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January 30, 2008
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Hal H. Hart
Development Services Director
City of Woodinville
17301 133rd AVE NE
Woodinville, W A 98072

RE: SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT STUDY PHASE 2a

Dear Mr. Hart;

Janice L. Culpepper and I, Steven M. Paulson, reside on 3.3 acres at 15641 NE 202nd ST, Woodinville, W A
98072. Together with two neighbors we own 15 contiguous acres of prime developable land with easy access to
major arterials, freeways, and the downtown Woodinville commercial district.

We would like to provide Northshore School District documentation (attached) addressed to the Board of
Directors from Mr. Dan Vaught on the subject of SCHOOL CONSOLIDATION CRITERIA, dated January 8,
2008. The documentation is important information that should be considered as part of the Sustainable
Development Study Phase 2a.

The Northshore School District may be forced to close schools and in particular schools in the Woodinvile
High School pathway. The report states that "enrollment at these schools has been slowly declining for the last
8-10 years. Current demographic analysis indicates that this trend is not expected to change appreciably over
the next several years." It should be noted that the district has recently redrawn its school boundaries to
accommodate the declining enrollment.

Implementing development of no less than one-acre lots most certainly wil exacerbate the slowly declining
enrollment trend. Combined with the past 8-10 year declining enrollment and projected future declining
enrollment the city of Woodinville must encourage planned higher density development. To allow policies that
perpetuate non-growth in the R-1 areas of the city of Woodinville, the specific area of concern to the
Northshore School District, is unconscionable and outright contrary to the Growth Management Act.

Sincerely,

Steven M. Paulson / ~\ \ /\
Janice L. cnlpepE-lJt/ fÃw 1 \
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Nortshore School DistrictSupport Services

221052301 Drive S.E
Bothell, WA 9802J-4CEIVED

IJAN 3 1 2008

TO: Board of Directors
FROM: Dan Vaught
DATE: January 8, 2008
SUBJECf: SCHOOL CONSOLIDATION CRTERIA

---~.._- ---.
BACKGROUN
Over the last several years the distrct has experienced a declie in enrollent resuting in

reduced revenues. Concurrently both labor and non-labor costs have escalated signficantly
resulting in annual budget shortalls. Distrct adrirustration has responded by eliminatig
non-crtical servces, reducing staff, consolidating deparents, and limitig new program
offerings in an effort to reduce operating overhead. The current thee-year budget projection
indicates an additional shortall of approximately eight million dollars from 2002011.

Another direct impact of declng enrollment is increased school capacity. Currently the
distrct has capacity for over 3,50 students avaiable in its schools (includig portable
classrooms). Most of ths avaiable capacity is in the easter par of the distrct. specifically in
the Woodinvile feeder patter at the elementa leveL. The enrollment at these schools has

been slowly declirung for the last 8-10 years. Curent demographic analysis indicates that tts
trend is not expected to change appreciably over the next several year.

Given the consistent decline in revenues and enrollment and the increase in avaiable
classroom capacity, staf recently recommended that the Board consider adopting a plan to
consolidate some of the elementar schools in the Wooddnvile High School feeder pattern.
This recommendation is consistent with a previous recommendation from the Enrollment
Demographics Task Force. As a result of the recommendation, the Board suggested staff draft
a preliminary timeline that outlnes the major actvities associated with a conslidation plan.
That tieline was presented to the Board at the December 11, 2007 Board study session that

focused on budget forecasts and enrllment/ demographic trends. A key element of the
timeline was the adoption of the crtera that the distrct wouJd use to move forward in the
selecton of a site(s), should the Board choose to move forward with a cosolidation plan that
could be implemented prior to the 2008 school year. The date indicated on that draft timeline
for crteria adoption was Januar 8, 2008.

The cuent School Board Policy No. 9270 includes the baseline crteria staff is recommendig
for Boar consideration (see attached items A-H). This crteria addresses all the major
elements the distrct would include in the evaluation process assocated with school
consolidation:
. Instrctona equity
. Enrollment/ capacity
. Financial / operational considerations

. Capital expenditures

. Tranportation impacts

. Staffng considerations

RECOM.MNDA TION
The administration recommends that the Board approve the school consolidation (closure)
crteria to evaluate the elementary schools in the \Voodi.nville feeder pattern.
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Northshore School District RECEIVED

IJAN 3 1 2008BOARD POLICY

No. 9270 CITY OF WOODINVILLE
DEVELOPMENT SERVtCE~1

SCHOOL FACILITIES

Closure of Faciities

The Board of Thredors has the authority lo close a school buildig when an unoresen
narura1 evei:t, mechanical faiure or changing educational needs causes a facility to
become unafe, inappropriate, unealthy, inaccessible, or inoperable.

Prior to the closure of a scool facity for foreseen cicutances, the Board shal have
prepared a wrtten analysis that considers the following issues:

A. Projected or actal enrollment declies and the lieliood that they shal remai

permanent;

B. How changig educational needs have affected the proposed closure;

c. The effect that the disposition or retiement shall have on other faciities and on the
distrct's educational program offering;

D. Student and staff diplacement, including tranporttion costs to new faciities and
staff reassignment;

E. Potential for renovation;

F. Finanàal considerations in tenn of such factors as staff costs, operatig and
maitenance cost, the potential revenue from sale or leas of propert, the cost of
closue and transerrg operations elsewhere;

G. Safety, health and fi regations; and

H. Whether or not the facity may effectvely be used for other pwposes.

Durg a niety-day period following the development of a written analysis, the Board
shall conduct one or more heargs to receve testiony on any issues related to the
closure of a schooL.

Legal References:

RCW 28A.150.290 (2) State superitendent to make rues and reguations
RCW 28A.320.010 Corporate powers
RCW 28A.335.020 School Oosures

Adopted by the Board: November 23,1992
Reaffirmed: 1/11/05
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Recommendations for 2008-09

Program Recommendation Estimated Savings Percent of Total
Woodnnoor Pool Close big pool, keep open therapy pool $40,000 1.9%
Junjor High Athletics Reduce offerings $150,000 4.46%
.Elementary School Close $700,000 20.80%
HSN enrichment programs Eliminate $92,000 2.73%
Camp Casey Increase fee to cover costs plus 15% indirects $64,800 1.93%
Building classified staffng Reduce allocations to buildings $600,000 17.83%

Alternative Programs Consolidate Alternative Programs and delay SAS move $200,000 5.94%

Elem Before School Music Program Raise fee to $90 $24,000 0.71%
Curriculum/adoption budgets Reduce by 50% $80,000 2.38%

Reductions in central offce & support services staff and
Central Offce/Support Svcs eliminate program subsidies $650,000 19.31 %Building Budgets Reduce NERCs by 10% $140,000 4.16%Elementary Certificated Staffng Reduce positions $525,000 15.60%Heat/Light/Air Conditioning Define standards and increase efficiencies $100,tJOO 2.97%TOTAL

$3,365,800

Other Action:
7.5 Hours tech/training Shift cost to Technology levy $410,000

00m-
~~ -

:De-'0 ::
~ õl z m
s: :: C; amO m~O ~ ::rJ 0 ~In - m::Z c:
5 :S

c;
CJor cg

mr~m
't2B



School Closure Talking Points
Jan. 9, 2008

WRECEIVEDIJAN 3 1 200B

Northshore
. CITY OF WOOOINVILU:

School DistrdWELOPMENT SEAlJiC;f;!:.

. We have to adjust our general fund budget by $3.4 million for the 2008-
2009 school year.

. One adjustment being considered is to close a school, which would save
about $700,000 per year.

. Teachers would not lose their jobs, but they would have to be
reassigned to another school, as would their students.

. In the past two years, we've seen an enrollment decline of 598 students

(443 FTE), which equals an elementary schooL.

. All factors indicate that this trend of declining enrollment will continue

and will be focused in the Woodinville feeder pattern, as it has been over
the past several years.

. Last year the Enrollment Demographics Task Force recommended that

the School Board consider closing a school as part of last year's
boundary changes.

. At its Jan. 8 meeting, the School Board directed district staff to begin the
analysis that is required when you are considering closing a schooL.

. The analysis will include all eight Woodinvile elementary schools and
must include consideration of eight issues, which are fisted in School
Board Policy 9270 (see reverse).

. There wil be multiple opportunities for input about school closure during

the next several months.

. A decision about which school may close will be made before the end of

this school year.

5



School Board Policy No. 9270 - Closure of Facilities *
Northshore

School District
:.5:.

The Board of Directors has the authority to close a school building when an unforeseen
natural event, mechanical failure or changing educational needs causes a facility to
become unsafe, inappropriate, unhealthy, inaccessible, or inoperable.

Prior to the closure of a school facility for foreseen circumstances, the Board shall have
prepared a written analysis that considers the following issues:

A. Projected or actual enrollment declines and the likelihood that they shall remainpermanent; .
B. How changing educational needs have affected the proposed closure;

C. The effect that the disposition or retirement shall have on other facilities and on the
district's educational program offering;

D. Student and staff displacement, including transportation costs to new facilities and
staff reassignment; .
E. Potential for renovation;

F. Financial considerations in ters of such factors as staff costs, operating and

maintenance cost, the potential revenue from sale or lease of property, the cost of
closure and transferring operations elsewhere;

G. Safety, health and fire regulations; and

H. Whether or not the facility may effctively be uséd for other purposes.

During a ninety-day period following the development of a.written analysis, the Board
shall conduct one or more hearings to receive testimony on any issues related to the
closure of a schooL.

Legal References:
RCW 28A.150.290 (2) State superintendent to make rules and regulations
RCW 28A.320.010 Corporate powers
RCW 28A.335.020 School Closures

Adopted by the Board: November 23, 1992
Reaffrmed: 1/11/05
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IJAN 3 1 2008

6
CITY OF WOODINVIu.E
DEVELOPMENT 5EK)~;$



r.

15638 NE 202nd Street
Woodinville, W A 98072
Januar 29,2008

(gCQ ~"\
RECEIVED

IJAN 30 2008

CITY OF WOODINVILLE
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Hal H. Hart
Development Services Director
City of Woodin vi lIe
17301 133rd Avenue NE
Woodinville, W A 908072

tv: r-- - ~~~fz
RE: SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT STUDY PHASE 2a

Dear Mr. Hart:

We own and have resided on 3.3 acres at 15638 NE 202nd Street, Woodinville, WA
98072 for the last 18 years. Our contiguous neighbors own an additional 12+ acres,
bringing the total of our parcels to over 15 acres of prime developable land with easy
access to major arerials and fTeeways as well as the downtown commercial district.

We wish to make the following comments regarding the proposed continuation - as
Phase 2a - of the Sustainable Development Study:

1. Is further study necessary?

We were dismayed that Phase 1 of the Study did not provide enough definitive
evidence to enable the City Council to show more leadership and vision in
planning for the future of Woodin vi lIe. We are disappointed that the Council
continues to ignore its responsibility as a city to abide by the Growth
Management Act. We wonder if Phase 2a of the Study wil be a means by which
the Council continues to side-step its duty to plan for change and growth.

2. If further study is necessary, who wil it serve?

The City has bowed to the political pressure of a group of homeowners who wish
its elected offcials and civic employees to ignore the City's responsibility to plan
for Woodinvile's long-tenn viability. This group certainly advocates

continuation of the Study since it wil delay the Council's making any changes
from its existing rural zoning to wning more suitable to an urban area.

In addition, one thing that became apparent to us as the first Study was being
presented was that the majority of CAP members were also members of the
homeowners' group - Concerned Neighbors of Wellngton - that opposes any

7



Patricia & Randall Baird
15638 NE 2020d Street

Page 2 of3
January 29, 2008

change to the status quo. Certainly this constitutes a conflict of interest. Those
predisposed to a particular opinion cannot be relied upon to view the evidence of
any study in an objective manner nor provide reasonable conclusions or
recommendations. We wish to propose that members of Concerned Neighbors of
Wellngton be barred from serving 011 the CAP so that all the citizens of
Woodinville can be assured of representative and non-partisan input.

We wish to also point out that these Concerned Neighbors site protecting the
environment as a primary reason for their anti-growth stance. They, however, are
behind the times. Gone are the days of big rural lots with large isolated houses
being environmentally correc. Our inevitable population growth - specifically,
that which King County anticipates in the next 10-20 years - necessitates that
Woodinville plan wisely and accordingly. Cities with true environmentally-sound
vision - such as Bellingham - are creating affordable housing within their urban
borders. Density - and its accompanying community-oriented services - is now
the buz word of environmentalists. The Study should consider environmentally-

friendly ways to mitigate the impacts of added density, not simply dismiss growth
as ecologically unsound and undesirable.

3. Hfurtber study is necessary, what wil it encompass?

The original Study mentioned Lake Leota as a vulnerable area. It mentioned the
impact ru off etc. might have on its health and future. However, we are not

certain that enough study was done to determne if Lake Leota was even
salvageable. If Phase 2a procees, we believe that it should include Lake Leota-
to determne if the lake can be returned to health or if it is so degraded that the
contributing factors need no longer be considered.

Also, the category of "Neighborhood Charactet' is, to us, a subjective and
arbitrary designation. Since it can not be rationally quantified, it should not be
included in the Study. Our adjacent neighbors and ourselves own a considerable
portion of the trees, open area, etc. that contrbute to the Wellngton area's
"Neighborhood Character." The tax burden to maintain this "Character" is ours,
not the City's. To include so-called "data" regarding "Neighborhood Character"
- which essentially evaluates private propert - in any City study is unscientific at
best.

4. Why are we conducting this study?

The Council last stated that it wished to concentrate development in the
downtown area. This may have seemed like a good idea at the time - but given

8



. .

Patricia & Randall Baird
1 5638 NE 202nd Street

Page 20f3
January 29, 2008

the flooding of early December, which turned downtown Woodinville into a lake
and required rescue of its residents (we even made the nattonai news), it no
longer seems like such a good idea. Locating residences above and outside the
downtown area with alternate travel routes appears to be a better plan.

Not that we favor extending the Study to the downtown area. Rather, we want to
point out - in addition to downtown development not being the best or only plan -
that this Study could go on for longer than the City should take to resolve to plan
its evolution and development as a bona fide city-

In summary, if the Sustainable Development Study is extended, we hope you will ensure
1) that the appropriate parties are involved, 2) that the Study is limited to absolutely
necessary areas and 3) that it is not used as a ploy for the City to postpone fulfilling its
obligations under the Growth Management Act and prevent the City from exercising
vision and leadership in building a viable future Woodinville.

Thank you for your consideration,
.--' "'-"j
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Patri~aird Randall Baird
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RECE\VED
From: CDambrosia(§aol.com (mailto:CDambrosia(§aol.com)
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2008 5:35 PM

To: Hal Hart

Subject: Sustainable Development Study

JAN 1/\ 200B

January 14, 2008

,)l'i OF WOODI!\\V,I~I:~-"

¡,¡.:\iELOPMEiH SER\i lut.,. .~~
Hal H. Hart, Development Services Director
City ofWoodinville,
17301 -133 rdAveNE
Woodinville, W A 98072

halh~ci. woodinville. wa. us

Dear Mr. Hart,

My name is Charles D' Ambrosia. My wife Mary and I live at 15406 NE l82nd PI. in
W oodinville. We have been W oodinville residents for 24 years and have lived at our curent
address for over 10 years. It is located in what the city has identified in the sustainable
development studies as "Laurel Plateau".

We purchased our property, as a quiet place to live and as an investment for our retirement. The
property zoning listed in the city code at the time of purchase was R-l, with the provision of up-
zoning to R-4 with sewers. We were assured by the Woodinvile plannng deparment, up to the
time of the moratorium, that our property could be rezoned to R-4 when sewers were available.
Our property is 3.47 acres on flat ground and is mostly pasture and lawn.

The sustainable development studies done by the city indicate that there are no environmental
issues associated with our property. Our greater neighborhood is made up of houses which are on
varying lot sizes. Many of them are smaller than 1 acre lots. The builders that have looked at our
property suggest that they can get 10 10,000 square foot lots on our property. The homes that
would be built would be in the 3,000 to 3,500 sq. ft. size with adequate area for lawns, streets and
any other requirements that the city might impose. It would work out to about 2.9 houses per
acre. Access to the property would probably be directly to the Woodinville Duvall road and
would not impact our neighborhood what-so-ever.

We request that our property be afforded R-4 zoning with sewers as provided for in the
Woodinvile City code when we purchased our propert. The property is within an Urban
Growth Area. According to the Washington State Growth Management Act, R-4 zoning is the
minimum zoning allowed in an Urban Growth area. The only exceptions are where the Litowitz
criteria can be applied. The sustainable development study done by the city is clear that there are
no "Litowitz issues associated with our property

Please give our request for R-4 zoning serious consideration.

Regards,

Charles J. D' Ambrosia

11
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T Sand M Associates
20002 156th Ave NE

W oodinville, W A 98072
pgr~tsandm.com 425-486-5649

Januar 31, 2008CITY OF WOODINVILL.E
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

l-1a.Y\ò -d e.\ '\ V€feJ

Hal H. Hart

Development Services Director
City of W oodinvile
17301 133rd Ave NE
W oodinvile, W A 98072

Re: Sustanable Development Study, Phase 2

Dear Mr. Har:

I am a resident of the City residing in what is defined as the Nort Wellington area of the
city. I own, and live, on a parel of approximately 8.5 acres which abuts 156th Ave. NE
and adjoins two 3.5 acre parcels - a total of3 houses on 15+ acres within the city limits
and with direct access to a "feeder" road, a few minutes from the downtown city core, a
golf coure and access to our freway system.

I was very sad to see that the Sustainable Development Study had evolved into a
document/plan more atted to the politics of the area rather than the law and facts. It
bee paily obvious to me that the authors of the "Study" were more concerned

with a politicaly corrt outcome that a legal one by the fact that the "Study" does not
even recognize the Hensley v. Woodinvile decision(s) ofthe Growth Management
Hearngs Board. Nor, of course, do the authors refer to the very recent decision ofthe
sae Board in the Phoeni v. W oodiville cae. By not even botherig to discuss how

these two decisions, both of which are dictly involved with the City and its R 1 zone, the
"Study" has destroyed any semblance of balance or creditability.

Why ar those decisions importt?

First of all, the Hensley decision(s) mandate certin actions on the par ofthe City-
actions the City has yet to tae and, if the "Study" is followed, the City wil not take. The
core of the Hensley cases can be distiled to:

The Board has previously held that "that which is urban (i.e., exhibits a land use
pattern that meets the definition of urban growth RCW 36. 70A.030(l4)) should be
municipal (i.e., within an incorporated cit)." Cit of Poulbo v. Kitap County,
CPSGPHB Case No. 92-3-0009, Final Decision and Order (AprU 6,1993), at 22. The

12



corollary is "that which is municipal must be urban," which is to say, must generally
have residential densities at 4 du/acre or higher. The Act is clear in providing that
urban governmental services are to be available and provided in urban areas. This is
in keeping with the role of cities as the primary providers of urban governmental
services (RCW 36. 70A.II 0(4) and .210(1)) and the GMA 's planning goal to

encourage development in urban areas where adequate facilities exist or can be
provided in an effcient manner and to reduce the inappropriate conversion of
undeveloped land into sprawling, low-density development. RCW 36. 70A.020(1) and
(2). Simply stated, Woodinvile may not engender or perpetuate a near-term land use
pattern (one-acre lots) that wil effectively thwart long-term (beyond the twenty-year
planning horizon) urban development within its boundaries. See Robison v.
Bainbridge Island, CPSGMHB Case No. 94-3-0025, Final Decision and Order (May 3,
1995), at 30. Also, encouraging a patern of new one-acre lots constiutes sprawL See
Bremerton v. Kitap County, CPSGMHB Case No. 95-3-0039, Final Decision and
Order (Oct. 6,1995), at 49.

(Hensley vs. W oodnville, 96-3-0031, Final Decision and Order, Feb. 1997)

By carefully ignoring this case, the "Study" ignores and law which specifically applies to
the City and specifically applies to the area in which I live. This careful ignorance yields
a study which, unortately, ignores the law and thus the study itself should be ignored

by the City CounciL. As in many thngs, "ignorace of the law" is not a defense - and
here the City is, if anything, NOT ignorant of the law regarding this case.

The "Study" suggests that the City should reta the curent R 1 zonig in my ar Ths
meas, of coure, that were the 15+ acres of developable land to which I have referred
were to be developed per the concept of the "Study" that they would be "(one acre lots)
that will effectively thwar long term (beyond the twenty-year planng horizon) urban
development with (the) boundares" of the City. Ths, the City has alady been
prohibited from doing.

Secondly, the "Study" ignores the very recent Phoenix v. Woodinvile decision. (07-3-
0029, Oct. 2007) Whle the majority of the Board refused to rule on the merits of the
case, there was a dissent which did discuss the merits. I was a practicing attorney long
enough to know that citig a dissent is not tyically a good idea but, in these
circumstaces the dissent can be a good indicator of the validity ofthe substantive
arguents. Here the dissent wrote:

1. The conclusion of the Hensley ILL case that a low densit of one dwellng unit per acre is

an inappropriate urban density for Woodinvile stil stands. That decision was not
based upon a "bright-line" rule.

4. The Susainable Development Study was virtually completed at the time the Council
acted to adopt the interim measure - Ordinance No. 431. Based on the completed

RECE\\lED
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analysis, the Planning Commission recommended that the one dwellng unit per
acre be adopted as a permanent regulation.

5. The Sustainable Development Study, particularly the environmental analysis
(Litowitz test) did not support the need for low density plan designations and zoning
because of environmental factors. In fact, the one area where the SDS suggested
low density may be appropriate - the Lake Leota area - would benefit by being
sewered to prevent further degradation and eutrophication of 

the lake.

6. Provisions of urban services, particularly sanitary sewer services, in the area is
necessary in order to solve environmental concerns and to comply with the GMA's
mandate to permit urban development in urban areas. RCW 36.70A.020(10);
.110(12).

7. The Neighborhood Characterisics portion of the SDS articulated vague and
subjective factors that emphasized commonalit as the desired characterisic, not
diversity in housing densities and housing types as is articulated by the Act.

8. RCW 36.70A.110(2) mandates: Each urban growth area shall permit urban
densities.

For all of the above reasons, I would have found the City ofWoodinvile noncompliant
with the challenged provisions of the GMA....

In addition to the dissent's comments regardig the "Study" and its unawf proposas,
the City Council should tae cognzace of comments frm the Board durg ora
argwnent on the ments of the case. I'm sure the Council has been, or could be, bnefed
by its attorney regarding those comments. But I'd just like to highlight one area of
discussion that ru contr to the "Study's" discussion of the issues.

The "Study" places great emphasis on the "Litowitz tests" which the authors use to
justify maintaning the R 1 urban sprawl of one acre lots within the City's urban growt
boundaes. However the City Council should be aware that it is liely ths reliance is
greatly misplaced.

The Litowitz v. City of Federal Way, CPSGMHB No. 96-3-0005, 1996 case is about
zoning and "cntical areas." This case is the lynchpin used by the authors ofthe "Study"
to justify the contiuation of urban sprawl with the City's urban growt ar. However
the "Study" does not contemplate the use of actions less broad than zonig for urban
sprawl to protect the cntical areas ofthe City. This is wrong and a misreading of both the

statutes and the case law.

As shown in the maps of cntica areas in the "Study" the vast majonty of the Rl ara
(especially the area of Nort Wellington) is NOT a "cntical ara" environmentaly (or
any other way). To the contrar, the vast majonty of the Rl area is already developed.
To the extent that more low density development is allowed in the area, specific \ 'EO

restrctions will be more than sufcient to maitan the envionment - thus pennit4ECE \ V
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urban development to occur in the City's urban growt ara along with protecting the

City's identified critical aras.

Over ten years ago the City agreed to "urban" development within its urban growth
boundares. It is past time for the City to meet that commitment. It is past time for the
City to rezone its low density areas to be at least R4. It is now the time for the City to act
withn the letter and spirit of the Growt Management Act.

Sincerely,"ì ~
. \ ,/ 1/ '" ,

c/'~";i C-vi0/ -,/
Peter Rothschild
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CITY OF WCODil\!ViLLE
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Mr. Hal Hart, Development Services Director
City ofWoodinville
17301 133rd Ave NE
Woodinville, WA 98072

Subject: Public Comments to City's Sustainable Development Study Phase 2a

Dear Mr. Har,

Than you for this opportunity to comment on the subject issue. My name is Randy
Koetje, I live within the city limits and within the Wellington area of the R-1 Zone. My
comments are focused on the Sustainable Development Study Planing Commission
Recommendations dated October 1 ih, 2007, in paricular the Facts, Findings and
Conclusions for retaining R-l zoning, and amendments to WMC 21.04.080. The intent
of my comments is that the Planning Commission, City Staff and Council consider these
comments prior to taking action on these matters. There are several critical issues
summarized below, that in my opinion, need to be addressed before Phase 2a can be
concluded:

1. The recommendations wil stifle any residential development within the
R-l Zone, in paricular a very large urban growth area that has considerable

potential, rather than encourage responsible development.

2. The recommendations add development restrctions to the R-1 Zone, that

wil not prevent traffc congestion from getting worse, will not stop the demise of
environmentally critical areas like Lake Leota, and wil not stop development in
other parts of the City that reduce the woodland character.

3. The recommendations take a position that in the entire R-l Zone, one
residential zoning density fits all, and does not allow any means for exceptions or
specific circumstances, that might favorably allow for some land areas to be
developed at a slightly higher density (2 du/acre). The recommendations should
allow a path for landowners to present their case before the City, that a
subdivision is fit for slightly higher density.

4. The recommendations do not provide a scope of work or schedule as to
when the Planning Commission and City will conclude its focus on the central
business district, and start evaluating responsible development standards for the
R-1 Zone.

5. The amendments for Zoning Code 21.04.080, use such terms as "near the
site", "few if any", and "adjacent to". Lack of precise definition of these terms
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will lead to ambiguities, which will more than likely need to be addressed at a
later date.

Discussion:

It appears that the Planing Commission's recommendations are based on the premise
that perpetuating R-I zoning will stop traffc problems from escalating, will arrest
degradation of environmentally critical areas, and will maintain the City's woodland
character; this is erroneous. The R-I area in question has existed for at least twenty-five
years, yet has not prevented the traffic issues we face today, has not prevented the
eutrophication of Lake Leota (steady demise), nor prevented landowner's from reducing
the woodland character of W oodinville (minimal development within the R-I Zone has
not spared other pars of the city from development, and reducing the woodland
character). Since the City is defined as being an urban growth area (UGA), there should
be a priority for residential development within the UGA, to spare those areas outside the
UGA. We need to minimize the development in rural areas outside of the City, and not
vice versa. One only has to look at a surounding area development map such as the
Woodinville Water District Build-out Conditions Map, prepared by BHC Consultants,
LLC, dated June 2006, to see the sprawl that has been occurrng for decades. Any local
jurisdiction's focus should not be just within the borders of the City of W oodinville, but

should take into consideration the region as a whole. If King County was to rule that any
unincorporated land within a UGA shall be developed at a minimum R-4 density
(assuming not environmentally constrained), this will certainly eat away at, ifnot
consume, any City efforts to reduce traffic congestion, save environmentally critical
areas, and protect rual areas. The Plannng Commission recommendations should be
encouraging responsible residential development in the R-l Zone, not making it more
diffcult.

One aspect of the Planning Commission's recommendations is that any development in
the R-l area will be at 1 du/acre only (not including the duplex or accessory dwelling unit

exception). The commission should consider allowing 2 du/acre in the R-I zone,
evaluated on a case by case basis. The perpetuation of the R-I zoning for such a large
area will basically stop any development in this zone, and is not an environmentally or
economically responsible action. There are several vacant and redevelopable lands
within the R-l Zone that could be developed at 2 du/acre or 3 du/acre densities, without
any adverse impacts to transportation, critical areas, neighborhood character, etc.
Individual landowners within the R-l Zone should have the opportunity to present a short
plat or subdivision proposal at the 2 du/acre density, that if shown to not adversely affect
transportation, critical areas, neighborhood character, etc., would be approved for
development. Instead, the Planing Commission's recommendations as written will not
allow any opportunity for creative thinking regarding residential land development.

