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Ordinance 19369

Proposed No. 2021-0255.2 Sponsors Dembowski
AN ORDINANCE adopting and ratifying Growth
Management Planning Council Motion 21-2.
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:
SECTION 1. Findings:
A. Growth Management Planning Council Motion 21-2 recommends the 2021
Urban Growth Capacity Report to the King County council.
B. The Urban Growth Capacity Report is King County’s buildable lands report as
required by RCW 36.70A.215 and WAC 365-196-315.
C. OnJune 23, 2021, the Growth Management Planning Council approved
Motion 21-2.
SECTION 2. The 2021 King County Urban Growth Capacity Report, attached to

this ordinance via Growth Management Planning Council Motion 21-2 as Attachment A
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13  to this ordinance, is hereby adopted by King County and ratified on behalf of the
14 population of unincorporated King County.
Ordinance 19369 was introduced on 7/27/2021 and passed by the Metropolitan King
County Council on 12/14/2021, by the following vote:
Yes: 9 - Ms. Balducci, Mr. Dembowski, Mr. Dunn, Ms. Kohl-Welles,

Ms. Lambert, Mr. McDermott, Mr. Upthegrove, Mr. von Reichbauer
and Mr. Zahilay

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

DocuSigned by:

(laudia. Pl ducti
7E1C273CEQ9994B6...
Claudia Balducci, Chair
ATTEST:
DocuSigned by:
(—ﬂMbL M de
LC2€§/7B<El'l4088E4A0...

Melani Pedroza, Clerk of the Council

APPROVED this day of 12/27/2021

DocuSigned by:

4AFBCAB8196AE4CS...
Dow Constantine, County Executive

Attachments: A. GMPC Motion 21-2, dated July 28, 2021
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6/23/21 Attachment A
Revised July 28, 2021

Sponsored By: Executive Committee

GMPC MOTION NO. 21-2
A MOTION recommending approval of the 2021 King County
Urban Growth Capacity Report to the King County Council
WHEREAS; the Urban Growth Capacity Report is King County’s buildable lands
report as required by RCW 36.70A.215 and WAC 365-196-315; and
WHEREAS, this the fourth report King County has prepared; and
WHEREAS, the Urban Growth Capacity Report includes findings from three key
components as required by RCW 36.70A.215 and WAC 365-196-315: analysis of
countywide and jurisdictional growth trends between 2006 and 2018 compared to the 2035
growth targets, analysis of achieved densities by jurisdiction based on growth that occurred
between 2012 and 2018, and capacity for housing and job growth over the next 20 years;
and
WHEREAS, staff from King County and the cities in King County have worked
cooperatively to analyze and prepare the data for consideration by the Growth
Management Planning Council; and
WHEREAS, a Public Review Draft of the 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report

was shared with the public and comments were received from stakeholders; and
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20 WHEREAS, the 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report documents that King County
21 continues to have sufficient urban capacity for both housing and employment growth to
22 2044 and beyond:

23 THEREFORE, the King County Growth Management Planning Council

24 recommends the 2021 King County Urban Growth Capacity Report, included with this
25 motion as Attachment A, to the King County Council. The Interjurisdictional Staff Team
26 is authorized to make technical changes to the policies, text, maps, and tables such as

27 fixing grammatical errors, correcting spelling, or aligning policy references without

28 changing the meaning prior to transmittal to the King County Council.

29

2 Da Cﬂ«-ﬁ

31 Dow Constantine, Chair, Growth Management Planning Council
32

33 Appendix A: 2021 King County Urban Growth Capacity Report
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July 28, 2021 Technical Update: Data for Bothell updated. Technical
updates do not meaningfully alter the findings from the report approved
by GMPC on June 23, 2021.
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Executive Summary

About the Urban Growth Capacity Report

The 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report is King County’s periodic assessment of development
capacity for future housing and employment. The report is a mid-planning cycle assessment on how
jurisdictions are achieving the planning goals of their 2035 comprehensive plans. The report is a
culmination of the county’s Review and Evaluation Program, commonly referred to as “Buildable
Lands,” as required by the Growth Management Act in RCW 36.70A.215, and it is King County’s fourth
buildable lands report. It is a collaborative production of the 40 jurisdictions across King County that
analyzes the form, quantity, and density of residential and non-residential development observed
between 2012 and 2018. It also estimates capacity for accommodating 2035 growth targets with
consideration for market and infrastructure constraints.

Amendments to the Growth Management Act in 2017 expanded the purview of the report beyond
measuring capacity for projected growth, requiring the seven buildable lands counties to examine
more broadly how jurisdictions are achieving targets and density goals. A finding that a jurisdiction
has insufficient capacity for its target—or that a jurisdiction is not achieving its growth targets or
urban densities—could necessitate Reasonable Measures to be adopted in the next periodic update of
comprehensive plans. In response to this amendment, the 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report
compares estimated housing and employment growth from 2006-2018 relative to 2006-2035 growth
targets, as well as the achieved densities of 2012-2018 development to the densities allowed in zoning
and development regulations.

The 2017 GMA amendments also call for Buildable Lands counties to scrutinize market constraints,
infrastructure gaps, and development regulation assumptions utilized in the report to ensure that
more meaningful market-based assumptions guide capacity calculations.

Regional Planning Context

The 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report implements King County’s Review and Evaluation Program
as set out in the King County Countywide Planning Policies. The Report analyzes King County
jurisdictions’ progress toward adopted planning goals expressed in the 2012 King County Countywide
Planning Policies growth targets and 2015 Comprehensive Plans. The Report examines capacity and
growth assumptions for 2035, the 20-year planning period established by the 2015 comprehensive
plans.

