is unchanged for the remainder of the planning period Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 11,854
(2006-2022). Net New Jobs (2000-2006) (711)
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,712
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,712
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
. Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sq. ft.)
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 14.3 0.0 0.4 0.0 13.8 602,870 246,118 0.41
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 14.3 0.0 0.4 0.0 13.8 602,870 246,118 0.41




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Burien had 37.2 gross acres

Gross Critical | oows Public Market Net of vacant land zoned for commercial, industrial,
Area Areas %) Purpose | Factor Area and mixed uses. After deductions for critical
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) areas, public uses, and market factors, 13.7
Vacant Land acres of land suitable for development
C‘?mmefc'a' Zones 29.2 19.0 3% 0% 10% 8.8 remained with capacity for 782 jobs under
Mlxed-_Use Zones 1.2 0.0 1% 1% 10% 1.1 current zoning. The city also contained 42.8
Industrial Zones 6.8 2.5 2% 2% 10% 3.8
gross acres of redevelopable land, 34.3 net
Vacant Total 37.2 21.5 n/a n/a n/a 13.7 . . .
acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 1,325 jobs.'(.:aptacit.y fo.r. an addit.ional .151
Commercial Zones 372 12 3% 0% 15% 297 jobs was |dent|f|ed. in significant prOJects.ln the
Mixed-Use Zones 23 0.0 1% 0% 15% 1.9 development pipeline. Over 95% (2,165 jobs) of
Industrial Zones 33 0.0 204 1% 15% 27 Burien's capacity was located in commercial
Redevelopable Total 42.8 1.2 n/a n/a n/a 34.3 | @and mixed-use zones, and less than 5% (93
jobs) in industrial zones. Two-thirds of the city's
employment capacity was on redevelopable
land. Overall capacity in Burien was for 2,258
Employment Capacity (2006) jobs, 546 more than necessary to attain the job
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area ,I’f\lr?a(;; Tob glr;)rvl\;tihntarge?ito(()jf (12(7)3220(;;2)9 remainder of the
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity P gp .
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 385,222| 0.18-0.99 n/a 169,464 250-500 548 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 46,334 1.15 n/a 53,285 300 178 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 165,221 0.34 n/a 56,175 1000 56 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 596,778 n/a n/a 278,923 n/a 782 Commercial Zones 1,674
Mixed-Use Zones 340
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 93
Commercial Zones 1,293,307| 0.18-0.99 73,625| 410,365| 250-500 1,126 Job Capacity in Pipeline 151
Mixed-Use Zones 83,245 1.15 46,890 48,842 300 163 Total Job Capacity 2,258
Industrial Zones 117,443 0.34 3,346 36,585 1000 37 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 1,712
Redevelopable Total 1,493,995 n/a 123,861 495,791 n/a 1,325 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 546
Notes
(1) Due to uncertainty as to future non-residential land uses and building square footages, land within the NE Redevelopment Area was not
considered in estimating employment land or capacity in Burien.
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF COVINGTON

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Covington issued permits for 1,095 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 7.3 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 5.6 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 211
multifamily units, with an overall density of 23 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a significant increase in
residential development. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 1,267 net new units, accommodating 90% of Covington's 2001-2022 growth

target of 1,373 households, and leaving a target of 138 households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 86.8 135.0
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 521 762
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 6.0 5.6
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 49.6 1.0 6.1 2.8 39.7 177 4.5 Net Acres 88.0 149.8
5-7 dulacre 119.0 5.6 6.9 15.9 90.6 560 Units 277 1,095
7 -9 du/acre 6.2 0.9 0.0 0.5 4.7 25 5.3 Units/Acre 3.1 7.3
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 174.8 7.5 13.0 19.3 135.0 762 5.6 Net Acres 0.0 9.2
Units 0 211
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a 22.9
0 - 3 du/acre 6.1 4 0.7
3 -5 dulacre 32.3 172 5.3
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 108.2 893 8.3
7 -9 du/acre 3.3 26 8.0/ Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla | nla n/a 149.8 1095 7.3] |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 1,095
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
<9 du/acre 15 1.1 11 10.0 SF Units Demolished (40)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 211
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 200 24.7 Other New Units Permitted 1
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 1,267
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 1,235
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,373
MF Pmts Total 9.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.2 211 22.9] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 138




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Covington had 249 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 152 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 1,114 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 747 gross acres of redevelopable land, 389 acres of which was developable with capacity for 2,184 units. Sixty-five percent (2,169
units) of Covington's capacity was located in single-family zones, 35% (1,129 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing. All of the city's
multifamily housing capacity was located in mixed-use zones, which allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

2007 King County Buildable Lands Report

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 23.9 6.1 10% 10% 15% 12.1 0.7 n/a 8
3 -5 du/acre 109.0 13.7 10% 10% 15% 64.9 45 n/a 289
5-7 du/acre 72.0 2.3 10% 10% 15% 47.4 6.2 n/a 293
7 -9 du/acre 16.3 3.0 10% 10% 15% 9.0 7.0 n/a 63
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 221.2 25.1 n/a n/a n/a 133.4 n/a n/a 653
9 - 13 dul/acre 0.4 0.0 5% 5% 15% 0.3 15.0 n/a 4
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre 27.4 3.6 5% 5% 15% 18.3 25.0 n/a 457
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 27.8 3.6 n/a n/a n/a 18.5 n/a n/a 461
Vacant Total 249.0 28.6 n/a n/a n/a 151.9 n/a n/a 1,114
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 120.7 58.9 10% 10% 20% 39.6 0.7 14 12
3 -5 du/acre 264.2 35.7 10% 10% 20% 146.2 45 122 530
5-7 du/acre 251.7 26.1 10% 10% 20% 144.4 6.2 119 774
7 -9 du/acre 58.5 7.7 10% 10% 20% 325 7.0 27 200
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 695.1 128.4 n/a n/a n/a 362.7 n/a 283 1,515
9 - 13 du/acre
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre 51.7 145 5% 5% 20% 26.7 25.0 669
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 51.7 14.5 n/a n/a n/a 26.7 n/a 0 669
Redevelopable Total 746.7 142.9 n/a n/a n/a 389.4 n/a 283 2,184
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Covington, including Capacity (units)
; Single-Family Zones 2,169
potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands and accessory : . R —
dwelling units, totaled 3,302 units. These units could accommodate an Single-Family CI?pacny.ln Pipeline 0
estimated 3,202 households, 3,064 more than necessary to attain the Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 4
household growth target of 138 for the remainder of the planning period Mult!fam!ly Zones. P 0
Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
(2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 1,129
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 3,302
Total Capacity (households) 3,202
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 138
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 3,064
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Covington issued permits for 387,000 sq. ft. Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 30.9
of new commercial development on 31 net acres of developable land. The Floor Area (s.f.) 0 387,052
city also issued permits for over 12,000 sq. ft. of new buildings on 3 acres of Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a 0.29
developable land in industrial zones. Compared with the previous five- Industrial
years, 2001-2005 saw a marked increase in non-residential land Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 2.9
development. During this same period, Covington experienced an estimated E:gg: 2:22 (Rséft.i)o (FAR) n(/)a 15’:;83
net gain of 705 jobs, attaining 78% of the city's 2001-2022 growth target of -
900 jqbs and_ leaving a job growth target of 195 for the remainder of the Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
planning period (2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 2,609
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 3,314
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 705
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 900
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 195
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 36.5 0.0 1.9 3.8 30.9| 1,343,826 387,052 0.29
Industrial 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 128,066 12,303 0.10
Non-Residential Total 39.5 0.0 1.9 3.8 33.8/ 1,471,892 399,355 0.27




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Covington had 78 gross

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vacant Land 54 acres of land suitable for development
Cgmmermal Zones 1.8 0.0 5% 5% 15% 1.4 remained with capacity for 1,554 jobs under
M|xed-pse Zones 64.8 8.3 5% 5% 15% 432 current zoning. The city also contained 121
Industrial Zones 11.3 0.2 0% 0% 15% 9.4
gross acres of redevelopable land, 62 net acres
Vacant Total 77.9 8.5 n/a n/a n/a 54.0 . . .
of which was developable with capacity for
Redevelopable Land 1,779 jobs. Nearly all .of vaingon's job
Commercial Zones capacity was located in mixed-use zones,
Mixed-Use Zones 1205 339 5% 5% 20% 62.4 which allow a mix of commercial and residential
Industrial Zones uses. Fifty-five percent of the city's employment
Redevelopable Total 120.5 33.9 n/a n/a n/a 62.4 | capacity was on redevelopable land. Overall
capacity in Covington was for 3,333 jobs, 3,138
more than necessary to attain the job growth
target of 195 for the remainder of the planning
Employment Capacity (2006) period (2006-2022).
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.4)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 59,828 0.3 n/a 17,948 450 40 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 1,883,856 0.35 n/a 659,350 450 1,465 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 410,182 0.10 n/a 39,405 800 49 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 2,353,866 n/a n/a 716,703 n/a 1,554 Commercial Zones 40
Mixed-Use Zones 3,244
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 49
Commercial Zones Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 2,718,710 0.35 151,060 800,488 450 1,779 Total Job Capacity 3,333
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 195
Redevelopable Total 2,718,710 n/a 151,060 800,488 n/a 1,779 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 3,138
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF DES MOINES

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Des Moines issued permits for 157 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 3.3 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 6.3 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 22
multifamily units, with an overall density of 30 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in single-
family development with higher platted densities and a decrease in multifamily permitting. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 156 net new
units, accommodating 10% of Des Moines' 2001-2022 growth target of 1,576 households, and leaving a target of 1,424 households for the
remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 19.9 26.8
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 97 168
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 4.9 6.3
0 - 3 du/acre 2.3 0.1 0.0 0.3 1.9 6 3.2| |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 6.7 3.8 0.2 0.3 2.4 6 2.5 Net Acres 36.4 47.5
5-7 dulacre 29.0 0.4 4.5 4.4 19.7 122 6.2 Units 149 157
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 4.1 3.3
> 9 du/acre 4.4 0.0 1.0 0.6 2.8 34 12.0f [MF Permits
Plats Total 42.4 4.3 5.7 5.5 26.8 168 6.3 Net Acres 10.0 0.7
Units 288 22
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 28.7 29.8
0 - 3 du/acre 4.5 7 1.6
3 -5 dulacre 14.6 9 0.6
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable 23.4 95 4.1
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 5.0 46 9.2 Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total na | nla | nla n/a 47.5 157 3.3] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 157
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (26)
9 - 13 dul/acre 1.7 0.9 0.3 0.1 0.3 7 21.3 MF Units Permitted 22
13- 19 du/acre 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 3 17.6 MF Units Demolished
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 3
31 - 48 du/acre 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 12 50.0] |Net Units (2001-2005) 156
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 152
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,576
MF Pmts Total 2.1 0.9 0.3 0.1 0.7 22 29.8] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,424




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Des Moines had 236 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses,
and market factors, 97 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 792 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 454 gross acres of redevelopable land, 180 acres of which was developable with capacity for 1,680 units. Capacity for an additional
424 single-family units and 404 multifamily units was identified in projects in the development pipeline. Thirty-seven percent (1,229 units) of Des
Moines' capacity was located in single-family zones, 63% (2,070 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing. Half of the city's housing capacity

was located in mixed-use zones, which allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page
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Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 47.6 18.9 15% 15% 10% 18.1 2.5-3.4 n/a 48
3 -5 du/acre 47.3 30.2 15% 15% 10% 10.8 3.0 n/a 32
5-7 du/acre 114.2 38.0 15% 15% 10% 48.0 4-6.5 n/a 287
7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 209.2 87.1 n/a n/a n/a 76.9 n/a n/a 368
9 - 13 du/acre 10.6 0.0 5% 5% 10% 8.6 12.7 n/a 109
13- 19 du/acre 4.9 1.0 5% 5% 10% 3.2 18.0 n/a 57
19 - 31 du/acre 0.1 0.1 5% 5% 10% 0.0 21.1 n/a 0
31 - 48 dul/acre 3.2 1.0 5% 5% 10% 1.8 34-50 n/a 62
48 + du/acre 8.1 0.0 5% 5% 10% 6.5 30.0 n/a 196
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 26.8 2.1 n/a n/a n/a 20.1 n/a n/a 424
Vacant Total 236.0 89.1 n/a n/a n/a 97.0 n/a n/a 792
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 72.3 49.3 15% 15% 15% 13.7 2.5-3.4 31 11
3 -5 du/acre 43.1 22.8 15% 15% 15% 12.1 3 30 6
5-7 du/acre 265.6 89.7 15% 15% 15% 104.7 4-6.5 219 420
7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 381.0 161.8 n/a n/a n/a 130.4 n/a 279 437
9 - 13 du/acre 7.0 0.0 5% 5% 15% 5.4 12.7 12 56
13- 19 du/acre 6.5 1.5 5% 5% 15% 3.8 18.0 19 50
19 - 31 du/acre 3.8 3.5 5% 5% 15% 0.2 21.1 2 3
31 - 48 dul/acre 13.2 2.4 5% 5% 15% 8.3 34-50 85 248
48 + du/acre 42.9 0.6 5% 5% 15% 32.3 30.0 84 885
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 73.3 8.0 n/a n/a n/a 50.0 n/a 201 1,242
Redevelopable Total 454.3 169.8 n/a n/a n/a 180.4 n/a 480 1,680
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Des Moines, including Capacity (units)
potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands and major Single-Family Zones 805
projects in the pipeline, totaled 3,299 units. These units could accommodate Single-Family Ca}paC|ty.|n Pipeline 424
an estimated 3,171 households, 1,747 more than necessary to attain the Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 0
household growth target of 1,424 for the remainder of the planning period Mult!fam!ly Zones. P 432
' Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 68
(2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 1,234
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 336
Total Capacity (units) 3,299
Total Capacity (households) 3,171
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 1,424
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 1,747
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Des Moines issued permits for over 40,000 Net Land Area (acres) 12.2 4.3
sq. ft. of new commercial development on 4.3 net acres of developable Floor Area (s.f.) 116,067 40,553
land. The city also issued permits for about 87,000 sq. ft. of new buildings Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.22 0.22
on 7.7 acres of developable land in industrial zones. Compared with the Industrial
previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decrease in the amount of Net Land Area (acres) 00 7.7
commercial development and an increase in industrial development. During E:gg: 2:22 (Rséft.i)o (FAR) n(/)a 83'229
this same period, Des Moines experienced an estimated net loss of 329 -
jops._ Itis a_ssgmed that full job recovery can be a_ccornmodated within Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
existing buildings on devgloped parcels. Des Moines' 2001-2022 groyvth Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 5936
target of 1,695 addltlonql jobs beyond year 2000.employment levels is Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 5.607
unchanged for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Net New Jobs (2000-2006) (329)
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,695
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,695
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 54 1.1 0.0 0.0 4.3 185,566 40,553 0.22
Industrial 8.7 0.0 0.0 1.0 7.7 336,283 87,239 0.26
Non-Residential Total 14.1 1.1 0.0 1.0 12.0 521,849 127,792 0.24




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Des Moines had 121 gross

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vacant Land - - n 92 acres of land suitable for development
K:A?Xn;(TEr;alzizggs 22451 8421 g 02 2 (;z 18 02 2‘2”1) remained vv_ith capaciFy for 2,442 jqbs under
industrial Zones 870 6.7 =7 5% 10% 651 current zoning. The city also contained 131
— 0.9 — 2 — = 2.1 gross acres of redevelopablg land, 94_1 net acres
- - - of which was developable with capacity for
Redevelopable Land 1,507 jobs. Over 80% of Des Moines' job
Commercial Zones 337 0.6 506 506 15% 253 capacity was located in industrial zones. Thirty-
Mixed-Use Zones 15.0 11 5% 5% 15% 10.6 eight percent of the city's employment capacity
Industrial Zones 821 6.7 5% 5% 15% 577 | Wwas on redevelopable land. Overall capacity in
Redevelopable Total 130.7 8.3 n/a n/a n/a 93.6 | Des Moines was for 3,950 jobs, 2,255 more
than necessary to attain the job growth target of
1,695 for the remainder of the planning period
(2006-2022).
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.4)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 963,948| 0.15-0.55 n/a 209,069| 350-450 542 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 212,478| 0.40-0.50 n/a 90,118 450 200 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 2,833,626 0.27 n/a 765,079 450 1,700 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 4,010,052 n/a n/a 1,064,267 n/a 2,442 Commercial Zones 766
Mixed-Use Zones (24)
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 3,208
Commercial Zones 1,104,108 0.15-0.55 131,913 285,280| 350-450 224 Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 462,283| 0.40-0.50 305,195/ -100,967 450 (224)| |Total Job Capacity 3,950
Industrial Zones 2,512,584 0.27 0 678,398 450 1,508 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 1,695
Redevelopable Total 4,078,975 n/a 437,108, 862,711 n/a 1,507 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 2,255
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF FEDERAL WAY

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Federal Way issued permits for 687 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 3.9
dwelling units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 5.4 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 71
multifamily units, with an overall density of 13.2 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a increase in single
family plats with higher densities and a sizable decrease in multifamily development. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 757 net new units,
accommodating 12% of Federal Way's 2001-2022 growth target of 6,188 households, and leaving a target of 5,449 households for the
remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 48.4 99.5
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 196 536
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 4.1 5.4
0 - 3 du/acre 58.5 28.7 5.9 6.8 17.2 55 3.2| |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 93.6 290.1 15.9 8.6 40.1 225 5.6 Net Acres 149.4 175.2
5-7 dulacre 62.0 3.9 12.1 9.5 36.5 209 5.7 Units 648 687
7 -9 dulacre 8.5 0.0 2.1 0.7 5.7 47 8.3 Units/Acre 4.3 3.9
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 222.7 61.7 35.9 25.6 99.5 536 5.4 Net Acres 21.6 5.4
Units 626 71
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 29.0 13.2
0 - 3 du/acre 56.3 88 1.6
3 -5 dulacre 50.4 258 5.1
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 62.3 291 4.7
7 -9 du/acre 5.7 46 8.1] Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 0.7 4 6.2 Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla | nla n/a 175.2 687 3.9] |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 687
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (34)
9 - 13 dul/acre 2.3 1.1 1.2 9 7.5 MF Units Permitted 71
13 -19 du/acre MF Units Demolished 2
19 - 31 du/acre 4.7 0.2 0.1 0.3 4.2 62 14.9 Other New Units Permitted 35
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 757
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 739
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 6,188
MF Pmts Total 7.0 0.2 0.1 1.4 5.4 71 13.2| [Remaining Target (2006-2022) 5,449