The Planning Commission Facts, Findings and Conclusions states in several places that
the City Council focus is on the downtown central business district, due to limited
resources and funding constraints (for example, refer to Facts & Findings #16, 17,26,
27). This seems to be at varance with the prospect of increasing the city~~t~
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by encouraging responsible development in the R-l Zone. Woodinville is in very limited
company in this regard, in that it is a municipality that discourages increasing its funding
base, by severely limiting single family detached residential housing development. For a
relatively young city, this seems conflicting. (Note: This may be a contributing factor to
declining school enrollment in the Wellington area.) The R-I area has significant
potential for single family detached type housing, and there is certainly a need and
market for this. This type of housing is critical for the diversity, growth and vitality of
the City. At this critical time for establishing development standards and regulations for
the bettennent of the community at large, the City has basically deferred any action on
the main issue ofUGA versus rural development, and turned this into a more shortsighted
CBD competing with R-l housing issue. The zoning recommendations and amendments
as written will eliminate any competition to the CBD from the R-I area. This seems
rather limited in that people desiring to move to Woodinville will mostly be given only
one choice ofliving downtown (since this is where most of the new housing opportunities
will be). At a bare minimum, the Sustainable Development Study process should not
proceed without providing a scope of work and schedule for completion of the City's

focus on the downtown central business district. At a bare minimum, the City and
Planning Commission should make a commitment as to when work on the R-I Zone will
start.

The Planning Commission Facts, Findings and Conclusions have selectively chosen
words from the Growth Management Act, King County 2007 Buildable Lands Report
Summar, and the County's Countywide Planing Policies to support a position that
ultimately results in minimal residential development in the R-I Zone. This seems to be
based on personal preference of the City Council, Planng Commission, Citizen's
Advisory Panel, etc. Each group seems to have expressed their own reasons for reaching
these conclusions. If these groups were so inclined to have been in favor of allowing 2
dulacre or 3 dulacre densities in parts ofthe R-1 zone, I'm sure that the above mentioned
documents would have been interpreted to support these claims. If it's tre that personal
preference is the governing principal, then code amendments should be written to allow
landowners to individually state their case, for developing property within the R-l Zone
with a 2 dulacre density. If the City at this time does not have the funds or resources to
establish code amendments for responsible development in the R-1 zone, then at least
allow a path for landowners to do the work and prove to the City that responsible
development opportunities do exist. The proposed zoning code amendments as written
wil allow none other than R-l development, even if the land is not constrained by
environmentally critical areas. In 21.04.080 (2) (a) of the proposed zoning code, adding

items (ii), (iii), and (iv) wil ensure none other than R-1 development. I appeal to the City
and Planning Commission, to really evaluate if this is consistent with the GMA. If there

are no other overrding conditions (critical area, covenants, etc.), the Central Puget Sound
Growth Management Hearing Board has stated that perpetuating R-1 development, even
within well-established neighborhoods, is at varance with the GMA. The tree canopy or
transition area requirements don't seem to be specifically addressed in the GMA, and
may be at variance with the GMA.

RECEIVEL\
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Lastly, the Plaiming Commission should provide definitions for the following teIDs, or
elaborate in the code text:

I) "near the site" in 21.04.080 (1) (a) (i); for example, does "near" mean within 100 feet,
but outside 100 feet is not applicable?

2) "few if any environmental constraints" in 21.04.080 (1) (a) (ii); does "few" mean three
constraints are ok? Shouldn't this read "R4 zone.. .with no environmentally critical
areas"?

3) "adjacent to" in 21.04.080 (2) (a); does this mean any lot that shares a border with
property contairrng a designated environmentally critical area, or is in a well-established
subdivision of the same density, etc., is hereby excluded from any development other
than 1 du/acre? How do we define the boundaries of a "well-established" neighborhood?

In conclusion, I would ask that the Plaiming Commission and Council strongly consider
providing recommendations and zoning amendments that will encourage and allow
responsible development in the R-l Zone now. This does not mean that the entire R-l
Zone must be in filled at once, but rather that a path is available for continual progress. It
is not clear that focusing just on the downtown and deferring development in the R-l
Zone is in the best interests of the City or region as a whole. That being said, I hope there
is some value in this perspective and I look forward to further discussion. Than you for
your kind consideration.

Sincerely,

~~-
Randy Koetje
Woodinville citizen
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From: robert harman (mailto:harmanhouse(§verizon.net)
Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 20088:40 AM
To: Council; Debra Crawford; Hal Hart; Les Rubstello; Ray Sturt

Subject: Errors & ommisions from the Sustainable Development Report

JAN ß 200B

CITY OF WOODii'-V¡i.:.l:
DE\¡ELOF'~,1C!'n :.,~D'. ,'~,':.~~

TO: Council Members; City Planning Commission, Cap members

Hal Hart, Ray Sturtz, Les Rubstello, Deb Crawford January 8, 2008

FROM: Robert A. Harman, resident geologist 14949 N.E. 202nd St.

TOPIC: Errors & Omissions from the Sustainable Development Study Report

The city sent an invitation for residents to examine the Sustainable Development Study Report of
Phase 2a. My brief encounter with Ray Sturtz recognize that the report did not include many of
the contested topics and corrections listed below.

1. The Golf Course Basin is incorrectly illustrated both as a Litowitz and Drainage
Divide city basin maps. The city & CAP created a "corrected" Drainage Area map
although not all boundaries followed standard hydrological identifications (Leota Basin
incorporated adjacent Drainage Areas sites). The resulting omission makes the Golf
Course nearly half its actual size (Snohomish Co. area excluded). The consultants must
have used this uncorrected city basin map which then invalidates many of their
conclusions (size was a factor) and did not recognize Litowitz boundaries based on
covenants or critical areas.

2. Creek and Ground Water Discharge flows where inaccurately mapped. Cold Creek

was shown as a perennial creek instead as ground water fiow. The only perennial creek
is found in the Golf Course Basin. The role of Lake Leota is over exaggerated at the
expense of near sunace ground water fiows that creates ponds and year round wetland
ponds. The salmon spawning role of Cold Creek is outside the city basins and doesn't
emphasize the role of the sunace ground water in the Daniels Basin and the closest
unmapped basin. The major role of sunace ground water fiow that create pressure
gradient formed wetlands were not mapped or discussed. No mention is made of Lake
Leota's threatening role in creating potential catastrophic landslides in the Woodin Creek
Basin. Likewise, no mention was made of the similar Deep Ground Water Flows that
infiuenced creek outflows, sediments & pollutants transported under the city drains into
the major rivers. This is important since it explains why the Golf Course Canyon can have
such large eroding discharges.

3. Omitted were the Critical Areas of the Golf Course Basin. The Drainage Divide of this
basin next to Wood Trails has the steepest slopes and contains the best city examples of
slump landslides and ground water erosion. No mention was made of the large sediment
erosive creek canyon discharges and impact on the city drains and Little Bear Creek. The
present design of the Montevallo Detention Pond would have created home and street
floods in the Wellington Hills Golf Course neighborhood. No mention was made of
probably the best example of a possible fault that runs between the canyon and Lake
Leota. Omitted was ant discussion of the origin of a 25 foot high terrace probable slump
feature that occurs across Wood Trails. No mention is how the Hilside Basin Canyons
were formed by erosion when vegetation is lacking (importance since greater erosion
during R-4 development construction)

4. Omitted was the Class 1 Wetland of the Golf Course Basin. The wetlands of the Golf
Course Basin represents a high percentage area cover. A visit by the city wetland expert
indicated that it contains a class 1 wetland.

5. High nearby Traffic and safety concerns are present if present developments are

approved. Neighborhood character would be changed.
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January 30, 2008
CITY Ci: WOOD1~NILLE

DEVELOPMl:NT Sl:RVICES

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Hal H. Hart

Development Services Director
City of Woodin vi lIe
17301-133rd AvenueNE
WoodinvilIe, W A 98072

Re: Sustainable Development Study and Planning Commission Recommendations

Dear Mr. Hart:

This is on behalf of Phoenix Development ("Phoenix"). It responds to the City's invitation for
public comment on the Sustainable Development Study and Planning Commission Recommendations.

The Planning Commission recommends retaining the existing R-l zoning designation in the
Leota-Wellington neighborhood studied in the Sustainable Development Study, and recommends
amending the WMC 21.04.080 residential zone purpose statement to delete the requirement that
property be developed at R-4 densities when services are available.

For the reasons stated in this letter and the attached documents, the Planning Commission
recommendation should be rejected. The Leota-Wellington neighborhood should be designated at R-4
densities.

The City's own Sustainable Development SEP A Checklist Supplemental Sheet for Nonproject
Actions acknowledges that designating these properties at R-l densities would violate the Growth
Management Act:

The project study (itself) is not in conflict with any laws (this study is a natural resource
inventory). Political decision outcomes (i.e. maintaining the R-l zone as R-l) may be in
conflct with the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) laws. GMA requires
cities in Washington State to take appropriate growth densities within their urban growth
boundaries. Densities in urban growth areas at a minimum are R-4, 4 Residential Units per
Acre.

701 Fifth Avenue' Suite 7220 . Seattle, Washington 98104 . 206.812.3388 . Fax 206.812.3389 . ww.mhseatlle.com
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Hal H. Hart

January 30,2008
Page 2 of 3

See Attachment A.

As stated in Phoenix's Memorandum in support of its appeal of Ordinance 431 to the Growth
Management Hearings Board (Attachment B), adoption of the Planning Commission's
recommendation would also violate the Growth Management Act, violate the Board's prior ruling in
Hensley v. Woodinvile, and be inconsistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan.

As explained in the reports of Ed Sewall dated October 2, 2007 (already in the record) and
November 14,2007 (Attachment C), neither the Golf Course Basin, the Hillside Drainages, nor the
Lake Leota Basin meet the Litowitz criteria. R-4 development is appropriate in all of these drainage
basins.

As set forth in the report of Triad Associates (also in Attachment C), the City has overstated its
residential building capacity. Its margin for error is very low. Additional R-4 density is required in the
City.

As stated in the reports of Bob Vick and Matthew Gardner (already in the record) the
perpetuation of sprawling, one-acre estate zoning in the City deprives many people of the opportnity
to afford to live in the City, violating the City's goals to provide a diversity of housing. The provision
of multi-family housing in the downtown valley does not satisfy the need for single family housing on
the hils above town.

As explained in the planning studies ofG. Zovanyi, D. Porter, and J. Tovar (already in the
record), in Higher Density Development: Myth and Fact (Attachment D), and in Understanding Smart
Growth Savings (Attachment E), compact urban development is smar, sustainable growth. Sprawling
suburban development is environmentally unsound, costly growth. There is no justification for the
City of W oodinvile to perpetuate sprawling, suburban development over 30% of its land area. See
also the correspondence from Futurewise to Tim Trohimovich dated October 3,2007 (already in the
record).

Finally, the neighborhood character analysis set forth in the Sustainable Development Study is
faulty. R-4 development can proceed in a manner perfectly consistent with existing neighborhood
character. See attached report from Michael J. McCormick (Attachment F).
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Hal H. Hart

January 30,2008
Page 3 on

Phoenix appreciates the City Council's consideration of these important issues. Phoenix urges
the City Council to embrace the tenets of smart growth, rather than to adhere to the now long
discredited practice of perpetuating suburban sprawL.

Sincerely,

ß/I IN
G. Richard Hill

Enclosure

cc: LaITY Sundquist
Bob Vick

Loree Quade
Jennifer Kuhn
Greg Rubstello
Peter Eglick

L:ISundquistlWoodinvilielCORRICity Council 02.doc
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3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources?

The study project will not deplete energy or natural resources.

Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are:

The study will help the City to determine the importance of preserving energy and natural resources.

4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or areas designated (or
eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as parks, wilderness, wild and scenic rivers,
threatened or endangered species habitat, or historic cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime
farmlands?

The project will have a positive affect on the natural environment as it wil help with the determination of
preserving natural resources in the R-1 zone.

Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are:

Not applicable

5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it would allow or
encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans?
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The project proposal wil not affect land or shoreline use. The outcome of the study may preserve natural
resources in the Woodinvile area.
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Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are:

Conduct the project study.

6. How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public services and utilities?

The project would not increase demand on transportation or public services. On the contrary, if the project
study analytically and quantifiable proves that a higher density development in the R-1 zone will impact
public services, less development may occur, thus less demand upon public services.

Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are:
Conduct the project study.

7. Identify. if possible, whether the proposal may conflct with local, state, or federal laws or requirements for
the protection of the environment.
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3

4

5

6
BEFORE THE CENTRA PUGET SOUND

GROWTH MANAGEMENT HEAmGS BOARD
ST ATE OF WASHINGTON7

8
PHOENIX DEVELOPMENT, LLC, Consolidated Case No. 07-3-0029c

9

and PHOENIX DEVELOPMENT'S
PREHEAmG BRIEF10

PETER ROTHSCHILD
11

12
Petitioners,

13 vs.

CITY OF WOODINILLE,

Respondent.

16 CONCERNED NEIGHBORS OF
WELLINGTON,

17

is Intervenor.

19

20 I. INTRODUCTION

21
On Februar 25, 1997, the Central Puget Sound Growth Mangement Hearings Board rued that,

22
pursuat to RCW 36,70A.110, the City ofWoodinvile may not "perpetuate an ineffcient pattern of one-

23

24
acre lots." The Board stated tht (((£jor the Board to conclude otherwe wotÙd sanction the inappropriate

25 conversion of undeveloped land into sprawlig low-density development, which wOtÙd effectively thwar

26 long-tenn urban development with the Citys boundaries. . ." Hensky v. Woodinville, (Henslry IV),

27 GPSGMHB Case No. 01-3-0004c, FDO at 9-10 (Februar 24, 1997).

28

PHOENIX'S PREHEARG BRIEF
Page 1 of38
L:ISUNOQUIS1\WOOOINVILLEIGMHBIPLDGSIPREHEARING BRIEF 04.00C

McCULLOUGH HILL, PS
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30

Following ths rulg, the City ofWoodivile adopted WMC 21.04.080(1) (a) which reads in part:

¡'
i

I2 "Developments with densities less than R-4 are alowed only if adequate servces cannot be provided." Supp.

3
Ex. 3.

4
Beginig in 2005, however, in response to citien opposition to certai proposed R-4 developments

5

6
in the Leota/Wellgton neighborhood, the City retaied consultants to come up with a "defensible lega

7
strategy" to seek to overn the Board's rug in Hensky iv and to provide the City with cover to contiue

8 to perpetuate sprawL.

9 Ths effort culated on March 12, 2007 with the City's adoption of Ordiance 431. Ex. 9.

10 Ordiance 431 repea WMC 21.04.080(1)(a). The purose of ths repea is to prevent R-4 developments

11
from beig approved tloughout the over 50% of the City's residentiy zoned land that is cuently zoned

12

13
R-l. The effect of th repeal is tht it wi perpetute an inefficient pattern of one-acre lots, inappropritely

14
conver lad into sprawlig low-density development, and thwart long-ter urban development with the

15 Citys boundaes. The question for the Board on th appea is whether the City has succeeded in its mision )

16 to arive at a "defensible leg strateg" to justi th sprawL.

17 Petitioner Phoenix Development ("Phoen") own proper currently zoned R-1 in the
18

"Northwest Wellington" neighborhood. Ex. 158 (1/31/07 letter from Phoenix to Woodinvile Planning
19

20
Coimssion). Phoenix respectfully asks the Board to rule that Ordinance 431 is inconsistent with the

21 requiements of the Growth Management Act and to invalidate the Ordinance. The Board should not

22 sanction the efforts of the City to enable its citizens to thrt the obligations of grwth management onto

23 outlying areas.

24

25

26

27

28
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II. STATEMENT OF FACTS

2

A, Hensley v. Wooditivile and WMC 21.04.080.
3

4
The City of Woodivie, incorporated in 1995, adopted its inti GMA comprehensive plan on June

5 24,1996, by passing Ordiance 157. On August 29,1996, Corrine R. Hensley submitted a petition for

6 review to the Central Puget Sound Growt Management Hearings Board.

7 Among other thgs, Ms. Hensley chalenged Policy LU-3.6, which provided: "Alow densities hiher

8
than one dwelg unt per acre only when adequate servces and facities are avaible to serve the proposed

9

10
development." She focused the Board's scrtiy on the Plan's use of 1 dujacre densities in the Leota

11
neihborhood, an area which comprises a sigcant par of the City's lad mass. In response to her appea,

12 the Board held:

13 No evidence or arguent was presented by Woodivie that there was an envionmenta justication
for such a widespread patter of one-acre lots. Instead, the City points to Policy LU-3.6 to argue
that, in effect lack of servce capacity seres as justication for a FLUM with densities sigcantly
below 4 dujacre, The Board diagees with the City...

14

15

16 Because the Act requies tht cities mae avaible and provide urban servces ttoughout their
UGAs, the Board caot constre Goal U-3 to peretute an inefficient pattern of one-acre lots. For
the Board to conclude otherwe would sanction the inpproprite conversion of undeveloped land

into sprawlig low-density development, which would effectiely thwart long-term urban

development with the City's boundaes...

17

18

19

20
Policy LU-3.6 alows densities greater th i duj acre only where adequate serces and facities are

avaible. Thi policy reads as though new development cannot exceed 1 duj acre uness sewer

servce is avaible - th is inconsistent with Goal U-3 and the intent of the Act. . .
21

22 . .Policy LU~3.6 is inconsistent with Goal U-3, therefore, the Plan is internaly inconsistent in violation
of RCW 36.70A.070(1). Policy LU-3.6 wi be remanded with instrctions for the City to brig the
Plan into complince.23

24 Hens00IV, supra, at 9-10.

25
Subseqnently, in 1997, the City amended its comprehensive plan and its development regutions to

.26
comply with the Board's diective. WMC 21.04.080 diectly responds to the Board's order. Supp. Ex. 3. In

27

28
order to avoid "the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawlig low-density development,

PHOENIX'S PREHEARG BRIEF
Page 3 of38
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32

which would effectively thwart long-term urban development withi the City's boundaries," WMC

2 21.04.080(1)(a) states clearly that H(d)evelopments with densities less than R-4 are alowed only if adequate

3 servces cannot be provided."

4
B. Subsequent Application ofWMC 21.04.080(1)(a),

5

6
In the years followig 1997, WMC 21.04.080(1)(a) was implemented in accordance with its intent:

7
Since incorporation, the City's Comprehensive Plan and zonig have alowed areas zoned for one
dwel unt per acre (R-l) to be converted though a public heaing process to up to four dwelg
unts per acre (R-4), contigent upon the proviion of sanitar sewer serce though a developer
provided extension of sewer lies.

8

9

10
Ex. 19, p. 2.

11 c. Proposed Developments in Leota Generate Controversy.

12 So long as R-4 development steered clear of the Leota Neighborhood (alo known as the Welgton

13 Neihborhood), al was reltively cal in Woodivie. However, that sitution chand in 2005:

14
Hitoricay, very few of these sewer extensions have occured in the Leota Neihborhood, east of
Downtown. However, th sitution has chged, as ilustrated by the recent applications for
residenti density increases in areas zoned R-1. In addition to the curent applications aleady

submitted, the City has receied prelar information indicati interest in conversion of other
area &om R-l to R-4 ~oni.

15

16

17

18 Those exitig and potenti futue applications for upzones have led to oppositon by some in the

communty due to conces regadig potenti development impacts. As mentioned, th puts the
City in the position of nee to reconcie the competi forces of communty resistace to
upzones, wih the GMA's requiement to protect crtica areas whie also accommodatig growt at
"urban" densities,

19

20

21
Ex. 19, p. 2.

22
D. Sustaible Development Pla.

23

24
On Janua 17, 2006, a White Paper was presented to the City Council Land Use Comtttee. The

25 subject was a proposed "Sustaable Development rlan."

26 The puuose of the Plan was stated as follows:

27
At its Fal 2005 retreat, the City Counci received a report on a series of Central Puget Sound GMA
Hearings Board decision~ over the past few years that had found agast some cities with stated
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2

residenti zonig densities below the accepted "appropriate urban density" level of 4 unts per acre.

Caled the "bright lie" rue, it was thought by many cities to take away options of local control to
attempt to steer density to areas with more appropriate in£rastrctue and capacity whie protectig
neighborhood character.

3

4 In liht of a recent State Supreme Cour case which found that interpretig such ''bright lies" into
the language of the GMA was beyond the mandate of the Hearings Boards, subsequent GMA
Hearings Board rugs have shown more deference to cities' efforts to plan growt in more flexible
ways. In these rulgs, lower residenti densities have been supported primary though fidigs
backed by science that lower densities are appropriate for maitaig the integrity of envionmental
resources. Th tye of envionmenta study is recommended for Woodivie to ascertai the level
of resource sensitivity and potenti impact £rom development. . .

5

6

7

8

9
To support a City decision to limit residential densities in certain areas, a multi-faceted work
program is recommended...

10
Supp. Ex. 1, p. 1 (emphasis added). Idencied tasks included fonnation of a citien's adviory panel

11

("CAP"); critical areas studies; transportation studies; increaing level of serce standards; hiher
12

13
development stadads; an equestrn overlay zone; comprehensive plan amendments; and retention of

14
exper lega and GMA assistace.

15 E. Furer Evolution of Sustaiable Development Progr.

16 On March 13, 2006, Cit staff presented a report to the City Counci that indicated futher evolution

17 of the Sustaiable Development Program. In its report, staff dicused the policy conteXt:

18

19

Recent development actvity in Woodivie has given rise to concems in the community
regardig the amount, location and effects of growt and some cals to slow or even halt
certin tyes of development, especial in low density residential areas. 11 puts the City in
the dificut position of balcig pressure from the loca communty to lit growt, whie also
effectively adddessin outside pressure to develop at hiher densities from advpcacy groups as well as
State policy and law under the GMA.

20

21

22

23
The GMA declaes tht development with urban growt areas must be "urban" in natue, meanlg
at least four dwellg unts per acre accnrdig to case decisions emnatig £rom the Growt
Management Hearings Board.

24

25 Ex. 19, p. 2 (emphasis added).

26 The Staff Report contiues by recommendig that the City embark on a "Litowitz" study "to

27 ascertai the level of resource sensitivity and potenti impact from development and to document the

28
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25

26
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resultig appropriate development density." This is based on staffs understandig that "lower resident.

densities have been supported maiy though scientic studies documentig why lower densities in ceitai

areas are necessary for maitaig the integrity of envionmental resoutces." Ex. 19, p. 4.

The Staff Report cautions that "(ijt should be noted that attempts to peipetuate low density zoning

due to other kids of historic character have not been successfu under chalenge to date." Ex. 19, p. 5.

The Staff Report attches an Action Pla. Item 9 in the Pla is "Moratorium Option." The Staff

Report states "(t)his is a last resort option whe.e a resource may be lost if an issue is not addressed quickly."

Staff adds that they wi "(p)ursue ths only if diected by Council." Ex. 19, Attachment A, p. 5.

F. Moratorium Ordice 419.

Counci apparently diected staff to pursue th "last resort option." Only one week later, on March

20,2006, the City Counci adopted Moratorium Ordiance 419. The Ordiance imposed a six-month

moratori upon the receit and processing of buidig peimt applications, lad use applications, and any

other peet application with the R-1 zoni ditrct, which, the Ordiance ackowledges, is the lagest

residenti zone in the City, comprising 1291 acres, approxiately 30% of the entie muncialty. Ex. 6.

The Staff Report on the Ordice states that adoption of the moratoriuu would give the City tie

to study the potenti envionmenta impacts of fuer development, and provide inormtion on which the

City Counci ca make futue deciions on the approprite intensity of development. Ex. 22, p. 1.

G. Communty Development Dire~or Report on History of Adopûon ofWMC 21.04.080(1)(a).

On Friday, April 14, 2006, Communty Development Director Ray Stutz responded to a zonig

code question posed by Deputy Mayor Stecker as follows:

Dear Deputy Mayor Stecker,

The code section developers refer to when proposing an R-1 to R-4 rezone to justi their request is
WMC 21.04.080(1)(a) which reads in part:
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2

. . . ."Development with densities less than R-4 are alowed only if adequate servces canot be
provided." They also point to Comp Plan Goals and Policies as well as Growt Management
Hearing Board cases that support a mium density of 4-unts per acre.

3
.., (T)he current WMC 21.04.080(1) (a) language first appeared in the Draft GMA Zoning
Code (dated June 1997), This document follows (and takes its diecûon from) the attached
Growt Management Hearings Board decision of February 25, 1997, in which Legal Issue
No.5 indicates the City ofWoodiviUe can not perpetuate one-acre development.

4

5

6 Supp. Ex. 3 (emphasis added).

7
H. Steward and Associates Contract for Sustainable Development Program Studies.

8
On June 5, 2006, the proposed contract with Steward and Assocites was presented to the City

9

10
Counci for approval. The contract was to prepare the Sustaiable Development Progr envionmental

11
studies and alternatie development stadards.

12 The Staff Report stated that "(t)he subject contract wi provide a conswtant team to prepare the

13 Sustaable Development studies and related work to provide the analysis necessary to: Substantiate the

14
need to maintain the low-density (R-l) designation in the eastern porton of the City for

15
envionmenta endagered species, infrastrctue adequacy, and other Growt Management reaons..." Ex.

16

17
40, p. 1 (emphasis added).

18
The other stated purose of the contract was to develop policies and regtions in response to the

19 R-1 zone area moratorium. Ex. 40, p. 1.

20 The Counci approved the contract.

21
I. Adoption of Moratorium Ordiance 424.

22
On July LO, 2006, after having held a public hearing on Ordinance 419, the City Council adopted

23

24
Ordinance 424. Thi Ordinance incorporated supplemental fidings of fact in support ofthe moratorium,

25 and revised and clarified certain exemptions, Ex. 7. See also Ex. 46.

26

27

28
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J. Contract for Sustainable Development Attorney Services.

2 On July 17, 2006, the City Council authoried the City Manager to negotiate a contract with the

3
law fi of Eglick Kier Whted to provide "Sustaiable Development Attorney Services." The Staff

4

Report states:
5

6
The issue before the Council is managing growth in a manner consistent with outside policy and
legal drivers such as the Growth Management Act... while also upholding Kig County and City
goals for community quality oflife.7

8 There are potential strategies available to the City in ths regard that are collectively refeITed to as
"sustainable development.".. .Developing a defensible compliance strategy is an integral par of
the overal sustainable development strategy. The City's efforts to sustai growth could be
overted without a solid legal strategy. The purpose of the contract is to craft and present
defensible solutions concurrent with the policies, plans, and regulations.

9

10

11

12
Ex. 49, pp. 1-2 (emphasis added).

13 In his response to the City's RFP, Attorney Peter Eglick advised the City that he had represented

14 the City of Bothell in a 2005 CPSGMH appeal related to the adoption of Bothell's new GMA

15 Comprehensive Pla. Mr. Eglick advised the City that "BotheD prevaiied completely in this complex

16
case which required tunng the Board away from rigid imposition of a four-dweUig-unit-per-acre

17

18
"bright lie" density requiement." Ex. 49, Attachment A p. 2 (emhasis added).