The 2015 comprehensive plans and 2012 Countywide Planning policies implement the VISION 2040

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 1
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policy framework and Regional Growth Strategy, developed by the Puget Sound Regional Council
(PSRC). While PSRC has since adopted VISION 2050 and a revised Regional Growth Strategy, because
the Urban Growth Capacity Report looks back to the 2012 countywide planning policies and 2015
comprehensive plans implementing VISION 2040, most of the report’s analysis is organized by the
VISION 2040 Regional Geographies, shown in Exhibit 1. Final capacity results and city profiles are
grouped by VISION 2050 Regional Geographies (shown in Exhibit 2), to emphasize how the data can be
used while updating comprehensive plans for the 2024 periodic update.

Findings from the Urban Growth Capacity Report underscore how cities and King County are planning
for growth focused on a network of designated Regional Growth Centers and high capacity transit
station areas. Growth patterns have been consistent with growth targets implementing the Regional
Growth Strategy. Capacity exists to support new growth across the density spectrum, and much of it is
concentrated in higher density areas in Metropolitan and Core Cities with Regional Growth Centers
and Manufacturing/Industrial Centers. Development trends in the county have been evolving toward
the higher densities many jurisdictions have planned for, as the high capacity transit network builds
out and demand for higher density development expands to new communities.

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 2
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Exhibit 1. PSRC VISION 2040 Regional Geographies Used for Summarizing Development Trends
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Exhibit 2. PSRC VISION 2050 Regional Geographies Used for Summarizing Growth Capacity
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Summary of Findings

Development Activity

The Urban Growth Capacity Report summarizes the densities and locations of urban development
between 2012-2018. This period was marked by significant multifamily and higher density
development, reflecting King County’s continued progress towards directing growth towards cities
and efficient land uses. As shown in Exhibit 3, nearly 70% of the housing permitted during the
evaluation period was developed at densities of at least 48 dwelling units per acre, and 17% of
permitted housing during this period was constructed at under 10 dwelling units per acre.
Development in middle density formats was more limited. These findings demonstrate how residential
development during this period trended towards the high and low ends of the density spectrum.

Exhibit 3. Permitted Housing Units by Achieved Density, 2012-2018
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Source: BERK, 2021, based on permit data summarized by King County jurisdictions.

Non-residential development was more evenly distributed across density levels. Just over 40% of non-
residential built space was developed at the highest density level, reflecting the large volume of dense
office and mixed-use development during the time period. Half of observed non-residential

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 5
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development developed at densities less than 1 floor area ratio (FAR).!

Exhibit 4. Permitted Non-Residential Development by Achieved Density, 2012-2018
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Source: BERK, 2021, based on permit data summarized by King County jurisdictions.

This study also included analysis comparing achieved densities to maximum as-of-right densities
allowed by zoning. Findings varied significantly by jurisdiction. Some jurisdictions saw average
achieved residential densities higher than their planned maximum within lower or middle density
zones. Others saw achieved densities much lower than planned, particularly in zones allowing the
highest densities. This later finding was particularly true for non-residential development. One reason
for this outcome is that communities zoned for higher density development in anticipation of future
market shifts that had not yet occurred in the 2012-2018 evaluation period.

Progress Toward Growth Targets

King County has experienced historic population and economic growth in recovery from the Great
Recession. Guided by the Regional Growth Strategy and adopted growth targets, this growth has been
overwhelmingly urban; less than 3% of population growth in King County since 2006 has occurred in
the rural area. The Urban Growth Capacity Report analyzes progress made by cities and urban
unincorporated King County towards achieving 2006-2035 growth targets. Because past buildable
lands reports have not focused on this specific outcome before, the 2021 report examines growth since
2006 and through 2018.

1 FAR stands for Floor Area Ratio, a measure comparing the area of built space to the land area of the associated lot or parcel.
Higher FAR values reflect more dense development, and values higher than 1.0 indicate that the built space surpasses the
land area of the associated parcel (as can occur in multi-story buildings).

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 6
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Urban King County is growing at a rate to achieve its adopted growth targets. Approximately 41% of
the target period has elapsed between 2006-2018. Urban King County has achieved 47% of its housing
and employment targets, growing slightly faster than this prorated pace. These growth rates are
particularly notable given that the time period spans the Great Recession, which diminished
population and housing growth to a near standstill and netted out most of the employment gained
during the 2000s.

The effects of the recession and rates of recovery were not uniform across King County. At a Regional
Geography level, Metropolitan, Larger, and Small Cities grew faster than the pace needed to achieve
growth targets. Job growth compared to targets was also strong in Metropolitan and Small Cities.
While housing growth has been less strong in Core Cities and the urban unincorporated area, these
geographies are still on track to achieve their residential growth targets. Employment growth in Core
and Larger Cities was slower than pace but meets the countywide definition of consistency with
growth targets 2006-2018. The urban unincorporated area was slightly ahead of pace to achieve its
employment growth target. More information on growth trends and achieving targets is in Chapter 3
of the Report.

Development Capacity

The 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report finds that urban King County has capacity for over 400,000
housing units and 600,000 jobs. This capacity is sufficient to accommodate the remainder of its 2035
housing and employment growth targets, and looking ahead, sufficient to accommodate projected
future growth during the next planning period. See Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6 for summaries of
residential and employment capacity by Regional Geography and density level.

Approximately 50% of residential and 60% of employment capacity in King County is in Metropolitan
Cities. Additionally, nearly a third of residential and non-residential developable capacity is in the
eleven Core Cities. Residential capacity in Metropolitan and Core Cities is overwhelmingly at the
county's highest density levels and drives the finding that 83% of the county’s developable residential
capacity exists at densities greater than 24 dwelling units per acre. Nearly 80% of King County’s
employment capacity is zoned at 1 FAR or higher. At the other end of the density spectrum,
approximately two-thirds of King County’s developable residential land is zoned for ten dwelling units
or less, making up 10% of residential capacity. More findings and detail on capacity is contained in
Chapters 4 and 7.