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Federal Way had 808 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses,
and market factors, 380 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 3,027 housing units under current zoning. The city
also contained 815 gross acres of redevelopable land, 440 acres of which was developable with capacity for 2,239 units. Capacity for an
additional 385 units was identified in projects in the development pipeline. Fifty-four percent of Federal Way's capacity was located in single-
family zones, 46% in zones allowing multifamily housing. One quarter of the city's housing capacity was located in mixed-use zones, which allow

both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

2007 King County Buildable Lands Report

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 3334 119.3 15% 15% 10% 134.9 A4A-4.4 n/a 421
3 -5 du/acre 170.7 38.4 15% 15% 10% 83.4 4.8 n/a 399
5-7 du/acre 140.9 24.1 15% 15% 10% 73.6 5.7 n/a 422
7 -9 dulacre 29.9 13.0 15% 15% 10% 10.7 8.3 n/a 88
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 675.0 194.9 n/a n/a n/a 302.5 n/a n/a 1,330
9 - 13 du/acre 27.4 12.0 5% 2% 10% 12.8 115 n/a 148
13- 19 du/acre 86.7 19.5| 2%-10% 2%-5% 10% 53.8 23.0 n/a 1,236
19 - 31 du/acre 15.0 55| 2%-5% 2% 10% 8.1 23-25 n/a 190
31 - 48 dul/acre 0.4 0.0 15% 0% 10% 0.3 30.0 n/a 9
48 + du/acre 3.4 0.1 15% 0% 10% 2.6 30-60 n/a 113
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 132.9 37.0 n/a n/a n/a 77.5 n/a n/a 1,696
Vacant Total 807.8 231.9 n/a n/a n/a 380.0 n/a n/a 3,027
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 383.6 52.1 15% 15% 15% 197.3 A4-4.4 133 556
3 -5 du/acre 156.4 13.8 15% 15% 15% 84.8 4.8 111 296
5-7 du/acre 240.5 16.8 15% 15% 15% 133.1 5.7 200 564
7 -9 du/acre 1.5 0.0 15% 15% 15% 0.9 8.3 1 6
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 782.0 82.7 n/a n/a n/a 416.1 n/a 444 1,422
9 - 13 du/acre 4.7 1.9 5% 2% 15% 2.2 11.5 1 25
13- 19 du/acre 11.5 0.5| 2%-10% 2%-5% 15% 8.8 15.2-23 0 195
19 - 31 du/acre 1.2 0.2| 2%-5% 2% 15% 0.9 23-25 0 21
31 - 48 dul/acre 0.7 0.0 8% 0% 15% 0.6 30.0 0 17
48 + du/acre 14.4 0.2 8% 0% 15% 11.1 30-60 0 559
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 32.5 2.7 n/a n/a n/a 23.6 n/a 1 817
Redevelopable Total 814.5 85.3 n/a n/a n/a 439.7 n/a 445 2,239
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Federal Way, including Capacity (units)
; ; ; ; Single-Family Zones 2,752
potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands, major projects in : . R —
the pipeline, and accessory dwelling units, totaled 5,668 units. These units Single-Family Ca}paC|ty.|n Pipeline 271
could accommodate an estimated 5,475 households, 26 more than Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 18
. . Multifamily Zones 1,083
necessary tQ attam. the household growth target of 5,449 for thg remainder Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 114
of the planning period (2006-2022). Subsequent to the completion of the Mixed-Use Zones 1430
Buildable Lands analysis, Federal Way's city council advanced a proposal Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
for a mixed-use development with up to 890 dwelling units on 4.1 acres. Total Capacity (units) 5,668
This pioneering project is expected to bolster the city's capacity and market Total Capacity (households) 5,475
potential for housing at higher densities throughout the designated Urban Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 5.449
Center. Surplus/Deficit Capacity 26
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Federal Way issued permits for about Net Land Area (acres) 931 70.8
870,000 sq. ft. of new commercial development on 71 net acres of Floor Area (s.f.) 1,545,291 869,839
developable land. The city issued no permits for new buildings in industrial Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.38 0.28
zones. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decrease Industrial
in the amount of commercial development along with a decrease in overall Net Land Area (acres) 11.9 0.0
commercial floor-area-ratio from 0.38 to 0.28. During this same period, E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) 2008’47001 n?a
Federal Way experienced an estimated net gain of 790 jobs, attaining 11% :
of the city's 2001-2022 grovyth target of 7,481_ jobs a_nd leaving a job growth Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
target of 6,691 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 29.459
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 30,249
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 790
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 7,481
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 6,691
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 80.2 2.7 1.6 51 70.8| 3,086,011 869,839 0.28
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 80.2 2.7 1.6 5.1 70.8| 3,086,011 869,839 0.28




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Federal Way had 180 gross

Gross Critical | oowe Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vaé:ant Lan_dl > 155 55 55 5% 0% 1058 123 acres of land suitable for development
M?xn;(TErgéaZor?re]gs 27:3 4:2 2%-1(:5% O%-;% 10%(: 19:7 remained W.Ith CapaCI-ty for 6,857 ]qbs under
industrial Zones current zonlng]]c. Tge Clity aIZCIJ clontjurézd 8?
gross acres of redevelopable land, 68 net acres
VEEET oL 179.9 36.6 g ey g 123.5 of which was developable with capacity for 924
Redevelopable Land jobs. Capacity for an additional 1,078
Commercial Zones 31 0.0 204 204 15% 55 commercial jobs was identified in significant
Mixed-Use Zones 85.8 47| 2%-8% 0%-2% 15% 65.2 projects in the development pipeline. Nearly all
Industrial Zones of Federal Way's job capacity was located in
Redevelopable Total 88.9 4.7 n/a n/a n/a 67.7 | commercial and mixed-use zones. Ninety
percent of the city's employment capacity was
on vacant land. Overall capacity in Federal Way
was for 8,860 jobs, 2,169 more than necessary
Employment Capacity (2006) to attain the job growth target of 6,691 for the
Net Land | Assumed| Existing | Floor Area Floor remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f.) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.4)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 4,520,441| 0.25-0.38 n/a 1,616,347 250 6,465 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 859,448| 0.21-0.65 n/a 226,009| 400-800 392 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 5,379,889 n/a n/a 1,842,357 n/a 6,857 Commercial Zones 6,610
Mixed-Use Zones 1,171
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 0
Commercial Zones 110,189| 0.3753094 5,508 36,166 250 145 Job Capacity in Pipeline 1,078
Mixed-Use Zones 2,840,998| 0.21-0.65 632,467 468,467| 400-800 780 Total Job Capacity 8,860
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 6,691
Redevelopable Total 2,951,188 n/a 637,975 504,633 n/a 924 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 2,169
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF KENT

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Kent issued permits for 1,153 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 5.5 dwelling units
(dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 6.4 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 706 multifamily
units, with an overall density of 11.6 units per net acre (see technical note 1). Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decline
in residential development, especially multifamily housing, along with higher densities in single-family plats. Overall, the city's housing stock
gained 1,753 net new units, accommodating 40% of Kent's 2001-2022 growth target of 4,284 households, and leaving a target of 2,586
households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 182.4 174.9
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 942 1,117
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 5.2 6.4
0 - 3 du/acre 38.9 15.1 4.4 2.9 16.5 51 3.1] |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 10.1 1.3 0.2 8.6 39 4.5 Net Acres 320.4 2115
5-7 dulacre 243.0 41.1 42.4 17.5 142.1 959 6.7 Units 1,783 1,153
7 -9 du/acre 14.2 6.3 1.4 1.7 4.7 48 10.2 Units/Acre 5.6 5.5
> 9 dul/acre 4.8 0.8 0.9 0.2 3.0 20 6.7] |MF Permits
Plats Total 311.0 63.3 50.4 22.5 174.9 1,117 6.4 Net Acres 107.7 60.7
Units 1,864 706
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 17.3 11.6
0 - 3 du/acre 31.8 67 2.1
3 -5 dulacre 14.4 59 4.1
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 154.5 933 6.0
7 -9 du/acre 5.7 57 9.9] Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 5.1 37 7.2 Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla | nla n/a 2115/ 1,153 5.5 |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 1,153
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted
<9 du/acre 97.4 45.6 4.3 3.0 44.5 477 10.7 SF Units Demolished (61)
9 - 13 dul/acre 10.7 7.0 0.5 0.0 3.2 36 11.2 MF Units Permitted 706
13 - 19 du/acre 9.6 0.2 0.4 0.3 8.8 101 115 MF Units Demolished (51)
19 - 31 du/acre 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 92 21.6 Other New Units Permitted 6
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 1,753
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 1,698
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 4,284
MF Pmts Total 122.0 52.8 5.2 3.2 60.7 706 11.6| [Remaining Target (2006-2022) 2,586




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Kent had 803 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 209 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 1,544 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 1,850 gross acres of redevelopable land, 819 acres of which was developable with capacity for 4,365 units. Capacity for an additional
678 units was identified in projects in the development pipeline. Seventy-four percent (4,912 units) of Kent's capacity was located in single-family
zones, 26% (1,696 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing. Sixteen percent of the city's housing capacity was located in mixed-use zones,
which allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 153.3 129.2 5% 0% 10% 20.5 0.4 n/a 9
3 -5 du/acre 296.7 171.5 20% 10% 10% 78.9 45 n/a 359
5-7 du/acre 259.4 150.5 20% 10% 10% 68.6 7.5 n/a 514
7 -9 dulacre 24.7 9.1 20% 10% 10% 9.8 10.2 n/a 100
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 734.1 460.3 n/a n/a n/a 177.9 n/a n/a 981
9 - 13 dul/acre 5.3 0.3 5% 5% 10% 4.1 6.3 n/a 26
13- 19 du/acre 34.7 20.6| 0%-5% 0%-5% 10% 12.3 8.7-13 n/a 119
19 - 31 du/acre 21.6 12.6 0% 0% 10% 8.0 19.7 n/a 159
31 - 48 dul/acre 6.7 0.6 1% 1% 10% 5.4 35.0 n/a 189
48 + du/acre 1.0 0.0 0% 0% 10% 0.9 75.0 n/a 70
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 69.3 34.1 n/a n/a n/a 30.8 n/a n/a 563
Vacant Total 803.4 494.4 n/a n/a n/a 208.7 n/a n/a 1,544
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 185.7 67.1 5% 0% 15% 95.8 0.4 20 20
3 -5 du/acre 560.7 172.5 20% 10% 15% 231.0 45 267 784
5-7 du/acre 941.4 258.6 20% 10% 15% 406.3 7.5 645 2,395
7 -9 du/acre 77.1 22.8 20% 10% 15% 32.3 10.2 66 263
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 1,764.9 521.0 n/a n/a n/a 765.3 n/a 998 3,462
9 - 13 du/acre 38.7 1.6 5% 5% 15% 28.3 6.3 54 125
13- 19 du/acre 17.9 7.5 0%-5% 0%-5% 15% 8.0 8.7-13 13 87
19 - 31 du/acre 16.3 7.3 0% 0% 15% 7.6 19.7 10 140
31 - 48 dul/acre 4.9 0.5 1% 1% 15% 3.7 35.0 14 114
48 + du/acre 7.4 0.2 0% 0% 15% 6.1 75.0 20 436
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 85.1 17.2 n/a n/a n/a 53.7 n/a 111 903
Redevelopable Total 1,850.0 538.3 n/a n/a n/a 819.0 n/a 1,108 4,365
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Kent, including potential Capacity (units)
development on vacant and redevelopable lands, major projects in the Single-Family Zones 4,444
pipeline, and accessory dwelling units, totaled 6,608 units. These units Single-Family Ca}paC|ty.|n Pipeline 448
. Accessory Dwelling Units 20
could accommodate an estimated 6,424 households, 3,838 more than ————
. . Multifamily Zones 657
necessary tQ attam. the household growth target of 2,586 for the remainder Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
of the planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 809
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 230
Total Capacity (units) 6,608
Total Capacity (households) 6,424
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 2,586
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 3,838
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Kent issued permits for over 853,000 sq. ft. Net Land Area (acres) 56.9 65.4
of new commercial development on 65 net acres of developable land. The Floor Area (s.f.) 778,132 853,463
city also issued permits for more than 1.5 million sq. ft. of new buildings on Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.31 0.30
102 acres of developable land in industrial zones. Compared with the Industrial
previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a modest increase in the amount of Net Land Area (acres) 230.3 102.0
commercial development along with a signficant decline in the amount of Floor Area (S'f'.) 4,523,866 1,585,955
) . . . . . Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.45 0.36
industrial development. During this same period, Kent experienced an
estimated net gain of 2,238 jobs, atta@ning _19% of the city's 2001-2022 Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
grovvt_h target of 11,50Q jobs apd leaving a job growth target of 9,262 for the Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 61.144
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 63,382
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 2,238
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 11,500
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 9,262
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 71.0 4.1 0.0 1.5 65.4| 2,847,076 853,463 0.30
Industrial 109.9 5.6 0.0 2.3 102.0| 4,445,051 1,585,955 0.36
Non-Residential Total 180.9 9.6 0.0 3.8 167.4| 7,292,128 2,439,418 0.33




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Kent had 435 gross acres of

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net vacant land zoned for commercial, industrial,
Area Areas %) Purpose | Factor Area and mixed uses. After deductions for critical
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) areas, public uses, and market factors, 257
Vacant Land acres of land suitable for development
Cpmmermal Zones 110.8 36.3 1% 1% 10% 65.7 remained with capacity for 5,729 jobs under
Mixed-Use Zones 25.5 24| 0%-1% 0%-1% 10% 2051 current zoning. The city also contained 533
Industrial Zones 298.6 105.2 1% 1% 10% 170.5
gross acres of redevelopable land, 342 net
Vacant Total 434.9 143.9 n/a n/a n/a 256.6 . . .
acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 6,455 jobs..C.:ap'acity fqr' an addit.ional '360
Commercial Zones 168.7 202 1% 1% 15% 107.0 jobs was |dent|f|ed. in significant projects in the
Mixed-Use Zones 324 24| 0%-1% 0%-1% 15% 253 development pipeline. Overall, about half of
Industrial Zones 3317 79.4 1% 1% 15% 210.1 | Kent's job capacity was located in industrial
Redevelopable Total 532.8 122.0 n/a n/a n/a 342.4| Zones. Fifty-three percent of the city's
employment capacity was on redevelopable
land. Overall capacity in Kent was for 12,543
jobs, 3,281 more than necessary to attain the
Employment Capacity (2006) job growth target of 9,262 for the remainder of
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area Floor the planning period (2006-2022).
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f.) FAR (s.f.) (s.f.) (5.4)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 2,859,789 .3-.39 n/a 916,426 300-550 1,685 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 891,997 A13-1 n/a 313,124| 300-550 651 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 7,427,432| .37-.4 n/a 2,884,195 850 3,393 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 11,179,218 n/a n/a 4,113,745 n/a 5,729 Commercial Zones 4,058
Mixed-Use Zones 1,899
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 6,226
Commercial Zones 4,662,526 .18-.39 279,521| 1,272,519| 300-550 2,373 Job Capacity in Pipeline 360
Mixed-Use Zones 1,100,311 A13-1 115,701 627,213 300-550 1,248 Total Job Capacity 12,543
Industrial Zones 9,153,363| .37-.4 1,111,514| 2,408,129 850 2,833 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 9,262
Redevelopable Total 14,916,201 n/a 1,506,736| 4,307,862 n/a 6,455 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 3,281
Notes
(1) A permit for an additional 100 or more units, which was issued at the end of 2005, is not included in this report, but will appear in future
data reports from Buildable Lands monitoring.
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF MAPLE VALLEY

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Maple Valley issued permits for 1,489 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 7.2
dwelling units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 7.5 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 57
multifamily units, with an overall density of 14.3 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in the
amount and density of single-family development and a decline in the amount of multifamily development. Overall, the city's housing stock
gained 1,526 net new units, accommodating 498% of Maple Valley's 2001-2022 growth target of 300 households, and leaving a target of O
households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 44.8 196.9
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 284 1,476
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 6.3 7.5
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 112.4 8.2 22.0 134 68.8 468 6.8 Net Acres 110.3 206.7
5-7 dulacre 179.9 1.2 37.9 36.2 104.7 807 7.7 Units 601 1,489
7 -9 du/acre 32.3 0.0 13.9 2.1 16.2 132 8.1 Units/Acre 5.4 7.2
> 9 dul/acre 10.0 0.4 1.6 0.8 7.2 69 9.5| |MF Permits
Plats Total 334.6 9.8 75.4 52.5 196.9 1,476 7.5 Net Acres 9.5 4.0
Units 170 57
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 18.0 14.3
0 - 3 du/acre 3.4 8 2.3
3 -5 dulacre 73.7 468 6.3
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 107.8 773 7.2
7 -9 du/acre 17.7 201 11.4| Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 4.2 39 9.4 Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total n/a \ n/a n/a n/a 206.7 1,489 7.2 Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 1,489
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted
< 9 du/acre 5.0 11 0.2 3.6 53 14.6 SF Units Demolished (19)
9 - 13 du/acre 04 0.0 0.4 4 11.1 MF Units Permitted 57
13 -19 du/acre MF Units Demolished 2
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 1
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 1,526
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 1,494
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 300
MF Pmts Total 5.3 0.0 1.1 0.2 4.0 57 14.3| |[Remaining Target (2006-2022) 0




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Maple Valley had 223 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses,
and market factors, 135 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 1,069 housing units under current zoning. The city
also contained 334 gross acres of redevelopable land, 183 acres of which was developable with capacity for 1,121 units. Capacity for an
additional 189 units was identified in major projects in the development pipeline. Overall, 81% (1,935 units) of Maple Valley's capacity was
located in single-family zones and 19% (447 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing Twelve percent of the city's housing capacity was
located in mixed-use zones, which allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