19 K. Renewal of Moratorium Ordinance.

20 The origial moratorium ordinance was set to expire on September 17, 2006. However, as that

21 date approached, it became clear that the City's Sustaiable Development Study would not be complete

22
by that time. Accordingly, on September 11, 2006, the City adopted Ordinance No. 427, renewing the

23

24
moratorium for a perod of six additional months. The Council determed that the renewal was

25 necessar "in order to prevent land use permt applicants from obtaing vested d~velopment rights

26 inconsistent with the anticipated code amendments that wil likely result from the Sustainable

27
Development study," Ex. 8. See also Ex, 58.

28
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L. Continued Development of Sustainabilty Study.

2
Following the adoption of Ordinance 427, the Sustainable Development Study continued to be

3
developed. On September 20, 2006, a status report was provided to the City Plarg Coimission. Ex.

4
139. On January 3, 2007, a comprehensive plan, zoning code and regulatory amendment proposal was

5

6
presented to the Planning Coimission. Ex. 147.

On January 17, 2007, Susan Boundy-Sanders, a member ofthe Citizen's Advisory Panel

("CAP"), expressed her concern about the comprehensive plan, zoning code and regulatory amendment

proposal in an email to the Council. She felt the proposal was premature:

Ifa map ofrecomrended zoning changes is to be constructed, it should be done by the CAP after
we have all project reprts in hand, and in consultation with the project's attorney Peter Eglick...

Peter Eglick has explained that the strongest legal argument for keeping R-l zoning inide the
Urban Growth Bowwdary is the Litowitz Test, and the only well-documented applications of the
Litowitz tes are for wetlands and strea critical for salmon habitat. He explained that the
farer you get ftom tht standard, the more diffcult job he wil have trg to defend it legally.

At the other end of the spectn we have a "neighborhood chaactee' study. Neighborhood

chaacter does have some legal defenibility based on the Viking v. Holm decision, but Mr.
Eglick makes the educated guess that the GMH would lie nothig better th to discredit

neighborhood character as a defense oflow density.

The data that fills the gap between Litowitz and neighborhood character - crtical areas - is not
yet in hand.

Making maps without the data, and without Mr. Eglick's input on defensibility, is premature. It
forces you to make uninformed decisions, it deprives yU-u of useful policy tools, and because of
the natue ofthe missing data it threatens citizens' safety and quality of life.

I'd lie to state that (City staff member) Bob Wuotila has been extremely careful to let the CAP
drive the proposed Comp Plan changes - he has successfully avoided doing anythig that could
be construed as a Staff person tryg to hijack the project. I believe it's even more important to
have the CAP drive the zoning changes, and I believe Bob is the perect staff member to
faciltate that piece ofthe project. '

26

27

28
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Supp. EX:. 7 (emphasis added). Her recommendation was that the moratorium be extended once again,

2 until all types of critical area studies are complete, and then to allow the CAP to generate maps and

3
recommendations for all issues that are presented to the Planing Commssion.

4

On Januar 24, 2007, a summary report on the status ofthe Sustainable Development Project was
5

6
presented to the Planing Commission. Ex. 152-153,155.

7 At the Januar 24, Planing Commission Meeting, Planing Commission Chair Rubstello stated

8 the intent of the Sustaiable Development Study: "(T)he intent ofthe Sustainable Development Study

9 was to prove to the GMHB that the R-l area was unique and that the R-l zoning should be
10

retained." Ex.155, p. 6 (emphasis added).

11

12
On Februar 14, 2007, Phoenix submitted a comment letter to the Plang Commission

13 commenting on the preliminar recmmendations of the Sustaiable Development Study. Ex. 158

14 (1/31/07 letter nom Phoen to Woodinvile Plang Commsion). On that same date, the CAP also

15 sent a leter to the Plang Commsion, urgig the retention ofR-l zoning throughout the existing R-l .

16
zoned areas ofthe City, whie additional envionmental studies are completed. Ex. 172.

17

M. Sustainable Development Study.
18

19
The Sustaiable Development Study was fially publihed on Februar 20,2007. Ex. 95,98

20 ("Stuy").

21 Whle the Study's Executive Summar includes a lenhy discussion ofGMHB decisions on

22
urban density, the Study nowhere mentions' the most apposite cae, Hensley IV, supra. It is as if Hensley

23

IV had been removed ftom the City's hiory books.
24

25
In the Study's Executive Summar, the purpose of the Study is stated as follows: What zoning

26 densities should occur on lands curently classified as R -i? Four individual studies are included:

27 environmental, neighborhood chaacter, tranportation; and capital facilties. Ex. 95, 98, p. 1.

28
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The Study states that the residential zones in the City make up approximately 60% of the City's

2 3500 acres, with the R-l zone encompassing approximately 30% or 1100 acres. The R-l zone is located

3
on the northeastern uplands of the City, and is refeITed to generally as the Leota and Wellington

4

Neighborhoods. Ex. 95,98, p. 1.
5

6
The environmental portion of the Study analyzes the six drainage basins located in tils area:

7 Hillside Drainages, School Basin Daniels Creek Basin, Woodin Creek Basin, Lake Leota Basin, and

8 Golf Course Basin. Ex. 95,98, Figue ES-2.

With respect to environmental considerations, the Study concludes that only one of the drainage

basins meets the Litowitz crieria justifying a potential R-l designation: the Lake Leota Basin. The

reason for til conclusion is, accrding to the Study, that Lake Leota, located in the basin, is par of the

Cold Creek heawaters which flows to Bear Creek. Bea Creek is a ilgh salmon spawnig tributar to

Lake Washigton. Ex. 95,98, p. 21. With appropriate envionmental mitigation, the Study fids that R-

4 zonig would be accetable (in ten of environmental crteria) for al of the other dramage basins. Ex.

95, 98, pp, 22-25.

Attachment A to the Study is the Steward and Associates Environmental Reprt ("Study

Environmental Reprt"). Close analysis of the Study Environmental Report cass doubt on the Lake

Leota Basin ''Litowitz'' concluions sumarzed above.

At page 18 of the Study Environmental Reprt, the following infonnation is set fort:

The most important fish and wildlife habitat conservation area (FCA) in or adjacent to the R-
1 zone is Cold Creek, a tnoutar to Cottage Lake Creek withi the Bea Creek basin, which is
predomiantly to the east ofthe R-l area. While Cold Creek's functions and values are
affected by the conditions in the R-l zone, just how much they are affected Is less clear. As
discussed in Appendix A, groundwater from most of the R-l zone appears to flow to the west,
away from Cold Creek. The Lake Leota basin is par of the headwaters of Cold Creek, but the

lake's outlet stream (wilch directly connects to Cold Creek...) flows only intermttently, when
the lake is high. Cold Creek is priarly fed by groundwater from a large receiving area to the

north, as well as by groundwater discharge from Lake Leta,.. Cold Creek's steady flow of
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cold water is most important to the Bear Creek system in the summer and early fall when
Cold Creek currently has little if any sunace connection with Lake Leota.

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

blooms are common.
15

16 Report) p. 29.

(Emphasis added). Moreover, the actual groundwater sources for Cold Creek extend further north into

Snohonùsh County, into an area that is almost completely zoned rural. Ex. 95, 98, (Environmental

Report) p. 28.

The Study's Hydrogeologic Analysis confis this conclusion. It fids that Cold Creek is fed by

groundwater, not by Lake Leota, because the temperature of 
Cold Creek varies only minimally, while

that of Lake Leota varies more dramatically. Ex. 95, 98, (Appendix A, Hydrogeologic Reprt), pp. 5, 8.

The Hydrogeologic Analysis also concludes that based on available information, a significant reduction.

in groundwater base flow to Cold Creek Sprigs ITom R-4 development is not anticipated, because ofthe

configuration of the groundwater divide. Ex. 95, 98, (Appendix A, Hydrogeologic Report), p.12.

Moreover, Lake Leota is clealy not of high ran order. It is advancing toward eutrophy. Algae

Heavy metal are alo accumulating in lake sediments. Ex. 95, 98, (Environmental

17 In a nutshell, the Study Environmental Report fids that the key issue for the health of Lake Leota

18
is the provision of sewer, which would remediate the priar contrbutor to Lake Leota's il heath:

19
existing septic systems. Lae Leta, healthy or unealthy, however, imposes no demonstrable effect on

20

21
the provision of cold, clean water in Cold Creek.

22 Accrdingly, the conclusion set forth in the Study, namely that R-1 zonig must be maintained to

23 protec Cold Creek, is simply not supported by the science set fort in the Study.

24 As for tranportation and capital facilties, the Study makes it clear that the R -1 area 0 f the City

25
are fully suited to accommodate R-4 zonig. Ex. 95, 98, (Executive Summar) pp. 21-25.

26
Finally, the Study includes a ''Neighborhood Chaacter" Report. Ex. 95, 98, (Attachment B,

27

28
Neighborhood Character). The Study does two tllgs. First, it seeks to detenne the quality 0 f
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neighborhoods in Woodinvile. It concludes that those neighborhoods that have the most "commonality"

deserve R-I protection against increased density. Second, it conducts a housing allocation and carrying

capacity analysis to seek to support the conclusion that the City has suffcient capacity to accommodate

its growth allocation even if it maintains all of its existing R-I zoning.

With respect to the fist task, the Report applies character indicators to determe levels of

"consistency" throughout conceptual neighborhood subareas. Ex. 95, 98, (Attachment B, Neighborhood

Character), p. 2. If there is consistency, then the Report concludes that no increase in density should be

allowed. However, the report includes no explanation or analysis as to how it is that an R-4 density

would in and of itself have an adverse impact upon neighborhood character, or why it is that

"consisency" or "commonality" are critical components ofa healthy neighborhood. See, e.g., D. Porter,

Making Smart Growth Work (Urban Land Institute 2002), Chpter 7 (Grwing Smar through Infill and

Redevelopment). (Attached as Phoeni Brief Ex. 1).

As for the secnd task, the Reprt fuils to demonstrate tht the City ha suffcient capacity to

accmmodate its grwt allocation whie maintaing existing R-l zonig. The calculation set forth in

the Stuy's Attachment B is not based on an updated inventory of vacant or redevelopab1e land. No

updated inventory map has been created as par ofthe analysis. Moreover, land developed betwee 2002

and 2007 has not been removed trom the inventory, and actal observed densities on the lads developed

between 2002 and 2007 have not been used to determe capacity on remaining land. Finally, remaining

vacant and redevelop able lands have not bëen adjusted to reflect new critical area buffers and stonnwater

24
detention requirements adopted after 2002. See also Ex. 4, 5 (4/3/07 letter trom Bil Mandevile to Ray

25
Sturz).

26 In the absence, then, of an updated inventory, the City's assertion that it has suffcient capacity to

27 accmmodate its growth targets lacks a credible factual foundation,

28
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In summary, then, the Study provides no support for the maintenance 0 f R -1 zoning in any

2 portion ofWoodinvile.

3
N. Post Sustainable Development Study Steps.

4

On February 26,2007, the City Council held a Study Session to review the results ofthe Study,
5

6
and to consider the Planning Commission recommendations to the CounciL. The Planning Commission

7 had recommended to the Council that the Council should retain the cunent R-1 zonig in the City,

8 without the option to rezone to R-4. The zoning code, the Plaaing Commssion advised should be

9 amended to repeal the WMC 21.04.080 provision requiring new subdivisions to provide a miimum
10

density of 4 dwelling units per acre. Ex. 95, 96.
11

12
The Council held a public hearing on the Sustaiable Development Study and the Plaaing

13 Commssion recmmendations on March 5, 2007. Ex. 98. At the heaing, Phoenix submitted a letter to

14 the Council protesting agait the Plang Commssion's recmmendations. Ex. 98 (3/5/07 letter from

15 Phoen to City Council).

16
On March 6,2007, Councilember Brocha sent an email to Interi Plang Director Cindy

Baker stating that "(o)fthe 13 GMA precepts the one we meet the lea with the Rl zone is the

'inapproprte converion of undeveloped lands to low density' . . .My thi is that by allowing R4

only on undeveloped land that we are meein the leter of the GMA... If we did this it might be

another arrow for Peter Egllck's quiver." Ex. 188 (3/6/07 email from Don Brocha to Cindy Baker)

(emhais added).

O. Interim Zoning Ordinance 431.

On March 12, 2007, the City Council held a public hearing and considered whether to extend the

proposed moratoriwn or whether to adopt perment or interi zoning code amendments, Ex. 102. It

held a subsequent meeting on May 7,2007 for the purpose of reciving additional tesimony regarding
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Ordinance No. 431. Phoenix submitted a comment letter to the Council opposing the adoption of any

2 ordinance removing the provisions ofWMC 21.04.080(1)(a). Ex. 114 (S/7/071etter from Phoenix to City

3
Council).

4

The Council chose to adopt Ordinance 431, which deleted the provision ofWMC 21.04.080(1)(a)
5

6
providing that development with densities less than R-4 are allowed only if adequate services cannot be

7 provided. The interim ordinance is in full force and effect for six months unless ealier termated or

8 subsequently extended by the City CounciL. Ex. 9. In the Ordinance, the Council states that its purose

9 is to provide additional time to review the zoning code amendments recommended by the Planing

10

Commssion, and to conduct fuher analysis regarding appropriate changes to the City's existing
11

12
development reguations.

The State of Washigton Deparment of Communty, Trade and Economic Development

("CTED") commented on Ordinance 431 in a letter dated Apri3, 2007. Ex. 4, 5 (4/3/07 
letter fiom Bil

Mandeville to Ray Sturtz). CTED expressed concern with the "termation ofWoodivile's intent to

aUow higher density development in its existig R-l zone" (emphais added). CTED observed that

the City had not updated its housing capacity analysis since 2002, and therefore could not

demonstrate that it had the capacity to accommodate its alocated growt. CTED alo notes that the

City ha failed to address Kig County CWPP AH-2 on affordable housin. Finally, CTED points out

that the City's existing housing density is less tha one dwelling unit per acre, and that in order to meet

its planned density, new development in Woodinvile would need to occur at a rate of 4.5 dwellig units

per acre. Ordinance 431, CTED implies, is movig in the wrong, not the right, direction.

On May 17,2007, Susan Boundy-Sanders, a member of the CAP, wrote to the City's Director of

Long Range Plang (Ray Stuz), to the Planning Commsion, and to her fellow CAP members:
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Here's what I've been talking about at the past couple Council meetings: Over the course of a
few Council and CAP meetings and a few brief conversations with Peter Eglick, it became
clear that with a small amount of effort the City could fwd itself in a lot stronger position
with respect to R:l than it did with respect to the Brightwater building permts.

With Brightwater the City felt it needed, but didn't have, the words "identified fault" trom its
experts. I'm guessing there are similar words that would enable us to protect the Bear Creek and
Little Bear Creek salmon rus, and I'm confident Peter Eglick could tell us what those words
are with a miimum of research. Is it as simple as "Chiook" and "cold clear water"? We
just need to know..

Supp. Ex. 8 (emphasis added).

On May 29,2007, three of the fonner members of the CAP wrote to the City Council and

provided a different perspective trom that shared by Ms. BotUdy-Sanders:

There is a proposal under discussion to maintain the "R-l Only" designation throughout the
study area. However, we, former members of the Citizens Advisory Panel on Sustainable
Development (CAP), feel that this is not the appropriate measure to take.

We each volunteered to be a part of this CAP last summer so that we might be able to
engage, discuss, and create a plan for urban growth in W oodinvile, founded in sustaiable
design practices that would ensure the protection and enhancement ofWoodinvile's citizens,
businesses and its natual envionment. And those ofus who are now former members were
there, so we thought, to provide our direct relevant experence in sutainable design and policy
makg. The commttee stared strong, as we developed goal. But at the conclusion of goal-
settg, it was quickl apparent that there wouldn't be any more dicussions about the

futue and how we, as a grup of citizens could shape tha futue. Rather, much tie and

energy was devoted to developing an arguent to support the contiuation of an ultra-low

zonig desigation ofR-I. And the thee of us, outnumered and. uneard by the
neighborhood preservationist members, each under our own wil~ resigned ftom the committee,
conceding to the remaining members their "unaous" voice fur the continuation of R -1 zoni.

Supp. Ex. 6 (emphasis added). The group ofthree former CAP members then enumerate six reasons

against maintaing the R-1 only option: (1) Maintaig ultra-low denity in Woodinville pushes the

burden of addressing growt to beyond the perieters ofthe communty and contributes to sprawl; (2)

Lower denities contrbute more to environmental degradation tha higher densities; (3) Higher densities

make urban settings more attactive, not less; (4) Maitaing R-1 delays the provision of sewers,

increain the risk ofpollution ftom septic systems; (5) Many ofthe R-1 zoned area are close to
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transportation corrdors; and (6) the cunent R-1 zone precludes the integration of affordable housing into

2 the community.

3
No response to this letter is contained in the City's record on review.

4
III. AUTHORITY

5

A. Summary of Argument.
6

The City of Woodin vi lIe has an obligation under RCW 36.70A.II0 and Hensley IV, supra, to

accommodate urban growth. That obligation means that it may not peretuate an ineffcient pattern of

one-acre lots. Until the adoption of Ordinance 431, the City fulfilled that obligation, by requiring new

developments to accommodate fuur dwelling units per acre when services could be provided. WMC

21.04.080(1)(a).

By adopting Ordinance 431, the City seeks to set back the clock. The City now requies

development in over 50% of its residentially zoned land to sprawL. Thi is not smar grwth. Thi is

dumb grwt

The City purrts to defend its decision in reliance on a Sustaible Development Study. It is

clea ITom the recrd, however, that the City had made up its mid to peretuate existin one-acre density

even before the Study was initiated. The City's development ofthe Stuy and its retention of Bothell's

former special land use legal counel was an exercise in cynicism. The City sought to keep its denity

low, and chaged its consultants with the task offiding whatever arguments they could to mae that

decision "defensible." The City was wiling to spend whatever it took in an effort to relieve itself ofthe

growth management obligations ariculated in the Board's ruling in 
Hensley Iv

However, the City's professional staff its consultants, and its general and special legal counsel

are all persons of integrity, As a result, the Sustainable Development Study for the most par correctly

states the environmenta~ tranportation, neighborhood character, and public facilties facts.

28
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The Study makes it clear that with respect to five of the six drainage basins in the City's R-1

zoned area, there is no environmental reason to preclude R-4 zoning. Although the Study suggests in its

conclusions that R-4 zoning may be of benefit to the Lake Leota Basin, the substance of its technical

analyses does not support that conclusion. The Study also concludes that the R-1 zoned areas have

suffcient tranportation and other public facilities to accommodate R-4 development. As to

neighborhood character, the Study concludes that areas that have a great degree of "commonality" should

be preserved. However, the Study makes no effort to evaluate how R-4 zoning can be developed in a

way to be consistent and even improve neighborhood quality, and fails to demonstrate that R-4 zoning

would negatively impact neighborhood character. See, e.g., D. Porter, Makng Smart Growth Work,

(Urban Land Institute: 2002), Chapter 7 (Growing Smar though In:fll and Redevelopment).

The Prehearg Order has identified three issues for Phoenix to address in thi appeaL. First,

Ordùùce 431 violates RCW 36.70A.020(1)-(2) and RCW 36.70A.1l0. There is no contes that

densities otone dwelling unit per acre are not uran densities. Moreover, the City can cite to no

environmental constraits tha justify limiting development to one dwellig unt per acre. Accrdingly,

Ordince 431 is unawful and invalid.

Secnd, Ordince 431 is inconsistent with the City's Comprehenive Plan in violation ofRCW

36.7OC.040(3). In paricular, LU-3.6 states tht the City should "(e)ncourage moderate (5-8 d.u.) and

medium (9-18 d. u.) density housin throughout the communy where suffcient public facilties and

service are available, where the land is capable of supporting such uses, and where compatible with

adjacent land uses." To preclude any development more dene than R-l throughout over 50% of the

City's residentially zoned land is clearly inconsistent with this and other policies ofthe Comprehensive

Plan. Accrdingly, Ordinance 431 is un1awful and invalid.
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Third, Ordinance 431 fails to encourage affordable housing and fails to adequately consider its

2 impacts on the City's ability to meet its mandated housing targets, in violation of RCW 36. 70A020( 4)

3
and RCW 36.70A070(2). Instead, Ordinance 431 perpetuates the R-l zoned area's existing patter of

4

sprawling, unaffordable one-acre lots, and precludes compact urban development which wil contribute
5

6
toward meeting the City's mandated housing targets. Accordingly, Ordinance 431 is unlawful and

7 invalid.

8 B. Standard of Review.

9 Phoeni acknowledges that Woodinvile's Ordinance No. 431 is presumed valid upon adoption,

and the burden is on Phoenix to demonstrate that the action taken by the City is not in compliance with

the goal and requirements of the GMA. RCW 36. 70A.320(2); WAC 242-02-632.

To prevail Phoeni must demonstrate that the agency action is clearly eroneous. RCW

36.70A.320(3), see also RCW 36.70A320(1). To fid the City's adoption of Ordinance No. 431 clearly

erneous, the Board must be "left with the fi and defiition conviction that a mistake has been made."

Dep 't of Ecology v. PUD 1, 121 Wn.2d 179,201,849 P.2d 646 (1993).

However, local discretion is limited. "Local discretion is bounded. ., by the goal and

requirements of the GMA" King CountY v. Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearing Board,

142 Wn.2d 543,561, 14 P.3d 133, 142 (2003). As such, the Board "acts properly when it foregoes

deference to a.. .plan that is not 'consistent' with the requirements and goals of the GMA." Cooper Point

Association v. Thurston County, 108 Wn. App. 429, 444, 31 P.3d 28 (2001), af'd Thurston County v.

Western Washington Growth Management Hearings Bd., 148 Wn.2d 1, 15,57 P.3d 1156 (2002);

Quadrant, 154 Wn.2d 224 at 240. The Board need not defer to ajurisdiction's decision that is clearly an

eroneous application of the GMA Thurston County v. Western Washington Growth Management

Hearings Bd., 137 Wn. App. 781, 790, 154 P,3d 959 (2007), citing Quadrant, 154 Wn.2d at 238.
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1-

Accordingly, the Board may not afford the City discretion when its ordinance openly flouts the

2 basic requirements and goals of the GMA. In this case, Ordinance No. 431 flies in the face of several

3
central elements of the GMA. The Board should therefore invalidate Ordinance 431.

4

c. Issue One (Urban Density): Ordinance 431 is inconsistent with RCW 36.70A.1l0, and RCW
36.70A.020(1)-(2).5

6 Since the GMA's adoption in 1990, one of its "bedrock priciples has been to direct urban

7
development into urban growth areas" to protect fÌom low-density sprawL. Burrow v. Kitsap County

(Burrow), CPSGMHB Case No. 99-3-0018, FDO (Mar. 29, 2000) at 18. RCW 36.70A020(1) states that

jursdictions should "encourage development in urban areas where adequate public facilities and services

exist or ca be provided in an effcient maer." RCW 36.70A020(2) states that jursdictions should

also ''reduce the inappropriate conversion ofundeveloped land into sprawlig, low-density

development." In considerig Goals 1 and 2 of the GMA, the Board looks to the rulig in Quadrant,

supra, where the Cour indicated that the "priar method for meeting the goals of subsections .020(1)

(urban growth) and .020(2) (reduce sprawl) is set forth in RCW 36.70A110. Camwest v. City of

Sammamish, (Camwest II) CPSGMHB Case No. 05-3-0041, FDO (Feb. 21,2006) at 23. RCW

36.70A110 states that "each urban growth area shall pert urban densities..." (emphais added).

Ordince 431 madates densities of one dwelling unit per acre in over 50% of the residentially

zoned land in the City's urban growt area. Densities of one dwelling unit per acre :i an urban area have

been found to be inconsistent and noncompliant with RCW 36.70A110, and 36.70A020(1) and (2). See

Bremerton v. Kitsap County, CPSGMHB Case No. 95-3-0039c, FDO (October 6, 1995) ("A pattern of

one..acre lots is not an appropriate urban density...an urban land use pattern otone. ..acre lots would

constitute sprawl"), accord LMI/Chevron v. Woodway, CPSGMHB Case No. 98-3-0012, FDO (January

8, 1999); Association of Rural Residents v. Kitsap County, CPSGMHB Case No. 93-3-0010, FDO (June
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3, 1994). It follows, then, that Ordinance 431, which mandates one dwelling unit per acre in an urban

I

I

- I

2 area, is inconsistent with RCW 36.70A.ll0, and RCW 36.70A.020(1) and (2).

3
The Board's current ftamework for analyzing challenges to urban density is set forth in Kaleas v.

4
City of Normandy Park, CPSGMHB Case No. 05-3-0007c, FDO (July 19, 2005), at 5-6. See also

5

6
Fuhriman v. City of Bothell (Fuhriman II), CPSGMHB Case No. 05-3-0025c, FDO (August 29, 2005).

7 The factors the Board considers in detemming whether a City's urban densities comply with the GMA

. Whether the jursdiction is able to accommodate its share of the 20-year growth forecat by
the Offce of Financial Management, now and in the future,

. Whether the jurisdiction is encouragig and stimulating urban growth withi its borders

. Whether the jursdiction is providing for compact uran growth consistent with GMA goals

. Whether the jurdiction has detenned that its critica area regulations do not adequately
protect identified and designated crtical area

. For those area designated below 4 du/acre, do those area:

. Contai critical areas protected by the Litowitz test;

. Conta exitin equesria communties;

. Perpetuate an exiting low density patter;

. Fall withi a phaing area;

. Whether the jurdiction as a whole is providing for appropriate net urban densities as

required by the goal and requirements ofthe Act, considerg:

o The portion of the judiction's residential land that is designated at densities of 4
du/acre or more (in paricular, the extent to which considerably higher densities are
allowed and encouraged);

o The portion of the juridiction's residential land that is designated at densities ofless
tha 4 du/acre, and what portion of this land is vacant, underdeveloped, and
appropriate for redevelopment and infil
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Kaleas, at 10-13.1

In addition to the fact that Ordinance 431 on its face unlawfully perpetuates low-density spraw i in

over 50% of the residentially zoned land in Woodinvile, Ordinance 431 fids no justification when

analyzed under the "general fÌamework" outlined by the Board above. The City has, in other words,

failed in its effort to arve at a "defensible legal strategy" to maintain its CUITent R-1 zoning. Ordinance

431 is therefore inconsistent with RCW 36. 70A.11 0 and must be found invalid.

1. Tbe City has not demonstrated that it is able to accommodate its share of the 20-year
growth forecast now and in the future.

The City claims, in its Findings supportin Ordinance 431, that the "City contais a surplus

supply of buildable lands to accommodate the 20-year housing and population projection required by the

GMA." Ex. 9, at 3. However, the City has no factual basis to make thi statement. The City has not

updated its Buildable Lads Surey since December 2002. Ex. 120 (Woodinville Comprehensive Plan,

Table A3-3). It ha not updated its Residential Carg Capacity since 2001. In fact, in a letter

commenting on Ordinance 431, the Deparent of Community Trade and Economic Development

("CCED") stated that RCW 36.70A.070(2)(a) "requires that jursdictions include an inventory and

analysis of exiting and projected housing needs that identifies the number of housing units necessar to

manage projeced growth.. . Since Orinance 431 afects the potential development of nealy one-thid of

Woodinville, we recommend the City ofWoodivile update its inventory and analysis of its housin

needs prior to tak fial action on the inter ordinance." Ex. 4 (4/3/07 letter ftom Bil Mandevile to

City), pp. 1-2. In addition, the CTED letter states:

i As the Board knows, the Board's ruing in Kaleas was overturned based on Vikng Properties v. Holm, 155 Wn.2d 112, 118

P .3d (2005). Although the Board overtued its overall decision in Kaleas, see Kaleas v. City of Nommandy Park, CPSGMHB
Cas No. 05-3-0007c, Order on Reand (July 31, 2006), it did so to the extent that the Board based its Final Decision and
Order on the "bright-line" rule. Id at 6. However, the Board did not invalidate its approach to detering cases in which a
City's urban densities are challenged. Finally, although the Viking case called into quetion the Board's authority to issue
"bright-line" rules, it says nothg about the Board's approach to detening urban density caes. Thus, the case simply
stads fur the proposition that the Board may not have the authority to issue "bright-line" rules. ".