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 7
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Exhibit 5. Dwelling Unit Capacity by Density Level
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Exhibit 6. Employment Capacity by Density Level
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Implementing Urban Growth Capacity Findings

As a mid-planning cycle check on development trends and achievement of growth management goals,
the Urban Growth Capacity Report contains a host of information useful for the upcoming periodic
2024 comprehensive plan update. Most directly, the Urban Growth Capacity Report contains

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 8
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recommendations that some jurisdictions adopt Reasonable Measures in their comprehensive plans to
address specific inconsistencies identified in the report. More information about the evaluation of
when and where Reasonable Measures may be necessary is provided in Chapter 5. Data about
achieved density and capacity by density level can help jurisdictions identify where shortfalls in
development capacity may impede achieving targeted planning goals, like encouraging the production
of “missing middle” housing or mixed-use development near transit station areas. Chapter 6 contains
more information on applying or using Urban Growth Capacity Report data or findings for future
planning efforts.

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 9
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Introduction

Ch. 1 Introduction

This report presents the findings of King County’s Urban Growth Capacity Study. King County is a
Growth Management Act (GMA) jurisdiction and must plan to accommodate projected growth within
its boundaries, with most growth focused into urban growth areas (UGAs) where urban services are
available or can be made available. The purpose of the Urban Growth Capacity Study and Report are to
provide a periodic evaluation to determine whether projected growth can be accommodated within
the UGA. In previous cycles, this product was referred to as the King County Buildable Lands Report
(BLR). Past Buildable Lands Reports were completed by King County in 2002, 2007, and 2014.

This report includes findings from three key components of King County’s Buildable Lands Program
which are required under RCW 36.70A.215 and WAC 365-196-315:

®=  Analysis of countywide and jurisdictional growth trends between 2006 and 2018 compared to
2035 growth targets.

= Analysis of achieved densities by jurisdiction based on growth between 2012 and 2018 and
comparison to planned densities.

= (Capacity for housing and job growth through the year 2035.

This report was developed by King County in collaboration with each of its 39 cities through the
Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC). The findings inform the development of new growth
targets by jurisdiction for the 2019-2044 planning period. Findings will also be used by cities to inform
the next round of comprehensive plan updates and subsequent implementation.

Regulatory and Policy Framework

The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) was adopted to address the need for rapidly
growing cities and counties to adequately plan for future growth while protecting natural resource
lands and environmentally sensitive areas. A key component of the GMA is the Review and Evaluation
Program (also known as the Buildable Lands Program), a requirement which applies to King County
and all cities within it. This program mandates the review and evaluation of urban growth capacity to
ensure each jurisdiction has designated adequate residential, commercial, and industrial lands to meet
growth allocations developed by the counties in consultation with their cities.

In 2017, the Washington State Legislature passed the first major revision to the program (SB 5254).
This update to GMA includes new requirements related to infrastructure gap analysis, market factor
assumptions, and Reasonable Measures. This update to GMA specifies the following:

= Reasonable Measures: Under SB 5254, these measures that are adopted to address inconsistency
between forecasted and experienced growth are no longer required to be monitored and adjusted
annually by buildable lands counties and cities.

®=  Land Suitable for Development: Under SB 5254, the required evaluation of suitable land must

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 10
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Introduction

include land use or zoning regulations, environmental regulations impacting development, other
regulations that might inhibit the achievement of assigned densities, and infrastructure gaps. The
evaluation of suitable land must also include development of a reasonable market supply factor
that identifies reductions in land suitable for development and redevelopment.

=  Buildable Lands Report Timing: Under SB 5254, the buildable lands report must be completed no
later than two years prior to a jurisdiction's next comprehensive plan update for those
comprehensive plans due to updated prior to 2024.

Countywide Planning Policies

The Proposed 2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) establish the county’s Urban
Growth Area (UGA) and allocate projected countywide growth in the form of growth targets for each
city as well as urban and rural unincorporated areas. CPPs also establish the Review and Evaluation
Program for King County and guide the development of the Urban Growth Capacity Study and Report
through policies DP-19, DP-20, and DP-X2.2 Components of the Buildable Lands Program include
annual data collection, periodic evaluation reports, and adoption of Reasonable Measures as needed to
ensure capacity to accommodate projected growth within the county’s UGA. These Reasonable
Measures are to be adopted in comprehensive plans, and jurisdictions will collaborate to provide data
periodically about the effectiveness of those measures.

In King County, growth targets are adopted in the King County Countywide Planning Policies.3
Countywide growth targets are derived from population projections released by the State Office of
Financial Management (OFM) and an economic forecast developed by the Puget Sound Regional
Council. Population growth is converted to housing units and the projected housing and employment
growth is then allocated to jurisdictions within the Regional Geographies established in the VISION
2050. Jurisdictions within Regional Geographies then collaboratively distribute their allocated growth
to create city and urban unincorporated growth targets.

Local Comprehensive Plans

Under GMA, jurisdictions must plan and provide for both household and job growth to meet their
targets through designation of sufficient land suitable for development in their comprehensive plans
and regulations. This Urban Growth Capacity Report presents estimated capacity for housing and
employment growth by jurisdictions based on a methodology informed by actual achieved densities
from recent development activity. The results enable evaluation of whether counties and cities can
meet the adopted targets. Deficiencies identified in this study must be addressed by the jurisdiction in

2 The Proposed 2021 CPPs include temporary numbering. Policy numbers could change when the final CPP are adopted.

3 The Urban Growth Capacity Report evaluates the growth targets adopted in the 2012 Countywide Planning Policies. The
adopted targets cover a period of 2006-2031. For the Urban Growth Capacity Report, these targets were updated for major
annexations and extended on a pro rata basis to 2035, to be consistent with the 2015-2035 planning period for 2015
comprehensive plans. This method was recommended to jurisdictions to extend their 2031 targets to 2035, as the periodic
comprehensive plan update deadline was delayed to 2015 after the Great Recession.
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their next comprehensive plan update.