2007 King County Buildable Lands Report

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 1.1 0.0 5% 5% 15% 0.9 1.0 n/a 1
3 -5 du/acre 69.3 11.3 15% 15% 15% 345 6.0 n/a 207
5-7 du/acre 78.8 1.3 15% 15% 15% 46.1 7 n/a 323
7 -9 dulacre 28.5 0.0 15% 15% 15% 16.9 8.0 n/a 135
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 177.7 12.7 n/a n/a n/a 98.4 n/a n/a 666
9 - 13 du/acre 16.8 0.0 5% 5% 15% 12.8 9.5 n/a 122
13- 19 du/acre 28.7 0.0 2% 2% 15% 23.4 12.0 n/a 280
19 - 31 du/acre
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 45.5 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 36.2 n/a n/a 403
Vacant Total 223.1 12.7 n/a n/a n/a 134.6 n/a n/a 1,069
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 du/acre 79.2 2.7 15% 15% 20% 42.9 6 35 222
5-7 du/acre 2449 7.0 15% 15% 20% 133.2 7 87 845
7 -9 du/acre 51 0.0 15% 15% 20% 2.9 8.0 2 21
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 329.3 9.7 n/a n/a n/a 179.0 n/a 124 1,088
9 - 13 du/acre 4.0 0.0 5% 5% 20% 2.9 9.5 6 22
13- 19 du/acre 1.2 0.0 2% 2% 20% 0.9 12.0 0 11
19 - 31 du/acre
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 5.2 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 3.8 n/a 6 33
Redevelopable Total 334.4 9.7 n/a n/a n/a 182.8 n/a 130 1,121
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Maple Valley, including Capacity (units)
; ; ; ; Single-Family Zones 1,754
potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands, major projects in : . R —
the pipeline, and accessory dwelling units, totaled 2,382 units. These units Single-Family Ca}paC|ty.|n Pipeline 177
could accommodate an estimated 2,321 households, 2,321 more than Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 4
. . Multifamily Zones 144
necessary tq attain the household growth target of O for the remainder of the Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 12
planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 291
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 2,382
Total Capacity (households) 2,321
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 0
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 2,321
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Maple Valley issued permits for almost Net Land Area (acres) 14.4 19.6
200,000 sq. ft. of new commercial development on nearly 20 net acres of Floor Area (s.f.) 89,817 199,570
developable land. The city also issued permits for about 45,000 sq. ft. of Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.14 0.23
new buildings on 6 acres of developable land in industrial zones. Compared Industrial
with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in the amount of Net Land Area (acres) 00 6.1
commercial development along with an increase in overall commercial floor- E:gg: 2:22 (Rséft.i)o (FAR) n(/)a 43'?30
area-ratio from 0.14 to 0.23. During this same period, Maple Valley -
experienced an estimated net ga_lin of 512 jobg, atta_ining 64% of the city's Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
2001-2022 growth target of 894 jobs -and leaving a job growth target of 292 Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 2805
for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 3.317
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 512
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 804
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 292
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 20.3 0.4 0.3 0.0 19.6 853,776 199,570 0.23
Industrial 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.1 265,716 44,600 0.17
Non-Residential Total 26.4 0.4 0.3 0.0 25.7| 1,119,492 244,170 0.22




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Maple Valley had 130 gross

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vacant Land 106 acres of land suitable for development
Cgmmermal Zones 43.8 0.2 2% 2% 15% 35.6 remained with capacity for 2,480 jobs under
Mixed-Use Zones 66.9 0.1 2% 2% 15% 54.5 current zoning. The city also contained 127
Industrial Zones 19.8 0.0 2% 2% 15% 16.2
gross acres of redevelopable land, 90 net acres
Vacant Total 130.5 0.3 n/a n/a n/a 106.3 . . .
of which was developable with capacity for
Redevelopable Land 1,292 jobs. Nearly all .of Maple Ve}lley's job.
Commercial Zones 99 1 96 204 204 20% 68.7 capacity was located in commercial and mixed-
Mixed-Use Zones 28 0.0 206 206 20% 21 use zones (nearly 3,500 jobs). One-third of the
Industrial Zones 24.7 0.0 2% 2% 20% 18.9 | city's employment capacity was on
Redevelopable Total 126.6 9.6 n/a n/a n/a go.g | redevelopable land. Overall capacity in Maple
Valley was for 3,772 jobs, 3,480 more than
necessary to attain the job growth target of 292
for the remainder of the planning period (2006-
Employment Capacity (2006) 2022).
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.4)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 1,551,110 0.2-0.3 n/a 373,114| 400-850 652 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 2,374,557 0.35 n/a 831,095 500 1,662 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 704,167 0.2 n/a 140,833 850 166 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 4,629,834 n/a n/a 1,345,043 n/a 2,480 Commercial Zones 1,768
Mixed-Use Zones 1,728
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 277
Commercial Zones 2,994,714| 0.2-0.3 84,574 622,419| 400-850 1,116 Job Capacity in Pipeline
Mixed-Use Zones 93,462 0.35 0 32,712 500 65 Total Job Capacity 3,772
Industrial Zones 824,911 0.2 70,436 94,546 850 111 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 292
Redevelopable Total 3,913,087 n/a 155,010 749,677 n/a 1,292 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 3,480
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CITY OF MILTON (King County Portion)

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Milton issued permits for 9 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 5 dwelling units
(dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 4.6 dus per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-
2005 saw a decline in the amount of residential development and an increase in the density of single-family development. Overall, the city's
housing stock gained 10 net new units, accommodating 20% of Milton's 2001-2022 growth target of 50 households, and leaving a target of 40
households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 6.4 45
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 28 21
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 4.3 4.6
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 5.7 0.0 1.1 0.0 4.5 21 4.6 Net Acres 5.7 1.8
5-7 du/acre Units 24 9
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 4.2 5.0
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 5.7 0.0 1.1 0.0 4.5 21 4.6 Net Acres 0.0 0.0
Units 0 0
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a n/a
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre 1.8 9 5.0
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | n/fa | nla n/a 1.8 9 5.0 [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 9
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished
9 - 13 dul/acre MF Units Permitted 0
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 1
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 10
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 10
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 50
MF Pmts Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 n/a Remaining Target (2006-2022) 40




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Milton had 14 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, about 5 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 29 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 14 gross acres of redevelopable land, 8 acres of which was developable with capacity for 52 units. Capacity for an additional 340 units
was identified in the development pipeline in mixed-use zones. Overall, 10% (40 units) of Milton's capacity was located in single-family zones.
Ninety percent of the city's housing capacity was located in development projects in the pipeline that contain a mix of residential and employment

uses.
Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page
Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 du/acre 3.2 0.0 10% 5% 10% 2.4 4.6 n/a 11
5-7 dulacre 9.9 7.9 12% 5% 0% 1.6 6 n/a 10
7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 13.0 7.9 n/a n/a n/a 4.1 n/a n/a 21
9 - 13 dul/acre 0.8 0.0 2% 2% 10% 0.7 11.0 n/a 8
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 0.8 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.7 n/a n/a 8
Vacant Total 13.9 7.9 n/a n/a n/a 4.8 n/a n/a 29
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre 10.5 3.7 12% 5% 15% 4.8 4.6 3 19
5-7 du/acre
7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 10.5 3.7 n/a n/a n/a 4.8 n/a 3 19
9 - 13 du/acre 3.9 2% 2% 15% 3.1 11.0 2 33
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 3.9 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 3.1 n/a 2 33
Redevelopable Total 14.3 3.7 n/a n/a n/a 7.9 n/a 5 52
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Milton, including potential Capacity (units)
development on vacant and redevelopable lands and major projects in the Single-Family Zones 40
pipeline, totaled 420 units. These units could accommodate an estimated Single-Family CI?pacny.ln Pipeline 0
400 households, 360 more than necessary to attain the household growth Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 0
target of 40 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022) Mult!fam!ly Zones. P 40
' Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 340
Total Capacity (units) 420
Total Capacity (households) 400
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 40
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 360
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Milton issued no commercial or industrial Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
building permits. During this same period, Milton experienced an estimated Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
net gain of 21 jobs, attaining 2% of the city's 2001-2022 growth target of Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
1,054 jobs and leaving a job growth target of 1,033 for the remainder of the Industrial
planning period (2006-2022). Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 3
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 24
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 21
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,054
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,033
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sq. ft.) o
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use)
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - - n/a




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Milton had 2.4 gross acres

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net of vacant land zoned for commercial, industrial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area and mixed uses. After deductions for critical
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) areas, public uses, and market factors, 2.1
Vacant Land n - n acres of land suitable for development
Cgmmermal Zones 24 0.0 0% 0% 10% 21 remained with capacity for 106 jobs under
Mixed-Use Zones . . .
- current zoning. The city also contained 5.6
Industrial Zones
gross acres of redevelopable land, 4.7 net
Vacant Total 2.4 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 2.1 . . .
acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 235 Jops. C.a.pa(,?lty for an adqunal 2,.126
Commercial Zones 56 0.0 0% 0% 15% 47 jobs was identified in significant projects in the
Mixed-Use Zones development pipeline, all in mixed-use areas.
Industrial Zones Sixty-nine percent of the city's employment
Redevelopable Total 5.6 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 47| capacity was on redevelopable land. Overall
capacity in Milton was for 2,467 jobs, 1,434
more than necessary to attain the job growth
target of 1,033 for the remainder of the planning
Employment Capacity (2006) period (2006-2022).
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Emplovee | Capacit
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (2 f;’ pacity
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 92,913 0.4 n/a 37,165 350 106 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 92,913 n/a n/a 37,165 n/a 106 Commercial Zones 341
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 0
Commercial Zones 205,494 0.4 0 82,198 350 235 Job Capacity in Pipeline 2,126
Mixed-Use Zones Total Job Capacity 2,467
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 1,033
Redevelopable Total 205,494 n/a 0 82,198 n/a 235 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 1,434
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF NORMANDY PARK

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Normandy Park issued permits for 31 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 2.1
dwelling units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 1.3 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 85
multifamily units, with an overall density of 24.6 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw comparable single-
family development and an increase in multifamily development. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 109 net new units, accommodating
104% of Normandy Park's 2001-2022 growth target of 100 households, and leaving a target of 0 households for the remainder of the planning

period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005 Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 2.6 9.2

(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 6 12

Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 2.3 1.3
0 - 3 du/acre 10.4 1.0 0.2 0.0 9.2 12 1.3| |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 19.8 14.5
5-7 du/acre Units 43 31
7 -9 dulacre Units/Acre 2.2 2.1

> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 10.4 1.0 0.2 0.0 9.2 12 1.3 Net Acres 0.0 3.5
Units 0 85

Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a 24.6
0 - 3 du/acre 13.5 28 2.1
3 -5 dulacre 1.0 3 3.0
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs

> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | nla n/a n/a 14.5 31 2.1] |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 31
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 2
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (12)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 85
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished
19 - 31 du/acre 4.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 85 24.6 Other New Units Permitted 3
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 109
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 104
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 100
MF Pmts Total 4.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 85 24.6] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 0




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Normandy Park had 62 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses,
and market factors, less than 20 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 77 housing units under current zoning. The

city also contained 84 gross acres of redevelopable land, 33 acres of which was developable with capacity for 102 units. Capacity for an

additional 98 units was identified in projects in the development pipeline. Overall, more than half (143 units) of Normandy Park's capacity was
located in single-family zones, 48% (132 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing. Nearly two-fifths of the city's housing capacity was located

in mixed-use zones, which allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 52.2 26.9 0% 0% 50% 12.7 1.6-2.3 n/a 25
3 -5 du/acre 5.8 0.8 0% 0% 30% 35 3.0 n/a 10
5-7 dulacre 1.9 0.0 7% 0% 20% 1.4 4.65 n/a 7
7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 59.9 27.7 n/a n/a n/a 17.5 n/a n/a 42
9 - 13 du/acre
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre 2.0 0.0 0% 0% 15% 1.7 20.0 n/a 34
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 2.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 1.7 n/a n/a 34
Vacant Total 61.9 27.7 n/a n/a n/a 19.2 n/a n/a 77
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 62.3 26.8 0% 0% 50% 17.8 1.6-2.3 12 24
3 -5 dulacre 7.5 0.4 0% 0% 30% 5.0 3.0 3 12
5-7 dulacre 11.8 0.1 7% 0% 25% 8.1 4.7 6 32
7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 81.6 27.3 n/a n/a n/a 30.9 n/a 21 68
9 - 13 du/acre
13- 19 du/acre 1.8 0.0 0% 0% 20% 1.4 18.0 1 25
19 - 31 du/acre 0.5 0.0 0% 0% 15% 0.4 20.0 9
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 2.3 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 1.9 n/a 1 34
Redevelopable Total 83.9 27.3 n/a n/a n/a 32.8 n/a 22 102
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Normandy Park, including Capacity (units)
potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands, major projects in Single-Family Zones 110
the pipeline, and accessory dwelling units, totaled 275 units. These units Single-Family Ca}paC|ty.|n Pipeline 26
. Accessory Dwelling Units 7
could accommodate an estimated 266 households, 266 more than ————
. . Multifamily Zones 25
necessary tq attain the household growth target of O for the remainder of the Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 35
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 72
Total Capacity (units) 275
Total Capacity (households) 266
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 0
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 266
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Normandy Park issued permits for about Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 2.1
9,200 sq. ft. of new commercial development on 2.1 net acres of Floor Area (s.f.) 0 9,200
developable land. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a 0.10
an increase in the amount of commercial development, achieving a Industrial
commercial floor-area-ratio of 0.10. During this same period, Normandy Net Land Area (acres) 00 0.0
Park experienced an estimated net gain of 148 jobs, attaining 221% of the E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) n(/)a n?a
city's 2001-2022 growth target of 67 jobs. and leaving a job growth target of
0 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 586
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 734
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 148
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 67
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 0
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 34 0.0 0.0 1.3 2.1 89,734 9,200 0.10
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 3.4 0.0 0.0 1.3 2.1 89,734 9,200 0.10




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Normandy Park had 1.9

Gross Critical | oowe Public Market Net gross acres of vacant land zoned for
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area commercial, industrial, and mixed uses. After
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
Vacant Land market factors, 1.6 acres of land suitable for
Cgmmermal Zones development remained with capacity for 36 jobs
Mixed-Use Zones 1.9 0.0 0% 0% 15% 1.6 . . .
industrial Zones under current zoning. The city also contained 1
— 7o 50 — — — — gross acres of redevelopable Iand,_ 0.8 net _
- - - acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 18 jobs. Capacity for an additional 117 jobs
Commercial Zones was identified in significant projects in the
Mixed-Use Zones 1.0 0.0 0% 0% 15% 0.8 development pipeline. All of Normandy Park's
Industrial Zones job capacity was located in mixed-use zones.
Redevelopable Total 1.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.8| Overall capacity in Normandy Park was for 171
jobs, 171 more than necessary to attain the job
growth target of O for the remainder of the
planning period (2006-2022).
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f.) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.4)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 69,813 0.3 n/a 20,944| 500-600 36 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 69,813 n/a n/a 20,944 n/a 36 Commercial Zones 0
Mixed-Use Zones 54
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 0
Commercial Zones Job Capacity in Pipeline 117
Mixed-Use Zones 35,860 0.3 10,758 600 18 Total Job Capacity 171
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 0
Redevelopable Total 35,860 n/a 0 10,758 n/a 18 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 171
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CITY OF PACIFIC (King County Portion)

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Pacific issued permits for 154 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 3.8 dwelling units
(dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 4.8 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 85 multifamily
units, with an overall density of 20 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in residential
development, including an increase in the density of both single-family and multifamily development. Overall, the city's housing stock gained
198 net new units, accommodating 27% of Pacific's 2001-2022 growth target of 721 households, and leaving a target of 529 households for the
remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 1.7 29.4
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 4 140
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 2.4 4.8
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 3.5 0.0 0.3 0.0 3.1 6 1.9 Net Acres 6.7 40.5
5-7 dulacre 10.2 0.0 0.3 0.3 9.6 43 4.5 Units 13 154
7 -9 du/acre 21.5 0.2 2.4 2.3 16.6 91 5.5 Units/Acre 1.9 3.8
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 35.2 0.2 3.0 2.7 29.4 140 4.8 Net Acres 0.0 4.3
Units 0 85
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a 20.0
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre 10.4 5 0.5
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable 13.4 60 45
7 - 9 du/acre 16.7 89 5.3] Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total na | nla | nla n/a 40.5 154 3.8] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 154
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
<9 du/acre 35 0.0 0.0 0.3 3.2 75 23.8 SF Units Demolished (21)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 85
13 - 19 du/acre 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.0 1.1 10 9.1 MF Units Demolished (20)
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 0
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 198
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 192
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 721
MF Pmts Total 4.8 0.0 0.2 0.3 4.3 85 20.0] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 529




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Pacific had 50 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 26 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 100 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 206 gross acres of redevelopable land, 104 acres of which was developable with capacity for 288 units. Capacity for an additional 166
units was identified in the development pipeline. Nearly all of Pacific's capacity was located in single-family zones.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre 19.0 0.4 9% 0% 30% 11.8 1.9 n/a 23

5-7 du/acre

7 -9 dulacre 30.9 11.2 10% 10% 10% 14.1 55 n/a 77
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 49.9 11.6 n/a n/a n/a 26.0 n/a n/a 100

9 - 13 du/acre

13- 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0 n/a n/a 0
Vacant Total 49.9 11.6 n/a n/a n/a 26.0 n/a n/a 100
Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre 92.3 0.6 15% 15% 40% 38.5 1.9 29 44

5-7 du/acre

7 -9 du/acre 1135 17.2 10% 10% 15% 65.5 55 116 242
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 205.8 17.8 n/a n/a n/a 104.0 n/a 146 286

9 - 13 du/acre

13- 19 du/acre 0.4 0.1 5% 5% 15% 0.3 9.1 1 2

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 0.4 0.1 n/a n/a n/a 0.3 n/a 1 2
Redevelopable Total 206.2 17.9 n/a n/a n/a 104.2 n/a 147 288
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Pacific, including potential Capacity (units)
development on vacant and redevelopable lands and major projects in the Single-Family Zones 386
pipeline, totaled 560 units. These units could accommodate an estimated i'cncg;;';?m[')lzv;ﬁsaclﬁig Pipeline 168
549 households, 20 more than necessary to attain the household growth Multifamil))//Zones g 8
target of 529 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 560
Total Capacity (households) 549
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 529
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 20
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Pacific issued permits for about 56,000 sq. Net Land Area (acres) 2.4 3.0
ft. of new commercial development on 3 net acres of developable land. The Floor Area (s.f.) 68,000 55,825
city also issued permits for almost 10,000 sq. ft. of new buildings on 6.8 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.64 0.43
acres of developable land in industrial zones. Compared with the previous Industrial
five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decrease in the amount of commercial Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 6.8
development and decrease in commercial floor-area-ratio from 0.64 to 0.43, Floor Area (S'f'.) 0 9,972
. . L . . . . Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a 0.03
along with an increase in industrial development. During this same period,
P_a(?ific experienced an estimated net gain of 677 jot_)s, att_aining 657% of the Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
city's 2001-2022.grovvth target of 1-03 Job_s. and leaving a job growth target Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 921
of 0 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 1,598
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 677
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 103
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 0
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
. Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sq. ft.)
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 131,244 55,825 0.43
Industrial 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.9 6.8 296,044 9,972 0.03
Non-Residential Total 10.7 0.0 0.0 0.9 9.8 427,288 65,797 0.15