McCULLOUGH HILL, PS
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220

Seatt, WA 98104
206.812.3388

206.812.3389 fax

PHOENIX'S PREHEARG BRIEF
Page 22 of38
L:\SUNDQIS1\WOOOINVILlGMHB\LDGSIPREHEARING BRIEF 04.DOC



2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

.J
28

"

Kig County CWPP LU-25 assigns Woodinvile a housing target of 1,869 additional dwelling
units, which equates to a planed density ofapproximately 1.37 dwelling units per acre.
Woocinvile's current density is slightly less than one dwelling unit per acre. IN order to meet its
planed density, new development in Woodinvile would need to occur at a rate of 4.5 dwelling
units per acre or higher. The proposed ordinance limts development in the R-l zone, which
represents a large portion ofWoodinvile, to no more than one unit per acre."

Ex.. 4 (4/3/07 letter fÌom Bill Mandeville to City), p. 2.

Thus, as the documents on which the City relies are five and six year old, there is no evidence of

current conditions to support the City's claim that the City wil be able to accommodate its share of the

20-year growth forect. The Board has stated that ajursdiction's Buildable Lands Surey should be

par ofthe record and use to verify the basis for development regulation amendments, especially UGA

adjustments. See S/K Realtors, CPSGMH Case No. 04-3-0028, FDO (May 31,2005), at 16. This is

because the infommation derived fÌom the Buildable Lads Surey should provide better data than

"theoretical densities" and sere as a basis for deteeg wheter jursdictions have planed for the

caacity to accmmodate assigned growt. Pi/chuck VI, CPSGMH Case No. 06-3-0015c, FDO (Sept.

15,2006), at 17. Here, although the City blindly claim tht it ha enough capacity to accmmodate

growt in the futue, the City failed to complete any suffcient analysis as to whether Ordinance No. 431

would negatively impact the City's abilIty to accmmodate its shae of growth. Judgig nom the CTED

letter, it is clear that Ordince 431 wil undere the City's abilty to plan for growt. AJ such,

Ordinance 431 must be invalidated, See also inna, pp. 12-13.

Moreover and in any event, the Board has held that the requirement for urban densities set out in

RCW 36. 70A.11 0 canot be trped by a City's apparent ability to accmmodate the allocated

population projection. "r A city) may not close Its eyes, or border, to growth just because it can

accommodate the growt targets it is assigned." Kaleas v. City of Normandy Park, CPSGMH Case No.

05-3-0007c, FDO (July 19,2005) at 13; accord Master Builders, et al v. City ofSammamish (Camwest

111), CPSOIvB Case No 05-3-0041, FDO February 21,2006, at 29. The Board has held that the GMA
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duty to "encourage urban growth" and "pennt urban densities" is an ongoing duty; which is separate and

2 independent from the requirement to accommodate the allocated population projection. Benaroya v. City

3
of Redmond (Benaroya II), CPSGMHB Case No. 97-3-00l0c, FDO (Mar. 17, 1997). Thus, whether the

4

City ofWoodinvile can or canot meet the projected 20-year targets does not relieve it of its duty to
5

6
comply with the urban density requirements ofthe GMA.

7 2. The City does not encourage or provide for compact urban growth within its
borders.

8

The City attempts to justify its decision to liit over 50% of its residentially zoned area to one
9

10
dwellig unit per acre by stating that two mied use projects in the downtown area and Tourt District

11 wil provide adequate urban growth Ex. 9 (Ord. 431, Finding l3b). Whle such projects are admiable, it

12 is abundantly clea that Ordinance 431 undermes the City's ability to provide for compact urban growt

13
with its borders. Accrdig to the CTED letter, Woodivile's curent denity is slightly less than one

14

dwelling unt per acre. Ex. 4 (4/3/07 letter from Bil Mandevile to City). To meet its planed density,
15

16
new development in Woodinville would need to occur at a rate of 4.5 dwelling unts per acre or higher,

17 including in the R-I area. Resrictin over 50% ofthe City's residentiay zoned area to denities of one

18 dwellig unt per acre wil only drve up the required densities in the rest ofthe City. Accrding to the

19
City's Residential Carg Capacit, not updated since 2001, it appeas tha only 12.5 total net acres of

20
high density residential zoning (which include R-24 and R-48 zoned land) are avaiable for development

21

22
in the City ofWoodiville, out ofa total land area of3500 acres. Ex. 120 (Woodinvile Comprehensive

23 Plan Table A3-2).

However, like the Buildable Lands Study, the Residential Carg Capacity Study has not been

updated in six years. The City uses the 2001 Residential Carg Capacity Study as a basis for a

perctory look at its abilty to atain GMA housing goal. Ex. 95 (Attachment B, Neighborhood

Character), pp. 37-39. Thus, any analysis the City ha done is based on a study that is six years old and
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that likely does not reflect the actual situation in the City ofWoodinvile. As a result, the City has no

2 curent basis for its claims that two recently-approved mied use projects wil supply the necessary

3
density required by the GMA. As the City has failed to demonstrate that it encourages compact urban

4

development (and Ordinance 431 is obviously the antithesis of encouraging compact urban
5

6
development), the Board must invalidate Ordinance 431.

7 3. The City has not demonstrated that such widespread low-density zoning is justifed
under the Litowitz test, and the City has not demonstrated that its regulations are
inadequate to protect critical areas.8

9
The City ha conducted a comprehensive environmental review of urban-density zoning in the R-

10
1 area, none of which has demonstrated the nee for low-density zonig to protect environmental values.

11

As such, the City canot justify such low-density zoning in an urban area. Ordinance 431 must be found
12

13
to be inconsistent with RCW 36.70A.II0, and 36.70A.020(1) and (2).

14 The only Board-recogned excetion to the rule that uran growt be located in urban area is

15
known as the "Litowitz test." In Litowitz, the Cit of Federal Way limited urban growth to denities of

16
less than four dwelling units per acre when located on or nea envionmentally sensitive area. Federal

17

Way claimed such an approach was not inconsistent with RCW 36.70A.020(2) (reduce sprawl). The
18

19
Boar agree with Federal Way, and found that when "envionmentally sensitive system are lage in

20 scope (e.g. a waterhed or draiage sub-basin); their strcte and fuctions are complex and their ran

21
order value is high, a local goverent may also choose to affrd a higher level of protection by mean

22
ofland use plan designations lower than 4 du/acre." Litowitz v. City of Federal Way, CPSGMHB Case

23
No. 96-3-0005, FDO (July 22, 1996), at 24-25. However, to be granted such an exception to the

24

25
requirement of urban density, the record must clearly show that the critical area is of "a high ran

26 order.. .that amply justifies the lower residential density." Id, at 24.

27

28
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Here, the record does not clearly show that densities of one dwelling unit per acre are justified in

2 any portion ofthe R-l zone. As par ofa futile attempt to support the building moratoria and ultimately

3
Ordinance 431 through the Litowitz test, the City conducted a Sustaiability Study, led by a Citizen's

4

Advisory Panel ("CAP"). The CAP worked with City-lùed consultants to determe the impacts of
5

6
urban density on the environment in the R-1 area. Most of thi Study supports higher density zoning.

7 For example, in terms of geological impacts of higher density zonig, the consltants concluded that

8 "geologically hazardous areas in and adjacent to the R-l rone depend primarily on proper development

9 practices and stormwater management, not maintenance ofR-l zoning." Ex. 95 (Executive Summary) p.
10

26. The Study also found tht to the extent that crtical aquifer recharge areas withi the R-l zone are
11

12
theaened by contamation, "the greatest CUIent threat is ITom inadequate or poorly maintaied septic

13 systems.. . (T)his theat.. .would decrease or be eliminated by development accompaned by sewers

14 serg new and existing development.,,2 Ex. 95 (Executive Sumar) p. 27. It also found that
")

15
trportation issues were not a basis to preclude R-4 zoni (''tranportation is not a disinguishig

16
factor in the R-l study"), and tht capital mcilities were available to support R-4 ronig. Ex. 95

17

18
(Executive Sumar) p. 16-18.

The Study did identifY one crtical "area" that it assered may meet the Litowitz crtera, the Lae

Leta basin The Lae Leota basin comprises approxiately 40 percent of the entire R-l zone. Ex.95

(Environmental Report) at vi. However, the Study 
only identifies Lae Leota as bein potentially

impacted enough to warant less dense roning. Ex. 95 (Environmental Report) p. 33. The Study

affatively stated that R-l zoning is not the only action the City could take to protec Lake Leota. It

also did not state that the City's existin critical areas ordinance was unable to adequately protec Lake

Leota. In met, the Study identified that ''there are a wide variety of actions, or combination of actions,

2 It is ironc tht Ordiance No. 431 strck the very portion of WMC 21.08.080(1) that would have prohibited development
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that could be taken to protect" these critical areas. Ex. 95 (Environmental Repoot) p. 30. Such actions

2 could include simple measures such as initiating education program for lakeITont propeity owners

3
regarding best management practices, improving stormwater and channel improvements upstream ofthe

4
lake, and management of aquatic plants. Ex. 95 (Environmental Report) p. 33-35. Additionally, the

5

6
Study stated that "connecting lakeside homes to sewer service would reduce nutrient input by reducing

7 septic systems. . . and could create a positive net benefit to water quality even if the R -1 density was

8 amended to R-4." Ex. 95 (Environmental Report) p. 34 (emphasis added). Thus, perpetuating R-1

9
sprawl is not the only possible method of protecting Lake Leota. In fact, the Study fids that the

JO

retention ofR-4 zoning, which would require adequate urban-level utilty serces (including sewer)

11

12
could be beneficial to the Lake. As such, the Study produced by the City to support Ordinance 431 does

13 not include evidence that lower density zoning would be waranted under the LitoYYtz test. See alo the

suar ofthe Lae Leota Basin technica analyses supra at pp. 10-12.

15 Finally, the Study identified and evaluated 12 "theoretical" neighborhoods for "distinct

16
neighborhood charactertics." Ex. 95 (Executive Summar) p. 12. In thi, tte Neighborhood Chacter

17

18
portion ofthe Study, each "neighborhood" was evaluated to detenne the level of consistency with 12

19' neighborhood "character indicators." Chacter mdicators included such items as manicured landscape,

20 circulation connecivity, cohesive block configuation, area of common parcel size, and low inl

21 potential Ex. 95 (Attachment B, Neighborhood Chaacter), p, 2. The indicators are vaguely defied in

22
the Study; for example, "low infill potential" is defied as the loss of "visual privacy, acoustical privacy,

23

24
and feeling of security, safety, and social association ifinfill is allowed. A s.ense of whether in-fill

25
development would inftinge upon visual and acoustical privacy on surrounding parcels was the factor

26 taken into account for this indicator's effect on neighborhood character." Ex, 95 (Attachment B,

27

28 when adeuate servces could not be provided.
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Neighborhood Character), p. 27. It is unclear exactly how the indicators were chosen by the study's

2 author, City Planer Bob Wuotila. Neighborhoods with the greatest number of "indicators" present were

3
fuund to have the greatest amount of neighborhood character. Ex. 95 (Attachment B, Neighborhood

4

Character) p. 2. Not surrisingly, the Study concluded that five neighborhoods in the R-1 zone,

5

6
Northwest Wellington, Southwest Wellington, North Welligton, Leota, and Woodway-Laurel Hils had

7 the most "character."

8 Ultimately the Study is flawed because it is based on sameness. According to the Study, the more

9 a neighborhood is the same, the more character it contai. There was absolutely no analysis ofwhether
10

or not a chage to higher density zonig in the R-l zone could create high levels of chaacter, but instead
Jl

12
it was assumed that any higher density would automatically diminish character. Certaily the City canot

13 feel this way about ever neighborhood in the City; it is hoped that the higWy touted multifamly projects

14 in the City's central business distnct wil include some tye of character, despite the fact that they will be

15 developed at higher densities. See also D, Porter, Making Smart Growth Work (Urban Land Institute:

16
2002), Chapter 7 (Grwig Smar thrugh Infi and Redevelopment), Phoeni Brief Ex. 1.

17

18
In realty, the Neighborhood Chacter Study was designed to support the City's intention to

19 perete low denity zonig, due to ceai voca and poliically powerful citizens' resistance to

20 chane. Th Study, however, is fa too slender a reed to accmplih that intention. Although ensunn

21
the vitality and character of neighborhoods is directed by RCW 36.70A070(2), it is "neither a madate,

22
nor an excuse, to fteeze neighborhood denities at their pre-GMA levels. The Act clearly contemplates

23

24
that infill development and increased residential densities are desirable in.. .urban area." Benaroya Iv.

25
City of Redmond, BPSGMHB Case No. 95-3-0072c, FDO (March 25, 1996), at 21 (cited by 1000

26 Friends of Washington v. City of Issaquah (J 000 Friends VII-Issaquah), CPSGMHB Case No. 05-3-

27 0006, FDO (July 20, 2005), at 48-50. Thus, even though the Neighborhood Chaacter Study calls for R-

28
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14

15

16

17

18

19

)

1 zoning, neighborhood character alone cannot perpetuate low-density, 1 dulacre zoning. Ordinance No.

431 fails to meet any of the Litowitz tests, and Ordinance 431 must be invalidated.

4. Low-density, sprawlig densities in the City ofWoodinvile have already been
invalidated by the Board.

The Board has already directly addressed the densities required in the R- 1 zone in Woodinvile.

In Hensley v. Woodinvile (Hensley IV), CPSGMH Case No. 96-3-0031, FDO (February 25, 1997), the

Board held unequivocally that the City could not perpetuate low-density one-acre zoning. Instead, the

Board rued, the GMA requires urban densities in an urban area.

il Hensley, the petitioner Corie Hensley challenged the City's initial GMA comprehensive

plan adopted in 1996. Among other things, the petitioner challenged Policy LU-3.6, which provided:

"Allow densities higher than one dwelling unit per acre only when adequate services and facilities are

available to sere the proposed development." She focused the Board's scrtiny on the Plan's use of 1

dulacre denities in the Leota neighborhood, which is par of the R-l zone that is the subject of this

appeaL. The Boar stated:

Becuse the Act requies that ciies make available and provide urban serces thughout their

UGAs, the Board caot construe Goal U-3 to perette an ineffcient patter of one-acre lots.
For the board to conclude otherise would sanction the inpropriate conversion of undeveloped
land into sprawlig low-denity development, which would effecively thwar long-ten ur~
development with the City's boundares... .

20
Hensley IV, supra, at 9-10,

21

22
The City did not appeal this decision. Instead, the City amended its Comprehensive Pla to

23 comply with the Board's directive. Hensley v. Woodinvile, (Hensley IV), CPSGMHB Case No. 96-3-

24 0031, Finding of Compliance (October 10, 1997).

2S
The portion ofWMC 21.04.080(1)(a) that Ordinnce 431 eliated was a direct result of

26
Hensley IV. See Supp. Ex. 3, Email to Council from Ray Sturtz, "(21.04.080(1)(a)) follows (and takes

27

28
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its direction in par from) the.. . Growth Management Hearigs Board decision of Februar 25, 1997, in

2 which Legal Issue No.5 indicates the City ofWoodinvile cannot perpetuate one-acre development".

3
The City canot peretuate low-density development. As the Board stated in 1997, "any

4

5

opportUIty to perpetuate an 'historic low-density residential' development patter, (in the sub area),

6
ended in 1994 when the County included the area in the UGA." Hensley IV, supra. See also MBA/Brink,

7 CPSGMHB Case No. 02-3-0010, FDO (Feb. 4, 2003) at 14-15. By its passage of Ordinance 431, the

8 City seeks to perpetuate a low-denity patter of zoning that has aleady been ruled unlawful by the

9 Board in Hensley iv. Ordinance 431 is accordingly unlawful and invalid.
10

5. Current Plannig Literature Supports Compact Urban Growth.
11

12
A suey of curent planing literature demonstrates a unanimity of expert plang opinion.

13 Compact urban growth is smar grwth and is sustainable growth. It is irefutable that sprawling, one-

14 acre mium lot sizes constitute unustaiable, enviromnentaly unsound growth. The fact that the City
)

15 ofWoodinville ha had the gumption to call Its effort to provide legal cover for the peretution of

16
sprawl a "Sustaible Development Study" ca only be descnòed as Orellan. There is in fact nothg

17

so non-susaiable as one-acre, suburban sprawl
18

The most perinent stdy is J. Tovar, Appropriate Urban Densities in the Central tuget Sound

Region: Local Plans, Regional Visions, and the Growth Management Act, (Puget Sound Regional

Council: 2005) (attached as Ex. 157). Mr. Tovar, a fonner member ofthe Central Puget Sound Grwth

Management Hears Board, provides infonnation and perspective on the topic of appropriate urban

densities, reviews statutory provisions and relevant GMH and appellate cae law and discuses actions

the PSRC could take to clarfy the issue. He points out that "although multi-family housing at various

densities wil be a major component of future growth accommodation, it will be important to provide a

broad range of single family lot sizes and form as par ofthe housing choices withi the UGA." Ex. 157
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p.l. He confi that "one of the key organizing principles in the GMA is to concentrate urban

development withi urban growth areas and to prohibit it in rual areas and resource lands. .. The long

term viability of the UGA... depends upon the ability to utilize serviceable and environmentally

unconstrained land in an effcient manner." Ex. 157 p. 8.

Mr. Tovar cites the CPSGMHB's decision in Bremerton I for the proposition that "the regional

physical form required by (GMA) is a compact urban landscape. well designed and well furnished with

amenities, encompassed by natural resource lands and a rual landscape. .." Now, ten years later, Mr.

Tovar observes that the public policy rationales for a compact uran landscape have been augmented by

two worsening national trends: one in public health and one in energy. The evidence is increasingly

clea that sprawl leads to health problems and energy wastage. Ex. 157 p. 11.

Mr. Tovar cites exiing land use designations in Central Puget Sound. Kig, Pierce and

Snohomih Counties have all adopted the four unts per net acre mium urban density threshold, as

have many cities. 16 cities have designated 100% oftheir single faly residentia land at 4 dwellg

unts per acre or higher. 10 cities have designated over 90% at that denity. 8 cities have designated over

70% at that density. Woodinvile has designated only 49% of its residential zoned land above 4 dwelling

unts per acre. In all of Snohomib, Pierce and Kig Counties, there are only seven cities with lower

percetages: Medina, Hunts Point, Clyde HilL, Bainbridge Islad, Brier, Woodway, and Noimandy Park

-the seven least affordable cities in the region. Ex. 157 pp. 18-21.

At the conclusion of his study, Mr. Tovar clarifies that the Board ha not used the phrase "bright

line" in any of its decisions since 1995, over twelve year ago. He aff that the four dwelling unit per

acre threshold remains a "safe harbot' for cities which are concerned about a future allegation of urban

density non-compliance. The Board wil, he predicts, continue to review challenged plans for

compliance with both the goals of GMA and its requirements, most promiently RCW 36. 70A.ll O. He

28
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emphasizes that "(i)t is neither practical nor equitable for those cities that are stepping up to meet new

2 growth demands, that outlying jurisdictions consider a pattern of large lots to be frozen in perpetuity."

3
Ex. 157 pp. 25-26.

4
There are also two excellent recent publications on "Smar Growth." The fist is The Principles

5

6
of Smart Development, (America Planing Association: 1998). It emphasizes the importance of

7 compact urban growth for effcient use of land resources and full use of urban services. It emphasizes the.

8 importance of design to assure compatibility with existing development.

9 The secnd is D. Porter, Making Smart Growth Work, (Urban Land Institute: 2002) (pertinent

10
chapters attached as Phoeni Brief Ex. 1). It defies smar growt sets fort its priciples, emphasizes

11

12
the importance of compact multiuse development, discusses the importance of expanded mobility,

13 demonstrates how compact uran growth can enance livabilty, and prescribes solutions for growing

14 smar thrugh infill and redevelopment. Mr. Porter states: ''The bottom lie is that communties that

15 zone lage amunts ofland for mium lot sizes ofland for miimum lot sizes of one to thee acres are
16

facilitating sprawl and denyig may households an opportty to live at hiher, afordable densities."
17

18
He also points out:

19
Cluserg a mi of housing types at a relatively moderate denity - say six to ten unts per acre in
suburban locations or 15 to 20 or more uuts per acre in uran locations - would produce a more
signficat chage in ten of the effcient use ofland and resource. Raiing densities nee not
decrease resident satisfaction.. .

20

21

22
Ewing also notes that site development costs are nearly halved at the higher densities...

23 The reality is that large lots can consume an amazing amount ofland. . .

24 PB Ex. 2, p. 17.

25
In Chapter 7, Mr. Porter explain how infill and redevelopment at compact urban denities can not

26

only be compatible with existing development. It can revitalize and energize the surrounding area.
27

28
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Accordingly, the current planing literature is unanimous. There is no place for sprawling one-

2 acre residential development in a smar growth world. Ordinance 431 should be declared unlawful and

3
invalid.

4

D.
5

6

Issue Two (Internal Consistency): The City failed to comply with the internal consistency
requirements ofRCW 36.70A.070 and RCW 36.70A.040(3) when it adopted the Ordinance,
because it is inconsistent with the W oodinviUe Comprehensive Plan.

RCW 36.70A.040(3) requires that development regulations must be consistent with and

implement the comprehensive plan adopted pursuant to RCW 36.70A070.

Ordinance 431 is inconsistent with varous goals and policies of the Woodinville Comprehensive

Pla.

Policy LU-1.2(1) states: "Encourage futue development in areas... With the capacity to absorb

development (i.e. areas with vacant or underdeveloped land and available utility, street, park, and school

capacity, or where such facilities ca be cost effectively provided)..."

Ordinance 431 is inconsistent with th policy. As the Sustaiable Development Study

demonstrates, the R-l zone ha the caacity to absorb futue compact urban development. Ordinance 431

is intended to prohibit tht development.

Goal LV-3 states: 'n:o atai a wide rane of residentia patter, denities, and site designs

consisent with Woodùùville's identified nees and preferences." .

Ordùùance 431 is ùùconsistent with ths goal. It is desiged to create a two tiered city: a high

density residential in the valley downtown and a one-acre sprawlùùg estate community on the hill ùù the

Leota-Welligton neighborhood, comprising over 50% ofthe residentially zoned land ùù the City.

Policy LU-3.6 states: "Encourage moderate (5-8 d.u.) and medium (9-18 d,u.) density housùùg

thoughout the community where suffcient public facilties and services are available, where the land is

capable of supportùùg such uses, and where compatible with adjacent land uses,"

28
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Ordinance 431 obviously fÌstrates the implementation of this policy as welL. It freezes over 50%

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

1S

16

17

18
in the City."

of the residentially zoned land area to a non-urban land use density of one dwelling unit per acre.

Policy LU 3.7 states: "Permt a range of densities to encourage a variety ofhousing types that

meet the housing needs of residents with a range of incomes."

Ordinance 431 flouts this policy. As stated above, it creates a two-tiered City, with affordable

housing in the valley below, and estate housing on the hill above. As Douglas Porter stated in the Urban

Land Institute publication discussed infra, development of such sprawling one-acre lots denies people the

ability to live at higher, more affrdable densities.

Policy LU 3.9 states: "Where appropriate, alow larger parcels with moderate density land use

designations to develop with a mi of housing types, including single famly, townhouse, aparment, and

senior-assisted residences."

Ordinance 431 fitrates thi policy by precluding the development oflarger parcels with a nn of

housin types in ov.er 50% of the residentially zoned land ofthe City.

Policy H 1.2 states: "Promote housing ownership opportunties for people at all ecnomic levels

Ordinance 431 takes over 50% of the residentially zoned lad in the City out of the reach of all

but the most afuent members of the community. This resuh is clearly inconsistent with Policy H 1.2.

Policy H 1.3 states: "Adopt and perodically update, a Housing Strategy Plan and Work Program

which outlies specific housing strategies to be considered in addressing the City's housing nees and

goal."

Ordince 431 makes no reference to the City's Housing Strategy Plan and Work Program. To

the extent that Program is designed to prmote Policy H 1.2, Ordince 431 is clearly inconsistent.
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Ordinance 431 sets forth a housing strategy to prevent all but the most affuent members of the

2 community from owning single family housing.

3
Policy H 1.4 states: "Defie residential land use regulations to allow for development that wil

4

accommodate a range of incomes by providing for a variety of housing types and cost. Regulations shall
5

6
include provisions such as: (1) Requiring miimum densities for subdivisions to ensure full land use

7 where urban services are provided..."

8 This policy is fully consistent with the "smar growth" recommendations of Joseph Tovar and

9 Douglas Porter, discussed infra. However, Ordinance 431 is wholly inconsistent with this policy. It
JO

requires development at a sprawling one unit per acre which wil result in the wastage of valuable urban
11

land.
12

13 Policy H 1.10 states: "Encourage the building of affordable housing compatible with existing

14 residential development."

is
Ordinance 431 fles in the face of this policy as welL It encourages only one thig: the building

16
of opulent estate housing affrdable only to the most afuent.

11

18
Secion 3.3 of the Comprehensive Plan discusses urban growth area, and states at p. 9: "2.

19 Urban growth should be located in areas already characterized by urban growth that have existing public

20 facilty and servce capabilties to sere such development, and 3. Urban growth should be located in

21
areas already characterized biurban growth that wil be served by a combination of both existing public

22
facilties and service and any additiona neeed public facilties and serices that are provided by either

23

24
public or private sources."

25 Ordinance 431 is inconsistent with this provision of the Comprehensive Plan which requires the

26 City to allow urban growth thoughout its boundaries. Ordinance 431 precludes urban growth withi

27 over 50% of its residentially zoned land.
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Since Ordinance 431 is a development regulation, it must be consistent with the City's

comprehensive plan. Children's et al v. City of Bellevue (Children 's I), CPSGMHB Case No. 95-3-0001

FDO (May 17, 1995) at 12. Since it is so obviously inconsistent, it is unlawful and should be invalidated.

E. Issue Three (Housing Issue): Ordinance 431 is inconsistent with the goal of RCW
36.70A.020(4) and violates RCW 36.70A.070(2).

RCW 36.70A.020(4) states the following planning goal pertinent to Housing: "Encourage the

availability of affordable housing to all economic segments of the population of this state, promote a

variety ofresidential densities and housing types, and encourage preservation of existing housing stock."

It is indisputable that Ordinance 431 flouts thi statutory goal. It places over 50% of the

residentially zoned land in Woodinvile off limits for the development of affordable housing.

In addition, RCW 36.70A.070(2)(a) requires that Comprehensive Plans include a housing element

tht, among other tllgs: (1) includes "an inventory and analysis of existing and projected housing needs

that identifies the number of housing units necsar to manage projected growth"; (2) includes a

statement of goals and policies for the development of housing, including single fay housing; (3)

identifies suffcient lad fur housing, including affordable housing; and (4) makes adequate provision for

existing and projected nees of all economic segments ofthe community.

Phoenix wil address each of these four requirements in turn.

Policy H-1.3 in the City's Comprehensive Plan nirrors the fit requiement, stating that

"Woodinvile wil periodically adopt and update a housing strategy to meet its housing need." However,

Table 4.3-2 in the Comprehensive Plan, which includes the statutorily-required housing inventory, ha

not been updated since 2002. Eviqence suggests the City ofWoodinvile wil nee to develop at

densities of 4.5 dwelling units per acre or hiher to meet its planned development density of 1,869

additional dwelling units. See Ex. 4 (4/3/07 letter nom Bil Mandevile to City), While the Sustainable

Development Study makes an effort to justify its claim that the City ca mee its grwth targets, it is clear
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that claim is faulty. Since the housing inventory has not been updated since 2002, and the analysis set

2 forth in the Sustainable Development Study fails to meet the miimum requirements of an available lands

3
analysis, it is cleat the City's adoption of Ordinance 431 is inconsistent with this fist requirement of

4

RCW 36.70A070(2).
5

6
Ordinance 431 falls short of meeting the second requirement as welL. It is not designed to

7 encourage the development of housing. It is designed rather, to prevent the development of housing.