Department of Commerce Guidelines

In 2017, the Washington State Legislature passed E2SSB 5254, which constituted the first major
revision to the buildable lands program since its inception in 1997. In 2018, the Washington State
Department of Commerce (Commerce) published a revised Buildable Lands Guidelines report for use
by counties and cities responsible for carrying out a Review and Evaluation Program under GMA.
These Guidelines summarize requirements of RCW 36.70A.215 and WAC 365-196-315, and provide
best practices and methodologies for carrying out those requirements. King County used these
Guidelines as a resource when developing its own policies and procedures for carrying out the Urban
Growth Capacity Study.

Countywide Coordination

This report is the result of nearly two years of coordination and collaboration between King County
and the 39 cities within King County. King County facilitated development of the report by establishing
a methodology, creating standardized data collection and assumption guidelines, and completing the
final report. King County also led the Technical Committee—an interjurisdictional group of planners
and data technicians—to develop and vet assumptions in the study methodology. Individual cities and
King County supply development and land supply data and select assumptions appropriate to their
jurisdictions to complete the report. Exhibit 7 below describes the roles and responsibilities for King
County and cities in developing the Urban Growth Capacity Report.
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Exhibit 7. Roles and Responsibilities

Interjurisdictional
coordination

Developing guidance
for data collection and
analysis

Conduct analysis of
achieved densities

Conduct land capacity
analysis

Reasonable Measures

King County

Facilitator of the UGC and report
preparation.

Develop standardized guidance and
templates for data collection and
analysis, with input from the UGC
Technical Committee.

Review data shared by jurisdictions
for consistency with guidance. Work
with jurisdictions to resolve any
inconsistencies.

Review data shared by jurisdictions
for consistency with guidance. Work
with jurisdictions to resolve any
inconsistencies.

Identify inconsistencies between
growth, capacity, and planning goals
using standard criteria.

Introduction

Individual Jurisdictions

Volunteer and participate in
Technical Committee methodology
review.

Review and offer feedback on draft
guidance.

Gather and analyze data in
accordance with guidance and share
results with County for review.

Identify developable land supply,
select local development
assumptions to calculate capacity in
accordance with guidance.

Review inconsistencies and
determine whether Reasonable
Measures are necessary. Implement
Reasonable Measures in 2024 comp
plan updates.

Changes from the 2014 Buildable Lands Report

While the overall purpose of this report is identical to the 2014 King County Buildable Lands Report,
there are several changes in the 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report. Highlights of the changes are

listed below.

= New analysis of capacity and achieved density for all jurisdictions. Unlike the 2014 Buildable
Lands Report, which carried forward several key assumptions and findings from the previous
2007 edition, this study conducted a new and complete analysis of both development trends and
growth capacity for all jurisdictions.

= New regional geographies for summarizing capacity and growth targets. VISION 2050 was
adopted by PSRC in 2021. This regional plan updates the Regional Growth Strategy, including the
organization of cities and unincorporated areas into five Regional Geographies, each with
population and employment growth targets for 2019-2044. Ch. 4 summarizes growth capacity for
these new VISION 2050 regional geographies. However, Ch. 3 summarizes historic development
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trends using the older VISION 2040 regional geographies because that growth is being compared
to targets developed when those older geographies were in use.

Infrastructure gap analysis. The methodology used in this study includes a formal evaluation of
infrastructure gaps and their effects on urban growth capacity. While consideration of
infrastructure availability had long been a component of King County’s buildable lands analysis,
this change included more specific guidance and up-front analysis to address a new requirement
added by the legislature in 2017.

Updated approach to “market factor” assumptions. 2017 legislative changes also called for a
more rigorous approach to developing “market factor” assumptions that account for the estimated
percentage of developable land that is likely to remain undeveloped over the course of the
planning period due to market barriers.

Reasonable Measures. The 2017 legislative changes added additional points of analysis for which
jurisdictions would need to adopt Reasonable Measures. Under past buildable lands analyses,
jurisdictions experiencing a shortfall of capacity for their adopted target could be subject to
Reasonable Measures. The 2017 legislation indicated that jurisdictions not achieving their growth
targets or planned densities—and unlikely to achieve them by the planning horizon—would also
be required to adopt Reasonable Measures to overcome these circumstances. The 2021 Urban
Growth Capacity Report presents an analysis against the three Reasonable Measures tests and note
jurisdictions that will adopt Reasonable Measures in their 2024 comprehensive plans.

Report Components and Organization

This report is organized into the following components.

Executive Summary

Ch. 1. Introduction: This chapter describes the regulatory and policy framework for Buildable
Lands reporting in Washington State and King County. It provides an overview of the coordination
process between the County and cities to prepare this report, identifies key changes from the 2014
Buildable Lands Report, and outlines the report components and organization.

Ch. 2. Methodology and Guidance Overview: This is an overview of the methodologies used by
individual jurisdictions for evaluating historic development trends as well as future growth
capacity. The full guidance provided to jurisdictions are included in appendices to this report.

Ch. 3. Development Trends: This chapter begins with a summary of residential and employment
growth that occurred between 2006 and 2018. These trends are compared to adopted targets for
jurisdictions and PSRC Vision 2040 Regional Geographies. This chapter also summarizes new
development that occurred between 2012 and 2018 by achieved density level.

Ch. 4. Growth Capacity: This is a summary and discussion of urban growth capacity within
jurisdictions and aggregated by PSRC Vision 2050 Regional Geographies. Capacity is also
summarized by assumed density level to provide an indicator of how much capacity may be
available for different kinds of development and housing types—from new towers in dense
downtown areas to lower density single family neighborhoods and the middle density typologies
in between.

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 14



DocuSign Envelope ID: F3E95A09-756C-4AF4-88C4-6008084A717B

Introduction

= Ch. 5 Reasonable Measures: This chapter explains how the county, in collaboration with cities,
evaluated whether historic growth trends in each jurisdiction have been consistent with local
comprehensive plans. It also presents the results of this assessment and a summary of jurisdiction
responses that provide context for the quantitative assessment. Finally, this chapter identifies
instances where “Reasonable Measures” are recommended to improve consistency.