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Pacific had 25 gross acres

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net of vacant land zoned for commercial, industrial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area and mixed uses. After deductions for critical
Vet lang (acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) areas, public uses, and market factors, 11.7
aC;::nr;mea;gial Zones 14.8 11.2 0% 5% 10% 3.0 acres_ of Ianq SUItabI(-‘f for develqpment
Mixed-Use Zones remained Wlth capam-ty for 220 Job_s under
industrial Zones 101 0.0 0% 5% 10% 87 current zoning. The city also contained 13
— 549 — — 2 — = — gross acres of redevelopable Iand,_ 8.4 net _
- - - acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 130 jobs. A little under half of Pacific's job
Commercial Zones 53 o1 0% 0% 15% 27 capacity is located in industrial zones. Thirty-
Mixed-Use Zones seven percent of the city's employment capacity
Industrial Zones 76 0.0 0% 12% 15% 57| was on redevelopable land. Overall capacity in
Redevelopable Total 12.9 2.1 n/a n/a n/a g.4| Pacific was for 350 jobs, 350 more than
necessary to attain the job growth target of 0 for
the remainder of the planning period (2006-
2022).
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.4)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 132,047 0.4 n/a 46,667 450 104 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 377,206 0.2 n/a 75,441 650 116 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 509,253 n/a n/a 122,108 n/a 220 Commercial Zones 187
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 162
Commercial Zones 118,523 0.4 0 41,888 500 84 Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones Total Job Capacity 350
Industrial Zones 247,661 0.2 12,750 36,782 800 46 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 0
Redevelopable Total 366,184 n/a 12,750 78,670 n/a 130 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 350
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF RENTON

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Renton issued permits for 2,373 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 6.6 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 6.4 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 1,257
multifamily units, with an overall density of 22.9 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in both
the amount and density of single-family development, along with an decrease in multifamily development, but at higher densities. Overall, the
city's housing stock gained 3,494 net new units, accommodating 55% of Renton's 2001-2022 growth target of 6,198 households, and leaving a
target of 2,812 households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 178.7 335.6
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 1,201 2,164
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 6.7 6.4
0 - 3 du/acre 4.4 0.7 0.7 0.0 3.0 4 1.3] |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 165.7 23.9 23.7 14.0 104.1 542 5.2 Net Acres 156.5 359.5
5-7 du/acre Units 911 2,373
7 -9 du/acre 220.9 19.1 25.7 13.6 162.7 1,095 6.7 Units/Acre 5.8 6.6
> 9 dul/acre 116.2 9.9 15.7 24.8 65.8 523 8.0 |MF Permits
Plats Total 507.3 53.6 65.8 52.4 335.6 2,164 6.4 Net Acres 169.0 54.8
Units 2,752 1,257
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 16.3 22.9
0 - 3 du/acre 8.8 4 0.5
3 -5 dulacre 89.4 478 5.3
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable
7 -9 dulacre 189.3 1,225 6.5 Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 72.0 666 9.3] Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total n/a \ n/a n/a n/a 359.5 2,373 6.6 Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 2,373
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 6
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (158)
9 - 13 dul/acre 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 4 10.3 MF Units Permitted 1,257
13 - 19 du/acre 325 11.3 0.5 0.4 20.4 262 12.8 MF Units Demolished (15)
19 - 31 du/acre 61.9 33.1 7.4 1.0 20.4 220 10.8 Other New Units Permitted 31
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 3,494
48 + du/acre 7.9 0.0 0.0 0.2 7.7 578 74.7] |Net Households (2001-2005) 3,386
Other zones 7.5 0.0 1.3 0.3 5.8 193 Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 6,198
MF Pmts Total 110.2 44.4 9.2 1.8 54.8 1,257 22.9] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 2,812




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Renton had 441 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 167 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 2,396 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 1,159 gross acres of redevelopable land, 623 acres of which was developable with capacity for 8,236 units. Capacity for an additional
2,084 units was identified in significant projects in the development pipeline. Overall, 16% (2,097 units) of Renton's capacity was located in
single-family zones, 84% (10,618 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing. Nearly two-thirds of the city's housing capacity was located in
mixed-use zones, primarily downtown, which allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre 85.4 56.2 1% 1% 10% 25.8 2-1.3 n/a 20

3 -5 du/acre 61.2 6.5 15% 12% 10% 36.4 4.3 n/a 155

5-7 du/acre

7 -9 dulacre 177.9 85.8 15% 12% 10% 61.3 6.6 n/a 407
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 324.4 148.5 n/a n/a n/a 123.5 n/a n/a 582

9 - 13 du/acre 38.7 20.0 15% 12% 10% 12.5 8.4 n/a 105

13- 19 du/acre 51.6 39.0| 2%-5% 1%-5% 10% 10.3 12.3-19 n/a 136

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre 26.0 2.7 0%-5% 0%-1% 10% 21.0 53-116 n/a 1,573
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 116.4 61.7 n/a n/a n/a 43.8 n/a n/a 1,814
Vacant Total 440.8 210.1 n/a n/a n/a 167.3 n/a n/a 2,396
Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre 58.0 22.3 1% 1% 15% 29.7 1.3 14 26

3 -5 du/acre 109.3 30.0 1% 1% 15% 66.1 4.25 117 164

5-7 du/acre

7 -9 du/acre 659.1 162.1 15% 12% 15% 312.6 6.6 1,156 920
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 826.4 214.3 n/a n/a n/a 408.4 n/a 1,287 1,109

9 - 13 du/acre 81.9 17.0 15% 12% 15% 40.8 8.4 218 127

13- 19 du/acre 110.3 29.4| 2%-5% 1%-5% 15% 63.9 12.3-19 349 630

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre 140.1 10.2| 0%-1% 0%-1% 15% 109.9 29-116 665 6,369
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 332.3 56.7 n/a n/a n/a 214.6 n/a 1,231 7,127
Redevelopable Total 1,158.6 271.0 n/a n/a n/a 623.0 n/a 2,518 8,236
2007 King County Buildable Lands Report CITY OF RENTON VII - 137



2007 King County Buildable Lands Report CITY OF RENTON

VIl - 138

Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Renton including potential Capacity (units)
development on vacant and redevelopable lands and major projects in the Single-Family Zones 1,691
pipeline totaled 12,715 units. These units could accommodate an estimated Single-Family Ca}paC|ty.|n Pipeline 406
. Accessory Dwelling Units 0
12,142 households, 9,330 more than necessary to attain the household ————
. . . Multifamily Zones 2,250
growth target of 2,812 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 142
Mixed-Use Zones 6,690
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 1,536
Total Capacity (units) 12,715
Total Capacity (households) 12,142
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 2,812
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 9,330
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Renton issued permits for nearly a half- Net Land Area (acres) 91.8 ar.7
million sq. ft. of new commercial development on 48 net acres of Floor Area (s.f.) 1,215,762 468,058
developable land. The city also issued permits for over one million sq. ft. of Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.30 0.23
new buildings on 84 acres of developable land in industrial zones. Industrial
Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decrease in the Net Land Area (acres) 1354 84.4
amount and intensity of commercial and industrial development. During this Floor Area (S'f'.) 2,261,467 1,038,685
. . ) . . Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.38 0.28
same period, Boeing reduced its employment in Renton by over 8,500 jobs.
Jop gains elsewhere partially comp_ensatgd fqr that_decline, yielding an Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
estimated overall net loss of 4,870 jobs citywide. It is assumed that full job Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 55572
recovery can be accommodated within existing buildings on developed Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 50,702
parcels. Renton's 2001-2022 growth target of 27,597 additional jobs beyond Net New Jobs (2000-2006) (4,870)
year 2000 employment levels is unchanged for the remainder of the Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 27597
planning period (2006-2022). Remaining Target (2006-2022) 27,597
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 50.5 2.8 0.0 0.0 47.7) 2,076,425 468,058 0.23
Industrial 93.1 4.5 0.0 4.3 84.4) 3,674,824 1,038,685 0.28
Non-Residential Total 143.6 7.3 0.0 4.3 132.0/ 5,751,249 1,506,743 0.26




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Renton had 234 gross

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vacant Land 124 acres of land suitable for development
Cgmmermal Zones 20.7 2.0 0% 0% 10% 16.8 remained with capacity for 6,723 jobs under
Mixed-Use Zones 109.8 39.6 | 0%-5% 0%-1% 10% 6311 Current zoning. The city also contained 341
Industrial Zones 103.6 54.0 0% 1% 10% 44.1
gross acres of redevelopable land, 251 net
Vacant Total 234.1 95.7 n/a n/a n/a 124.1 . . .
acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 10,748 jobs. C.apa(':i.ty fgr an a.d.ditional
Commercial Zones 45.0 72| 0% 0% 15% 32.1| 12,080 jobs was identified in significant
Mixed-Use Zones 188.1 269 | 0% 0% 15% 137.0| commercial projects in the development
Industrial Zones 108.3 10.8 0% 1% 15% 82.0 | Pipeline. Overall, more than 95% of Renton's
Redevelopable Total 341.3 44.9 n/a n/a n/a 251.1 | Job capacity was located in commercial and
mixed-use zones. Overall, 77% of the city's
employment capacity was on redevelopable
land. Overall capacity in Renton was for 29,552
Employment Capacity (2006) jobs, 1,955 more than necessary to attain the
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area 'I:Ir(;c;; Job Jt‘;z glrzmir]ntarge(ar}[o(g (227632_72232;18 remainder of
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity P gp .
(s.f.) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (5.
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 733,507 0.38 n/a 278,733 250 1,115 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 2,749,091| 0.15-1.86 n/a 1,346,635 250-400 4,918 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 1,923,133 0.17-0.37 n/a 483,054 700 690 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 5,405,730 n/a n/a 2,108,421 n/a 6,723 Commercial Zones 2,194
Mixed-Use Zones 13,971
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 1,307
Commercial Zones 1,399,213 0.38 261,834 269,867 250 1,079 Job Capacity in Pipeline 12,080
Mixed-Use Zones 5,967,327| 0.15-1.86 | 1,429,317 2,504,632 250-400 9,052 Total Job Capacity 29,552
Industrial Zones 3,572,597| 0.17-0.22 256,057 431,586 700 617 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 27,597
Redevelopable Total 10,939,137 n/a 1,947,207 3,206,084 n/a 10,748 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 1,955
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF SEATAC

From 2001 to 2005, the City of SeaTac issued permits for 165 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 4.3 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 4.8 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 208
multifamily units, with an overall density of 18.8 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in the
amount and density of residential development. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 316 net new units, accommodating 7% of SeaTac's
2001-2022 growth target of 4,478 households, and leaving a target of 4,175 households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 27.1 25.8
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 121 125
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 4.5 4.8
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 42.6 38.4
5-7 dulacre 29.0 0.4 14 1.4 25.8 125 4.8 Units 138 165
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 3.2 4.3
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 29.0 0.4 1.4 1.4 25.8 125 4.8 Net Acres 2.9 11.1
Units 22 208
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 7.6 18.8
0 - 3 du/acre 1.0 2 1.9
3 -5 dulacre 0.7 3 4.0
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 36.6 160 4.4
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nla | nla n/a n/a 38.4 165 4.3] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 165
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 9
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (75)
9 - 13 dul/acre 11.6 2.6 0.5 0.3 8.1 108 13.3 MF Units Permitted 208
13- 19 du/acre 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 9 15.0 MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 11 30.5 Other New Units Permitted 9
31 - 48 du/acre 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 80 40.0| |Net Units (2001-2005) 316
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 303
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 4,478
MF Pmts Total 14.6 2.6 0.5 0.3 11.1 208 18.8| [Remaining Target (2006-2022) 4,175




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of SeaTac had 179 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 62 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 604 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 601 gross acres of redevelopable land, 409 acres of which was developable with capacity for 4,619 units. Overall, 17% (869 units) of
SeaTac's capacity was located in single-family zones, 83% (4,374 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing. Seventeen percent of the city's
housing capacity was located in mixed-use zones, which allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 24.9 18.2 5% 5% 10% 5.4 2.2 n/a 12
3 -5 du/acre 22.4 5.7 5% 5% 10% 13.5 4.0 n/a 55
5-7 du/acre 52.1 24.3 5% 5% 10% 225 4.8 n/a 107
7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 99.4 48.2 n/a n/a n/a 415 n/a n/a 174
9 - 13 du/acre 66.1 50.9 4% 2% 10% 12.9 13.3 n/a 171
13- 19 du/acre 4.7 2.5 0% 0% 10% 2.0 15.0 n/a 30
19 - 31 du/acre 2.2 0.7 0% 0% 10% 1.4 26.0 n/a 35
31 - 48 dul/acre 5.3 1.4 0% 0% 10% 3.6 30-40 n/a 116
48 + du/acre 1.7 0.5 0% 0% 10% 1.1 70-76 n/a 79
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 80.0 56.0 n/a n/a n/a 20.8 n/a n/a 430
Vacant Total 179.4 104.2 n/a n/a n/a 62.3 n/a n/a 604
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 36.7 16.8 5% 5% 15% 15.2 2.2 27 6
3 -5 du/acre 14.4 0.3 5% 5% 15% 10.8 4.0 16 27
5-7 du/acre 344.0 28.7 5% 5% 15% 241.2 4.8 519 632
7 -9 du/acre 3.8 0.1 5% 5% 15% 2.8 6.0 6 11
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 398.9 45.9 n/a n/a n/a 270.0 n/a 569 676
9 - 13 du/acre 26.7 15.5 4% 2% 15% 8.9 13.3 13 106
13- 19 du/acre 36.6 1.8 0% 0% 15% 29.6 15.0 83 360
19 - 31 du/acre 19.0 0.7 0% 0% 15% 15.6 22-26 88 280
31 - 48 dul/acre 64.6 9.7 0% 0% 15% 46.7 30-45 929 892
48 + du/acre 55.2 10.2 0% 0% 15% 38.3 70-76 429 2,305
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 202.2 37.8 n/a n/a n/a 139.2 n/a 1,543 3,944
Redevelopable Total 601.1 83.7 n/a n/a n/a 409.2 n/a 2,112 4,619
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of SeaTac, including potential Capacity (units)
development on vacant and redevelopable lands and accessory dwelling Single-Family Zones 849
units, totaled 5,243 units. These units could accommodate an estimated Single-Family Ca}paC|ty.|n Pipeline 0
5,007 households, 832 more than necessary to attain the household growth Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 20
target of 4,175 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022) Mult!fam!ly Zones. P 3,472
’ ' Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 902
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 5,243
Total Capacity (households) 5,007
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 4,175
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 832
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of SeaTac issued permits for about 163,000 sq. Net Land Area (acres) 39.1 9.5
ft. of new commercial development on 9.5 net acres of developable land. Floor Area (s.f.) 1,027,171 162,899
Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decrease in the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.60 0.39
amount of commercial and industrial development along with a decrease in Industrial
overall commercial floor-area-ratio from 0.60 to 0.39. During this same Net Land Area (acres) 2.7 0.0
period, SeaTac experienced an estimated net loss of 2,918 jobs, likely the E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) 38’224 n?a
result of a decline in airport related activity following Sept. 11, 2001. It is :
as_su_med that full job recovery can be ac‘commodated within existing Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
bUIlt-:illngS on developed parcels. SeaTac's 2001-2022_gr0wth target of 9,288 Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 31614
addltl_onal jobs beyond_year 2000 employment levels is unchanged for the Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 28696
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Net New Jobs (2000-2006) (2,918)
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 9,288
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 9,288
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 9.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.5 412,943 162,899 0.39
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 9.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.5 412,943 162,899 0.39




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of SeaTac had 216 gross

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vacant Land 161 acres of land suitable for development
Cgmmermal Zones 185.3 27.5 1% 1% 10% 139.2 remained with capacity for 4,479 jobs under
Mixed-Use Zones 20.8 2.2 0% 0% 10% 16.8 current zoning. The city also contained 181
Industrial Zones 9.7 3.7 1% 1% 10% 5.3 '
gross acres of redevelopable land, 127 net
Vacant Total 215.8 33.4 n/a n/a n/a 161.2 . . .
acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 13,.249 jobs. Nearly all of SeaTac's job .
Commercial Zones 129 0.7 1% 1% 15% 102 capacity was located in commercial and mixed-
Mixed-Use Zones 142.8 205 | 0% 0% 15% 103.9 | use zones; less than 2% was located in
Industrial Zones 256 105 1% 1% 15% 126 industrial zones. Nearly three-quarters of the
Redevelopable Total 181.3 31.7 n/a n/a n/a 126.7 | City's employment capacity was on
redevelopable land. Overall capacity in SeaTac
was for 17,728 jobs, 8,440 more than
necessary to attain the job growth target of
Employment Capacity (2006) 9,288 for the remainder of the planning period
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area Floor (2006-2022).
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.4)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 6,062,663| 0.33-0.35 n/a 2,119,396 800 2,649 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 730,307| 0.70-1.75 n/a 870,578| 450-550 1,710 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 230,520 0.35 n/a 80,682 675 120 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 7,023,490 n/a n/a 3,070,657 n/a 4,479 Commercial Zones 2,921
Mixed-Use Zones 14,455
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 352
Commercial Zones 442,683| 0.33-0.65 9,034 172,394| 450-800 271 Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 4,526,447| 0.60-1.75 221,418| 6,426,892| 450-550 12,745 Total Job Capacity 17,728
Industrial Zones 547,911 0.35 34,961 156,807 675 232 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 9,288
Redevelopable Total 5,517,041 n/a 265,413| 6,756,093 n/a 13,249 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 8,440
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CITY OF TUKWILA

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Tukwila issued permits for 228 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 5.7 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, also achieved 5.7 dus per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years,
2001-2005 saw an increase in the density of single-family development. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 169 net new units,
accommodating 5% of Tukwila's 2001-2022 growth target of 3,200 households, and leaving a target of 3,035 households for the remainder of
the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005 Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 31.1 18.8

(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 167 107

Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 5.4 5.7
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 40.1 39.7
5-7 dulacre 23.8 2.1 2.2 0.7 18.8 107 5.7 Units 172 228
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 4.3 5.7

> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 23.8 2.1 2.2 0.7 18.8 107 5.7 Net Acres 1.7 0.0
Units 42 0

Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 25.5 n/a
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 37.8 226 6.0
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
Other 1.9 2 1.0l Household Growth Target (2001-2022)

SF Pmts Total nfa | nla | nla | nla 39.7 228 5.7] |Housing Units: 2001-2005

New SF Units Permitted 228

Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 4
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (67)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 0
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 4
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 169
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 166
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 3,200

MF Pmts Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 n/a Remaining Target (2006-2022) 3,035




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Tukwila had 280 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 144 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 2,024 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 421 gross acres of redevelopable land, 213 acres of which was developable with capacity for 1,103 units. Capacity for an additional
350 units was identified in the development pipeline in mixed-use zones. Overall, one-third (1,163 units) of Tukwila's capacity was located in
single-family zones, two-thirds (2,326 units) in zones allowing multifamily housing. Fifty-nine percent of the city's housing capacity was located in

mixed-use zones, which allow both residential and commercial uses.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre

5-7 du/acre 229.8 102.0 5% 5% 10% 103.6 5.7 n/a 590

7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 229.8 102.0 n/a n/a n/a 103.6 n/a n/a 590