8 As for the thid requirement, it is undisputed that Ordinance 431, rather than providing "suffcient

9
land for housing," has as its purose rather to remove ITom the "compact urban growth" housing

10

11

inventory over 50% of the residentialy zoned land in the City.

12
Finally, Ordinance 431 clealy ru counter to the fourh reqlÚement as welL. The effect of

13 Ordinance 431 is to create a two-tiered City: multi-family development on the valley floor, and

14 sprawlig one-acre mium estate development on the ruBs above. Ordinance 431 expresses no interes

15
in the provision of housing to meet the projected nees of all economic segments ofthe community.

16

17

Rather, Ordinance 431 is designed to mee the nees of Oiùy one small, privileged segment ofthe

18
communty: the exising residents of Leota and Wellington. See atached citizen comment letter, Ex. 4,

19 197.

20 Ordinance 431 is reactionar legislation. . It is designed to protect the interests ofthe weathy and

21
politically powerful who aleady enjoy acre-sized estates and to preclude other members of the

22
community from affording homes in over 50% of the residentially zoned land ofthe City. As such, it is

23

24
inconsistent with the Planning Goal ofRCW 36.70A020(4) and the requirements ofRCW

25 36.70A070(2). It is unlawful and invalid.

26

27
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IV. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated herein, Ordinance 431 does not comply with the GMA. Phoenix

respectfully asks the Board to fid that the City ofWoodinvì1e's adoption of Ordinance 431 is not in

compliance with the Act, a¡d to invalidate the Ordinance in accordance with RCW 36.70A.302.

I f!
DATED this L day of August, 2007.

MCCULLOUGH HILL, P.S.

By: Ii ØØt( I/
G. Richard HilL, WSB #8806
Jessica M. Clawson, WSBA #36901
Attorneys for Petitioner Phoeni Development
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Index of exhibits

(Exhibits are listed in the order in which they appear in Phoenix's prehearing brief)

Tab Document Title Index Exhibit Number

1. 4/14/06 email from Ray Sturz to City Council, Supp. Ex. 3

2. 1/31/07 letter from Phoenix to Planing Commision Ex. 158

3. 3/13/06 City Council Staff Report Ex. 19 

4. 1/17106 City Council Land Use Comm. White Paper Supp. Ex. 1

5. Ordinance No. 419 Ex. 6 

6. 3/20/06 City Council Staff Report Ex. 22 

7. 6/5/06 City Council Staff Report re: Ord. 424 Ex. 40 

8. Ordinance No. 424 Ex. 7 

9. 6/5/06 City Council Staff Report re: contract approval Ex. 40 

10. 7/1 0/06 City Council Staff Report re: Ord. 424 Ex. 46 

1 i. 7/17/06 City Council Staff Report re: contract approval Ex. 49 

12. Ordinance No. 427 Ex. 8 

13. 9/11/06 City Council Staff Report re: Ord. 427 Ex. 58 

14. 9/11/06 City Council Staff Report re: public hearng Ex. 58 

15. 9/20/06 Planing Commission Staff Report Ex. 139

re: Sustainable Development program status report
16. 1/3/07 Planing Commission Staff Report Ex. 147

) re: Sustainable Development comp plan, etc.
17. 1/3/07 Planng Commission meeting minutes Ex. 148

18. 1/17/07 email from Susan Boundy-Sanders to . Supp. Ex. 7
City Council

19. 1/24/07 Planng Commssion Staff Report Ex. 152-154

re: Sustainable Development Sumar Report
1/24/07 Power Point Presentation to Plang Comm.
1/24/07 Residential Options Table

20. 1/24/07 Plannng Commssion meeting minutes Ex. 155

21. 2/14/07 letter from CAP to Planng Commission Ex. 172

22. 2/26/07 City Council Staff Report re: Ex. 95 

Study Session Sustainable Development Study
Sustainable Development Study
Sections cited: Executive Sumar

Environmental Report (Att. A)
Neighborhood Character (Att. B)
Hydrogeologic Analysis (Appendix A)

23. 2/26/07 City Council meeting minutes Ex. 96 

24. 3/5/07 letter from Phoenix to City Council Ex. 98 

25. 3/5/07 City Council Staff Report re: public hearing Ex, 98 

26. 3/6/07 email from Don Brocha to Cindy Baker Ex. 188

27. 5/7 /07 letter from Phoenix to City Council Ex. 114

.J 28. 3/12/07 City Council Staff Report re: public hearing Ex. l02
"'..
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29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.

35.

36.

Ordinance No. 431

4/3/07 letter from Bill Mandevile to City
5/17/07 email from Susan Boundy-Sanders to Ray Sturtz
5/29/07 letter from Amee Quiriconi, et al to City Council
Sections ofWoodinville Comp Plan
J. Tovar, Appropriate Urban Densities in the Central
Puget Sound Region: Local Plans, Regional Visions,
And the Growth Management Act
(Puget Sound Regional Council: 2005)
D. Porter, Making Smart Growth Work

(Urban Land Institute: 2002)
Citizen letters regarding R-l development
Received by City Council and Planing Commission

Ex. 9

EX.4
Supp. Ex. 8

Supp. Ex. 6

Ex. 120

Ex. 157

Phoenix Brief Ex. 1

Ex. 4, Ex. 187
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MCCULLOUGH I-lILL, rs

December 4, 2007

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Woodinville City Council
c/o Ray Sturtz, Long Range Planning
17301133rdAvenueNE
Woodinville, W A 98072

Re: Sustainable Development Code Amendments

Dear City Council Members:

Ths is on behalf of Phoenix Development ("Phoenix"). Phoenix understands that the City
Council wil be considering the Plannng Commission's recommendations on Sustainable
Development code amendments in December 2007 or January 2008.

Phoenix has already wrtten to request that the Council hold a public hearing on these
recommendations, and to ask that the City conduct appropriate environmental review on these
recommendations.

The purose ofthis letter is to enclose two studies from expert consultants that are relevant to
the Council's consideration of the Planng Commission recommendations.

The first is a report from Sewall Wetland Consulting Inc. dated November 14,2007. It reaches
two conclusions. First, the maps utilized for the Sustainable Development Report mis-locate the
boundary line between the Lake Leota and Golf 

Course basins. It incon-ectly includes a portion of theMontevallo property in the Lake Leota basin, when in fact all water in the Montevallo project site
drains into the Golf Course basin. Second, the Report incon-ectly states that the Lake Leota basin
meets the Litowitz criteria. For the reasons stated in Mr. Sewall's analysis, the Lake Leota basin does
not meet the Litowitz criteria.

The second is a report from Triad Associates, which is a review of the City ofWoodinvile
Buildable Lands Report. It finds that the Buildable Lands Report overstates capacity in the City by
between 316 and 484 dwellng units. Thus, the surplus capacity in the City, rather than 652 units, is
between 182-348 dwellng units. This leaves very little margin for en-or, and also leaves very little

70
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Woodinville City Council
November 7, 2007
Page2of2

room to accept additional capacity in the future. This underscores the importance of accorrnodating
urban densities in the City's existing R-l zoned neighborhoods.

Thank you for your consideration of these additional reports.

Sincerely,

/~/Ø
G. Richard Hill

Enclosures

cc: LaITY Sundquist (via U.S. mail)
Bob Vick (via U.S. mail)
Loree Quade (via U.S. mail)
Jennfer Kuh (via hand delivery)
Hal Har (via hand delivery)
Greg Rubstello (via U.S. mail)
Peter Eglick (via U.S. mail)

L:\SundquistIWoodinvilieICORRIRay Sturt 02.doc
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Sewall Wetand Consulting, Inc.
11 æ w. tv Sl Sl 101 Ph: 2515
Ke WA 90-51 Fax 25-473

November l4, 2007

Richard Hill
Attorney at Law
McCullough Hill, PS
70 1 Fifth A venue, Suite 7220
Seattle, Washington 98104

RE: Review of Findings City of Woodin vi lIe Draft Sustainability Development Study
SWC Job#A4-l66

Dear Rich,

At your request I have conducted a more thorough review of the Draft Sustainability
Study - R-l Zone: Environmental Report (referred to after this point as "the report")
prepared for the City of W oodinville by Steward and Associates and Jones & Stokes,
with a revised date of September 2007. Prior to this I had sent you a letter dated October
2, 2007 referrng to review of the Golf Course and Hillside Basin areas. The following
are some of my observations of ths study;

Drainage Basin limits

In reviewing the maps utilized for the report I find the basin limits for the Lake Leota and
Golf Course Basins to be incorrect. Specifically, the Golf Course Basin actually extends
south to approximately NE 201 st Street and from this point east to 156th Avenue NE.
Durng my study of the Montevallo project site we identified all water in ths area drains
to the north and west into the area referred in the report as the Golf Course Basin. This
are does not drain to the Lae Leota Basin as the report infers. I have attached a copy of
the Basin Areas map from the report which I have marked to show the discrepancy.

Lake Leota Basin

Page ES-4 indicates one of the conclusions for the Lake Leota Basin being a unique
natual resource is the fact that Lake Leota is the only lake in W oodinvile. This does not
make the featue a rare, unque or signficant feature on the local landscape as this rarity
is only a result ofthe placement of City limit lines, which is an arificial boundary from a

- natual resource stan~potl1t. A short distace away to the north and east of the City limits
are several lakes including Paradise Lake, Crystal Lake, Little Lake, Cottge Lake,
Welcome Lake and Tuck Lake to name a few.
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Woodinvi/le Sustainability Study Review/#A4-166
Sewall Wetland Consulting, Inc.

November 14, 2007
Page 2

Page 2-1 of the report indicates that Lake Leota has three inlets, two of which (the north
and south) are called stormwater channels. The third is a channel called Cold Creek "on
at least one city map". It also states that this channel had no water within its bans
during review by the report authors. They also state on the top of Page 2-2 that a local
resident indicated was unown if it had any flow the last few years, whereas it did prior
to the 1980's. This conflicts with information given on Page 2-12 which states "there is
no obvious connection between Lake Leota and Cold Creek Springs". The prior
statement from page 2- 1 indicates Cold Creek is connected to Lake Leota and therefore
Cold Creek Springs.

The main arguent made in the report for the Lake Leota Basin meeting the Litowitz
criteria is in relation to water quality issues which ultimately affect Bear creek located
outside the City limits top the southeast. This creek contains endangered Chinook
salmon. The report indicates no pristine or high quality wetlands. It also states none
would warant a Category 1 rating as they are all degraded. So the entire arguent is on
water quality and quantity feeding Bear Creek from his basin.

In general, the report indicates that Lake Leota is a degraded lake/wetland feature that has
been impacted by nutrent and sediment loading which is filling the lake in and causing
eutrophication. As can be seen from the following photograph of the lake, it is curently
surounded by single family development all on septic systems. As stated in the report,
septic systems are one of the main sources of nutrents to the lake as well as untreate
and uncontrolled stormwater ruoff. The report does not compare or address how
groundwater contamination levels would be affected by the change from R-l which uses
septic systems exclusively, to R-4 which would remove septic systems as ths density
would require sanitary sewers. Additionally, any development at the R-4 level would
require stormwater systems that would also include water treatment. It seems ths is an
importnt consideration as it is possible an R-4 zoning which would require sewer and
stormwater systems may actually benefit the surounding natual water featues by
removing these contaminants from ruoff and groundwater dispersion such as in existing
septic systems.
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Woodinville Sustainability Study Review/#A4-166
Sewall Wetland Consulting, Inc.

November 14, 2007
Page 3

In the conclusion section of the report 2.2 Litowitz test, the report states "The Litowitz
criteria are best applied at the landscape scale because the analysis has revealed
substantial environmental functions cannot be adequately protected simply by
designation of critical areas". However, the report does not trly look at the area from a
landscape perspective as it focuses on the area withi the bounda of the City and not to
the other major contrbuting areas to the north and east that provide much of the fuction
of Bear Creek. Bear Creek is the ultimate focus of protection through this exercise
identified in the rport. In the overall landscape of the Bear Creek basin the Lake Leota
portion is a minor contributor. Major area of contrbution to Bear Creek are located
north and east of this area.

In 2.2.2 (page 2-17) of the report, conficting infonnation about Cold Creeks impact to
Bear Creek is presented saying "Cold Creek is a major tributary to the Bear Creek
system" and then furher on stating "Cold Creek provides a fraction of total tributary
flow to the Bear Creek Basin". The report also states that groundwater flows originating
in the R-l zone of Lake Leota, School, and Daniels Creek Basin represent up to 12% of
the total discharge volume of Cold Creek springs", and that a loss of groundwater input
would result in groundwater temperatue changes of 1 degree Fahenheit. It is unclear if
this means if all groundwater recharge in ths area was cutoff if this would be the change.
The report seems to infer this and the actuality of cessation of all groundwater recharge
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Woodinville Slistainability Study Review/#A4-1 66
Sewall Wetland Consulting, Inc.

November 14,2007

Page 4

under any development scenario, R-l or R-4, to this area seems highly unlikely. If
appropriate storm water systems were utilized in these areas groundwater recharge should
be able to be maintained at nears curent standards under a higher density.

Again in the conclusions on Lake Leota Basin (page 2- 1 8 2nd paragraph) it states Lake
Leota is fed by Cold Creek, conflicting earlier information indicating Cold Creek flows
infrequently to Lake Leota and is at best a minor contrbutor. Cold Creek may be an
importnt feature to downstream Bear Creek, but Lake Leota and the surounding
developed areas at R- 1 density do not appear to have any significant impact on Cold
Creek as they are generally hydrologically isolated from the Leota and its drainage basin
except when the lake overfows in high water years.

Conclusion

We agree with the Litowitz findings on the remainder of the basins with the exception of
the Lake Leota Basin.

The Lake Leota Basin does have a somewhat complex strctue and function. However,

the system does not appear large in scale or of high rank and order as all of the critical
areas are generally small in size and degraded to a degree. Cold Creek does appear to be
an importt hydrologic input to downstrea salmon resources. However, specific

critical area protections in and around ths featue (Cold Creek) by itself would appear to
protect the fuctions ths waterbody provides. Lae Leota is a highy degraded featue.
In the late 1950's the lake contained a signficant Sphagnum bog on its north side. The
outlet from the lake was altered prior to 1958 lowering the level of the lake somewhat
(Briggs 1958). This bog is no longer present having been developed as lawn and single
family homes. The Lake although unque within the arificial landscape limits of the
City, is not unque in the local area, particularly just east of the City limits where
numerous lakes are located. Lake Leota's water quality could be preserved and
potentially improved by the installation of sewers under an R -4 zoning removing existing
septic systems, and the implementation of modern stormwater systems that will treat,
release and infltrate stormwater that curently rus in many cases in un-detained and
untreated in ditches.

Accordingly, the Lake Leota Basin clearly does not meet the Litowitz criteria. In
addition, the mapping of the boundary Between the Lake Leota Basin and the Golf
Course basin is inaccurate and should be revised as indicated in this report.

Sincerely,
Sewall Wetland Consulting, Inc.~~
Ed Sewall
Senior Wetland Ecologist (PWS #212)
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Area that should be removed from Lake Leota Basin and added to tlle Golf
Course Basin.

Figure ES-2. Woodinvile Drainage Areas
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IT~-- MEMORANDUM

Date:

To:

From:

Re:

November 30,2007

Rich Hill

Erika Jens~~~
City of Woodinville Buil''e Lands Report

03-208, 03-248

George Newman

Triad Job No.:

Copies To:

We have been asked to review the City of Woodinvil1e's buildable lands summary (Appendix B of the
Phase lI-A Sustainability Study) to detennine if it is an accurate portayal of residential capacity and the
city's ability to meet its 20 year growth targets.

In order to comprehensively review the summary contained in Appendix B, we requested the background
documents used to fonnulate the report from the City. Specifically, we requested the GIS (Geographic
Infonnation System) tables that were the basis for the report. The City provided the fol1owing items that
we have used in our review of Appendix B:

A printout ofa GIS table entitled "Woodinvi\e_Buildable_Lands_Summary 10/08/2007" (33
pages). This table contains gross square feet, square feet of critical areas, zoning, status
(redevelopable, vacant etc), number of dwelling units, apprased land value, present use codes, and
taxpayer name for each redevelopable or vacant parcel in the City. The taxpayer name coluim
was truncated, and thus unusable. This table is importnt because it is the only way we can
detennine the status of individual parcels and whether or not the totals contained in Appendix B
were correctly calculated. This table is attached as Attachment U. We have noted
errors/inconsistencies in the right margin.

. A printout of completed Tables 1- 16, undated. Six ofthe tables have "City of W oodinville 2007

King County Buildable Lands Report" in the footer. Amongst other infonnation, these tables
contain summary infonnation on gross acres, critical area acres, net acres and capacity for vacant
and redevelopable land by zone. Since we requested the infoimation that had been sent to King
County for its buildable lands report, we have assumed that these tables are what was sent. We
have verified with King County demographers that empty versions of these tables were provided
by the County to the Cities (Attachment V).

In addition to the above infonnation, we also reviewed King County Buildable Land Report Pages VII-
74 through VII-77 (Attachment W). This is the section of the Buildable Lands Report that provides detail
on the gross acres, critical area acres, net acres and capacity for vacant and redevelopable land. It is
summarized by zone. It appears that the Tables 1-16 contained in Attachment V are consistent with the
King County Buildable Lands Report (Attchment W).

.
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Methodologv for Review

The parcel number, gross square feet, critical area square feet, status and zoning for all parcels in the R-4,
R-6 and R-8 zones in the GIS summary table were entered into an excel spreadsheet. The gross square
feet and critical area square feet were summed by zone and status (redevelopable or vacant), and the totals
were converted to acres. We also linked these tables to the King County parcel map in GIS. This enabled
us to compare the source data with the summary data contained in City ofWoodvinille Tables 1-16 and
against the City's Buildable Lands Map (05/02/2007).

Attachment X contains the printouts of the excel spreadsheets for these zones, with annotations showing
errors and inconsistencies.

Since Appendix B contains only capacity, not acreages, we compared its capacity with City of
Woodinville tables to detennine that the table was the source for Appendix B. Since Appendix B has the
same capacities as the City of Woodin vi lie Tables 1-16, it is assumed it was the source for Appendix B,
and the acreages shown in the City's tables cOITelate to the capacities reported in Appendix B.

Finally, based on the actual differences between the data in the GIS table, and the data in the City's tables
1-16, we estimated the resulting capacity differences based on the City's assumptions for ROW, Public
Purpose, market factors, and future densities for each zone.

Attachment Y contains a comparison by zone for these documents against the actual totals from the GIS
data (from Attachment X). It also contains a column that roughly estimates the impact on capacity
reported in Appendix B.

The review was made more diffcult because the City's Buildable Lands Map does not match the GIS
summary table. Properties that we initially identified on the City's map as being incorrectly categorized as
redevelopable were not included in the 10/08/2007 database, indicating that they are no longer considered
redevelopab1e For example, we identified properties zoned R-24 that were incorrectly categorized as
redevelopable on the City's 05/02/07 map. However, the most recent City Tables 1-16 do not report any
redevelopable R-24 zoned land. The GIS database contains no redevelopable or vacant land zoned R-24.

Conccusions

Based on the limited review described above and the attached documents, it appears that Appendix B
overstates capacity in the City by between 315 and 484 dwellng units in the R-4, R-6 and R-8 zones.
Thus, the City surplus capacity (reported at 652) is actually probably between approximately 183-348
dwelling units. This surplus may be further impacted upon recalculation of the R-4 zone.

The reason there is a range of capacity is primarily due to interpretations of redevelopable and vacant R-6
land. The lower end of capacity would occur if the parcels, such as the Vibrant Plants Nursery, that were
removed from the database are not considered to be redevelopable. The higher end occurs if these parcels
are considered to be redevelopable R-6.

The following inconsistencies in the analysis led to these conclusions:

. The R-4 and Industrial zone calculations are incoITect because critical areas were incoITectly
merged and calculated. It appears that the critical areas layer was not merged into one layer -
thus resulting in parcels with two or more entries in the summary table - with transposed or
incoITect gross square feet and critical area calculations. The properties where this has occuITed
were found by comparing KC assessor data square feet ag~inst the gross square feet in the
summary table provided by the City. Reference notes in Attachment U.

. Redevelopable R-4 gross acres reported as 61 acres more than what is listed in the GIS summary
table. With critical areas considered, actual impact is approximately - 9 acres.
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. Redevelopable R-6 gross acres reported as 38-74 acres more than what exists per the GIS
summary table.

. Redevelopable R-8 gross acres reported as 6.79 acres more than what exists per the GIS summary
table

. Vacant R-8 reported as 7.33 acres more than what exists per the GIS summary table. R-l zoning
included in the calculation of vacant R-8.

,
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Triad Associates
Memorandum Dated November 30, 2007
To: Rich Hill
From: Ericka Jensen
Re: City of Woodin vi lIe Buildable Lands Report
Triad Job No.: 03208,03-248

Attachment U
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\ I;. W oodinville - Build able - Lands - Sum mary 10/08/2007

r .,

MAJOR MINOR PIN GROSSSQFT CRITAREA ZONING

(
012605 9007 0126059007 104347.84 0 R-1
012605 9011 0126059011 107409.02 0 R-1
012605 9019 0126059019 94605.86 0 R-1
012605 9027 0126059027 130566.51 6222.91 R-1
012605 9020 0126059029 423365.65 11.56 R-1
012605 9037 0126059037 96380.86 0 R-1
012605 9068 0126059068 234188.93 0 R-1
012605 9070 0126059070 97144.75 2455.14 R-1
012605 9074 0126059074 134633.37 3472.72 R-1
012605 9075 0126059075 97920.09 5.92 R-1
012605 9080 0126059080 103325.48 6293.50 R-1
012605 9085 0126059085 121387.56 0 R-1
012605 9088 0126059088 102046.75 0 R-1
012605 9098 0126059098 98748.01 11901.38 R-1
012605 9102 0126059102 105298.46 0 R-1

12605 9103 0126059103 55640.36 R-1
012605 9106 0126059106 104592.02 0 R-1
012605 9112 0126059112 87040.93 44496.02 R-1
012605 9116 0126059116 11751.67 R-1
012605 9134 0126059134 24550.39 R-1

1012605

9148 0126059148 87718.33 R-1
012605 9182 0126059182 106555.16 0 R-1

( 

, ) 1012605 9190 0126059190 52219.09 R-1

1012605

9217 0126059217 87672.29 0 R-1
012605 9218 0126059218 96375.67 0 R-1
~12605 9260 0126059260 48764.95 R-1
012605 9287 0126059267 63738.54 4407.67741545 R-1

12605 9311 0126059311 52254.01 5324.28868674 R-1

22605 9014 0226059014 61963.02 R-1
022605 9031 0226059031 127815.69 0 R-1
022605 9032 0226059032 105007.09 23738.44 R-1

22605 9050 0226059050 205381.50 0 R-1
022605 9055 0226059055 172619.68 23399.97 R-1
022605 9064 022605906 5410.58 6.23 NB
022605 9068 0226059068 32315.14 0 NB
022605 9070 0226059070 9244.72 0 NB

22605 9076 0226059076 313671.06 61296.1659906 R-1
022605 9081 0226059081 321376.76 0 R-1
022605 9082 0226059082 43785.88 R-1
022605 9097 0226059097 119915.72 9450.96 R-1
022605 9098 0226059098 410229.29 24861.78 R-1
022605 9109 0226059109 98446.69 4951.03 R-1
022605 9110 0226059110 112006.94 0 R-1
022605 9127 0226059127 44658.23 R-1
022605 9128 0226059128 145046.13 0 R-1
022605 9134 0226059134 98245.45 12872.69 R-1

~.
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STATUS PLANNEDUSE
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Reside Unknown

!vacant Reside Unknown
~acant Reside Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

~edeveiop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Reside Unknòwn
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resl Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resl Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

( ,

'-
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DWELLUNIT NRFLRAREA
1 Unknown

2 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
2 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown

o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown

APPRLAND PRESENTUSE
194000 2
165000 2
184000 2
186000 2
333000 2
184000 2
253000 2
194000 2
194000 2
19400 2
194000 2
194000 2
194000 2
19400 2
19400 2
151000 300
194000 2
168000 2
90 300
13400 300
184000 300
194000 2
27000 300
16400 2
184000 2
15100 300
15100 300
15100 300
106000 300
20700 2
18400 2
20200 21930 2
1000 309
228100 106
84200 159. .22000 300
293000 2
151000 300
184000 2
388000 2
184000 2
185000 2
151000 300
207000 2
184000 2
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, ~ W oodinville - Buildable - Lands - S umm ary 10/08/2007

L TAXPAYERNA

~j
DAY DENNIS

\
BUTEUX DOU

HANSEN BRE

MEYER DONA
SPARKS DEB

JANECEK DAY

JOHNSON JA
RENTSCHLER
HILL WESLEY
HILL DELBERT
BOGDAN WILL
CARLISLE RO
CRICK ANDRE
PETRIE THOM
ORR DOUGLA

IELINSKI RIC

DESPAIN JAM

IPOWERS THOHARDER DAY
~USTIN DOUG

IBAUMAN CAR
IHUTTON GWE

) ~ENKE JUDIT
r I HITE STEVE

¡WITMER MIKE
ARLISLE RO

HILL JAMES G
BROMAN DAVI

OODINVILLE

FERRIN DAVI

KROGH PHILI
PATRICK JAN

ORL JOHN
OODINVILLE

STALLION HIL
NORMAN R Vi
LEXINGTON D

ROTHSCHILD

ROTHSCHILD
DONNEL VICK
RICKARD JEF

KELLEY JOSE
DRENNAN FR

KENT HAROL
BAIRD LUCILL

HOLMDAHL MI
,-J
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" I Wood inville - Buildable - Lands _Summary 10/08/2007

MAJOR MINOR PIN GROSSSQFT CRITAREA ZONING

)
022605 9137 0226059137 44579.51 R-1

"
022605 9145 0226059145 49581.52 R-1
022605 9147 0226059147 99728.79 R-1
022605 9171 0226059171 93250.46 0 R-1
025500 0340 0255000340 23979.11 18996.33 R-6
025500 0350 0255000350 19148.69 12670.11 R-6 í RJ Af
025500 0430 0255000430 23424.40 14549.56 R-6 C-M ~""

032605 9001 0326059001 215668.73 11103.92 I

032605 9009 0326059009 112320.96 1 08918.69 R-6 ~'. -
05 9011 0 6059Q1J 838216.82 39518. 95686 - ~r~5 9014 0326059014 33528.98

032605 9015 0326059015 64786.18 18004.89 GB
032605 9032 0326059032 222442.86 R-1 N.C: G
032605 9033 0326059033 79827.72 0 I TY ~l
032605 9034 0326059034 73395.42 23043.40 R-6 ~~/4- -s032605 9037 0326059037 223536.17 19038.44 f

032605 9038 0326059038 222710.66 R-1 51 ACT
032605 9042 0326059042 222113.06 R-1 L- yl(;,O
1032605

9044 0326059044 222971.00 R-1
032605 9045 0326059045 444052.41 R-1
032605 9047 0326059047 63540.71 0 GB
032605 9048 0326059048 7272.47 0 I

032605 9049 0326059049 50799.62 0 R-6
J 32605 9054 0326059054 196196.00 92580.42 R-6

032605 9056 0326059056 40125.62 0 GB

1032605 9057 0326059057 23902.16 0 I

1032605 9062 0326059062 187077.55 35303.07 GB
032605 9064 0326059064 231347.58 205891.04 R-6
032605 9066 0326059066 64662.72 27943.02 R-6
032605 9070 0326059070 74366.81 15057.90 R-6

32605 9073 0326059073 73119.62 38982.69 I

32605 9074 0326059074 22500.22 4797.04 R-6
032605 9076 0326059076 22305.43 7275.06 R-6
032605 9087 0326059087 6239.52 0 I

032605 9089 0326059089 78833.72 0 GB
032605 9090 0326059090 43366.61 13831.8528971 R-6

032605 9093 0326059093 55148.18 0 GB
032605 9094 0326059094 71416.29 0 GB
032605 9095 0326059095 79369.73 84.84 R-6
032605 9096 0326059096 21969.03 21616.22 R-6
032605 9098 0326059098 24950.30 20183.74 R-6
032605 9099 0326059099 42775.57 12141.59 R-6
032605 9101 0326059101 157587.75 0 I

032605 9105 0326059105 112123.28 11171.35 I

032605 9106 0326059106 43765.52 13750.30 I

032605 9107 0326059107 45782.16 0 GB
....-)
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STATUS PLANNEDUSE
Vacant Reside Unknown

IVacant Reside Unknown
~acant Reside Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Vacant Reside Unknown
Vacant Comme Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown

acant Reside Unknown

!vacant Reside Unknown
!vacant Reside Unknown
~acant Reside Unknown

Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
~edeVelOp Resi Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown'
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown

~.., -,!