= Ch. 6 Applying Urban Growth Capacity Findings: This chapter describes how jurisdictions can
use this study and its findings to inform the next round of local comprehensive plan updates. It also
presents a set of new population and employment growth targets by jurisdiction for the 2019-
2044 period.

= Ch. 7. Profiles of Cities and Unincorporated Areas: This chapter presents detailed profiles
summarizing growth trends and capacity findings for each individual jurisdiction, organized by
PSRC Vision 2050 Regional Geographies.
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Ch. 2 Methodology and Guidance
Overview

Overview

This chapter provides an overview of the methodology used by King County and its cities to calculate
urban growth capacity for residential and non-residential development. Exhibit 8 shows the three
major steps in this process in blue, as well as three major steps following this process in grey. These
steps highlight how capacity analysis results will be used to inform the development of potential
Reasonable Measures, new growth targets for jurisdictions, and eventually comprehensive plan
updates.

Exhibit 8. Urban Growth Capacity Analysis Overview

Achieved Developable
Densities Land Supply

Growth Findings +
Targets + Plan Reasonable
Updates Measures

Remaining
Target

Source: Graphic adapted from King County Urban Growth Capacity Guidance, 2019.

This process for data collection to support urban growth capacity analysis was split into four phases:
= Phase One - Achieved Densities

= Phase Two - Land Supply

=  Phase Three - Initial Capacity

=  Phase Four - Final Capacity

Throughout the 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report data development process, King County provided
guidance documents to jurisdictions that walked through the analytical steps required in each phase,
and when relevant, provided data to support the analysis. Along with the guidance documents,
jurisdictions were asked to fill out standardized data tables to support data aggregation as well as
comparisons across different jurisdictions and Regional Geographies. The remainder of this chapter
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summarizes the process required of each jurisdiction throughout the phases of data collection and
analysis. It also describes additional analyses King County and a consultant team developed to update
and add rigor to data assumptions used in the analysis, or to develop new processes embedded in the
data collection guidance. The individual guidance documents are attached to the end of this report in
the Technical Appendices.

Phase 1 - Achieved Densities

The goal of this phase was to calculate the achieved densities of new development that occurred
between 2012 and 2018. For residential development, density is typically measured in dwelling units
per acre. For non-residential development, density is typically measured as floor-area ratio, or the
amount of building floor area divided by the total parcel area. Achieved densities form the basis for
determining the assumed density of future development in urban growth capacity calculations. That
process is described in more detail in Phase 3.

During Phase 1, King County jurisdictions collected the necessary data to calculate achieved density for
each zone where development occurred during the six-year review and evaluation period of 2012 to
2018. An initial parcel-based analysis by King County was supplied to the jurisdictions to streamline
reporting on achieved densities, which was then supplemented by jurisdiction-led analysis. The
portions of reporting are:

1. Reviewing and supplementing a parcel-based analysis of new residential development, and

2. Reporting on additional development permitted during the review period, particularly non-
residential and mixed-use development.

The parcel-based analysis was the starting place for residential data collection in the Urban Growth
Capacity Study. It was designed to replace the majority of plat and permit reporting by identifying new
residential development on parcels that changed boundaries or added residential units during 2012-
2018. Permit reporting on single family and multifamily/mixed-use development was still necessary
for residential developments not identified in the parcel-based analysis data, and to review or
supplement the parcel-based analysis with project data (for example, non-buildable critical areas
area). New non-residential development was designed to be addressed through permit reporting.

Using the parcel-based analysis supplemented by permit data, jurisdictions filled out several data
templates provided by King County to support the calculation of achieved densities in residential, non-
residential, and mixed-use zones. For details see Appendix A: Guide for Local Government Reporting
Template PART 1.

Data Review and Achieved Density Calculations

With consultant support, King County staff reviewed permit data shared by jurisdictions for reliability
and consistency with guidance. When necessary, jurisdictions were engaged to make corrections or
refinements. This permit data provided the basis for calculating achieved densities for residential and
non-residential development between 2012-2018.
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Jurisdictions aggregated permits and reported residential and non-residential development by zone.
For residential permits, this reported data included developed residential units, gross acreage, and
several categories for acreage deductions: non-buildable critical areas, public purpose area, and right-
of-way area. After deducting these categories from gross acreage, jurisdictions reported net developed
area for residential units within each zone. Residential achieved density is therefore measured as
housing units per net acre, which accounts for area that is not suitable for residential development.
Furthermore, summarization of permit activity by achieved density level in this report reflect the
average achieved density of each zone, rather than the achieved density of each individual building
permit.

For non-residential development, achieved density is measured using floor area ratio (FAR).
Jurisdictions calculated the gross developed non-residential area within each zone, and made similar
deductions for critical areas, public purpose area, and right-of-way area. The total floor area of non-
residential development within each zone was then divided by that zone’s net developed area (in
square feet), which produced a zone-wide achieved density for non-residential development.

Rural Development Trends Methodology

Residential development trends on rural and resource lands were measured by residential permits
issued between 2012 and 2018. Permits were geocoded by their parcel identification number or
address to identify their presence outside the Urban Growth Area.

Parcel quantities, area, and current use information was provided by the King County Assessor.
Supplemental development-related data (year built, residential units, and non-residential square feet)
was derived from Assessor data on residential and commercial buildings. Parcels were identified as
rural if their centroid was located outside of the Urban Growth Area. Parcels on resource land were
identified by overlaying the parcels with current King County zoning shapefiles and selecting parcels
with centroids within Agriculture, Forest, or Mineral zoned land.

Phase 2 - Land Supply

The goal of Phase 2 was for jurisdictions to identify vacant and redevelopable land that has potential to
see new development activity over the next 20 years. To quantify the developable land supply,
jurisdictions followed the steps below. Results of this analysis were documented in standard data
templates provided by King County.