9 - 13 du/acre

13- 19 du/acre 4.4 0.4 0% 0% 10% 3.6 14.5 n/a 52

19 - 31 du/acre 7.6 0.0 0%-5% 0% 10% 6.6 21-25 n/a 156

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre 38.4 2.6 5% 0% 10% 30.6 40.0 n/a 1,225
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 50.5 3.0 n/a n/a n/a 40.9 n/a n/a 1,434
Vacant Total 280.3 105.0 n/a n/a n/a 144.4 n/a n/a 2,024
Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre

5-7 du/acre 386.8 145.5 5% 5% 15% 184.6 5.7 491 561

7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 386.8 145.5 n/a n/a n/a 184.6 n/a 491 561

9 - 13 du/acre

13- 19 du/acre 7.9 0.0 0% 0% 15% 6.7 14.5 23 75

19 - 31 du/acre 14.5 0.3] 0%-5% 0% 15% 11.8 21-25 31 227

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre 12.2 0.3 5% 0% 15% 9.6 25.0 0 240
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 34.6 0.6 n/a n/a n/a 28.1 n/a 54 542
Redevelopable Total 421.4 146.1 n/a n/a n/a 212.8 n/a 545 1,103
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the City of Tukwila, including potential Capacity (units)
; ; : Single-Family Zones 1,151
development on vacant and redevelopable lands, major projects in the -l T B
pipeline, and accessory dwelling units, totaled 3,489 units. These units Single-Family Ca}paC|ty.|n Pipeline 0
. Accessory Dwelling Units 12
could accommodate an estimated 3,350 households, 315 more than ————
to attain the household growth target of 3,035 for th ind Multfamily Zones 283
necessary to attain the household gro arget of 3, or the remainder Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
of the planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 1693
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 350
Total Capacity (units) 3,489
Total Capacity (households) 3,350
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 3,035
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 315
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Tukwila issued permits for about 98,000 sq. Net Land Area (acres) 26.9 6.9
ft. of new commercial development on 6.9 net acres of developable land. Floor Area (s.f.) 405,601 98,189
The city also issued permits for over 1 million sq. ft. of new buildings on Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.35 0.33
43.7 acres of developable land in industrial zones. Compared with the Industrial
previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decrease in the amount of l;llet L"X‘d Are? (acres) 1 152‘;7783 43.7
commercial development while industrial development remained fairly oor Area (. '.) = 1,076,106
: . . . . . Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.47 0.56
comparable to the previous five-year period. During this same period,
Tuk_W|Ia experienced an estimated net Ios; qf 4,1_72_ jobs. _It is assumed that Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
full job recovery can be accommodated within existing buildings on Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 28.356
developed parcels. Tukwila's 2001-2022 growth target of 16,000 additional Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 44:184
jobs beyond year 2000 employment levels is unchanged for the remainder Net New Jobs (2000-2006) @.172)
of the planning period (2006-2022). Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 16,000
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 16,000
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) g.1
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 7.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 6.9 298,734 98,189 0.33
Industrial 48.3 4.6 0.0 0.0 43.7) 1,904,813 1,076,106 0.56
Non-Residential Total 55.3 4.7 0.0 0.0 50.6| 2,203,548 1,174,295 0.53




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Tukwila had 301 gross

Gross Critical | oowe Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vacant Land 227 acres of land suitable for development
Cgmmermal Zones 39.7 6.6 5% 0% 10% 28.3 remained with capacity for 9,633 jobs under
Mixed-Use Zones 65.7 3.9 5% 0% 10% 52.8 current zoning. The city also contained 222
Industrial Zones 195.4 25.1 5% 0% 10% 145.7 '
gross acres of redevelopable land, 169 net
Vacant Total 300.9 35.6 n/a n/a n/a 226.8 . . .
acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 5,197 jobs..(.:apgcit'y fo'r. an addit'ional .1,362
Commercial Zones 113 0.6 | 5%-10% 0% 15% 83 jobs was |dent|f|ed'|n significant prOJegts in the
Mixed-Use Zones 711 25 5% 0% 15% 55.4 development pipeline. Overall, approximately
Industrial Zones 139.8 9.7 5% 0% 15% 105.0 | half of Tukwila's employment capacity was
Redevelopable Total 222.1 12.7 n/a n/a n/a 168.7 | located in industrial zones. A third of the city's
capacity is in mixed-use zones. Overall
capacity in Tukwila was for 16,192 jobs, 192
more than necessary to attain the job growth
Employment Capacity (2006) target of 16,000 for the remainder of the
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area Floor planning period (2006-2022).
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f.) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.4)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 1,233,775 0.5 n/a 616,888| 300-500 1,498 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 2,301,723| .5-.75 n/a 1,240,538 500 2,481 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 6,344,522 0.6 n/a 3,806,713| 600-1000 5,655 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 9,880,020 n/a n/a 5,664,139 n/a 9,633 Commercial Zones 1,800
Mixed-Use Zones 4,147
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 8,883
Commercial Zones 362,033 .5-.6 40,384 170,705| 400-600 302 Job Capacity in Pipeline 1,362
Mixed-Use Zones 2,412,330| .5-.75 797,889 833,164 500 1,666 Total Job Capacity 16,192
Industrial Zones 4,573,837 0.6 601,244| 2,143,058 600-700 3,229 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 16,000
Redevelopable Total 7,348,200 n/a 1,439,518 3,146,926 n/a 5,197 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 192
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UNINCORPORATED KING COUNTY-SOUTH

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

From 2001 to 2005, King County issued permits for 3,997 units of new single-family development within the Urban Unincorporated South
subarea, achieving an overall density of 5.2 dwelling units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 6.7 dus per
net acre. The county also issued permits for 1,830 multifamily units, with an overall density of 22.8 units per net acre. Compared with the
previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in both the amount and density of residential development. Overall, the housing stock within the
South subarea gained 5,627 net new units, accommodating more than 100% of the subarea's 2001-2022 growth target of 4,935 households.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 276.9 604.3
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 1,525 4,053
Plats Recorded 2002-2005 (1) Lots/Acre 5.5 6.7
0 - 3 du/acre 71.2 20.7 6.0 19.7 24.8 66 2.7\ |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 413.7 44.7 69.7 65.3 234.0 1,417 6.1 Net Acres 664.6 766.6
5-7 dulacre 289.0 37.0 47.3 34.2 170.4 1,248 7.3 Units 2,275 3,997
7 -9 du/acre 79.4 10.6 12.9 8.9 46.9 437 9.3 Units/Acre 3.4 5.2
> 9 dul/acre 3.1 0.3 0.5 0.2 2.1 17 8.0 |MF Permits
Plats Total 856.4 113.3 136.5 128.3 478.2 3,185 6.7 Net Acres 86.4 80.4
Units 1,336 1,830
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 15.5 22.8
0 - 3 du/acre 77.3 97 1.3
3 -5 dulacre 355.8 1,617 4.5
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 261.7 1,719 6.6
7 -9 du/acre 69.5 538 7.7] Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 2.4 26 11.1] Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | nla | nla | nla 766.6] 3,997 5.2| |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 3,997
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre 9.8 4.6 0.5 0.0 4.7 42 SF Units Demolished (126)
9 - 13 du/acre 47.8 8.7 3.0 2.3 33.7 641 19.0 MF Units Permitted 1,830
13- 19 du/acre 27.9 3.6 25 0.6 21.2 588 27.8 MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre 33.2 10.1 0.0 2.8 20.3 552 27.2 Other New Units Permitted 100
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 5,801
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 5,627
Other zones 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 7 18.4| |Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 4,935
MF Pmts Total 119.1 27.0 6.0 5.7 80.4 1,830 22.8] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 0




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, King County had 2,614 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses in the Urban Unincorporated South subarea. After

deductions for critical areas, public uses, and market factors, 1,194 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 8,813
housing units under current zoning. The South subarea also contained 4,763 gross acres of redevelopable land, 2,304 acres of which was
developable with capacity for 14,141 units. Eighty percent (18,511) of the residential capacity in the South subarea was located in single-family
zones, 20% in zones allowing multifamily housing.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page
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Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre 511.9 174.9 12% 30% 15% 166.1 3.1 n/a 512
3 -5 du/acre 1,359.3 205.2 18% 15% 15% 657.3 6.1 n/a 4,009
5-7 du/acre 431.8 74.0 18% 15% 15% 203.7 7.25 n/a 1,477
7 -9 dulacre 180.6 49.3 18% 12% 15% 78.1 9.5 n/a 742
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 2,483.6 503.3 n/a n/a n/a 1,105.3 n/a n/a 6,740
9 - 13 du/acre 57.9 3.2 10% 5% 15% 39.5 18.4 n/a 724
13- 19 du/acre 27.4 1.0 10% 5% 15% 19.1 27.8 n/a 529
19 - 31 du/acre 35.5 3.3 10% 5% 15% 23.3 26.5 n/a 617
31 - 48 dul/acre 9.5 0.0 10% 5% 15% 6.8 29.7 n/a 203
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 130.2 7.6 n/a n/a n/a 88.6 n/a n/a 2,073
Vacant Total 2,613.8 510.9 n/a n/a n/a 1,193.9 n/a n/a 8,813
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre 504.6 124.5 10% 28% 25% 176.7 3.1 91 453
3 -5 du/acre 2,138.5 187.3 16% 13% 25% 1,039.0 6.1 1,181 5,157
5-7 du/acre 1,549.1 103.9 16% 13% 25% 769.6 7.25 1,024 4,555
7 -9 du/acre 383.8 16.9 16% 10% 25% 203.7 9.5 405 1,528
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 4,576.0 432.6 n/a n/a n/a 2,189.0 n/a 2,701 11,694
9 - 13 du/acre 85.8 3.6 10% 5% 25% 52.4 18.4 85 877
13- 19 du/acre 42.8 0.4 10% 5% 25% 27.1 27.8 55 696
19 - 31 du/acre 46.2 2.5 10% 5% 25% 27.9 26.5 70 669
31 - 48 dul/acre 11.8 0.3 10% 5% 25% 7.3 29.7 12 206
48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 186.7 6.8 n/a n/a n/a 114.7 n/a 222 2,448
Redevelopable Total 4,762.7 439.3 n/a n/a n/a 2,303.7 n/a 2,923 14,141
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in Unincorporated Urban King County Capacity (units)
South, including potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands, Single-Family Zones 18,433
and accessory dwelling units, totaled 23,032 units. These units could Single-Family Ca}paC|ty.|n Pipeline 0
accommodate an estimated 22,434 households of surplus capacity; the Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units ’8
household growth target for the South subarea has been achieved for the Mult!fam!ly Zones. P 4,521
) ) i Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 0
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 23,032
Total Capacity (households) 22,434
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 0
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 22,434
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, King County issued permits for about 48,000 sq. ft. of Net Land Area (acres) 2.7 6.4
new commercial development on 6.4 net acres of developable land in the Floor Area (s.f.) 11,424 48,193
Urban Unincorporated South subarea. Compared with the previous five- Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.10 0.17
years, 2001-2005 saw an increase in the amount of commercial Industrial
development along with an increase in overall commercial floor-area-ratio Net Land Area (acres) 00 0.0
from 0.10 to 0.17. During this same period, the South subarea experienced E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) n(/)a n?a
an estimated net gain of 241 jobs, attaining 9% of the subarea’'s 2001-2022
gromh target of 2,582 j_obs an_d leaving a job growth target of 2,341 for the Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 12.600
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 12,841
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 241
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 2,582
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 2,341
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 6.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.4 280,795 48,193 0.17
Industrial n/a
Non-Residential Total 6.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.4 280,795 48,193 0.17




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, King County had 314 gross acres of

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net vacant land zoned for commercial, industrial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area and mixed uses in the Urban Unincorporated
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) South subarea. After deductions for critical
Vacant Land areas, public uses, and market factors, 150
Cgmmermal Zones 83.1 7.9 15% 10% 15% 47.9 acres of land suitable for development
Mixed-Use Zones remained with capacity for 3,529 jobs under
Industrial Zones 230.5 70.4 15% 10% 15% 102.1 . ’
current zoning. The South subarea also
Vacant Total 313.6 78.3 n/a n/a n/a 150.0 .
contained 48 gross acres of redevelopable
Redevelopable Land Ia.nd, 33 ngt acres of yvhich wgs developable
Commercial Zones 43.9 07| 10% 5% 25% 31.9| With capacity for 500 jobs. Thirty percent of the
Mixed-Use Zones South subarea's job capacity was located in
Industrial Zones 4.3 31 10% 5% 250 0.9 commercial zones, 70% in industrial zones.
Redevelopable Total 48.2 3.8 n/a n/a n/a 32.8 | Nearly 88% of the subarea’s employment
capacity was on vacant land. Overall capacity in
the South subarea was for 4,029 jobs, 1,688
more than necessary to attain the job growth
Employment Capacity (2006) target of 2,341 for the remainder of the planning
Net Land | Assumed | Existing |Floor Area Floor period (2006-2022).
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.4)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 2,087,395| .14-.35 n/a 412,673 550 750 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 4,447,040 0.5 n/a 2,223,500 800 2,779 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 6,534,436 n/a n/a 2,636,173 n/a 3,529 Commercial Zones 1,236
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 2,793
Commercial Zones 1,390,000 .14-.35 45,024 266,822 550 486 Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones Total Job Capacity 4,029
Industrial Zones 38,768 0.5 30,888 11,478 800 14 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 2,341
Redevelopable Total 1,428,768 n/a 75,912 278,300 n/a 500 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 1,688

Notes

(1) Plat data for 2001 do not contain detail on critical areas, right-of-way, or public purpose acres. Records (2002-05) with complete data are shown here.
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF CARNATION

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Carnation issued permits for 1 unit of new single-family development, with a density of 0.7 dwelling units (dus)
per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 2.6 dus per net acre in the one plat recorded during this period. The city also
issued no permits for new multifamily units. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decline in residential development.
Overall, the city's housing stock gained 1 net new unit, accommodating less than 1% of Carnation's 2001-2022 growth target of 246 households,
and leaving a target of 245 households for the remainder of the planning period. The very low volume of residential activity 2001-2005 was due
to the lack of sewerage in the city. Sewers are coming on line first quarter of 2008.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 37.6 1.2
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 81 3
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 2.2 2.6
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 13 0.1 1.2 3 2.6 Net Acres 37.7 1.5
5-7 du/acre Units 81 1
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 2.1 0.7
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 1.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.2 3 2.6 Net Acres 0.0
Units 0
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a n/a
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre 15 1 0.7
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | na | nla | nla 1.5 1 0.7] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 1
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 1
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished 1)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 0
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 0
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 1
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 1
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 246
MF Pmts Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 n/a Remaining Target (2006-2022) 245




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Carnation had 50 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 23 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 138 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 27 gross acres of redevelopable land, 21.5 acres of which was developable with capacity for 218 units. Within the city limits, capacity
for an additional 74 units was identified in projects in the development pipeline. Outside the city limits, but within Carnation's Urban Growth Area
(UGA), residential capacity of vacant and redevelopable parcels was estimated at 369 units under city land use designations anticipated upon

annexation.
Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or in UGA--see total capacity table on next page
Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre 29.1 10.0 18% 18% 15% 10.5 3.6 n/a 38

5-7 dulacre 17.2 0.0 18% 18% 15% 9.5 5.7 n/a 54

7 -9 du/acre 1.8 0.0 0% 0% 15% 1.6 0.0 n/a 14
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 48.1 10.0 n/a n/a n/a 21.6 n/a n/a 106

9 - 13 dul/acre

13- 19 du/acre 2.1 0.0 0% 0% 15% 1.8 18.0 n/a 33

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 2.1 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 1.8 n/a n/a 33
Vacant Total 50.2 10.0 n/a n/a n/a 23.4 n/a n/a 138
Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre

5-7 du/acre

7 -9 du/acre 11.4 0.0 0% 0% 20% 9.1 0.0 34 39
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 11.4 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 9.1 n/a 34 39

9 - 13 du/acre

13- 19 du/acre 15.4 0.0 0% 0% 20% 12.3 18.0 43 179

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 15.4 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 12.3 n/a 43 179
Redevelopable Total 26.8 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 21.5 n/a 77 218
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 provided by the City of Carnation, Capacity (units)
including potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands within Single-Family Zones 145
city limits, major projects in the pipeline, and future capacity in the city's Smg_le-Fgmny Capacity in Pipeline 74
UGA, totaled 799 units. These units could accommodate an estimated 777 Mult!fam!ly Zones_ ——— 63
households, 532 more than necessary to attain the household growth target Mg|t|fam|ly Capacity in Pipeline 0
’ ) ) i i Mixed-Use Zones 148
of 245 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).The capacity Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
analysis for the 2007 Buildable Lands analysis reflects the operation of a Estimated Capacity of UGA 369
new public sewer system coming on line in 2008. Total Capacity (units) 799
Total Capacity (households) 777
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 245
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 532
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Carnation issued permits for over 28,000 sq. Net Land Area (acres) 0.2 11
ft. of new commercial development on 1.1 net acres of developable land. Floor Area (s.f.) 850 28,204
The city also issued no permits for new buildings in industrial zones. Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.13 0.59
Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a increase in the Industrial
amount of commercial development along with an increase in overall Net Land Area (acres) 11 0.0
commercial floor-area-ratio from 0.13 to 0.59. During this same period, E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) 18’220 n?a
Carnation experienced an estimated net gain of 273 jobs, attaining the city's :
entire 2091—2022 growth targ_et_ of 75 jobs in 5 years. The very low volume of Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
commercial development activity 2001-2005 was due to the lack of Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 600
sewerage in the city. Sewers are coming on line first quarter of 2008. Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 873
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 273
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 75
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 0
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.1 48,079 28,204 0.59
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.1 48,079 28,204 0.59