W oodinville _Buildable _Lands - Summ ary 10/08/2007

DWELLUNIT NRFLRAREA
o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

1 Unknown

1 Unknown

1 Unknown

1 Unknown

o Unknown

1 Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
2 Unknown
2 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown

1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown

1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

APPRLAND PRESENTUSE
142000 300
1 51000 300
184000 300
184000 2
148000 2
133000 2
148000 2
1731500 195
212000 2
1177000 300
200700 316
644700 216
201000 300
636100 195
331000 2
1792800 195
201000 300
201000 300
201000 300
289000 300
1010500 223
6600 332
165000 2
289000 2
635600 216
192300 316
1868000 216
296000 2
212000 2
224000 2
218800 316
154000 2
154000 2
1000 332

1254400 180
165000 300
899200 195
1127300 216
237000 2
142000 2
154000 2
249000 2
400000 309
897300 195
175000 316
733300 216
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Wood inville - Buildable - Lands _Summary 10/08/2007

¡ TAXPAYERNA

GRISHAM CA

LAMOREE MY
CULPEPPER J

ELCH DARR
SKILES RAND
BEARDSLEY E
CAPPELLETTI
UNIVERSALIL

BABCOCK GE
GEORGIAN H

MACKINNON

EGGE RICHAR
PHOENIX DEV
EDERER D A
NELSON JUDY
KIEWIT CONS
PHOENIX DEV
PHOENIX DEV
HORTON KAT
PHOENIX DEV
HIGHWAY 9 L
UNIVERSAUL
CHURCH RON
CAMBY KELLI
NORTH WOO
FORMO NOR

ARVIS TERR
TTIC LEARNI

GONZALES M
BURCHETT E
COLLINS INVE

GIANCOll SIN

DOPPS SRUC
HENRY IILLC
ARVIS TERR
GONZALES H
LlFFRIG WILLI

lIFFRIG WILLI

NUTU EMANUI

LLERA DANIE

SANDBERG L
JOHNSON MA
COLLINS INVE

MAZZAFERRO
PENITSCH GA
NORTH WOO
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W oodinville - Bu ildable - Lands - Su mm ary- 10/08/2007

MAJOR MINOR PIN GROSSSQFT CRIT AREA ZONING
032605 9111 0326059111 874709.87 6004.77634213 R-1

032605 9115 0326059115 141047.38 45339.54 I

032605 9116 0326059116 8842.85 2856.73 I

032605 9127 0326059127 136998.08 46274.09 I

032605 9129 0326059129 39407.61 0 I

032605 9131 0326059131 5817.84 0 I

032605 9134 0326059134 19471.03 1 9471 . 11 I

032605 9147 0326059147 61011.65 0 I

032605 9148 0326059148 32381.64 32283.20 I

032605 9150 0326059150 18141.19 3024.35 R-6
032605 9153 0326059153 12340.86 3014.08 GB
032605 9155 0326059155 8939.30 0 0
032605 9159 0326059159 10232.31 10232.3584878 R-6

042605 9021 0426059021 6097.36 R-6
42605 9031 0426059031 46715.25 7302.77 R-6

042605 9047 0426059047 29357.99 0 R-6
042605 9048 0426059048 29374.60 0 R-6
042605 9049 0426059049 26873.48 0 R-6
042605 9050 0426059050 32846.34 0 R-6
042605 9055 0426059055 35404.57 0 R-6
042605 9056 0426059056 30700.76 0 R-6
042605 9057 0426059057 31397.95 1453.33 R-6
042605 9060 0426059060 20726.48 0 R-6

1 062210 0005 0622100005 53708.48 0 GB
062210 0021 0622100021 160910.08 90046.81 GB
062210 0024 0622100024 23214.84 12546.9584429 R-6

62210 0026 0622100026 35466.08 22392.08 R-6
062210 0040 0622100040 24570.20 12360.25 R-6

62210 0041 0622100041 20527.61 11769.83 R-6
062210 0043 0622100043 22044.68 12004.21 R-6
062210 0044 0622100044 27756.75 16455.06 R-6
062210 0050 0622100050 52068.78 27531.55 R-6
062210 0051 0622100051 78492.21 499.10 GB
062210 0052 0622100052 70130.43 65.31 GB
062210 0056 0622100056 58857.58 32562.38 R-6

62210 0059 0622100059 34169.86 13296.53 GB
062210 0060 0622100060 63260.29 47704.8468005 R-6

062210 0061 0622100061 56835.91 12612.41 GB
062210 0071 0622100071 59810.32 0 R-6
062210 0072 0622100072 47143.46 0 R-6
062210 0073 0622100073 61745.01 25.01 R-6
062210 0074 0622100074 76665.08 19771.14 R-6
062210 0075 0622100075 59426.45 9776.02 R-6
062210 0076 0622100076 46601.07 4935.77 R-6
062210 0077 0622100077 52314.56 16425.57 R-6
062210 0090 0622100090 194219.56 2.20597617297 R-6

~ ...
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STATUS PLANNEDUSE
Vacant Reside Unknown

IRedevelop Co UnknownRedevelop Co Unknown
acant Comme Unknown

Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Vacant Comme Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acanl Comme Unknown
acanl Com me Unknown

acanl Reside Unknown
acanl Reside Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
~edeveiop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown'

acant Comme Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

c_..
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Wood ¡nville - Buildable - Lands - Su m m ary

DWELLUNIT NRFLRAREA
o Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown

1 Unknown
o Unknown

Page 8

10/08/2007

APPRLAND PRESENTUSE
422000 300
1123500 223
8900 332

1084500 316
313500 246
6000 332
19000 332
456700 195
32600 309
130000 2
123000 316
1000 316

105000 300
1000 300
224000 2
154000 2
154000 2
154000 2
154000 2
154000 2
154000 2
15400 2
142000 2
43900 316
1930900 195
4000 300
105000 2
105000 2
105000 2
105000 2
105000 2
118000 2
1071100 223
982800 223
118000 2
479900 316
118000 300. .
784800 195
212000 2
18900 2
201000 2
224000 2
212000 2
201000 2
201000 2
605000 300



, W oodinville - Bu ildable - Lands - Summ ary 10/08/2007

i TAXPAYERNA

! G&S SUNDOUI
"

P F C PARTNE
JARVIS TERR
FORMOST PA
IEWRIDGE D

VIEWRIDGE D

G&S SUNDOUI

19230 BUILDIN

IKING COUNTYHEMMING RO
RIJON LLC

HNOW AL Vi

CIRILLO CHRI

KING COUNTY
DUPART DAYI
DUPART DAY!

IMURPHY DALDICKINSON J

ICLA YTON JAM
IVILETA JEFFR
IGRAYEL Y WIL
IBARTON DAYI
~U HSIU SHAN

' I IPL YWOOD SU\

ICROWN ENTE
SCHUCK RA

OHNSON TR
MARTIN JOSE

ILLIAMS MIC

ILLASENOR
KEO REGAN+
MEYERS ANT
HOWDY PART
BURLEY JERO

ATSON ROB
NDERSON M

DONOV AN-SE

STUART AND
GAN TEK-MIN
KIENEKER HE

ILLIAMS LAV

PEACE JEFFR
MCNATT CHRI

EST JANET

MOE DENNY A

¡

SLOCUM JEA

89
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W oodinville - Buildable_Lands - Su m m ary 10/08/2007

¡ MAJOR MINOR PIN GROSSSQFT CRIT AREA ZONINGi

062210 0092 0622100092 19591.19 0 R-6
062210 0093 0622100093 19548.19 0 R-6
062210 0094 0622100094 19768.20 0.49 R-6
062210 0098 0622100098 24988.84 11567.46 R-6
062210 0099 0622100099 23800.98 2390.95 R-6
062210 0100 0622100100 25271.96 0 R-6
062210 0101 0622100101 21445.10 0 R-6
062210 0104 0622100104 21382.14 0 R-6
062210 0105 0622100105 21693.93 6985.81 R-6
062210 0106 0622100106 21925.06 1423.33905412 R-6

062210 0107 0622100107 20524.35 0 R-6
062210 0108 0622100108 21839.54 412.87 R-6
062210 0109 0622100109 20614.15 2874.76 R-6
062210 0110 0622100110 44217.11 0 R-6
062210 0111 0622100111 21409.59 389.13 R-6
062210 0112 0622100112 38205.42 0 R-6
062210 0128 0622100128 301368.86 231795.024409 R-6

062210 0131 0622100131 18893.23 10192.15 R-6
092605 9031 0926059031 31867.16 13818.9762368 CBO

1092605 9071 0926059071 4089.74 4089.75 CBO
092605 9087 0926059087 9816.49 CBO

92605 9090 0926059090 15851.16 CBO
092605 9091 0926059091 3907.33 0 CBO

, 92605 9101 0926059101 14964.81 0 CBO
092605 9103 0926059103 140261 . 18 76611.69 I

92605 9104 0926059104 49250.39 45207.02 CBO
092605 9124 0926059124 61574.78 50977.011735 R-4-
092605 9133 0926059133 84315.47 84315.793272 R-4 ~

92605 9136 0926059136 41641.97 0 I

092605 9140 0926059140 37256.97 37257.11 I

92605 9147 0926059147 8933.09 0 CBO
92605 9153 0926059153 34038.35 10412.14 CBD
92605 9182 0926059182 26561.25 CBD

092605 9184 0926059184 897.84 0 I

092605 9185 0926059185 36471.54 29884.26 I

102605 9002 1026059002 994960.64 700192.611391 R-48/0

102605 9003 1026059003 281892.92 CBD
102605 9019 1026059019 14503.58 0 CBD
102605 9042 1026059042 179318.93 90677.3795709 CBD
102605 9047 1026059047 107639.40 CBD
102605 9055 1026059055 49045.29 CBD
102605 9060 1026059060 189779.47 CBD
102605 9065 1026059065 7986.86 CBD
102605 9068 1026059068 36498.30 CBD

102605 9070 1026059070 10225.66 0 CBD
( 102605 9072 1026059072 6095.42 0 P/I
,
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STATUS PLANNEDUSE
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Vacant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown

acant Mixed Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown

acant Mixed Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown

!vacant Comme Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown

acant Mixed Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown

Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Redevelop Mix Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown

Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown
acant Comme Unknown

Wood inville _Buildable - Lands - Su m m ary

DWELLUNIT NRFLRAREA
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
O'Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown

Page 11
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APPRLAND PRESENTUSE
118000 2
130000 2
130000 2
105000 2
105000 2
111 000 2
111 000 2
142000 2
142000 2
154000 300
1 54000 2
154000 2
154000 2
158000 2
154000 2
158000 2
153000 300
142000 2
570600 183
63000 309
196300 172
388800 101
79200 309
299200 309
112500 316
398400 309
159000 300
59100 301
412100 223
391800 223
240800 309
487800 309
607800 171
5000 332

241500 316
6016500 316
5083500 180
388800 309
2520900 137
1721400 137
750100 195
3038700 137
245700 101
717200 106
174800 309
170100 309
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W oodinville _Buildable - Lands - Su m m ary 10/08/2007

~TAXPAYERNA

GOREE KENN

IPAXSON JOH
~ANDEHEY M
KRISTOFFERS

ANAP
KERESZTURI
~ALlTON KEN

OHNSON RO
CARDILLO AN
BENRUD JAM
SULLIVAN MA
BOUDREAUX
HEALD TORE
MARGOSHES
BENRUD JAM
BAUMGARTN
KUSULOS HA
BUTTERFIELD
MCCORRYS 0

ILL C

ICITY OF WOO
¡CiTY OF WOO
¡CiTY OF WOO
ICITY OF WOO
¡C/O EPROPER
ICMTW PROPE

AYLOR MILT
PREVIS STEP
KERFIELD EN

MORGAN INV
CITY OF WOO
DEROULET JE
BOILEAU PRO
KERFIELD EN

CRIVANCICH

DATA & STAF

KING COUNTY
RJM HOLDING
MOLBAK FAMI
MOLBAK FAMI
DEYOUNG LO
MOLBAK FAMI
HENNIG JULIE
BATES JERAL

CITY OF WOO
PLAY ACOM L
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W oodinville - Buildable _Lands_Summary 10/08/2007

' MAJOR MINOR PIN GROSSSQFT CRITAREAI ZONING
I 102605 9076 1026059076 155799.07 35397.554601 CBO
\ 102605 9084 1026059084 40467.45 0 R-8

102605 9087 1026059087 109111.10 0 R-8
102605 9096 1026059096 47282.35 CBO
102605 9101 1026059101 18078.22 0 R-6
102605 9102 1026059102 45561.41 CBO
102605 9106 1026059106 20812.76 0 R-6
102605 9107 1026059107 33053.41 CBO
102605 9114 1026059114 14693.33 0 R-8
102605 9117 1026059117 19547.36 0 R-8
102605 9122 1026059122 41874.38 0 R-8
102605 9125 1026059125 13910.38 0 R-8
102605 9127 1026059127 73049.92 6073.79378468 CBO
102605 9131 1026059131 25583.49 CBO
102605 9140 1026059140 12529.64 CBO
102605 9141 1026059141 134724.19 CBO
102605 9142 1026059142 8967.19 CBO
102605 9153 1026059153 22780.07 CBO
102605 9174 1026059174 13900.16 0 0

1102605

9175 1026059175 776.80 CBO
102605 9176 1026059176 7221.90 R-18

1112605 9007 1126059007 149940.08 0 R-1

r

) 1112605 9023 1126059023 211278.57 99575.27 R-1
J

1112605

9024 1126059024 129842.84 0 R-1
112605 9059 1126059059 51866.91 R-1
112605 9099 1126059099 110080.05 0 R-1
112605 9101 1126059101 108115.32 0 R-1
112605 9115 1126059115 133248.85 16172:29 R-1
112605 9144 1126059144 131176.38 0 R-1
112605 9150 1126059150 148940.71 8757.85 R-1
112605 9152 1126059152 115114.68 9027.90175683 R-1

112605 9153 1126059153 98064.03 R-1
112605 9155 1126059155 108915.94 25967.73 R-1
112605 9156 1126059156 108563.97 44516.48 R-1
112605 9157 1126059157 107876.75 0 R-1
112605 9160 1126059160 35022.82 R-1
112605 9161 1126059161 109552.98 36056.69 R-1
112605 9162 1126059162 122883.55 50591.47 R-1
112605 9191 1126059191 37710.39 R-1
112605 9227 1126059227 41847.01 R-1
142605 9028 1426059028 44795.81 32190.8488254 TBD
142890 0040 1428900040 169614.77 8018.87 R-6
142890 0050 1428900050 33920.31 1143.69 R-6
142890 0055 1428900055 136462.40 0 R-6
142890 0117 1428900117 46404.18 0 R-6
142890 0118 1428900118 75028.14 0 R-6
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STATUS PLANNEDUSE
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Re~evelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resl Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resl Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Res; Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resl Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resl Unknown

;""'--'
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W oodinville - Buildable_Lands_Summary 10/08/2007

DWELLUNIT NRFLRAREA
o Unknown

1 Unknown

1 Unknown
o Unknown

1 Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown

1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

1 Unknown
1 Unknown

1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown

APPRLAND PRESENTUSE
2935400 165
214000 2
429000 2
929800 104
1 21 000 2
820600 171
134000 2
587300 159
1 05000 2
1 05000 2
214000 2
1 05000 2
1631500 162
615600 162
224900 216
2160500 137
207900 159
510700 168
1 77600 309
1000 332

202800 309
425000 2
467000 2
477000 2
202000 300
379000 2
447000 2
238000 2
477000 2
328000 2
270000 300
279000 300
447000 2
357000 2
447000 2
166000 300
334000 2
465000 2
60000 300
152000 300
276300 166
533000 2
154000 2
450000 2
169000 2
319000 2
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W oodinville - Bu ildable - Lands - Su mm ary 10/08/2007

iTAXPAYERNA

WOODINVILLE

IHECK E A
HANSON MAR

DEYOUNG LO

TROVATO DE

ILAHIE HOLDI

COTTAGE LAK
MOLBAK FAMI

BUCK LISA A
ITULLI EMMA

AMIRI, AHMA
BRADRICK JA
BANK OF AME

ASHINGTON
HIMMELSPAC

MOLBAK FAMI
FIRST INTER

PHO RICHARD
OLSSON HAR

ICITY OF WOO
PLAY ACOM L

D'AMBROSIA

DEY MARTIN

PADGETT GE
HOFSTETTER
LAWRENCE J

CHOEN CUR
MAU JOSEPH
BECK MOLLY
PRICE CHARl
KHATCHADOU

KING COUNTY
BELLS B W
SCHIFERL RO
LBERT DAVI

GENERAUX G
KERNAN DEN

NUSS RICHAR

SAUlNESS AR
GENERAUX G

SAMMAMISH

CARLETON R

HANNIGAN CA

SORG LOUIS

HIT AKER M

HIT AKER SH
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W oodinville - Buildable _Lands - Su mm ary 10/08/2007

MAJOR MINOR PIN GROSSSQFT CRITAREA ZONING
142890 0119 1428900119 27556.74 0 R-6
143753 0040 1437530040 6289.56 R-6
143753 0050 1437530050 7460.91 R-6
143753 0060 1437530060 8027.07 R-6
143753 0070 1437530070 7653.15 R-6
143753 0080 1437530080 6976.99 R-6
143753 0090 1437530090 6239.09 R-6
143753 0100 1437530100 6755.63 R-6
143753 0110 1437530110 7954.03 R-6
143753 0120 1437530120 7853.20 R-6
152605 9015 1526059015 6315.34 R-4/
152605 9016 1526059016 49040.18 34205.31 I

152605 9025 1526059025 110245.26 0 I

152605 9031 1526059031 23696.11 10885.57 I

152605 9038 1526059038 50290.95 2858.72 I

152605 9046 152605906 132187.81 82251.50 I

1152605 9053 1526059053 158936.33 89068.81 I

1152605 9054 1526059054 103291.27 30090.12 I

1152605 9063 1526059063 211408.73 152343.29 I

1152605 9067 1526059067 346663.42 161815.31 R-4 .I

1152605

9077 1526059077 189953.89 R-4..
152605 9086 1526059086 166507.83 0 I

152605 9094 1526059094 136924.46 657.01 I

l 152605 9095 1526059095 141407.40 28775.03 I

152605 9096 1526059096 35174.96 8141.03 I

152605 9097 1526059097 40387.13 6554.53 I

152605 9098 1526059098 38830.08 2467.42 I

152605 9105 1526059105 46176.16 46176.3529894 R-4
,ii A-D152605 9117 1526059117 7774.93 1195.76 I ?o~H~

152605 9119 1526059119 601176.65 601181.051603 R-4l/

1 9120 1526059120 363452.09 209 ~,
152605 9120 1526059120 18921.56 1919.34 I

~
j 152605 9120 1526059120 363452.09 1919.34 I ~~ 152605 9120 1526059120 18921.56 209341.39 I

1 9121 1526059121 72324.33 0 I

152605 9128 1526059128 161186.93 161022.173771 R-4./
152605 9129 1526059129 31548.52 24826.3770294 R-4 J

162605 9005 1626059005 57530.26 0 R-6
162605 9020 059020 8370.5 0.71 I fa
162605 9020 1626059020 109631.60 5341.96 I evie. .
162605 9020 1626059020 109631.60 0.71 I

162605 9020 1626059020 8370.59 5341.96 I

14250.4044588 R-4
'

-rwO b1le-s162605 9028 1626059028 49139.57 14250.4044588 R-4 J

162605 9034 1626059034 134806.82 20024.65 R-4v
162605 9035 1626059035 48594.11 977.79 R-4 v

96
Page 16



I

STATUS PLANNEDUSE
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Vacant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Comme Unknown

Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redeveeop Co Unknown

acant Comma Unknown
acant Come Unknown

Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
~acant Comme Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
acant Comme Unknown
acant Comme Unknown
acant Comme Unknown
acant Comme Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Come Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Comme Unknown
acant Come Unknown
acant Come Unknown
acant Come Unknown
acant Comme Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
acant Comme Unknown
acant Comme Unknown
acant Comme Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Redeveeop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

W oodinville - Bu ¡Idable - Lands - Sum m ary 10/08/2007

DWELLUNIT NRFLRAREA
1 Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknow
o Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown

1 Unknow
o Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown

1 Unknown
1 Unknown

APPRLAND PRESENTUSE
142000 2
124000 300
124000 300
124000 300
124000 300
124000 300
124000 300
124000 300
124000 300
124000 300
1000 300
84200 316
872900 223
250000 188
286000 6
1045400 316
1240800 316
832800 195
1742400 246
430000 2
691000 300
1449600 316
1198900 316
1198900 316
217900 316
318700 316
308100 316
10000 300
8100 316
93000 300

3059600 316
3059600 316
3059600 316
3059600 316
583000 316
159000 300
191000 300
340000 2
870800 316
870800 316
870800 316
870800 316
60000 300
60000 300
372000 2
234000 2
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W oodinville - Buildable _Lands - Summary 10/08/2007

: TAXPAYERNA

HITAKER M

BENNETT HO

BENNETT HO
BENNETT HO

BENNETT HO

BENNETT HO
BENNETT HO
BENNETT HO
BENNETT HO
BENNETT HO
KING COUNTY

UREN NICK &
SNOW JOHN
UREN NICK+K
NOVELTY HIL
SILVER lAE

¡WOODINVILLE
INWCV ASSOC
IMATHEUS LU

IHOWELL KElT
HOWELL KElT
NORTHWEST

SKO PROCE
SKO PROCE

NOVELTY HIL
NOVELTY HIL
NOVELTY HIL
REPMAN DOU
NOVELTY HIL
DEININGER J
C/O EPROPER
C/O EPROPER
C/O EPROPER
C/O EPROPER
REDHOOK AL
132ND AVE IN
132ND AVE IN

EREll US PA
OUNG CORP
OUNG CORP
OUNG CORP

YOUNG CORP
GUNDERSEN
GUNDERSEN

EUFEL WILLI
PERKINS CHA
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MAJOR
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
16 605

162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
162605
182750
192730
210600

22605
22605
22605
22605
22605

222605
22605
22605

222605
22605

222605
5

222605
222605
222605
222605
222605I. '

MINOR

9046
9051

9060
9063
9065
9066
9067
9068
9070
9073
9074
9077
9080
9083
9086
9107
9111
9115
9115
9115
9115
9116
9117
9118
9121
0130
0250
0040
9011
9012
9012
9029
9032
9036
9044
9047
9063
9063

9064
9076
9081
9084
9085
9087
9088

Woodinville _Buildable_Lands- Summary

PIN

1626059046
1626059051
1626059060
1626059063
1626059065
1626059066
1626059067
1626059068
1626059070
1626059073
1626059074
1626059077
1626059080
1626059083
1626059086
1626059107
1626059111
1626059115
1626059115
1626059115
1626059115
1626059116
1626059117
1626059118
1626059121
1827500130
1927300250
2106000040
2226059011
2226059012
2226059012
2226059029
2226059032
2226059036
2226059044
222605904 7

222605 3
2226059063

2226059064
2226059076
2226059081
2226059084
2226059085
2226059087
2226059088

GROSSSQFT CRITAREA ZONING60990.26 0 R-647342.80 0 R-6
38053.78 6986.22 R-4v'
44843.30 4889.47 R-4~
130400.02 51847.42 R-4.45181.98 0 R-444906.88 0 R-4
91694.49 71255.36 R-4.
72939.37 0 I
87699.06 0 R-4.
122493.78 58586.47 R-490348.86 0 R-4
44500.54 29515.74 R-4
129562.46 38697.43 R-4
43737.50 17934.23 R-4
90668.97 32339.7123525 R-4

41615.19 9820.30 R-4~
73472.30 14576.7327606 R-4.

14576.67 65846.5116141 R-4

14576.67 14576.7327606 R-4"

7 72.30 65846.5116141R
36112.43 26796.29 R-4
82264.29 25291.8035246 R-4.