= Assemble data, including parcel/assessor data, critical areas, and zoning (a set of 2019 parcel data
and assessment information was provided to jurisdictions);

= Exclude land uses or parcels that are unlikely to develop for categorical reasons (e.g. parks,
schools, public facilities, and other institutions);

= Identify planned density by zone (see discussion below);
= Define thresholds for identifying vacant and redevelopable parcels (see discussion below);

= Identify vacant and redevelopable parcels using thresholds;
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= Review and refine the resulting developable land supply;
= Remove area for environmentally sensitive lands (critical areas);
= Screen for infrastructure gaps; and

= Summarize developable land supply by zone.

Planned Density Reporting

Planned density typically refers to the maximum density allowed by zoning code and development
regulations. Planned densities were collected for two reasons: First, as a part of new requirements to
the Growth Management Act (GMA) buildable lands statute passed by the State Legislature in 2017,
King County jurisdictions are required to evaluate whether planned densities are being achieved in the
2021 Urban Growth Capacity Study. Achieved densities (evaluated in Phase One reporting) are later
compared to planned densities as one indicator of whether development is occurring as planned.

Second, planned densities are used in the identification of redevelopable lands. These are lands that
have some development already, but which could reasonably be expected to see additional
development during the planning period. Redevelopable parcels include partially utilized parcels,
meaning the parcel is large enough to be subdivided to allow for the creation of additional residential
lots. They can also include underutilized parcels, which are parcels that could be converted to a more
intensive use typically because the planned density is significantly higher than the existing density on
the parcels. Since the 2007 Buildable Lands Report, King County has recommended jurisdictions
identify both kinds of redevelopable lands by comparing the existing density of development to its
planned or potential density (see additional discussion below).

Typically, planned densities for residential zones are reported in dwelling units per acre (du/acre),
and in floor area ratio (FAR) for non-residential zones. In certain cases, residential planned density is
reported in terms of FAR or minimum lot size. Non-residential planned density has more variation and
is less frequently defined as explicitly as residential zones. For these zones, jurisdictions were asked to
fill out a FAR calculator to assist with consistent comparisons later in the study.

Developable Land Supply Reporting

This portion of the analysis involved a jurisdiction-wide scan to quantify all land available for
residential or commercial/industrial development for the next 20-year planning period. “Land supply”
is the phrase used to refer to an inventory of land “suitable for development.” Land supply inventories
for each jurisdiction ideally strive for a snapshot of land with development potential as of January
2019, approximating the end of the most recent evaluation period (2012-2018). The land supply is
comprised of both vacant and redevelopable lands and is typically based on a parcel-based dataset
provided by King County. In certain cases, individual jurisdictions maintain a land supply based on
development site data in lieu of parcel data.
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Vacant Definition

Vacant lands are devoid of development or contain only low value accessory structures. For this study,
arecommended two-part test was used to determine if a parcel was vacant: query parcels with
assessor present use codes indicating vacant land use and query parcels with improvement values less
than $10,000. Selected parcels were then screened for known exclusions, such as school district land,
parking lots associated with condo buildings, government-owned land, and other land use types (see
Appendix).

Redevelopable Definition (Residential)

For redevelopable residential land, a ratio of potential to existing density on a parcel was used to
determine if a parcel was redevelopable. For example, if a city defined redevelopable land to be where
existing development is less than two times the potential density for that property, then a single family
property on an acre lot which is zoned for up to four units per acre, would be considered
redevelopable.

Jurisdictions were recommended to choose a threshold between 2and 3.5. The threshold a jurisdiction
selected was influenced by development pressure and existing density, i.e. a lower threshold is more
appropriate for denser, rapidly developing jurisdictions.

King County provided calculated residential density by parcel for this phase. Combined with planned
density, jurisdictions were able to calculate the above ratio and test various thresholds. Once a given
threshold was selected, results were queried and then screened through a variety of factors (for details
see Appendix B: Phase 2 Guidance).

Redevelopable Definition (Non-Residential and Mixed-Use)

Two methods were provided to jurisdictions for identifying redevelopable non-residential and mixed-
use parcels. While a density-based ratio—as is recommended for residential lands—can be
informative in some areas (particularly those facing significant development pressure), an
improvement-to-land-value based ratio may also accurately identify properties likely to redevelop.

Value-ratio method. In the parcel/assessor data table provided by King County, an
improvement-to-land-value ratio was calculated for each parcel (appraised improvement value
divided by land value). A low ratio indicates more potential for redevelopment. Theoretically,
the ratio reflects the potential profitability of more intensive use of a site relative to the
revenue generating potential of the existing use. Typical threshold ratios for determining
“redevelopability” range from 0.25 to 1. A threshold of 0.5 was recommended for most areas
within the county. Jurisdictions experiencing more intense development pressure were
allowed to consider a higher ratio.

Density-ratio method. Since planned densities for all zones were being evaluated for this
analysis, using a density-based filter is more possible than in past studies. The existing FAR-
based density was calculated for every parcel (existing development divided by the parcel
area) and included in the parcel data for each jurisdiction. Using the planned density of the
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parcel’s related zoning, jurisdictions could calculate a potential density value for each parcel.
By comparing the potential and existing densities, jurisdictions could create a ratio by which to
judge a parcel’s redevelopability. Starting with a ratio of 1.5 (potential-to-existing density) and
testing a +/-0.5 tolerance was the recommended starting place for reviewing the
redevelopable land supply results. Jurisdictions with less non-residential development
pressure were advised to set a higher threshold.

Screening

Regardless of method, queried parcels were screened and selectively removed from the analysis. Full
documentation on the screening process can be found in Appendix B: Phase 2 Guidance. Two major
factors in reducing land supply—critical areas and infrastructure gaps—bear additional description.

Critical Areas

Using the initial land supply, jurisdictions intersected and removed only non-buildable critical areas
and critical area buffers in accordance with development standards, as described in Appendix B.