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Carnation had 21 gross

Gross Critical | oowe Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vacant Land n - - 18 acres of land suitable for development
omeenZres | ST 00 oe | o | ime | s remanedwincapacy iorson beunda
industrial Zones 15 0.0 0% 0% 15% 13 current zoning. The city also contained 14
— | 0.9 50 —a — — — gross acres of redevelopablg land, 11_ net acres
- - - of which was developable with capacity for 436
Redevelopable Land jobs. Outside the city limits, but within
Commercial Zones 0.4 00| 0% 0% 20% 03| Camation’s UGA, employment capacity of
Mixed-Use Zones 6.5 0.0 0% 0% 20% 5.2 vacant and redevelopable parcels was
Industrial Zones 7.1 0.0 0% 0% 20% 5.7 | estimated at 637 jobs under city land use
Redevelopable Total 14.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 11.2 | designations anticipated upon annexation.
Overall capacity in Carnation and UGA was for
1,573 jobs, all of which is surplus above and
beyond the city's job target. The capacity
Employment Capacity (2006) analysis for the 2007 Buildable Lands analysis
Net Land | Assumed| Existing | Floor Area Floor reflects the Qperatiqn 01" a new public sewer
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity EmA;ﬁ)a;ee Caii?:ity system coming on fine in 2008.
(s.f.) FAR (s.f.) (s.f.) (5.
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 602,586| 0.32-0.80 n/a 197,507 400-650 311 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 116,829 0.59 n/a 68,534 400 171 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 56,119 0.32 n/a 17,958 1000 18 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 775,535 n/a n/a 284,000 n/a 501 Commercial Zones 337
Mixed-Use Zones 502
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 97
Commercial Zones 13,784 0.8 915 10,112 400 25 Estimated Capacity in UGA 637
Mixed-Use Zones 225,578 0.59 0 132,328 400 331 Total Job Capacity 1,573
Industrial Zones 248,350 0.32 0 79,472 1000 79 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 0
Redevelopable Total 487,713 n/a 915/ 221,913 n/a 436 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 1,573
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF DUVALL

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Duvall issued permits for 326 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 5 dwelling units
(dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 4.7 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 86 multifamily
units, with an overall density of 20 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decline in single-family
development along with an increase in the allowed as well as actual density of single-family development. Overall, the city's housing stock

gained 399 net new units, accommodating 37% of Duvall's 2001-2022 growth target of 1,037 households, and leaving a target of 649

households for the remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 101.2 58.4
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 416 277
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 4.1 4.7
0 - 3 du/acre 81.2 15.4 9.7 4.3 51.8 220 4.2| |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre 2.8 0.7 0.4 0.0 1.7 10 5.9 Net Acres 248.7 65.2
5-7 du/acre Units 449 326
7 -9 du/acre 6.3 0.0 1.3 0.1 4.9 47 9.7 Units/Acre 1.8 5.0
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 90.3 16.2 11.4 4.4 58.4 277 4.7 Net Acres 0.0 4.3
Units 0 86
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a 20.0
0 - 3 du/acre 56.8 233 4.1
3 -5 dulacre 1.2 6 5.1
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 0.1 1 9.1
7 -9 du/acre 5.5 61 11.1| Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 1.7 25 15.01 Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | nla | nla | nla 65.2 326 5.0/ |Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 326
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (13)
9 - 13 dul/acre 5.3 0.4 0.6 0.0 4.3 86 20.0 MF Units Permitted 86
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 0
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 399
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 388
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,037
MF Pmts Total 5.3 0.4 0.6 0.0 4.3 86 20.0] |Remaining Target (2006-2022) 649




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Duvall had 88 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 52 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 534 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 156 gross acres of redevelopable land, 96 acres of which was developable with capacity for 703 units. Outside the city limits, but
within Duvall's Urban Growth Area (UGA), residential capacity of vacant and redevelopable parcels was estimated at 1,417 units under city land
use designations anticipated upon annexation.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include capacity in UGA--see total capacity table on next page
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Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)
Vacant Land
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 du/acre 45.2 6.2 15% 6% 15% 26.2 4-5.9 n/a 108
5-7 dulacre 6.9 0.0 15% 6% 15% 4.7 7 n/a 33
7 -9 du/acre 5.8 1.0 15% 6% 15% 3.2 9.7 n/a 31
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 57.9 7.2 n/a n/a n/a 34.1 n/a n/a 172
9 - 13 dul/acre 27.6 6.0 5% 5% 15% 16.5 20.0 n/a 330
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre 2.2 0.0 5% 5% 15% 1.7 16.0 n/a 32
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 29.8 6.0 n/a n/a n/a 18.2 n/a n/a 362
Vacant Total 87.8 13.2 n/a n/a n/a 52.3 n/a n/a 534
Redevelopable Land
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 du/acre 86.4 4.8 15% 6% 20% 51.6 4-59 45 196
5-7 du/acre 32.1 0.1 15% 6% 20% 20.2 7 7 134
7 -9 du/acre 12.9 2.6 15% 6% 20% 6.5 9.7 6 57
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 131.4 7.5 n/a n/a n/a 78.3 n/a 58 387
9 - 13 du/acre 22.9 0.0 5% 5% 20% 16.5 14.9-20 10 301
13- 19 du/acre
19 - 31 du/acre 1.3 0.0 5% 5% 20% 1.0 16-20 1 15
31 - 48 du/acre
48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 24.2 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 17.4 n/a 11 316
Redevelopable Total 155.6 7.5 n/a n/a n/a 95.7 n/a 68 703
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 provided by the City of Duvall including Capacity (units)
potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands and potential Single-Family Zones 599
housing capacity in the UGA, totaled 2,654 units. These units could Single-Family Ca}paC|ty.|n Pipeline 0
accommodate an estimated 2,580 households, 1,932 more than would be Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 0
- Multifamily Zones 51
sufflc.lent to accommodgte thg household growth target of 649 for the Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 627
Estimated Capacity in UGA 1,417
Total Capacity (units) 2,654
Total Capacity (households) 2,580
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 649
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 1,932
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Duvall issued permits for about 209,000 sq. Net Land Area (acres) 6.4 20.4
ft. of new commercial development on 20 net acres of developable land. Floor Area (s.f.) 49,801 209,327
The city also issued permits for about 4,000 sq. ft. of new space on 0.7 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.18 0.24
acres of developable land in industrial zones. Compared with the previous Industrial
five-years, 2001-2005 saw a significant increase in the amount of Net Land Area (acres) 00 0.7
commercial development. During this same period, Duvall experienced an E:gg: 2:22 (Rséft.i)o (FAR) n(/)a 4(;11%14
estimated net gain of 59 jobs, attaining 5% of the city's 2001-2022 growth -
targef[ of 1,125 jobs ant_j Ieaving a job growth target of 1,066 for the Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 957
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 1,016
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 59
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,125
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,066
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 22.6 0.3 1.7 0.2 20.4 887,359 209,327 0.24
Industrial 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 29,621 4,194 0.14
Non-Residential Total 23.3 0.3 1.7 0.2 21.1 916,980 213,521 0.23




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Duvall had 43 gross acres

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net of vacant land zoned for commercial, industrial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area and mixed uses. After deductions for critical
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) areas, public uses, and market factors, 28
Vacant Land acres of land suitable for development
Cgmmermal Zones 33.1 4.4 8% 1% 15% 22.2 remained with capacity for 953 jobs under
Mixed-Use Zones 9.9 2.0 5% 5% 15% 6.1 . . .
industrial Zones current zoning. The city also contained 16
— | EER] = — — — 8.2 gross acres of redevelopablg land, lQ net acres
of which was developable with capacity for 496
Redevelopable Land jobs. Outside the city Iimi'Fs, but within Duvall's
Commercial Zones 8.6 15] 8% 1% 20% 51| UGA employment capacity of vacant and
Mixed-Use Zones 6.5 0.0 5% 5% 20% 46 redevelopable parcels was estimated at 149
Industrial Zones 1.0 0.1 1% 1% 20% 0.7 | Iobs under city land use designations
Redevelopable Total 16.0 1.7 n/a n/a n/a 10.4 | anticipated upon annexation. Overall capacity
in Duvall and its UGA was for 1,598 jobs, 532
more than would be sufficient to accommodate
the city's growth target of 1,066 jobs for the
Employment Capacity (2006) remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.4)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 966,190| .22-.25 n/a 212,160 500 424 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 264,265 1 n/a 264,265 500 529 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 1,230,455 n/a n/a 476,425 n/a 953 Commercial Zones 523
Mixed-Use Zones 918
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 8
Commercial Zones 223,111| .22-25 0 49,200 500 98 Estimated Capacity in UGA 149
Mixed-Use Zones 202,431 1 7,494 194,936 500 390 Total Job Capacity 1,598
Industrial Zones 29,287 0.25 1,229 6,093 800 8 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 1,066
Redevelopable Total 454,828 n/a 8,723| 250,229 n/a 496 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 532
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF ENUMCLAW

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Enumclaw issued permits for 75 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 4 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 4.2 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 69
multifamily units, with an overall density of 13 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decline in single-
family development and an increase in multifamily development. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 154 net new units, accommodating 8%
of Enumclaw's 2001-2022 growth target of 1,927 households, and leaving a target of 1,779 households for the remainder of the planning period.
Low development totals are due to ongoing moratoria status due to infrastructure deficits.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 28.0 2.9
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 102 12
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 3.6 4.2
0 - 3 du/acre 3.4 0.0 0.5 0.0 2.9 12 42| |SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 315 18.7
5-7 du/acre Units 121 75
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 3.8 4.0
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 3.4 0.0 0.5 0.0 2.9 12 4.2 Net Acres 0.0 5.3
Units 0 69
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a 13.1
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre
5 -7 dulacre Not Applicable 18.0 70 3.9
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre 0.8 5 6.6] Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | n/fa | nla n/a 18.7 75 4.0l [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 75
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (10)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 69
13- 19 du/acre 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 12 13.2 MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre 5.3 0.1 0.2 0.7 4.4 57 13.1 Other New Units Permitted 20
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 154
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 148
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,927
MF Pmts Total 6.2 0.1 0.2 0.7 5.3 69 13.1| [Remaining Target (2006-2022) 1,779




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Enumclaw had 274 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 140 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 999 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 185 gross acres of redevelopable land, 95 acres of which was developable with capacity for 427 units. Outside the city limits, but
within Enumclaw's Urban Growth Area (UGA), residential capacity of vacant and redevelopable parcels was estimated at 1,807 units under city
land use designations anticipated upon annexation.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in UGA or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre 4.2 1.9 15% 15% 10% 1.4 2.0 n/a 3

3 -5 du/acre

5-7 du/acre 231.7 437 15% 15% 10% 118.4 4.2-8 n/a 765

7 -9 du/acre 13.1 2.9 5% 5% 10% 8.2 7.0 n/a 58
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 249.0 48.5 n/a n/a n/a 128.1 n/a n/a 826

9 - 13 dul/acre

13- 19 du/acre 9.4 7.3 5% 5% 10% 1.7 11.4 n/a 19

19 - 31 du/acre 15.6 3.2] 3%-5% 2%-5% 10% 10.1 13-30 n/a 144

31 - 48 dul/acre 0.1 0.0 3% 2% 10% 0.1 30.0 n/a 3

Other 0.3 0.0 3% 2% 10% 0.2 30.0 n/a 7
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 25.4 10.5 n/a n/a n/a 12.1 n/a n/a 173
Vacant Total 274.3 59.0 n/a n/a n/a 140.2 n/a n/a 999
Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre 10.7 0.9 15% 15% 20% 55 2.0 2 9

3 -5 du/acre

5-7 du/acre 152.6 19.4 15% 15% 20% 74.6 4.2 82 228

7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 163.4 20.3 n/a n/a n/a 80.1 n/a 85 237

9 - 13 du/acre

13- 19 du/acre 7.8 0.2 5% 5% 20% 55 11.4 10 52

19 - 31 du/acre 13.3 1.3| 3%-5% 2%-5% 20% 8.7 13-30 8 124

31 - 48 dul/acre 0.3 0.0 3% 2% 20% 0.2 30.0 0 6

Other 0.4 0.0 3% 2% 20% 0.3 30.0 0 8
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 21.7 1.5 n/a n/a n/a 14.6 n/a 18 190
Redevelopable Total 185.1 21.8 n/a n/a n/a 94.7 n/a 103 427
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 provided by the City of Enumclaw, Capacity (units)
including potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands within Single-Family Zones 1,063
city limites, accessory dwelling units, and future capacity in the city's UGA, i'cncg;;';?m[')lzv;ﬁsaclﬁig Pipeline 1(7)
totaled 3,249 units. These units could accommodate an estimated 3,173 Multifamil))//Zones 9 284
households, 1,394 more than necessary to attain the household growth Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
target of 1,779 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). The Mixed-Use Zones 78
capacity analysis for the 2007 Buildable Lands report assumes the ending Estimated Capacity in UGA 1,807
of development moratoria on new residential platting that is anticipated with Total Capacity (units) 3.249
expanded wastewater treatment capacity coming on line in 2008. Total Capacity (households) 3,173
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 1,779
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 1,394
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Enumclaw issued permits for over 58,000 Net Land Area (acres) 12.7 5.8
sq. ft. of new commercial development on nearly 6 net acres of developable Floor Area (s.f.) 151,747 58,603
land. The city also issued permits for about 66,000 sqg. ft. of new buildings Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.28 0.23
on 5 acres of developable land in industrial zones. Compared with the Industrial
previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decrease in the amount of Net Land Area (acres) 2.9 4.9
commercial development along with an increase in industrial activity. During E:gg: 2:22 (Rséft.i)o (FAR) Sg’ggl 63'216
this same period, Enumclaw experienced an estimated net gain of 248 jobs, : -
attalnlng 2_2% of the city's 2001-2022 growth ta_lrget of 1,125 ]Ob$ and _ Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
leaving a job growth target of 877 for the remainder of the planning period Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 2,183
(2006-2022). Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 4,431
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 248
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,125
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 877
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 6.1 0.0 0.3 0.0 5.8 251,176 58,603 0.23
Industrial 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.6 4.9 211,266 66,416 0.31
Non-Residential Total 11.6 0.0 0.3 0.7 10.6 462,442 125,019 0.27




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Enumclaw had 117 gross

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vacant Land 73 acres of land suitable for development
ﬁ&?&"ﬁféa'ziﬁgis 21.7 1.6 3% 2% 10% 17.2 remained with capacity for 1,425 jobs under
industrial Zones 953 263 2% 3% 15% 5 8 current zoning. The city also contained 40.5
— T > 8 — — = =30 gross acres of redevelopablg land, 3Q net acres
- - - of which was developable with capacity for 366
Redevelopable Land jobs. All of Enumclaw's commercial capacity
Commercial Zones was located in mixed-use zones. Eighty percent
Mixed-Use Zones 333 12 3% 2% 20% 24.3 | ofthe city's employment capacity was on
Industrial Zones 72 0.0 20 3% 20% 55| Vvacantland. No additional employment capacity
Redevelopable Total 40.5 1.2 n/a n/a n/a 20.8 | Isprojected in the city's UGA. Overall capacity
in Enumclaw was for 1,791 jobs, 914 more than
necessary to attain the job growth target of 877
for the remainder of the planning period (2006-
Employment Capacity (2006) 2022).
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.4)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 750,105| 0.20-0.75 n/a 175,754| 400-550 349 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 2,428,809 0.31 n/a 752,931 700 1,076 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 3,178,914 n/a n/a 928,685 n/a 1,425 Commercial Zones 0
Mixed-Use Zones 623
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 1,168
Commercial Zones Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 1,060,669| 0.20-0.75 103,119 143,870, 400-600 274 Total Job Capacity 1,791
Industrial Zones 237,982 0.31 8,998 64,776 700 93 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 877
Redevelopable Total 1,298,651 n/a 112,118/ 208,646 n/a 366 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 914
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF NORTH BEND

From 2001 to 2005, the City of North Bend issued permits for 15 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 4.4 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 3.1 dus per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years,
2001-2005 saw a significant decline in the amount of residential development. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 1 net new unit, leaving a
target of 635 households for the remainder of the planning period. The small amount of development activity in North Bend is due to a water
moratorium that was in place for the entire five-year review period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. du/acre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 4.4 1.9
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 16 6
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 3.7 3.1
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 69.0 3.4
5-7 dulacre 2.9 0.5 0.5 0.0 1.9 6 3.1 Units 287 15
7 -9 dulacre Units/Acre 4.2 4.4
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 2.9 0.5 0.5 0.0 1.9 6 3.1 Net Acres 9.0 0.0
Units 233 0
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 26.0 n/a
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable 3.4 15 4.4
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | n/fa | nla n/a 3.4 15 4.4] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 15
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (7)
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 0
13 -19 du/acre MF Units Demolished (16)
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 9
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 1
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 1
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 636
MF Pmts Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 n/a Remaining Target (2006-2022) 635




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of North Bend had 131 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses,
and market factors, 62 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 315 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 123 gross acres of redevelopable land, 56 acres of which was developable with capacity for 131 units. Outside the city limits, but
within North Bend's Urban Growth Area (UGA), residential capacity of vacant and redevelopable parcels is estimated at 1,161 units under city
land use designations anticipated upon annexation.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre

5-7 du/acre 99.1 14.9 15% 15% 15% 50.1 4 n/a 200

7 -9 du/acre 15.8 0.6 15% 15% 15% 9.1 8.0 n/a 73
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 114.9 15.4 n/a n/a n/a 59.2 n/a n/a 273

9 - 13 dul/acre 0.5 0.1 10% 10% 15% 0.3 12.0 n/a 4

13- 19 du/acre 15.4 11.8 10% 10% 15% 2.4 16.0 n/a 39

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 15.9 11.9 n/a n/a n/a 2.7 n/a n/a 42
Vacant Total 130.8 27.4 n/a n/a n/a 61.9 n/a n/a 315
Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre

5-7 du/acre 108.8 21.3 15% 15% 20% 49.0 4 72 124

7 -9 du/acre 2.4 1.6 15% 15% 20% 0.5 8.0 1 3
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 111.2 22.9 n/a n/a n/a 49.5 n/a 73 127

9 - 13 du/acre 3.2 0.0 10% 10% 20% 2.0 12.0 13 12

13- 19 du/acre 9.1 2.2 10% 10% 20% 4.4 16.0 78 -7

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 12.3 2.2 n/a n/a n/a 6.4 n/a 90 5
Redevelopable Total 123.5 25.1 n/a n/a n/a 55.9 n/a 163 131
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 provided by the City of North Bend, Capacity (units)
including potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands within Single-Family Zones 400
city limits, and future capacity in the city's UGA, totaled 1,598 units. These Single-Family Ca}paC|ty.|n Pipeline 0
units could accommodate an estimated 1,565 households, 930 more than Acce_sso_ry Dwelling Units 16
. . Multifamily Zones 15
necessary to att:.;un the household growth tar.get of. 635 for the remainder of Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
the planning period (2006-2022)_. The _capaqlty e_stlmate for North Bend Mixed-Use Zones 6
assumes that the water moratorium Wlll_be I|fte_d in the near future, well Estimated Capacity in UGA 1,161
before the end of the twenty-year planning period. Total Capacity (units) 1,598
Total Capacity (households) 1,565
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 635
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 930
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of North Bend issued permits for about 60,000 Net Land Area (acres) 10.8 7.2
sq. ft. of new commercial development on 7.2 net acres of developable Floor Area (s.f.) 136,259 59,782
land. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a decrease in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.29 0.19
commercial development. During this same period, North Bend experienced Industrial
an estimated net gain of 511 jobs, attaining 45% of the city's 2001-2022 Net Land Area (acres) 00 0.0
growth target of 1,125 jobs and leaving a job growth target of 614 for the E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) n(/)a n?a
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).
Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 1,912
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 2,423
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 511
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,125
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 614
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 21.2 14.0 0.0 0.0 7.2 312,499 59,782 0.19
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 21.2 14.0 0.0 0.0 7.2 312,499 59,782 0.19