187025.92 43245.72 R-4 -45025.88 0 R-4
5602.45 R-6
62889.23 55.15 GB
14746.58 0 CBO
394889.16 270709.885274 R-4,-
55707.14 50794.5999366 R-4--

6913.59 50794.5999366 R-4"
232633.58 R-4;./
512901.77 1693.74 I
196076.95 196077.815467 R-4 '-'
439909.49 331607.720922 R-4.J'
13155.22 0 I
67613.29 6746.60 R-4 v
67613.29 67613.56 R-4 "J

1882397
135281.214492 R-4 '-
369862.411916R- ,.:
29717.4680487 R-4 \.
41028.05 TSD
292461.94 R-4 ¿
161947.527621 R-4 v

258020.17 R-4 '.j

135280.67
503524.87
132610.51
57191.31
292460.78
746363.26
710465.97

Page 19
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Wood inville - Buildable - Lands _Summary

,I

STATUS PLANEDUSE
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi:Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redeveeop Resi Unknown

Redeveeop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redeveeop Resi Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
Redeveeop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redeveeop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelp Resi Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Redeveep Resi Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Redevelp Resi Unknown

Redeveeop Resi Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Comme Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Redevelop Co Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Redeveeop Co Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Res! Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown

Redevelop Res! Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Res! Unknown

L_,i )

100

DWELLUNIT

10/08/2007

NRFLRAREA APPRLAND PRESENT USE
383000 2
340000 2
191000 2
202000 2
393000 2
234000 2
234000 2
266000 2
566000 316
319000 2
319000 2
266000 2
148000 2
351000 2
234000 2
266000 300
234000 2
117000 300
117000 300
117000 300
117000 300
138000 2
250000 300
446000 2
234000 2
1000 300

634100 316
248200 309
921000 300
119000 300
11900 300
720000 300
3701700 245
73000 300
478000 300
100500 9
177000 2
177000 2
227000 300
227000 300
255400 300
65300 300
o 300

373000 2
444000 300
1730000 2

1 Unknown

1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown

1 Unknown
1 Unknown

1 Unknown

1 Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown

o Unknown

1 Unknown
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W oodinville _Buildable - Lands - Su m m ary 10/08/2007

TAXPAYERNA

BOWERS NOR
LlNARELLI DO

EHLE MICHAE

BROOKS ERN
SNYDER HOW
CANT RICK AN
BRUNSON GL
MITCHELL J P

OUNG CORP
EDW ARDS ST

ST ANFIELO J

EPP HENRY
ROCKWELL RI
SCHUSTER E
ROLOFF RIAN

EUFEL WILLI
BAFUS JEFFR
UDRIS MAIJA

UORIS MAIJA

UORIS MAIJA

UORIS MAJA
QUINDT ROBE
QUINDT ROBE

ONNELL Y ST

MEUCCI GAR
OODINVILLE

LEAWATER
DOWNTOWN

ERTHEIMER
ERTHEIMER
ERTHEIMER
ERTHEIMER

TIMSON LA
PUGET SOUN

TIMSON LA
STIMSON LA
MUELLER M J
MUELLER M J

MUELLER MIC

MUELLER MIC
STIMSON LA
STIMSON LA
KING COUNTY

ORGENSEN
STIMSON LA

ERTHEIMER
\ - ...'
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W oodinville - Buildable - Lands - Su m m ary 10/08/2007

' MAJOR MINOR PIN GROSSSQFT CRIT AREA ZONINGi

222605 9096 2226059096 748396.05 324963.26 I

1222605 9100 2226059100 293340.64 292362.27 R-4/
222605 9111 2226059111 26808.68 TBD
222605 9112 2226059112 109614.27 0 TBD
222605 9113 2226059113 53057.40 6380.15 TBD
222605 9114 2226059114 158956.98 0 TBD
273863 0010 2738630010 13008.54 9377.43002659 R-6

273863 0020 2738630020 5091.68 R-6
273863 0040 2738630040 6080.69 R-6
273863 0050 2738630050 5290.58 R-6
273863 0060 2738630060 6422.38 297.063971316 R-6

273863 0070 2738630070 5224.61 R-6
273863 0080 2738630080 5269.18 R-6
273863 0090 2738630090 7887.22 3115.26205293 R-6

73863 0100 2738630100 6702.73 2767.23056059 R-6

273863 0110 2738630110 6341.41 2779.30997841 R-6

73863 0130 2738630130 5092.03 1630.93367114 R-6

324450 0020 3244500020 98657.52 27179.68 R-1
324450 0022 3244500022 99538.34 6709.80 R-1
324450 0025 3244500025 98291.38 0 R-1
324450 0060 3244500060 46368.34 R-1

1324450

0066 3244500066 42354.98 R-1
324450 0072 3244500072 205880.95 0 R-1

! 324450 0077 3244500077 107113.85 32965.06 R-1
324450 0079 3244500079 134623.54 39308.5358385 R-1

324450 0088 3244500088 147125.19 116.930079916 R-1

324450 0117 3244500117 55932.45 3'3969.5741457 R-1

324450 0125 3244500125 227661.70 37079.22 R-1
324450 0140 3244500140 127963.60 0 R-1
324450 0153 3244500153 91405.02 0 R-1
324450 0161 3244500161 84040.07 263.594004513 R-1

324450 0165 3244500165 191798.51 34283.36 R-1
324450 0170 3244500170 129987.95 32596.13 R-1
324450 0171 3244500171 95197.27 22218.32 R-1
324450 0175 3244500175 196178.99 16404.71 R-1
324450 0180 3244500180 196466.27 0 R-1
340470 0202 3404700202 31979.59 25143.04 TBD
340470 0205 3404700205 429268.77 97.0011655309 TBD
340470 0217 3404700217 6860.68 0 NB
387648 0370 3876480370 8343.76 R-6

04590 0020 4045900020 125589,86 14143.17 R-1
04590 0038 4045900038 16265.90 R-1
04590 0065 4045900065 17734.65 R-1
04590 0100 4045900100 92089.00 9684.89 R-1
04590 0121 4045900121 34164.78 R-1

404590 0130 4045900130 29860.70 R-1
..'
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J

¡STATUS PLANEDUSE
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown

acant Mixed Unknown
Vacant Mixed Unknown

acant Mixed Unknown
Vacant Reside Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

~acant Reside Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

IRedevelop Resi Unknown

IRedeVelOp Resi UnknownRedevelop Resi Unknown
~acant Reside Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

IRedevelop Resi Unknown
!vacant Reside Unknown
!vacant Reside Unknown
!vacant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Mixed Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

Vacant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

,-_J

W oodinville - Bu ildable - Lands _Summary

DWELLUNIT NRFLRAREA
o Unknown

1 Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown
1 Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown

Page 23

10/08/2007

APPRLAND PRESENTUSE
5247600 245
284000 2
1000 332

520700 309
217500 309
687100 309
105000 300
105000 300
105000 300
105000 300
105000 300
105000 300
105000 300
105000 300
105000 300
105000 300
105000 300
145000 2
164000 2
184000 2
151000 300
151000 300
367000 2
176000 2
155000 300
185000 300
146000 300
679000 2
386000 2
184000 2
140000 300
172000 2
14000 2
140000 2
238000 2
238000 2
10000 300
412000 2
48100 309
1000 300
469000 2
90000 300
136000 300
524000 2
243000 300
199000 300
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Wood inville - Bu ildable - Lands _Summary 10/08/2007

:TAXPAYERNA

STIMSON LAN

BIGELOW JOH

A TERMAN R

/WOODINVILLE

t,00DINVILLE

OODINVILLE

KULlCZKOWS

PRECISION H

PRECISION H

PRECISION H

PRECISION H

PRECISION H

PRECISION H

PRECISION H

BAHL ANUJ+S
PRECISION H

PRECISION H

CONEY J OAR

iw A TSON STE

IMCCOY NA TH

IPREMIER PAC
!ADAMS JON C

IKELLER PHYlMISSLER LEO

IOSTROM LA
ETTER DOU

MCKILLOP DO
MCKilLOP DO

TOUT PHllll
MINNEHA MI
BENDER JOH

UN DANNY D
BELLIZZI ANT
POOLE MICHA
DAHL PAUL E

ORDAN A B
KING COUNTY

ATERMAN P

KOCH-GORMA

KING COUNTY

CAMANDONA

DEVINE STEV

OOMBS ROB
NDER VER

BRENTON PE

STRAD RICH

.i

l.. .-,"
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W oodinville _Bu ildable - Lands - Sum m ary 10/08/2007

MAJOR MINOR PIN GROSSSQFT CRIT AREA ZONING
421525 0590 4215250590 18987.98 765107333438 R-1
553650 0400 5536500400 14813.64 11197.8635056 R-4~
571160 0020 5711600020 60817.88 0 I

610400 0020 6104000020 35583.42 686630 R-8
61 0400 0030 6104000030 35535.19 6824.02 R-8
610400 0040 6104000040 35487.23 6777.64 R-8
610400 0050 6104000050 35407.55 6737.01 R-8
610400 0060 6104000060 35635.45 2622.99 R-8
1610400 0070 6104000070 79628.14 18.90 R-8
610400 0080 6104000080 38842.75 0 R-8
664110 0080 6641100080 39162.69 0 I

66411 0 0090 6641100090 66422.45 0 I

66411 0 0100 6641100100 68153.67 0 I

97997 0010 6979970010 5854.13 R-4t/
697997 0080 6979970080 5064.94 R-4v'

97997 0090 6979970090 6691.57 R-4v
697997 0210 6979970210 9809.60 R-4v
721480 0030 7214800030 23003.30 0 R-6
721480 0100 7214800100 30943.79 5645.85 R-4
721480 0360 7214800360 19524.28 0 R-6
721480 0410 7214800410 18518.88 9279.19 R-6
721480 0420 7214800420 19838.46 8273.43 R-6
721480 0430 7214800430 19125.72 2975.95 R-6

/ 721480 0450 7214800450 18404.71 3341.77 R-6
721480 0610 7214800610 19791.92 0 R-6
721480 0650 7214800650 22548.59 0 R-6
721480 0660 7214800660 24018.01 0 R-6
721480 0670 721480070 19182.32 0 R-6
721480 0680 7214800680 24532.13 0 R-6
721481 .0030 7214810030 21557.82 1822.29 R-6
721482 0080 7214820080 20799.79 13690.14 R-6
721482 0460 7214820460 22875.56 0 R-6
721482 0640 7214820640 20336.90 19828.30 R-6
726910 0006 7269100006 25029.88 14876.6066801 CBD
726910 0030 7269100030 6813.34 6760.30 CBD
726910 0035 7269100035 19923.63 18655.29 CBD
726910 0047 726910004 7 130928.29 0 I

726910 0051 7269100051 32666.30 368.39 I

726910 0052 7269100052 11242.21 0 I

726910 0085 7269100085 18712.66 CBD
726910 0089 7269100089 28854.25 0 I

726910 0091 7269100091 13964.94 0 I

726910 0093 7269100093 14939.92 0 I

726910 0094 7269100094 14034.97 CBD
785996 0230 7859960230 12061.77 R-6
785996 0330 7859960330 11479.90 R-6,

._..'"
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l

STATUS PLANNEDUSE
Vacant Reside Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
acant Comme Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

Vacant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

IRedevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redeveeop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown

acant Mixed Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown
acant Comme Unknown

Redevelop Co Unknown
acant Comme Unknown

Redevelop Mix Unknown
acant Comme Unknown

Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
acant Reside Unknown

,...'
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W oodinviiie~Buildable- Lands - Summ ary

DWELLUNIT NRFLRAREA
o Unknown

o Unknown

o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown

10/08/2007

APPRLAND PRESENT USE
1000 300

150000 300
475500 316
365000 2
365000 2
365000 2
365000 2
309000 2
421000 2
365000 2
504900 223
536000 195
559200 195
79000 300
90000 300
90000 300
90000 300
140000 2
134000 2
140000 2
125000 2
140000 2
140000 2
140000 2
140000 2
140000 2
140000 2
140000 2
140000 2
134000 2
135000 2
13400 2
134000 2
460800 171
55200 309
156800 309
1184400 316
292500 246
130900 316
485800 101
261000 316
244800 223
226500 195
312400 163
142000 300
1000 300
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W oodinville - Buildable - Lands - Su m m ary 10/08/2007

: T AXP A YERNA

KING COUNTY

ICAMWEST DEJONES NIGEL
MORKEN DON
SORENSON B
REDMAN/ CJ

LEE THOMAS
RUJILLO JOS

RHULE KENN
GOLDSMITH S

EST COVE L
ORDAL ROBE
ORDAL ROBE
OLYMPIC SOU
OL YMPIC SOU
OLYMPIC SOU
OL YMPIC SOU

ISTEEB DAVID
¡WALSH GREG
IKIMERER JOH
¡WILLIAMS JA
\VANWORMER
ILAWSON DAYI
¡CONNELL JAM

IHELlER Al
GILL DEBRA L
HESSElGRAY
MORRIS MAR
HENRY ROSS
HUNTER DAYI
ON DERAU H

GUTMANN PE
BOGUE BRIAN
GOSSAN EDIT

HAYER THE
HAYER THE

BP WA LLC
STANTON JAC
STANTON JO

BEUSLINCH R

BP WALLC
HIT AKER M

BROWER PRO
G C W CO INC
BROUSSARD

OODINVILLE
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Wood inville - Buildable - Lands - S umm ary 10/08/2007

MAJOR MINOR PIN GROSSSQFT CRITAREA ZONING
803100 0010 8031000010 17899752 14760.88 R-1
807870 0010 8078700010 431818.90 0 R-1
814150 0010 8141500010 38269.62 20613.83 R-6
814150 0020 8141500020 39863.76 27256.75 R-6
8141 50 0030 8141500030 45327.78 35628.55 R-6
814 150 0040 8141500040 60695.29 49707.58 R-6
814150 0050 8141500050 50930.77 40210.86 R-6
8141 50 0060 8141500060 28528.20 9115.70 R-6
923843 0610 9238430610 110197.90 16641.89 R-1
923843 0630 9238430630 117708.93 0 R-1
923843 0700 9238430700 93217.98 0 R-1
946590 0010 9465900010 46759.35 46759.54 R-4v
946590 0070 9465900070 31423.73 98.26 R-4 v
946590 0080 9465900080 36151.54 9673.41 R-4v
946590 0090 9465900090 33478.36 12953.14 R-4 '"
946590 0100 9465900100 27497.98 7031.67 R-4 v
946591 0190 9465910190 18289.52 3136.08 R-6
951650 0300 9516500300 42162.40 26374.4548597 R-6

1951650 0310 9516500310 72070.23 52120.9914877 R-6

951710 0005 9517100005 56620.56 16824.7606281 R-48/0
951710 0018 9517100018 14852.07 772.49316364 CBD
951710 0025 9517100025 21253.00 CBO
951710 0050 9517100050 38046.76 CBO
951710 0058 9517100058 68549.08 CBO

51710 0080 9517100080 22491.42 0 CBO
51710 0081 9517100081 39409.54 CBO
51710 0085 9517100085 38832.43 CBO

951710 0090 9517100090 24661.83 0 CBO
51710 0101 9517100101 18623.76 0 CBO

951710 0105 9517100105 110560.18 CBO
51710 0140 9517100140 77415.57 CBO
51710 0170 9517100170 22759.85 CBO
51710 0190 9517100190 89452.83 36192.25 GB
51710 0195 9517100195 63321.09 25801.95 GB

951710 0210 9517100210 127340.31 65771.43 GB
51710 . 0220 9517100220 99295.51 99295.90 GB

951710 0227 9517100227 10739.69 10166.28 GB
951710 0262 9517100262 39882.25 65413.21 GB
951710 0266 9517100266 165025.11 60899.87 GB
951710 0268 9517100268 49601.88 8534.24 GB
951710 0270 9517100270 112678.27 48670.33 GB
951710 0271 9517100271 103276.26 59309.90 GB
951710 0275 9517100275 35732.16 0 GB
951710 0276 9517100276 511710.55 304035.62 GB
951720 0120 9517200120 21029.25 0 R-6
951720 0160 9517200160 22887.16 12933.56 R-6

i"'-'
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STATUS PLANNEDUSE
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

IRedevelop Resi UnknownRedevelop Resi Unknown
~edeveiop Resi Unknown

acant Reside Unknown
Vacant Reside Unknown

\Vacant Reside Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown

acant Mixed Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown

acant Mixed Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown

Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown
Redevelop Co Unknown

acant Comme Unknown
acant Comme Unknown

Redevelop Resl Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

W oodinville - Bu ildable - Lands - Summ ary

DWELLUNIT NRFLRAREA
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown
o Unknown

o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown

Page 29
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APPRLAND PRESENTUSE
218000 0
388000 2
142000 2
142000 2
142000 2
165000 2
142000 2
142000 2
225000 2
225000 2
222000 2
170000 2
159000 2
159000 2
159000 2
159000 2
148000 2
10000 300
2000 300
44800 316
335100 9
406000 190
752100 101
1167300 171
261100 309
707200 101
764900 171
285700 309
223500 309
1873500 195
1379900 96
517500 162
1157900 195
823600 195
1636800 246
149600 316
32700 159
133700 316
1266600 223
643900 195
902100 195
913400 246
285700 301
3670000 316
119000 2
119000 2
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: TAXPAYERNA

KOESTER DO

JUSSEL JAME
HENDERSON
CLAPHAM MA
LA MARC HE R

BAER SUSAN
SEPPA DAVID

SHERMAN AL
SCHUL TZ MAT
METCALFE LE
FREUDENBER
CATHERWOO
KIM JOHN+SU
LlAO JACK+JE
~UK KORP &
CHI MARK F+
BACH MARK

OODINVILLE

BRADLEY ARI
DATA & STAF
GORDON LAW

IKRAFT SNO-
RF EQUITIES

HATMORE C
OODINVILLE

OODINVILLE

CEDAR ENTE
PADY RICHA

PADY RICHA

SPADY RICHA

OODGA TE A

U S BANK
KPM COGAN L

HITESCARV
GONZALES D
STATE OF WA
SHANNON PA

BC #1 LP C/

SMICO DEVEL

lAKEPOINTE I
DEYOUNG LO
BDM-llC
PLYWOOD SU
PLYWOOD SU
HlREP JAME

PEDERSEN J
...."
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W oodinville - Buildable_Lands _Summary 10/08/2007

MAJOR MINOR PIN GROSSSQFT CRIT AREA ZONING
951720 0170 9517200170 19315.62 9579.83 R-6
951720 0220 9517200220 18462.75 6952.33 R-6
951720 0230 9517200230 55966.91 32154.24 R-6
951720 0240 9517200240 18868.14 6825.74 R-6
951720 0250 9517200250 29105.06 16811.28 R-6
951720 0310 9517200310 18328.16 11158.29 R-6
951720 0320 9517200320 31027.12 17812.60 R-6
951720 0330 9517200330 37055.73 23560.60 R-6
951720 0340 9517200340 18197.69 7423.15 R-6
951730 0090 9517300090 18234.83 0 R-6
951730 0100 9517300100 20719.50 0 R-6
951730 0110 9517300110 20666.87 0 R-6
951730 0150 9517300150 21027.75 3878.10 R-6
951730 0190 9517300190 20745.09 1820.40 R-6
951730 0200 9517300200 18341.46 2513.05 R-6
951730 0220 9517300220 20800.81 3404.71 R-6
951730 0230 9517300230 22924.93 3401.28 R-6

1951 760

0060 9517600060 488296.63 338754.048517 CBO
951810 0025 9518100025 8747.39 CBO
1951810 0050 9518100050 3040.07 0 CBO
1951810 0055 9518100055 4562.04 0 CBO

1951810

0059 9518100059 2521.39 CBO
951810 0062 9518100062 1258.71 0 P/I
95181 0 0070 9518100070 18468.18 12417.0841673 CBO
95181 0 0100 9518100100 5582.89 5582.91523592 CBO
95181 0 0110 9518100110 5694.68 5694.69845794 CBO
951 81 0 0120 9518100120 5498.80 5498.82112005 CBO
951810 0125 9518100125 13826.09 8727.79 CBO
951810 0180 9518100180 27707.01 27707.12 R-4-
951810 0215 9518100215 6512.09 6512.12 ceo
951810 0220 9518100220 4068.50 4068.51 CBO
951810 0235 9518100235 66078.66 65124.02 R-4""
951810 0265 9518100265 8714.26 0 ceo
951810 0280 9518100280 8828.16 1373.22 ceo
951810 0305 9518100305 4561.42 3662.40 ceo
956075 0120 9560750120 5897.09 0 I

956080 0160 9560800160 18144.46 0 R-6
956220 0290 9562200290 111124.87 93860.00 R-1
956220 0330 9562200330 187198.65 161779.18 R-1
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STATUS PLANEDUSE
Redevelop Resi Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown

IRedevelop Resi UnknownRedevelop Resi Unknown

IRedevelop Resi UnknownRedevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

IRedevelop Resi Unknown
~edeveiop Mix Unknown

Redevelop Mix Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown

IRedevelop Mix Unknown
IRedevelop Co Unknown
IRedevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown
Redevelop Mix Unknown

acant Mixed Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

acant Mixed Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown
acant Mixed Unknown
acant Comme Unknown

Redevelop Resi Unknown
Redevelop Resl Unknown
Redevelop Resi Unknown

r. ,...
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W oodinville - Bu ildable - Lands - Summ ary

DWELLUNIT NRFLRAREA
1 Unknown

1 Unknown

1 Unknown
1 Unknown

1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
o Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
1 Unknown
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APPRLAND PRESENTUSE
129000 2
125000 2
119000 2
119000 2
119000 2
119000 2
119000 2
119000 2
119000 2
134000 2
134000 2
134000 2
113000 2
113000 2
113000 2
113000 2
134000 2
8537600 96
190000 101
75000 309
100000 309
85000 6
45000 . 172
342000 188
106000 6
106000 6
106000 6
73900 301
234000 2
76500 301
39000 301
23400 2
180000 301
180000 309
96000 309
1000 316
134000 2
267000 2
328000 2



.. .. ~ W oodinville - Buildable - Lands _Sum m ary 10/08/2007

I ~

: TAXPAYERNA

MALLAMO NIN

¡KEENAN NEIL

PEARSON DO
¡RANSOM RAN

WATTS LAWR
SAMBROOK J
OLSSON LAR

SKUBIC JAME
SADRI RACHE

ISQUILLACEE-
IEBNETER AR

tROLIO FRED

FRYE LOWEL
FRENCH RON
HOUSEKEEPE

ILAWS THOMA
IHENDRY JEN

IBIT HOLDING

IBANG KYU CH
IBAXTER AIR
ICARRUTHERS
IBENSON LEO

¡WOODINVILLE
IwESTPOINT P

IGHODDOUSSI
BATE BRIAN+

BATE BRIAN+

GHODDOUS81
AYLOR MILT

I L LC
I L LC

BOWEN WAY
RIVERVIEW E
RYAN DANIEL
RYAN DANIEL
KING COUNTY

PROTHMAN C
BROWN KElT
GIANT 8T ANL
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Triad Associates
Memorandum Dated November 30, 2007
To: Rich Hil
From: Ericka Jensen
Re: City of Woodinvile Buildable Lands Report
Triad Job No.: 03208, 03-248

Attachment V
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Table 1: Sil1leFamily Subdivsion Plat (2001-2005)
A B C 0 E F G H I J

Zoning Year Plat Name or ID Gross Critical ROWs Public Net Ara Number Achieved
Recorded Ara Areas Puroes Lots Net Denslt

Acr Acres Acres Acrs Acrs LotsAcr
D-E-F-G IIH

R-1 2002 Thomas Short Plat 2.26 0.06 0.22 0.11 1.87 2 1.07
R-1 2002 OpPEn Short Plat 1.87 0.01 0.19 0.09 1.58 2 1.27
R-1 2002 Campbell Short Plat 4.62 0.62 0.40 0.20 3.40 4 1.18
R-1 2002 Hoflin Short Plat 4.27 0.00 0.43 0.21 3.63 4 1.10
R-1 2004 Warrn Short Plat 2.20 0.00 0.04 0.00 2.16 2 0.93
R-1 2004 Mudrovich Short Plat 2.23 0.00 0.16 0.00 2.07 2 0.97
R-1 200 Nolan Woos Final Plat 8.84 0.84 1.23 0.00 6.77 8 1.18
R-1 200 Harpr Short Plat 2.40 0.21 0.00 0.33 1.86 2 1.08
R-1 (Total) 28.69 1.74 2.66 0.95 23.34 26 1.11
ROW I PP %s* 9.9% 3.5%

R-4 2003 Miler's Ridge 15.80 7.46 1.64 1.61 5.09 40 7.86
R-4 2004 Ryan Short Plat 5.09 0.75 0.94 0.00 3.40 3 0.88
R-4 2005 Quail Ridge Height 10.45 4.26 1.02 1.26 3.91 30 7.67
R-4 (Total) 31.34 12.47 3.60 2.87 12.40 73 5.89
ROWIPP%s. 19.1% 15.2%

R-6 2002 A Summer Place 1.50 0.02 0.15 0.07 1.26 7 5.56
R-6 2002 Bomer Short Plat 0.99 0.51 0.05 0.02 0.41 4 9.83
R-6 2003 T anglin Ricke Phas i 9.00 0.00 2.01 0.32 6.67 32 4.80
R-6 2003 AmberLne 2.18 0.00 0.64 0.00 1.54 8 5.19
R-6 2003 Crent Court 2.52 0.00 0.37 0.13 2.02 12 5.94
R-6 2003 Georaian Hekht Phase I and II 8.26 3.90 0.88 0.26 3.22 38 11.80
R-6 20 Sonoma Place Final Plat 6.60 0.00 2.47 0.26 3.87 32 8.27
R-6 200 Mumm Short Plat 0.30 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.27 2 7.41
R-6 200 Cass Eses 2.47 0.00 0.34 0.00 2.13 12 5.63
R-6 2005 Georaian Heiohts Phas III 2.69 0.17 0.25 0.43 1.84 14 7.61
R-6 2005 Norman Court 2.48 0.00 0.54 0.14 1.80 12 6.67
R-6 (Total) 38.99 4.60 7.73 1.64 25.03 173 6.91
ROW / PP 'YoS. 22.5% 4. SO/o

All Zones 99.02 18.81 13.99 5.46 60.77 272 4.48
ROW / PP 'YoS* 17.4% 6.8%

. Calculaed as For G I (D-E)

Cit of Wooinvlle
2007 King Cont Buildable Lands Report
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Table 2: Single-Famih Building Permits (2001-2005)'
A B C D E

Zoning Year Land Number Achieved
Issued Area Units Net

Densltv
Acres DUs DUs/Acre

DIC

R-1 2001 3.72 5 1.34
R-1 2002 8.80 10 1.14
R-1 2003 5.66 8 1.41
R-1 2004 15.54 16 1.03
R-1 2005 4.97 7 1.41
R-1 (Total' 38.69 46 1.19

R-4 2004 4.82 39 8.09
R-4 2005 2.80 29 10.36
R-4 (T otan 7.62 ß8 8.92

R-6 2001 0.46 2 4.33
R-6 2002 0.93 6 6.45
R-6 2003 4.31 29 6.73
R-6 2004 12.56 91 7.25
R-6 2005 6.98 43 6.16
R-6 (Total' 25.24 171 6.77

R-8 2002 5.35 70 13.08

R-18 2001 0.14 1 7.26

All Zones 77.04 356 4.62

.Summary data.

Ctto¿ Woodinvile

2d0 ~ing County Buildable Lands Report
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Table 3: Multifamit Residential Building Permit. Includim:: Residential Portions of Mixed-Use Project (2001-2005)
A B C D E F G H I J

Zoning Year Projec Name. Gross Area Critical ROWs Public Net Area Number Achieved
Isued Areas Pu Units Net Densit

Acres Acres Acres Acr Acres DUs DUs/Acre
D-E-F-G /IH

R8 2001 GREENBRIER 6.47 1.93 0.45 0.23 3.86 50 12.96
ROW / PP %s*' 10.0% 5.0%

CaD 2002 Creekside Gardens" 1.02 0.05 0.10 0.05 0.82 48 58.53
CBD 2004 The Creekside Phase J I 1.41 0.35 0.12 0.00 0.94 43 45.74
CBD (T ota!) 2.43 0.40 0.22 0.05 1.76 91 51.70
ROW / PP %s*' 10.7% 2.4%

All Zones 8.90 2.33 0.67 0.28 5.62 141 25.10
ROW I PP %s"' , 10.2% 4.2%

.. Flag mixed-use project wih"*n

.. Calculated as F or G / (D-E)

City of Woodinvile
2007 King County Buildable Lands Report
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) Table 4: Residential Achieved Densities (2001-2005)-Consolidation by ZoneABC D E F G
Zoning SF Lots SF Units Basis for SF MF Units Total Net Overall

Densities Acres Achieved Net

(SF + MF) Dens It v From From Plats or From From Tables (B+E)/F or
Table 1 Table 2 Pmts Table 3 1 or 2 and 3 (C+E)/F

R-1 26 46 Plats 23.34 1.11R-4 73 68 Plats 12.40 5.89R-6 173 171 Plats 25.03 6.91R-8 70 Pmts 50 9.21 13.03R-18 1 Pmts 0.14 7.26CSO
91 1.76 51.70

j

"-_/

qty. Q! Woodinvile
2ó0~ing County Buildable Lands Report
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Table 5: Miscelaneous New Unit and Demolitions (2001-2005)

Year Isued Number of. Number Number of Unit Single-Family Multifamily
Replaceent of ADUs Added through Units Units

Unit Conversion Demolished Demolished
2001
2002
2003 2 6
200 6 6
2005 8 8
Total 16 20

Cit of WooinviJe
2007 King County Buildable Lands Report
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NaTable 6: Commercal and Industral Buildlna Permit, Includlno Commercal Portions of Mixed-Use Project 2001-2005

A B C 0 E F G H I J K

Zoin Year Projec Name. Gross Site CrlUcal ROWs Public Net Site Net Site Floor Area Addleved
Isue Area Areas Pu~ Ar Area Net FAR

Acres Acres Aces Ac Ac Sa. Ft. Sa. Ft.
D-E-F- H"4356 J/I

COMMERCIA

CBD 2001 TR Paci 2.17 0.00 0.22 0.11 1.85 80.423 42.387 0.53
CBD 200 Cn Gardens. 0.39 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.32 13.89 15,827 1.14
CBD 200 Firs Mutl Bank 0.26 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.22 9,627 3.04 0.32
CBD 200 Rubvs Di 0.43 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.37 16,075 4,995 0.31
CBD 203 WOODINVLL PlA 0.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.65 28.314 5,167 0.18
CBD (Totan 3.91 0.02 0.32 0.16 3.41 148,331 71,422 0.48
ROW / PP %s- 8.3"" 4.2%

GB 201 Ri MotoDOrt Shell bulldlna 1.06 0.00 0.11 0.05 0.90 39.181 12.00 0.31
GB 2003 WOODINVILL BUSINESS CENT #1 PHAE III 0.94 0.13 0.00 0.04 0.77 33.541 15.441 0.46
GB 200 WOODINVllE BUSINESS CENTR #1 PHAE IV 1.14 0.16 0.00 0.04 0.94 40,94 15,441 0.38
GB 200 K & M Auobo 0.77 0.34 0.00 0.04 0.39 16,98 3,592 0.21
GB (Totl) 3.91 0.63 0.11 0.17 3.OC 130.657 46.474 0.36
ROW / PP %$- 0.03 0.05

Commercl Sub-Total 7.82 0.65 0.43 0.33 6.40 278,988 117 .896 0.42
ROW / PP %s- 6.0% 4.7%

INDUST

i 2002 Nobo Buine Pa 2.53 0.00 0.25 0.13 2.15 93,744 31.95 0.34
I 2003 WASE MAGEMENT 6.50 0.27 0.00 0.12 6.11 26,152 84,408 0.32
I 200 WOODINVLL LUMBER 2.32 0.38 0.00 0.00 1.94 84,50 25.000 0.30
I 200 Appin Store 1.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.09 47.48 4,980 0.10
'(Total) 12.44 0.65 0.25 0.25 11.29 491,882 146,33 0.30
ROW / PP %$- 0.0% 0.0%

Indus Sub-Total 12.44 0.65 0.25 0.25 11.29 491.882 146.338 0.30ROW / PP %s- 0.0% 0.0%

All Zone 20.26 1.30 0.68 0.58 17.70 770.870 264.234 0.34ROW / PP %s- 3.6% 3.1%

. -Fl mixed prec wi
- Calculaed as F or G I (D-E)

Cit of Wooinvill
207 King Co Build Land Rep



Table 7: Assumed Future Residential Densities
i
! A B C

Zoning Achieved Assumed ReasonslDocumentation for Differences
DUs/Acre DUs/Acre Between Band C

Tbl 4 Col G
R-1 1.11 1.11
R-4 5.89 5.89
R-6 6.91 6.91
R-8 13,03 8 Seems a bit high. Check with staff.