Infrastructure Gaps

Comporting with the new Department of Commerce Buildable Lands Guidance, the land supply was
screened to remove or discount land supply experiencing significant water, sewer, stormwater, or
transportation infrastructure gaps that would fully or partially impede development at planned levels.
Jurisdictions were provided with a summary of infrastructure constraints identified in their
comprehensive plan, and then performed a two-step analysis to further identify infrastructure
constrained development: first identifying any areas with development potential outside existing
service areas or affected by a significant, but unscheduled infrastructure need, and secondly removing
or discounting specific parcels that were unserved and unlikely to be serviced in the next 20 years due
to these gaps. Further detail on the infrastructure gaps guidance is contained in Appendix G.

Final Land Supply

After critical area deductions and infrastructure constrained lands were removed, each jurisdiction
reported net vacant and net redevelopable land by zone. This is the final land supply.

Major Planned Development - Pipeline

The last section of Phase 2 asked each jurisdiction to fill out permitted development already in the
pipeline, and when possible, the corresponding parcel number. Pipeline development was considered
separately in the capacity analysis, and this step was to ensure that parcels with permitted
development were not double counted towards future capacity as well.
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Phases 3 and 4 - Capacity

Calculating capacity was spread across two phases of data reporting. Phase 3 focused on an initial
capacity calculation by zone paired with local reporting on achieved growth and densities. Phase 4
data reporting finalized urban growth capacity calculations for each jurisdiction by applying market
factor and employment density assumptions to the initial capacity calculated in Phase 3.

Capacity Overview

Generally, developable capacity is calculated by zone and is the product of a zone’s assumed density
and the area of land supply minus a percentage accounting for streets, sidewalks, and public purpose
land. Achieved densities calculated in Phase 1 of data collection typically form the basis for the
assumed densities and the land supply was reported by zone in Phase 2. Jurisdictions selected
discounts for right-of-way and public purpose lands, informed by recent development trends, to
reduce the land supply for non-buildable, necessary infrastructure. This process is illustrated below in
Exhibit 9.
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Exhibit 9. Capacity Calculation Steps

Calculating Residential Capacity

Assumed : Initial
: Discounts :
Density Capacity
Dwelling units Acres of Percent of Housing units
peracre vacant and land for right-
redevelopable of-way and
land public
purpose

Calculating Non-Residential Capacity

Assumed : Initial

. Discounts :
Density Capacity
FAR Acres of Percent of Built square

vacant and land for right- feet
redevelopable of-way and
land public
purpose

Calculating Mixed-use Capacity

%

: : Single Use o
Land '3 residential/ $ Land Assur_n_ed » Discounts a In|t|a_I
Supply non-res Densities Capacity
: Supply
split
Acres of (for some Acres of Dwelling units Percent of Housing units
vacant and cities) vacant and per acre land for right- and built
redevelopable redevelopable and FAR of-way and square feet
land land public

purpose

Source: King County Phase 3 Guidance Document, 2020.

Calculating Capacity

The steps for calculating capacity are broken down in the following sections: reporting assumed
density, determining mixed-use splits, taking discounts, and calculating capacity.

Assumed Densities

Assumed densities are an important part of developing capacity calculations. They are reported for
each zone where development can occur. Except in limited circumstances, assumed densities must be
based upon the achieved densities observed in the 2012-2018 evaluation period reported in Phase 1 of
Urban Growth Capacity data collection. This is specifically called out in RCW 36.70A.215(3)a, e.
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Deviation from achieved density is only permitted for zones in the following circumstances:

= Insufficient observed development in the evaluation period. Some zones may have
experienced limited or no development to draw reasonable conclusions for anticipated
development densities, either in the types of development allowed in a mixed-use zone, or in the
quantity of development.

= Changes in regulations. Densities achieved in development permitted during the five-year review
period may reflect zoning and development regulations that have since changed. Where
regulations have changed to effectively increase or decrease achievable net densities, assumed
future densities should reflect the impact of those regulatory changes, and the specific changes
should be documented.

= Trends over time. A trend of increasing dwelling units per acre or FAR over time could justify an
assumed future density higher than indicated in the zonal average reported as achieved density in
Phase 1. Annual reporting in Phase 1 data would indicate this trend.

= Infrastructure gaps. “Partial infrastructure gaps,” where infrastructure limitations affected
portions of zones from achieving planned densities were identified in Phase 2 data reporting.

In such cases, jurisdictions may look to the planned density to inform the assumed density.
Documentation of the specific development circumstances that demand deviation from the achieved
density, and the rationale for the selected assumed density are required in the reporting tools.

Assumed densities are the basis for calculating initial capacity below.

Mixed-Use Zone Splits

Mixed-use zones are defined as zones with capacity for both residential and non-residential
development. In some cities, mixed-use zones require the achieved use splits observed in Phase 1 to
apportion area to residential and non-residential uses to calculate capacity, but all cities were asked to
report on differences between achieved density and planned density for mixed-use development.

Some mixed-use zones did not see development in the evaluation period. In these instances,
jurisdictions were advised to draw from additional sources:

= (QObserved splits in zones in comparable zones in or outside of the given jurisdiction

= Expressed vision for these areas in comprehensive and neighborhood plan policies, or
development regulations

= Local knowledge of market conditions, demand for space, projects in the development pipeline,
and developer interest

= Existing development like that envisioned for a zone

Defining these splits is a key component in understanding the breakdown in land supply available to
residential and non-residential development on mixed-use land.
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Discounts

To estimate the actual developable capacity, the area of vacant and redevelopable land supply must be
reduced or “discounted” to account for land that gets utilized for rights-of-way and other public
purpose uses where people do not live or work. Public purpose uses are generally stormwater
facilities, parks, or other open space. These amounts vary by type and density of development.

The starting place for approximating these discounts is the observed development data used to
calculate achieved densities in Phase 1.

Past buildable lands reports provide additional reference points, built from the development observed
during those evaluation periods. As development becomes denser and occurs as infill, these discount
rates reduce, as right-of-way and public purpose uses are already built into the urban fabric.