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of North Bend had 240 gross

Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vacant Land 96 acres of land suitable for development
Cgmmermal Zones 28.2 14.4 10% 10% 15% 9.4 remained with capacity for 2,619 jobs under
M|xed-pse Zones 46.2 35.5 10% 10% 15% 7.3 current zoning. The city also contained 67
Industrial Zones 165.9 48.8 10% 10% 15% 79.7
gross acres of redevelopable land, 25 net acres
Vacant Total 240.3 98.6 n/a n/a n/a 96.3 . . .
of which was developable with capacity for
Redevelopable Land .1,156 job;. Cgpacity for an addit.ion.al 3,962
Commercial Zones jobs was identified outside the city limits, but
Mixed-Use Zones 27.4 67, 10% 10% 20% 13.2| within North Bend's Urban Growth Area (UGA)
Industrial Zones 39.9 218  10% 10% 20% 11.6 | under city land use designations anticipated
Redevelopable Total 67.3 28.5 n/a n/a n/a 24.8 | upon annexation. Capacity for 25 jobs was
identified in projects in the development
pipeline. Overall capacity in North Bend and
UGA was for 7,761 jobs, 7,147 more than
Employment Capacity (2006) necessary to attain the job growth target of 614
Net Land | Assumed| Existing | Floor Area Floor for the remainder of the planning period (2006-
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Areal JOb. 2022).
Employee| Capacity
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (s.4)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 408,500 0.35 n/a 142,975 400 357 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones 317,439| 0.30-1.00 n/a 145,725 500-550 278 Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 3,470,669 0.4 n/a 1,388,268 700 1,983 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 4,196,608 n/a n/a 1,676,968 n/a 2,619 Commercial Zones 357
Mixed-Use Zones 1,146
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 2,271
Commercial Zones Capactiy in Pipeline and UGA 3,987
Mixed-Use Zones 575,870| 0.30-1.00 0 439,066| 500-550 867 Total Job Capacity 7,761
Industrial Zones 504,264 0.4 0 201,706 700 288 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 614
Redevelopable Total 1,080,135 n/a 0| 640,772 n/a 1,156 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 7,147
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

TOWN OF SKYKOMISH

From 2001 to 2005, the Town of Skykomish issued permits for 2 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 3.9 dwelling
units (dus) per net acre. No subdivision plats were recorded during this period. Overall, the town's housing stock gained 2 net new units,
accommodating 10% of Skykomish's 2001-2022 growth target of 20 households, and leaving a target of 18 households for the remainder of the

planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 0.0 0.0
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 0 0
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre n/a n/a
0 - 3 du/acre SF Permits
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 2.2 0.5
5-7 du/acre Units 5 2
7 -9 du/acre Units/Acre 2.3 3.9
> 9 du/acre MF Permits
Plats Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 n/a Net Acres 0.0 0.0
Units 0 0
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre n/a n/a
0 - 3 du/acre
3 -5 dulacre 0.5 2 3.9
5-7 du/acre Not Applicable
7 -9 du/acre Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
> 9 du/acre Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total nfa | n/fa | nla n/a 0.5 2 3.9] [Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 2
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished 0
9 - 13 du/acre MF Units Permitted 0
13- 19 du/acre MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 0
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 2
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 2
Other zones Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 20
MF Pmts Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 n/a Remaining Target (2006-2022) 18




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the Town of Skykomish had 63 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses, and
market factors, 10 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 35 housing units under current zoning. No potential for
adding residential uses through redevelopment was estimated for the 2007 Buildable Lands evaluation.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or ADUs--see total capacity table on next page

Zoned Density (max. du/acre)

Gross
Area
(acres)

Critical
Areas
(acres)

ROWSs
(%)

Public
Purpose
(%)

Market
Factor
(%)

Net
Area
(acres)

Assumed

Future Density

(DUl/acre)

Less
Existing
(units)

Net
Capacity
(units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre

62.8

49.1

5%

5%

20%

9.9

3.5

n/a

35

5-7 du/acre

7 -9 du/acre

Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones

62.8

49.1

n/a

n/a

n/a

9.9

n/a

n/a

35

9 - 13 du/acre

13 - 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + dul/acre

Vacant Sub-Total: ME/MU Zones

0.0

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.0

n/a

n/a

Vacant Total

62.8

49.1

n/a

n/a

n/a

9.9

n/a

n/a

35

Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre

3 -5 du/acre

5 -7 du/acre

7 -9 du/acre

Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones

0.0

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.0

n/a

9 - 13 du/acre

13 - 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + dul/acre

Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones

0.0

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.0

n/a

Redevelopable Total

0.0

0.0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.0

n/a
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 in the Town of Skykomish totaled 35 Capacity (units)
housing units. These units could accommodate an estimated 34 Single-Family Zones 35
households, 16 more than necessary to attain the household growth target il:ncgelgézz;l;ntl)lzv;ﬁsgcl%ig Pipeline 8
of 18 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Multifamily Zones 0
Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Mixed-Use Capacity in Pipeline 0
Total Capacity (units) 35
Total Capacity (households) 34
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 18
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 16
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the Town of Skykomish did not issue any permits for Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
commercial or industrial development. During this same period, the town Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
experienced an estimated net loss of 33 jobs. Skykomish does not have a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
job growth target under the Countywide Planning Policies. Industrial
Net Land Area (acres) 0.0 0.0
Floor Area (s.f.) 0 0
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) n/a n/a
Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 90
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 57
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) (33)
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) n/a
Remaining Target (2006-2022) n/a
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sq. ft.) o
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use)
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - - n/a




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

The Town of Skykomish did not estimate

Gross Critical | oowe Public Market Net capacity for commercial growth for the 2007
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area Buildable Lands evaluation. Skykomish does
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) not have a job growth target under the
Vacant Land Countywide Planning Policies.
Commercial Zones
Mixed-Use Zones
Industrial Zones
Vacant Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0
Redevelopable Land
Commercial Zones
Mixed-Use Zones
Industrial Zones
Redevelopable Total 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Employee| Capacity
(s.f.) FAR (s.f.) (s.f.) (s.f)
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 0 n/a n/a 0 n/a 0 Commercial Zones 0
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 0
Commercial Zones Job Capacity in Pipeline 0
Mixed-Use Zones Total Job Capacity 0
Industrial Zones Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) n/a
Redevelopable Total 0 n/a 0 0 n/a 0 Surplus/Deficit Capacity n/a
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF SNOQUALMIE

From 2001 to 2005, the City of Snoqualmie issued permits for 1,198 units of new single-family development, with an overall density of 6.2
dwelling units (dus) per net acre. Plats, a leading indicator of future densities, achieved 6.3 dus per net acre. The city also issued permits for 161
multifamily units, with an overall density of 10.1 units per net acre. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a modest increase in
the amount or residential development, particularly located with the Snoqualmie Ridge project. Overall, the city's housing stock gained 1,356 net
new units, accommodating 78% of Snoqualmie's 2001-2022 growth target of 1,697 households, and leaving a target of 373 households for the
remainder of the planning period.

Residential Development Activity: 2001-2005

Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005

Zoned Density Gross | Critical ROWSs Public Net # Lots Net. SF Plats 1996-2000 2001-2005
(max. dufacre) Area Areas (acres) Purpose| Area or Units De-nS|ty Net Acres 220.4 203.9
(acres) | (acres) (acres) | (acres) (units/ac) Lots 1,224 1,294
Plats Recorded Lots/Acre 5.6 6.3
0 - 3 du/acre Permits in SF Zones
3 -5 dulacre Net Acres 28.8 5.6
5-9 du/acre Units 56 21
> 9 du/acre 200.3 69.8 18.3 54.1 58.1 386 6.6 Units/Acre 1.9 3.7
Other 299.8 39.5 35.8 78.7 145.8 908 6.2| |Permits in MF and MU Zones, incl. Snoq. Ridge
Plats Total 500.0 109.4 54.1 132.8 203.9 1,294 6.3 Net Acres 127.4 204.4
Units 1,005 1,338
Single-Family Permits Issued Units/Acre 7.9 6.5
0 - 3 du/acre 5.6 21 3.7
3 -5 dulacre
5-9 du/acre Not Applicable
> 9 du/acre 3.2 20 6.3] Housing Units (2001-2005) vs
Other 185.3 1,157 6.2 Household Growth Target (2001-2022)
SF Pmts Total n/a \ n/a n/a n/a 194.1 1,198 6.2 Housing Units: 2001-2005
New SF Units Permitted 1,198
Multifamily Permits Issued Replacement SF Units Permitted 0
< 9 du/acre SF Units Demolished (3)
9 - 13 dul/acre 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 4 13.8 MF Units Permitted 161
13- 19 du/acre 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 3 20.0 MF Units Demolished 0
19 - 31 du/acre Other New Units Permitted 0
31 - 48 du/acre Net Units (2001-2005) 1,356
48 + du/acre Net Households (2001-2005) 1,324
Other zones 19.7 2.0 0.0 2.3 15.5 154 10.0| |Household Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,697
MF Pmts Total 20.2 2.0 0.0 2.3 15.9 161 10.1| [Remaining Target (2006-2022) 373




Residential Development: Buildable Land Supply and Capacity

In 2006, the City of Snoqualmie had 132 gross acres of vacant land zoned for residential uses. After deductions for critical areas, public uses,
and market factors, 71 acres of land suitable for development remained with capacity for 116 housing units under current zoning. The city also
contained 57 gross acres of redevelopable land, 8 acres of which was developable with capacity for 3 units. Capacity for an additional 2,296
units was identified in projects in the development pipeline, including further buildout of Snoqualmie Ridge. Outside the city limits, but within
Snoqualmie's Urban Growth Area (UGA), residential capacity of vacant and redevelopable parcels is estimated at 1,062 units under city land use
designations anticipated upon annexation.

Residential Land Supply and Dwelling Unit Capacity (2006) *Does not include units in pipeline or UGA--see total capacity table on next page
Gross Critical ROWSs Public Market Net Assumed Less Net
Zoned Density (max. du/acre) Area Areas (%) Purpose Factor Area Future Density | Existing | Capacity
(acres) (acres) (%) (%) (acres) (DUl/acre) (units) (units)

Vacant Land

0 - 3 du/acre 96.1 37.3 0% 0% 15% 50.0 0.2 n/a 10

3 -5 du/acre

5-7 du/acre 35.7 0.0 15% 15% 15% 21.2 5 n/a 106

7 -9 du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: SF Zones 131.9 37.3 n/a n/a n/a 71.3 n/a n/a 116

9 - 13 du/acre

13- 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre
Vacant Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0 n/a n/a 0
Vacant Total 131.9 37.3 n/a n/a n/a 71.3 n/a n/a 116
Redevelopable Land

0 - 3 du/acre 57.1 47.6 0% 0% 20% 7.6 0.2 3 3

3 -5 du/acre

5-7 du/acre

7 -9 du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: SF Zones 57.1 47.6 n/a n/a n/a 7.6 n/a 3 3

9 - 13 du/acre

13- 19 du/acre

19 - 31 du/acre

31 - 48 du/acre

48 + du/acre
Redev. Sub-Total: MF/MU Zones 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a 0.0 n/a 0 0
Redevelopable Total 57.1 47.6 n/a n/a n/a 7.6 n/a 3 3
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Residential Development: Total Capacity and Growth Target

Capacity (2006) vs Household Growth Target (2006-2022)

Overall housing capacity for 2006 provided by the City of Snoqualmie, Capacity (units)
including potential development on vacant and redevelopable lands within Single-Family Zones 119
city limits, major projects in the pipeline, and future capacity in the city's il:ncgelgze,'(:)?mtl)lzv;ﬁsacl%ig Pipeline 1'25(2)
UGA, totaled 3,477 units. These units could accommodate an estimated Multifamil))//Zones 9 0
3,376 households, 3,003 more th.an necessary to gttaln th.e household Multifamily Capacity in Pipeline 1.044
growth target of 373 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). Mixed-Use Zones 0
Estimated Capacity in UGA 1,062
Total Capacity (units) 3,477
Total Capacity (households) 3,376
Remaining Household Target (2006-2022) 373
Surplus/Deficit Capacity 3,003
NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT Development Activity: 1996-2000 vs 2001-2005
Commercial 1996-2000 2001-2005
From 2001 to 2005, the City of Snoqualmie issued permits for about Net Land Area (acres) 17.5 7.8
105,000 sq. ft. of new commercial development on 7.8 net acres of Floor Area (s.f.) 260,013 105,731
developable land. Compared with the previous five-years, 2001-2005 saw a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.34 031
decrease in commercial development. During this same period, Snoqualmie Industrial
experienced an estimated net gain of 61 jobs, attaining 3% of the city's Net Land Area (acres) 11.0 0.0
2001-2022 growth target of 1,800 jobs and leaving a job growth target of E:gg: 2:22 (Rsz.aft.i)o (FAR) 1706’36709 n?a
1,739 for the remainder of the planning period (2006-2022). :
Employment Change vs Job Growth Target
Covered Employment in 2000 (est.) 1,153
Covered Employment in 2006 (est.) 2,297
Net New Jobs (2000-2006) 1,144
Job Growth Target (2001-2022) 1,800
Remaining Target (2006-2022) 656
Commercial and Industrial Development Activity: 2001-2005
' Gross Critical ROWSs Public Net Net Floor Area | Achieved
Zoning Area Areas (acres) Purpose Area Area (sq. ft.) FAR
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (sqg. ft.) T
Commercial (incl. Mixed-Use) 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.8 341,075 105,731 0.31
Industrial
Non-Residential Total 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.8 341,075 105,731 0.31




Non-Residential Land Supply (2006

In 2006, the City of Snoqualmie had 8.7 gross

Gross Critical | oowe Public Market Net acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
Area Areas (%) Purpose | Factor Area industrial, and mixed uses. After deductions for
(acres) | (acres) (%) (%) (acres) critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
Vacant Land - - - 5.2 acres of land suitable for development
K:A?Xn;(rjnzr;alzizggs 50 2.0 5% 5% 15% 23 remained with capacity for 168 jobs under
industrial Zones 37 0.0 50 5% 15% 59 current zoning. The city also contained 20.1
e 8.7 2'0 — — — 5'2 gross acres of redevelopable land, 13.6 net
- - - acres of which was developable with capacity
Redevelopable Land for 514 jobs. Capacity for an additional 220 jobs
Commercial Zones 96 0.9 506 506 20% 6.3 was identified in significant projects in the
Mixed-Use Zones development pipeline. Overall, Snoqualmie had
Industrial Zones 10.4 0.2 5% 5% 20% 7.4| capacity for 901 jobs, 245 more than necessary
Redevelopable Total 20.1 1.1 n/a n/a n/a 13.6 | (o attain the city's growth target of 656 for the
remainder of the planning period (2006-2022).
Employment Capacity (2006)
Net Land | Assumed| Existing |Floor Area Floor
. Area/ Job
Area Future |Floor Area| Capacity Emplovee | Capacit
(s.f) FAR (s.f) (s.f) (2 f;’ pacity
Vacant Land
Commercial Zones 99,944| .35-.6 n/a 42,793| 400-600 95 Employment Capacity (2006) vs
Mixed-Use Zones Job Growth Target (2006-2022)
Industrial Zones 124,715 0.35 n/a 43,650 600 73 Capacity (jobs)
Vacant Total 224,659 n/a n/a 86,443 n/a 168 Commercial Zones 421
Mixed-Use Zones 0
Redevelopable Land Industrial Zones 260
Commercial Zones 273,169| .35-.6 148,918| 450-500 326 Capacity in Pipeline 220
Mixed-Use Zones 0 Total Job Capacity 901
Industrial Zones 321,307 0.35 112,457 600 187 Remaining Job Target (2006-2022) 656
Redevelopable Total 594,476 n/a 0 261,376 n/a 514 Surplus/Deficit Capacity 245
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Appendix A: Definitions of Vacant and Redevelopable Land

The table below summarizes the technical definitions used by each jurisdiction to identify vacant and redevelopable parcels of land. Distinct
methods were used to screen for redevelopability in single-family (SF) residential, multifamily (MF) residential, and commercial, industrial,
and mixed/multiple-use (C/I/MU) zoning designations. Further detail about the methodology employed by individual jurisdictions can be
obtained by contacting the county or cities in question. See Chapter Il for a description of the countywide methodology, including general
discussion of parcel definitions.