Jurisdictions were encouraged to tailor discount selections to major land use types (e.g., multifamily,
or non-residential development) and to vacant or redevelopable land. Some jurisdictions varied
discounts by zone, based on future development conditions.

Initial Capacity

In this step, capacity is calculated by combining all portions of the analysis up until this point. From
here, capacity was calculated by the following steps:

1. Reportland supply area by vacant/redevelopable and by zone.

2. Deduct the selected percentages for rights-of-way and public purpose, determining the actual
buildable area.

3. Calculate initial capacity by multiplying assumed density by buildable area, resulting in either
initial dwelling unit calculations for residential capacity, or square feet of developable floor area
for non-residential capacity.

4. Subtract existing units/development on redevelopable parcels in order to obtain the net capacity
by zone.

It is important to note that in Phase 1 data collection, achieved densities were separately calculated for
the residential and non-residential components of mixed-use projects. These achieved densities were
generally calculated from the number of residential units or commercial/office square footage over the
entire parcel area. Calculating density in this manner factors in a split between residential and non-
residential uses into the achieved density, making a separate apportionment of mixed-use zoned land
before the assumed density is applied unnecessary. Some jurisdictions preferred to apportion mixed-
use land to single uses to calculate achieved densities. For these jurisdictions, it was necessary to apply
the achieved mixed-use land split to the land supply before applying their assumed densities.
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Final Capacity

Creating the final urban growth capacity calculations for each jurisdiction involves applying market
factor and employment density assumptions to the general capacity calculation process outlined in
Phase 3. This section describes those assumptions.

Market Factor

Market Factor is the estimated percentage of developable land contained within an urban growth area
that is likely to remain unavailable over the course of a 20-year planning period and is, in practice, the
final non-developable land deduction when calculating lands suitable for development and
redevelopment. Appendix E: Market Factor Guidance details considerations jurisdictions used when
selecting appropriate assumptions to apply in each zone based on local market conditions or other
factors.

Employment Density

Estimating employment densities is the final step in estimating total capacity for new job growth in a
jurisdiction. While there are various ways to convert land capacity to capacity for new employment,
King County selected to use an approach that converts non-residential development capacity
measured in square feet of floor area to capacity for new employment. This conversion requires
assumptions for the average number of built square feet of floor area for each job. The lower the
square foot per job, the higher the density of use. The calculation is simply:

Total job capacity = Gross square footage* of floor area capacity / gross square footage per job

Square footage per job can vary widely by building type or employment sector. For example,
warehouses devote a great deal of square footage to storing inventory or other goods, and therefore
typically require considerably more square footage per job than office uses. Average employment
density assumptions should reflect the types of job growth that are expected in an area.

Many jurisdictions selected different employment density assumptions for commercial and industrial
zones to reflect different expectations for the type of development and job growth expected in those
zones. Some jurisdictions even varied employment density assumptions among different commerecial
zones. For example, a city may assume that average square footage per job is lower in a downtown
zone than in other commercial zones further from the core. This decision could reflect expectations
that a higher proportion of the downtown floor area capacity will be used as office space, compared to
other commercial zones where lower density retail uses may be more common.

Appendix F: Employment Density Guidance provides additional details about considerations
jurisdictions could use when selecting the assumptions.

4 Gross square footage simply refers to the total square footage of the building, including walls. Gross square footage capacity
is calculated as the floor area ratio (FAR) * the parcel size in square feet.
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Methodology and Guidance Overview

Data Review, Land Supply, and Capacity
Calculations

With consultant support, King County staff reviewed and summarized data received from the
jurisdictions for land supply and capacity throughout Phases 2 through 4. In certain cases, jurisdictions
were asked to correct or recalculate portions of the analysis due to inconsistencies discovered in the
review process. In other cases, King County staff along with the consultant team reviewed and
corrected calculations and sent data back to the jurisdictions for review.

This was an important step for refining the data and providing greater consistency across the entire
analysis. The jurisdictions were involved in all conversations when data was changed or corrected, and
all data presented in this report have been reviewed and approved by each relevant jurisdiction.

B B King County Urban Growth Capacity Report | June 2021 27



DocuSign Envelope ID: F3E95A09-756C-4AF4-88C4-6008084A717B

Ch. 3 Development Trends

This chapter reviews residential and employment growth trends in King County between 2006 and
2018. It also compares these trends to growth targets set in the 2012 King County Countywide
Planning Policies—subsequently extended to 2035.5 These targets include growth for the Urban
Growth Area as a whole and individual jurisdictions, as well as a set of five Regional Geographies for
grouping individual jurisdictions: Metropolitan Cities, Core Cities, Larger Cities, Small Cities, and Urban
Unincorporated areas (for a map, see Exhibit 10).

Regional Geographies used in this chapter are based on Puget Sound Regional Council’s VISON 2040
regional plan, as the 2006-2035 targets were adopted using the VISION 2040 plan as a framework.
They should not be confused with the new VISION 2050 Regional Geographies King County adopted in
2020. Chapter 6 will use the new Regional Geographies to summarize capacity with an eye towards
planning for new 2019-2044 growth targets.

The final section of this chapter summarizes development trends in rural areas.

5 King County extended the 2006-2031 growth targets out to 2035 using a linear projection based on continuing the same
average annual growth rate. These 2035 targets may vary from land use assumptions used in local comprehensive plans for
jurisdictions that selected a different method for extending their 2031 growth targets to 2035.
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Development Trends

Exhibit 10. Map of VISION 2040 Regional Geographies Used for 2035 Growth Targets
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Development Trends

Residential Growth Trends

Between 2006 and 2018, the county had a net gain 0of 415,591 new residents and 130,892 new housing
units. The average annual rate of net new housing production was 1.4%. Exhibit 11 shows net new
housing with break downs by Regional Geography. Over half of all new housing units were constructed
in Metropolitan Cities, with the vast majority in the City of Seattle. During this period only 3% of all
housing production was in rural unincorporated areas.

Exhibit 11. Net New Housing Units by Regional Geography, 2006-2018
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