Jurisdiction Vacant Land SF Redevelopable MF Redevelopable C/I/IMU Redevelopable
Algona “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Allowed DUs/ac > 2.5 x Allowed DUs/ac > 2.5 x Improvement value / land
improvement value < $5,000 existing DUs/ac existing DUs/ac value < 0.5
Auburn Improvement value < $1,000 Allowed DUs/ac > approx. 3x Allowed DUs/ac > 3x existing Improvement value / land
existing DUs/ac DUs/ac value < 0.75, with significantly
higher thresholds used in
downtown zones
Beaux Arts “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Parcel area > 20,000 sq. ft. NA NA
Village improvement value < $5,000
Bellevue Parcel entirely undeveloped or | Existing use SF and parcel Improvement to land value Improvement to land value
with minimal improvement area > 3 x minimum lot area, ratio < .5, with additional ratio < .5, with additional
value; also existing use is SF allowing at least 2 additional screen based on uses and screen based on uses, parcel
residential in commercial zone | units densities utilization, and other factors
Black “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Allowed DUs/ac > 3 x existing | Allowed DUs/ac > 2 x existing | Improvement value / land
Diamond improvement value < $5,000 DUs/ac DUs/ac value < 0.5
and were selected as “vacant”
last BL Report
Bothell “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Parcel area > 2.5 x minimum Existing use SF or Existing use SF or
improvement value < $5000 allowed improvement value / land improvement value / land
value < 0.5 value < 0.5
Burien “Vacant” per KC Assessor or Parcel area > 2.5 x minimum Existing DUs/ac / allowed For land in Downtown area:
improvement value < $5000 allowed DUs/ac < .375 improvement value / land
value <1
For all other commercial land:
improvement value / land
value < 0.5
Carnation Large unplatted parcels, Subdivision potential per staff | Improvement value / land Improvement value / land
greater than 1 ac. analysis. value < 0.5 value < 0.5
Clyde Hill “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Parcel area > 2 x minimum NA NA
improvement value < $5,000 allowed
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Jurisdiction Vacant Land SF Redevelopable MF Redevelopable C/I/IMU Redevelopable
Covington “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Allowed DUs/ac > 2.5 x Allowed DUs/ac > 2.5 x Improvement value / land
improvement value < $5,000 existing DUs/ac existing DUs/ac value < 0.5
Des Moines | “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Allowed DUs/ac > 2.75 x Existing use is SF residential Improvement value / land
improvement value < $5,000 existing DUs/ac value < 0.5
Duvall “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Allowed DUs/ac > 3 x existing | Allowed DUs/ac > 3 x existing | Improvement value / land
improvement value < $5,000 DUs/ac DUs/ac value < 0.5
Enumclaw “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Allowed DUs/ac > 3 x existing | “Single Family” per KC Improvement value / land
improvement value < $5,000 DUs/ac Assessor were considered value < 0.5
“Redevelopable”
Federal Way | Improvement value < $1,000 Parcel area > 2.5 x minimum Existing use is SF or existing Improvement value / land
allowed use commercial where value < 0.5
improvement value / land
value < 0.5
Hunts Point | “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | NA NA NA
improvement value < $5,000
Issaquah No structures or structures Allowed DUs/ac > 2.5 x Allowed DUs/ac > 2 x existing | Improvement value / land
valued at < $1000 existing DUs/ac DUs/ac, or existing use is SF value < 0.5
residential
Kenmore “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Allowed DUs/ac > 3 x existing | Improvement value / land Improvement value / land
improvement value < $5,000 DUs/ac value < 0.5 or an existing use | value < 0.5 or an existing use
of “Single Family” per KC of “Single Family” per KC
Assessor Assessor
Kent “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Allowed DUs/ac > 2.5 x Improvement value / land Improvement value / land
improvement value < $5,000 existing DUs/ac value < 0.5 or an existing use | value <0.5 (< 1 in urban
and check against last BL of “Single Family” per KC center)
analysis Assessor
Kirkland “Vacant” per LU Inventory Parcel area > 2 x minimum Allowed DUs/ac > 1.33 x Improvement value / land
allowed and > 3,600 sq. ft. existing DUs/ac, excluding value < 0.5
condominiums
Lake Forest | “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Parcel area > 3 x minimum Parcel-by-parcel assessment Parcel-by-parcel assessment
Park improvement value < $5,000 allowed
and check against last BL
analysis
Maple Valley | “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Allowed DUs/ac significantly > | Allowed DUs/ac significantly > | NA
improvement value < $5,000 existing DUs/ac (varied by existing DUs/ac (varied by
and review of last BL analysis | zone) zone)
Medina “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Allowed DUs/ac > 2 x existing | NA NA
improvement value < $5,000 DUs/ac




Jurisdiction Vacant Land SF Redevelopable MF Redevelopable C/I/IMU Redevelopable
Mercer Improvement value < $5000 Parcel area > 2.5 x minimum Allowed DUs > 2.5 existing Improvement value / land
Island allowed DUs and improvement value / | value < 0.5 with parcel by
land value < 0.5 parcel assessment in
downtown area
Milton “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Parcel area > 3 x minimum Existing use is SF residential Improvement value / land
improvement value < $5,000 allowed value < 0.5
Newcastle “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Parcel area > 3 x minimum n/a Improvement value / land
improvement value < $15,000 | allowed value < 1 with additional
parcel-by-parcel assessment
based on staff assessment of
development potential under
current zoning and design
guidelines.
Normandy “Vacant” per property records, | Parcel area > 3 x minimum Parcel by parcel assessment Parcel by parcel assessment
Park aerial photos allowed
North Bend | “Vacant” per city LU inventory | Parcel area > 0.5 ac Existing use is SF residential Existing use is SF residential
Pacific “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Allowed DUs/ac > 3 x existing | “Single Family” per KC Improvement value / land
improvement value < $5,000 DUs/ac Assessor were considered value < 0.5
“Redevelopable
Redmond “Vacant” per city LU database | Allowed DUs/ac > 2.5 x Existing use is SF residential Existing use is SF residential
existing DUs/ac or significantly or
underdeveloped MF uses Improvement value / land
value < 0.5 (with exceptions)
Informed by downtown and
Overlake planning studies
Renton “Vacant” per KC Assessor, no | Allowed DUs/ac > 2 x existing | Existing use is SF residential; | Parcel-by-parcel assessment
building present, aerial photos, | DUs/ac; parcel-by-parcel parcel-by-parcel assessment utilizing GIS map layers and
improvement value < $ 5000 assessment orthophotography
Sammamish | “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Allowed DUs/ac > 3 x existing | NA NA
minimal improvement value DUs/ac
SeaTac Improvement value < $1,000 Parcel area > 2 x minimum NA Improvement value / land
and aerial photo screen allowed value < 0.5
Seattle Vacant per KC Assessor or Parcel area > 2 x minimum For Lowrise zones: Allowed Commercial zones:
Imp Val < $1000 and no allowed DUs/ac significantly > existing | Improvement value / land
building present) DUs/ac (varied by zone) value < 0.5
Industrial zones— For Midrise and Highrise Industrial zones: NA
improvement to land value zones: Improvement value /
ratio < 0.1 land value < 0.5
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Jurisdiction Vacant Land SF Redevelopable MF Redevelopable C/I/IMU Redevelopable
Shoreline GIS data indicated minimal Parcel area > 2x minimum Allowed dus on parcel > 2x FAR < 0.17 OR existing
floor area per land area OR allowed AND verification of existing dus commercial buildings > 25
vacant per aerial photo subdivision potential through years old
interpretation aerial photo interpretation
Skykomish “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | NA NA NA
improvement value < $5,000
and check against last BL
analysis
Snoqualmie | “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | “Residential Constrained” Improvement value / land
improvement value < $5,000 zoned parcels are value < 0.5
“redevelopable” if area > 10
acres
Tukwila Res-no sf Parcel area > 2.5 x minimum Existing use SF Improvement value / land
Com-Imp val < 5000 allowed value < 0.5
Woodinville | Vacant per KC Assessor and Allowed DUs/ac > 2 x or 3 X Improvement value / land Improvement value / land
Improvement Value < $5000 existing DUs/ac (depending on | value < 0.5 or existing use is value < 0.5
and lot size > 5000 sf zoning) commercial
Yarrow Point | “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Allowed DUs/ac > 3 x existing | NA NA
improvement value < $5,000 DUs/ac
Uninc. King | “Vacant” per KC Assessor and | Allowed DUs/Ac > 2.5 x Allowed DUs/Ac > 2.5 x Improvement value/land value
County improvement value < $5000 existing DUs/Ac existing DUs/Ac <5




Appendix B: Deductions for Critical Areas, ROWSs, Public Uses, and Market Factors

The table below summarizes the methodology and assumptions made by each jurisdiction to account for several factors that were assumed
to reduce the supply of land that is suitable for development. For each jurisdiction, the following factors are shown:

Critical areas. The top line lists the types of critical areas considered in the analysis, including streams and rivers (ST), wetlands (WL),
slopes and slide and erosion hazards (SL), flood hazards (FH), seismic hazards (SM), wildlife habitat (WH), and shorelines (SH). The
“data” line lists the sources of environmental data. “Methodology” describes, in brief, the technical approach to quantifying the amount
of land constrained for environmental reasons. All jurisdictions accounted for both critical areas and buffers consistent with their
adopted critical areas ordinances, and, in several cases, Shoreline Master Program restrictions as well.

Future Rights-of-Way. Percentages shown are assumptions about the proportion of land, which is not constrained by critical areas,
that will likely be needed for future rights-of-way to provide access to future land uses.

Future Public Purposes. Percentages shown are assumptions about the proportion of land, which is not constrained by critical areas,
that will likely be needed for future public uses, such as drainage facilities, parks, etc.

Market Factors. Percentages shown are assumptions about the proportion of land, which is not constrained by critical areas and not
needed for future ROWSs or public purposes, that is not likely to be available for development during the planning period.

Further detail about the methodology employed by individual jurisdictions can be obtained by contacting the county or cities in question.
See Chapter lll for a description of the countywide methodology, including general discussion of land supply deductions and discounts.

Jurisdiction

Critical Areas

Future Rights-of-Way

Future Public Purposes

Market Factors

Algona

ST, WL, SL
Data: NWI, KC GIS layers

Methodology: % discount per parcel based

on maps and local knowledge

5%-10%

5%-10%

15% for vacant land
20% for redevelopable land

Auburn WL, SL, ST 10%-15% for SF zones 5%-10% for SF zones 10%-15% for vacant land
Data: City GIS layers for critical areas, KC 0%-5% for all other land 0%-10% for all other land 15% for redevelopable land
data
Method: GIS overlay analysis with %
discounts applied at zoning level

Beaux Arts NA 0% 0% 0%

Village
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Jurisdiction Critical Areas Future Rights-of-Way Future Public Purposes Market Factors
Bellevue WL, ST, SH. SL Residential: 2-10% in SF Residential: 2-10% in SF 10-20% for vacant land
Data: City critical areas maps, zones; 2-3% in MF/MU zones; 2-3% in MF/MU 10-20% for redevelopable
orthophotography, development files zones zones land
Method: % discounts at zone level based on | Non-Residential: 0% Non-Residential: 0% 0-15% for downtown zones
GIS analysis, plat analysis, and other
methods
Black Designated Open Space, SL 8%-15% for SF zones 8%-15% for SF zones 15%-20% for vacant land
Diamond Data: Black Diamond GIS data, KC GIS 5% for all other land 5% for all other land 20%-25% for redevelopable
data land
Method: GIS overlay analysis
Bothell SL, ST, WL 1%-8% 2%-6% 10% for vacant land
Data: City GIS layers 15% for redevelopable land
Method: GIS overlay analysis, with
additional % discount
Burien WL, ST, SL, SH 9%-11% in SF zones 0%-4% 10% for vacant land
Data: KC GIS layers, City CAD/GIS data, 1%-5% on all other land 15% for redevelopable land
other data
Method: GIS overlay analysis
Carnation SL, FH, WH 18% for SF zones allowing | 18% for SF zones allowing | 15% for vacant land
Data: Hard copy maps based on KC, city, < 7du/acre < 7du/acre 20% for redevelopable land
and other data sources 0% all other land 0% all other land
Method: Staff discounted buildable land on
a parcel by parcel basis based on map
review
Clyde Hill NA 0% 0% 10% for vacant land
15% for redevelopable land
Covington WL, ST 5%-10% 5%-10% 15% for vacant land
Data: City of Covington GIS data 20% for redevelopable land
Method: GIS overlay analysis
Des Moines | WL, SL, ST, SH 15% for SF zones 15% for SF zones 10% for vacant land
Data: KC GIS layers, city GIS data, NWI 5% on all other land 5% on all other land 15% for redevelopable land
Method: GIS overlay analysis at parcel level
Duvall ST, SH, SL, WL 15% for SF residential land | 6% for SF residential land 15% for vacant land
Data: KC GIS data, 5% for MF/MU residential 5% for MF/MU residential 20% for redevelopable land
Method: GIS overlay analysis for ST and land land
SL, and % discounts for SH and WL 1%-8% for non-residential 1%-5% for non-residential
land land




Jurisdiction

Critical Areas

Future Rights-of-Way

Future Public Purposes

Market Factors

Enumclaw

WL, ST, SL
Data: KC GIS data, NWI, City of Enumclaw
Method: GIS overlay analysis

15% for SF zones allowing
< 7du/acre
2%-5% all other land

15% for SF zones allowing
< 7du/acre
2%-5% all other land

10% for vacant land
20% for redevelopable land

Federal Way

SL, WL, ST
Data: City GIS layers
Method: GIS overlay analysis

15% for SF zones
2%-15% on all other land

10% for SF land
0%-5% on all other land

10% for vacant land
15% for redevelopable land

Hunts Point | NA 0% 0% 0%

Issaquah WL, SL, ST 0-15% 0-5% 10% for vacant land
Data: KC and city data layers 15% for redevelopable land
Method: GIS overlay analysis

Kenmore ST, WL, SL, 0-15% 0-10% on SF zones 10% for vacant land
Data: KC GIS data, NWI, AAl, city data 0% on all other land 15% for redevelopable land
Method: GIS overlay analysis

Kent SH, WL, ST, SL 5%-20% for SF zones 0%-10% for SF zones 10% for vacant land
Data: City GIS data, KC GIS data 0%-5% all other zones 0%-5% all other zones 15% for redevelopable land
Method: GIS overlay analysis

Kirkland WL, ST 2%-10% on vacant land 0%-5% on vacant land 10% for vacant land

Data: City GIS layers

Method: GIS overlay analysis with %
discounts per parcel

Buffers per city CAO, variable by basin type

5% on redevelopable land

0% on redevelopable land

15% for redevelopable land

Lake Forest | SL, ST, WL 4% 1% 10% for vacant land
Park Data: KC GIS data, city data 15%-20% for redevelopable
Method: % discount per zone based on map land
review
Maple Valley | SL, WL, ST 2%-15% 2%-15% 15% for vacant land
Data: KC GIS data 20% for redevelopable land
Method: GIS overlay analysis
Medina NA 0% 0% 20% for vacant land
40% for redevelopable land
Mercer SL, ST, SH 1-14% for SF zones 0%-1% 20%
Island Data: City GIS data 0% all other land

Methodology: GIS overlay of all land in each
zone as basis for % discounts at zone level;
parcel-by-parcel assessment in non-SF
areas
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Jurisdiction Critical Areas Future Rights-of-Way Future Public Purposes Market Factors

Milton WL, SL 2%-12% for residential land | 2%-5% for residential land | 0%-10% for vacant land
Data: KC GIS layers, NWI, EIS for major 0% for non-residential land | 0% for non-residential land | 15% for redevelopable land
redevelopment site
Method: % discount per parcel

Newcastle WL, SL, ST 15% for SF zones 12% for SF zones 10% for vacant land
Data: City critical areas data, KC slopes 5% all other land 5% all other land 15% for redevelopable land
data
Method: GIS overlay analysis

Normandy SH, SL, ST, WL 0%-7% 0% 20%- 50% in SF zones

Park Data: KC GIS layers, NWI, city wetland 15%-20% all other land
mapping
Method: GIS overlay

North Bend FH, ST, WL 15% for SF zones 15% for SF zones 15% for vacant land
Data: City wetlands map, FEMA, KC 10% all other land 10% all other land 20% for redevelopable land
Sensitive Areas folio
Method: GIS overlay analysis

Pacific WL, SL, ST 5%-15% for residential land | 0%-15% 10%-40% for vacant land
Data: City wetlands inventory, KC GIS data | 0% for non-residential land 10%-15% for redevelopable
Method: GIS overlay analysis land

Redmond WL, ST, SL, FH 10%-24% for residential 0%-10% for residential land | 0%-10% for vacant land
Data: City sensitive areas mapping, FEMA land 0% for all other land 0%-15% for redevelopable
Method: GIS overlay with buffers per CAO 0% for all other land land

Renton SL, WL 0%-15% 0%-12% for residential land | 10% for vacant land
Data: City data models 0%-1% for non-residential 15% for redevelopable land
Method: GIS overlay analysis based on land
Renton critical areas definitions

Sammamish | ST, WL, SL 18% 16% 15% for vacant land
Data: KC data with revisions by city 20% for redevelopable land
Method: GIS overlay

SeaTac SL, WL, ST 0%-5% 0%-5% 10% for vacant land
Data: KC GIS layers, City slopes layer 15% for redevelopable land
Method: GIS overlay at parcel level

Seattle N/A. Full density transfer allowed. Most CAs | N/A. Seattle is effectively N/A. Seattle is effectively 5% for vacant land
located in SF zones with highest transfer already fully platted with already full platted. Land 10% for redevelopable land
potential. ROWs in place. for drainage or other public

uses is not needed.

Shoreline SL, SM, WL, ST, FH 0-5% 0-5% 15% for vacant land
Data: KC GIS, FEMA, city GIS layers 20-25% for redevelopable
Method: GIS overlay analysis land




Jurisdiction

Critical Areas

Future Rights-of-Way

Future Public Purposes

Market Factors

Method: GIS overlay

Skykomish WL, SL, ST, FH 5% 5% 20%
Data: KC GIS layers, local knowledge, field
checks
Method: % discount per parcel
Snoqualmie | WL, ST, SL, FH, SH 0%-15% for residential land | 0%-15% for residential land | 15% for vacant land
Data: City critical areas mapping 5% for non-residential land | 5% for non-residential land | 20% for redevelopable land
Method: GIS overlay to inform parcel
selections and other assumptions
Tukwila WL, SL, ST 0%-5% 5% in SF zones 10% for vacant land
Data: City sensitive area inventory 0% all other land 15% for redevelopable land
Method: GIS overlay
Woodinville | WL, ST, SL 5%-20% 5%-10% 10%-15% for vacant land
Data: City GIS layers for CAO 15% for redevelopable land
Method: GIS overlay of parcels
Yarrow Point | NA 0% 0% 10% for vacant land
15% for redevelopable land
Uninc. King | WL, ST, SL 5%-20% 5-30% 10%-15% for vacant land
County Data: King County GIS layer and aerials 25-30% for redevelopable

Land
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Appendix C: Assumed Future Floor Area per Employee

The table below summarizes the assumptions made by each jurisdiction about the intensity of
utilization of commercial and industrial space to house future employees. The figures represent
square feet of floor area per employee in commercial/office and industrial/warehouse use categories
respectively. Ranges indicate that different assumptions were made zone by zone within a single
zoning category. Further detail about the methodology employed by individual jurisdictions can be
obtained by contacting the county or cities in question. See the Addendum to the Buildable Lands
report template for detailed discussion and guidelines on employment density assumptions.

Jurisdiction Commercial/Office Industrial/Warehouse
Algona 500 800
Auburn 304-600 463-700
Beaux Arts Village NA NA
Bellevue 300 - 400 600
Black Diamond 500 800
Bothell 350 - 600 450-500
Burien 250 - 500 1000
Carnation 400-650 1000
Clyde Hill NA NA
Covington 450 800
Des Moines 350 - 450 450
Duvall 500 800
Enumclaw 400 - 600 700
Federal Way 250 - 600 800
Hunts Point NA NA
Issaquah 450-545 NA
Kenmore 400-500 800
Kent 300 - 550 850
Kirkland 250 - 526 600
Lake Forest Park 500 NA
Maple Valley 400 — 600 850
Medina NA NA
Mercer Island 400 NA
Milton 350 NA
Newcastle 300 - 350 800
Normandy Park 500-600 NA
North Bend 400 - 550 700-1000
Pacific 450-500 650-800
Redmond 300 299-565
Renton 250 - 400 700
Sammamish NA NA
SeaTac 450-550 675-800
Seattle 275-300 450
Shoreline 350 NA
Skykomish NA NA
Snoqualmie 400 - 600 600
Tukwila 300 - 600 600 - 1000
Woodinville 325-550 700
Yarrow Point NA NA
Unincorporated King County 550 800
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