Based on one SF permit. Seems low. Check
R-18 7.26 16 with staff.
R-24 20 20
CBD 51.7 51.7
TB 0 35 mu dav
R-48/Q 0 48 Insert note.

I

(
l "..

City of Woodinvile
2007 King County Buildable Lands Report
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Nr bl 9 A h'a e '

c iev an ssum ure are 0 esi en a an om mercia eve opmen in e - se ones
A B C 0 E

Zoning Achieve % of Net Achiev % of Net Assumed Future % of Assumed Future % of Reasons/Documentaon for Diference
Land Develope Land Develope Net Land Developed Net Land Develope Between Band D or C and E

Residental CommercIal ResIdential Commercial

IdenUfed possible futre mixed-use deveeopment:

Playcom, Canterbury, CBD core area sou 175th and
Doug's Boats In additon to existng Creekside (&

Cantrbury existing as 100% residential)
CBO 34% 66% 25% 75%

2004 CPA allow residential as part of mixed-use
developmenL Larget vacant parcel developing with

TBD 0% 0% 22% 78% mixeduse development

ed dA ed Fut Sh fR 'd ti I dC . ID t' Mix d U z *

.. "Mixed-Use" includes all designations with capacit for both residential and employment uses,

Cit of Wooinvile
2007 King Cont Buildable Lands Report
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Table 10: Vacant Residential Land Supplvand Capacitv (2006 -

A B C D E F G H I J

Zoning Gros Deuctions Net Acres Market Available Asumed Housing

Acres Criical ROWs Public Factor Net Acres Future Capacity
Aras Purnoses Densit
Acres % % % Dus/ Ac Units

(B-C).(1-(D+E)) F.(1-G) Tbl 7 Col C H.I

Single-Family
R-1 98.03 3.85 10% 5% 80.05 15% 68.05 1.11 76

R-4 166.13 116.98 20% 10% 34.41 10% 30.96 5.89 182

R-6 52.17 13.05 20% 10% 27.38 15% 23.28 6.91 161

R-8 12.81 11.28 10% 5% 1.30 15% 1.11 8 9

Subtotal 329.14 145.16 143.14 123.39 428

Multifmilv
R-18 0.17 0.00 10% 5% 0.14 10% 0.13 16 2

Subtotal 0.17 0.00 0.14 0.13 2

Total 329.31 145.16 143.29 123.52 430

Cit of Wooinvile
2007 King County Buildable Lands Reporti-
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tV,,Table 11: RedeveloDable Residential Land SUDDlv and Cat acitv (2006)

A B C 0 E F G H I J K

Zoning Gross Deductons Net Acres Market Available Assumed Existing Unit on Housing
Acre Crical ROWs Public Factor Net Acre Future Redevelopable CapacitAr Pu Denslt Parcels

Acrs % % % Dus/Ac Units
(B-C) *( 1-(D+E)) F*(1-G) Tb/ 7 Có/ C (H*I)-J

Sinale-Familv
R-1 301 25.05 10% 5% 234.56 15% 199.37 1.11 70 151
R-4 91.39 37.51 10% 5% 45.80 15% 38.93 5.89 32 197
R-6 182.65 41.51 10% 5% 119.97 15% 101.97 6.91 111 594
R-=8 11.19 0.69 10% 5% 8.93 15% 7.59 8 13 48
Subtotal 586.23 104.76 409.25 347.86 226 990

Multmil
Not applicable

Total 586.23 104.76 409.25 347.86 226 990

Cit of Woodinville

2007 King County Buildable Lands Report
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Table 12: Vacant Commercal and Industral Land SUDDI' and Capacity (2006
A B C I D E . F G H I J K L

Zoning Gros Deuctons Net Ac:res Market Available Asumed Floor Ara Floor Ar per Employment
Ac:res Cric:l ROWs Public: Fac:or Net Ac:res Futre Capacity Employe CapacityAr FAR

Acr % % % Sa. Ft. Sq. Ft. Jobs
(B-C)*(1-(D+E)) F*(1-G) Tb 8 Col C H*1*43560 JIK

Commercial
GB 19.5 11.14 7% 5% 7.36 15% 6.25 0.36 98,061 550 178
NB 4.02 0.15 7% 5% 3.41 15% 2.89 0.24 30,263 475 64o 0.21 C 7% ~"I O.H: 1 bU/o U.1ti 0.3 2053 325 6
Subtotal 23.73 11.29 10.95 9.31 130,377 248

Industal
I 72.78 23.95 7% 5% 42.97 15% 36.52 0.3 477,307 700 682

Total 96.51 35.24 53.92 45.83 607,684 930

Cit of Wooinville
2007 King Cont Buildable Lands Report
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N
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l'~!fable 13: RedeveloDable Commercal and Industnal Land Suoolv and Caoaci "(2006)

A B C D E F G H I J K L M

Zoning Gro Deucons Net Acrs Martet Available Anumed Exstng Floor Ar Floor Ar Floo Ar per Employment
Acn Crical ROWs Public Factor Net Acre8 Future on Redevlopable Capacit Employe CapacityAr P""s FAR PPrahi

Aae % % % Sa. Ft. Sa. Fl SQ. Ft. Jobs
(B-J.(1~D+EJJ ¡=(1-G) Tbl8 COL C (WN35ôOJ-J K/

Commercial
GB 58.41 21.9 10% 5% 30.97 15% 26.33 0.36 92 228 320.636 550 583
NB 17 1.06 10% 5% 13.97 15% 11.88 0.24 3,240 120.936 475 255

10 1.; ( 1U~ 5'* 1.09 15% 0.9~ 0.3 - 12 085 325 37
Subtl 77.1 23.03 46.~ 39.13 95.468 453,657 875

Indusl
I 141.85 41.66 10% 5% 85.16 15% 72.39 0.3 92.851 853,106 700 1.219

Total 219.04 64.69 131.20 111.52 188.319 1,306,763 2.093

CI of Wooinvlle
207 Ki Co Builable Lands Reprt
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Tabb 14: Vacnt MixedUse la Suniilv and Caoa 20061
A B C I D ì E F G H I J K L M N 0 PZoning Gr Deucons Net Acl' Maret Available Land whh Auumed Housing Land wit Assume Floor Ar Floor Ar EmploymntAc Crtca ROWs Public Facor Net Ac.. Residntial Future Densit C8paclt Coi-1a Future FAR Capacit per CapacitN- Pu~ C8øalt CaDA EmDloveeAc % % % ACAs OusiAc Unll Ac ~~Ft SO. Ft Jobs(8-J .(1-1D+FlI P(1-GJ H"t11 9 Co OJ Tb 7 Co C IOJ H"rT 9 Co EJ Tbl 8 Co C L "M4356 NlO

CBD 6.91 2.51 10% 50¡ 3.7. 10% 3.3 0.84 51.7 44 2.5 0.48 52.784 40 132TB 4.47 O.T. 10% 5% 3.18 10% 2.86 0.63 35 22 2.23 0.48 46.661 400 117

I

Totl 11.38 3.24 6.9 6.23 1.47 66 4.76 99.44 249

Cit of Woolnv
207 KI Co Buildbl Land Repo
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N
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enab 15: P. La SS an

A 8 C I 0 E F G H I J K L M N 0 P a RZoin - ii He- _81 A- la - Aume ExIi Unii on Houllii la - Aurn Exldnii FIo.. Floo Jv Fl.. Empnt- Cr ROW Pubb F- He- R..iii Future De.all A8d:::~~bl' Capaoll Com Futre FAR on R~~pa, Capa - Capac- Pu-- c- C.n- ~- --- % % % Ac: OuAo Du. Unit .. Sa. Fi So. Fl ~.Fl Job1A.'1~i F\ 1oG) H"tr 9 Co 0 Tb 7 Co C n-J)-- H"Tl9Co Tb 8 Co C MW4:56J- PIO

CSD 29.13 16.2 5 5% 11.64 15" 9." 2.47 51.7 0 128 7."2 0.48 95.04 60.126 400 '50
TB 12.84 1.4 5'" 5'" 10.2 15% 8.81 1.91 35 0 8 6.78 0.48 3.240 138.55 40 346

Totl 41.'" 17.61 21.87 '18~ 4.3 0 195 14.2 98.288 198.679 497

Cfr:W-
2007 JQ Co 8u i. Re
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Non-Resideal Land Suøølv (2006
Gross Criical ROWs

Public Market Net

Ara Areas Purpose Factor Area

(acre) (acre) (%) (%) (%) (acres)
Vacant Land

Commercal Zones 23.7 11.3 7% 5% 15% 9.3

Mixedse Zones 8.7 2.5 10% 5% 10% 4.8

Industl Zone 72.8 24.0 7% 5% 15% 36.5

Vacant Total 105.2 37.7 nla nla nfa 50.6

Redevelopable Land
Commercial Zones 77.2 23.0 10% 5% 15% 39.1

Mixed-Use Zones 31.9 13.3 5% 5% 15% 14.2

Industal Zones 141.9 41.7 10% S% 15% 72.4

Redevelopable Totl 250.9 78.0 nla nla nfa 125.7

Emølovm Caøacit (2006)
Net Land Asumed Exing Floor Area

Floor
Areal Job

Area Future Floor Area Capacity
Employee Capacity

(s.t.) FAR (s.t.) (s.t.) is.f.\
Vacant Land

Commercial Zone 405,331 .24-.36 nIa 130,377 325-550 248
Mixedse Zones 207,178 0.48 nIa 99,44 400 249
Indust Zone 1,591,022 0.3 nIa 477,307 700 682

Vacnt Totl 2.3,531 nla n/a 707,129 nla 1,179

Redevelopable Land
Commercial Zones 1,704,529 .24-.36 95,468 453,657 325-550 875
Mixedse Zones 618,682 0.48 98,288 198,679 400 497
Indust Zone 3,153,190 0.3 92,851 853,106 700 1,219

Redevelopable Total 5,476,401 nla 286,607 1,505,44 nla 2,590

In 2006, the City of Woodinville had 105 gross
acres of vacant land zoned for commercial,
industral, and mixed uses. After deductions for
critical areas, public uses, and market factors,
51 acres of land suitable for development
remained with capacity for 1,179 jobs under
current zoning. The city also contained 251
gross acres of redevelopable land, 126 net
acres of which was developable with capacity
for 2,590 jobs. About half of Woodinvile's
employment capacity was located in industrial
zones. Over two-thirds of the city's employment
capacity was on redevelopable land. Overall
capacity in Woodinville was for 3,769 jobs,
2,244 more than necessary to attin the job
growth target of 1,525 for the remainder of the
planning period (2006-2022).

1,123
745

1,901
o

3,769
1,525
2,244

i- 2007 King Count Buildable Lands Report
N\.
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i Attachment X
R-6 Vacant and Redevelopable Parcels in (itis GIS Summary Buildable Lands Table

(10/08/07), PIN Grosssqft Crltarea zoning

0255000340 23979.11 18996.33 R-6
0255000350 19148.69 12670.11 R-6
0255000430 23424.4 14549.56 R-6
0326059009 112320.96 108918.69 R-6
0326059034 73395.42 23043.4 R-6
0326059049 50799.62 0 R-6
0326059054 196196 92580.42 R-6
0326059064 231347.58 205891.04 R-6
0326059066 64662.72 27943.02 R-6
0326059070 74366.81 15057.9 R-6
0326059074 22500.22 4797.04 R-6
0326059076 22305.43 7275.06 R-6
0326059095 79369.73 84.84 R-6
0326059096 21969.03 21616.22 R-6
0326059098 24950.3 20183.74 R-6
0326059099 42775.57 12141.59 R-6
0426059031 46715.25 7302.77 R-6
0426059047 29357.99 0 R-6
0426059048 29374.6 0 R-6
0426059049 26873.48 0 R-6
0426059050 32846.34 0 R-6
0426059055 35404.57 0 R-6
0426059056 30700.76 0 R-6
0426059057 31397.95 1453.33 R-6
0426059060 20726.48 0 R-6
0622100026 35466.08 22392.08 R-6
0622100040 24570.2 12360.25 R-6
0622100041 20527.61 11769.83 R-6
0622100043 22044.68 12004.21 R-6
0622100044 27756.75 16455.06 R-6
0622100050 52068.78 27531.55 R-6
0622100056 58857.58 32562.38 R-6
0622100071 59810,32 0 R-6
0622100072 47143.46 0 R-6
0622100073 61745.01 25.01 R-6
0622100074 76665.08 19771.14 R-6
0622100075 59426.45 9776.02 R-6
0622100076 46801.07 4935.77 R-6
0622100077 52314.58 18425.57 R-6
0622100092 19591.19 0 R-6
0622100093 19548.19 0 R.6
0622100094 19768.2 0.49 R-6
0622100098 24988.84 11567.46 R-6
0622100099 23800.98 2390.95 R-6
0622100100 25271.96 0 R-6
0622100101 21445.1 0 R-6
0622100104 21382.14 0 R-6
0622100105 21693.93 6985.81 R.6
0622100107 20524.35 0 R-6
0622100108 21839.54 412.87 R.6
0622100109 20614.15 2874.76 R-6
0622100110 44217.11 0 R-6
0622100111 21409.59 389.13 R-6

~"'. l

(~... i
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status
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential



2 Attachment X

R-6 Vacant and Redevelopable Parcels in City's GIS Summary Buildable lands Table

(10/08/07)
~ 0622100112 38205.42 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential\..

0622100131 18893.23 10192.15 R-6 Redevelop Residential
1026059101 18078.22 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
1026059106 20812.76 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
1428900040 169614.77 8018.87 R-6 Redevelop Residential
1428900050 33920.31 1143.69 R-6 Redevelop Residential
1428900055 136462.4 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
1428900117 46404.18 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
1428900118 75028.14 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
1428900119 27556.74 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
1626059005 57530.26 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
7214800360 19524.28 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
7214800410 18518.88 9279.19 R-6 Redevelop Residentla i
7214800420 19838.46 8273.43 R-6 Redevelop Residential
7214800430 19125.72 2975.95 R-6 Redevelop Residential
7214800450 18404.71 3341.7 R-6 Redevelop Residential
7214800610 19791.92 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
7214800650 22548.59 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
7214800660 24018.01 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
7214800670 19182.32 a R-6 Redevelop Residential
7214800680 24532.13 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
7214810030 21557.82 1822.29 R-6 Redevelop Residential
7214820080 20799.79 13690.14 R-6 Redevelop Residential
7214820460 22875.56 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
7214820640 20336.9 19828.3 R-6 Redevelop Residential

L J 1626059046 60990.26 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
1626059051 47342.8 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
8141500010 38269.62 2061383 R-6 Redevelop Residential
8141500020 39863.76 27256.75 R-6 Redevelop Residential
8141500030 45327.78 35628.55 R-6 Redevelop Residential
8141500040 60695.29 49707.58 R-6 Redevelop Residential
8141500050 50930.77 40210.86 R-6 Redevelop Residential
8141500060 28528.2 9115.7 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9465910190 18289.52 3136.08 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517200120 21029.25 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517200160 22887.16 12933.56 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517200170 19315.62 9579.83 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517200220 18462.75 6952.33 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517200230 55966.91 32154.24 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517200240 18868.14 6825.74 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517200250 29105.06 16811.28 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517200310 18328.16 11158.29 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517200320 31027.12 17812.6 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517200330 37055.73 23560.6 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517200340 18197.69 7423.015 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517300090 18234.83 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517300100 20719.5 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517300110 20666.87 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517300150 21027.75 3878.1 R-6 Redevelop Residential

l~/
' 9517300190 20745,09 1820,4 R-6 Redevelop Residential

9517300200 18341.46 2513.05 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9517300220 20800,81 3404.71 R-6 Redevelop Residential

1339517300230 22924.93 3401.8 R-6 Redevelop Residential
9560800160 18144.46 0 R-6 Redevelop Residential



3 Attachment X

R-6 Vacant and Redevelopable Parcels in City's GIS Summary Buildable Lands Table

(10/08/07)
~ 0326059150 18141.9 3024.35 R-6 Redevelop Residential

0721480030 23003.3 R-6 Redevelop Residential
4174995.2 1234623.9 48.38 acres mapped

Total 95.844702 28.343065 not in dbase

0326059011 838216.82 39518.57 R-6 Vacant Residential
0326059159 10232.31 10232.358 R-6 Vacant Residential
0426059021 6097.36 R-6 Vacant Residential
0622100024 23214.84 12546.958 R-6 Vacant Residential
0622100060 63260.29 47704.847 R-6 Vacant Residential
0622100090 194219.58 2.2059762 R-6 Vacant Residential
0622100106 21925.06 1423.3391 R-6 Vacant Residential
0622100128 301368.86 231795.02 R-6 Vacant Residential
1437530040 6289.56 R-6 Vacant Residential
1437530050 7460.91 R-6 Vacant Residential
1437530060 8027.07 R-6 Vacant Residential
1437530070 7653.15 R-6 Vacant Residential
1437530080 6976.99 R-6 Vacant Residential
1437530090 6239.09 R-6 Vacant Residential
1437530100 6755.63 R-6 Vacant Residential
1437530110 7954.03 R-6 Vacant Residential
1437530120 7853.2 R-6 Vacant Residential
2738630010 13008.54 937743 R-6 Vacant Residential
2738630020 5091.68 R-6 Vacant Residential

~ 2738630040 6080.69 R-6 Vacant Residential
( " 2738630050 5290.58 R-6 Vacant Residential

2738630060 6422.38 297.06397 R-6 Vacant Residential
2738630070 5224.61 R-6 Vacant Residential
2738630080 5269.18 R-6 Vacant Residential
2738630090 7887.22 3115.2621 R-6 Vacant Residential
2738630100 6702.73 2767.2306 R-6 Vacant Residential
2738630110 6341.41 2779.31 R-6 Vacant Residential
2738630130 5092.03 1630.9337 R-6 Vacant Residential
3876480370 8343.76 R-6 Vacant Residential
7859960230 12061.77 R-6 Vacant Residential
7859960330 11479.9 R-6 Vacant Residential
1827500130 5602.45 R-6 Vacant Residential
9516500300 42162.4 26374.455 R-6 Vacant Residential
9516500310 72070.356 52120.991 R-6 Vacant Residential

1747876.4 441685.98
Tôtàl'

" "

.' 40,1~~12g::+ö(i'a~1:i5'

12.32 Mapped, not In database
52.445722 ??
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Total

Atta~ "~nt X

R-8 Parcels contained in City1s G~-.uildable Lands Summary table

PIN Grossq
1026059084 40467.45
1026059087 109111.1
1026059114 14693.33
1026959117 19547.33
1026059122 41874.38
1026059125 13910.38
610400020 35583.42
61040030 35535.19
61040000 35487.23
610400050 35407.55
610460 35635.45
610470 79628.14
610480 38842.75

535723.7
12.29852388

Critrea

Incorrect R-1 total 296119.73 sf
6.7979736 acres

Zoning
o R-8

o R-8

o R-8

o R-8

o R-8

o R-8

6866.3 R-8

6824.02 R-8

6777.64 R-8

6737.01 R-8

2622.99 R-8

18.9 R-8

o R-8

29846.86 sf
0.685189624 acres

Status
Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential
Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Redevelop Residential

Incorrect zoning - zoned R-l
Incorrect zoning - zoned R-l
Incorrect zoning - zoned R-l
Incorrect zoning - zoned R-l
Incorrect zoning - zoned R-l
Incorrect zoning - zoned R-l
Incorrect zoning - zoned R-l

5.500550275 Actual acres R-8 redevelopable

Actual R-8 should be 5.5 acres redevelopable based on the GIS summary table

There is no vacant R-8 in the buildable land GIS summary table although there is vacant R-8 in the City's buildable lands Table 10



'--_... -

AppendixB
Buildable Lands Report

~~J

137



i J
\.._-

138



Memorandum

Date: July 27, 2007, Revised September 11, 2007

To: Ray Sturt, Planning Manager

From: Gil Cerise, Senior Planner

cc: Lisa Grueter, Senior Planner

Subject: City of Woodinville Buildable Lands Update

Introduction & Purpose
The City of Woodin vi lie asked Jones & Stokes to review and analyze the City's prelimnar 2007
Buildable Lands data both to provide infonnation to the Planing Conussion on tts analysis
prior to the September 2007 report being provided to the State, and to inonn the W oodinvile
Sustainable Development CAP's efforts to update the City's Sustainable Development Report

(phase 2a). In addition, the City has asked that ths report be updated with the ffnal 2007
Buildable Lands report infonnation prior to the September 19th Planng Cooruission public
hearng.

What is Buildable Lands?

Buildable Lands refers to whether or not a jursdiction has adequate land capacity to
accommodate the growt projected for that jurisdiction over a twenty year period. The Buildable
Lands program also tracks the amount and actual density of growt in recent years; compares
densities achieved to planed densities; and examnes whether urban densities are being achieved

within the Urban Growth Area.

Origin of Buildable Lands Requirement

In 1997, the Washington State legislature adopted the Buildable Lands amendment to the Growth

Management Act (RCW 36.70A.215). The amendment requires six i Washington state counties

t KIng, Pierce, Snohomlsh, Clark, Kltsap, and Thurston countles.

~j
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and their cities to determne the amount of land suitable for urban development, and evaluate its
capacity for growth, based upon measurement of five years of actual development activity.

If the Buildable Lands Progr finds that cities or counties are not achieving urban densities
within the urban growt areas, then the jursdictions must identify reasonable measures, other
than adjusting the urban growt areas, that will be taken to comply with state law.

The six counties must report to the State every five years on their Buildable Lands results. The
next evaluation is due in 2007.

Who Administers and Tracks Buildable Lands for Woodinvile?

The GMA requirements state that the counties subject to Buildable Lands must implement
Countyide Planing Policies (CPPs) that establish the review and evaluation progr. City
plans and policies must be consistent with the Countyide Plang Policies.

Woodiville, as par of King County, ha its Buildable Lads admstered and tracked though
King County. King County trcks data on a countyde basis, and also breaks it up into four
subareas: East, SeaShore, South, and RurL. Woodinvile is located with the East subarea.
Data gathering and analysis to prepare the Buildable Lands Evaluation Report is perfonned by all
40 jurisdictions in King County under the auspices of the King County CPPs. Furer, each
jurisdiction withn King County eXaJes its data in light of its own comprehensive plan policies.

Countywide Methodology

The methodology for gathering data and conducting the analysis is developed at the County level
and based upon State Buildable Lands Progr Guidelines (CTED, 2000). Sources of data come
from:

. Countyide analyses that helps detennine factors such as an appropriate amount to deduct for
public rights-of-way and market analysis deductions on a county-wide scale;

. City of W oodinvile' s development records over the past five years, providing a sense of the
types of development the City can expect in each of its zones and providing a comparson for
the tyes of deductions that could be provided on a cityde or zone-wide basis;

. the City's critical areas infonnation; and

. a review of household and job growt targets adopted for the twenty-year period ending
December 31, 2022.

Development is not counted in Buildable Lands methodology until a building pennit has been

issued. At times, development can be in the pipeline for years before a building pennit is issued.

Sometimes, an applicant wil allow a vested application to lapse, This is one reason that only

development that has a building pennt issued is counted towards meeting housing and
employment tagets.

~ --'
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King County parcel and assessor data is used as a primar source for Buildable Lands. For this

latest evaluation, King County parcel data as of Januar 2006 as supplied by Suburban Cities

Association, was used in this analysis. This data is used to help detennine which parcels are
vacant and redevelopable.

Assumptions Contained Within Buildable Land Residential Calculations

The capacity numbers generated in the Buildable Lands progr are based upon a number of

assumptions. King County and Suburban Cities Association gathers data across the County to
determine the deductions for some of the capacity. Cities have an opportnity to either use the
data gathered Countywide, or to customize the assumptions with justification for why they are
modified. Woodinville was able to use experience in development patterns over the past five
years to customize the assumptions used in its Buildable Lands analysis. Assumptions contained
in the City of Woodin vi lie methodology are as follows:

. Acres of critical areas are derived from the City's GIS layer;

. Right-of-way assumptions are i 0% in general, and 20% in the R-4 and R-6 zones;

. Public purose assumptions (including thngs like parks and stonnwater facilities) are 5% in
general, and 10% in the R-4 and R-6 zones;

. A market factor estimates the amount of net acreage that will not be developed over the 20
year period is included in the calculation, i.e., propert owners do not wish to sell. lls
factor is 15% in the R-I, R-6, and R-8 zones. The factor is 10% in all other zones.

Assumptions used in the Buildable Lands analysis are based upon averages, even Cityide or

zone-wide averages. The discounts assumed may be higher or lower in parcular cases of

individual properties. However, they average out over the zone, City, or County as a whole.

Future Residential Density Assumptions

An assumed futue density by zone is applied to the net acreage that results after reduction factors

(above) are deducted. Assumed future acreage is based upon past densities achieved in zones that
have well-established development track records. Other zones, where residential development is

not as common, such as the Central Business Distrct (CBD) and Tourst Business (TB) zones,
includes some assumptions on future development densities achieved.

As can be seen from a review of Table i below, achieved densities are generally used for the

input of assumed future densities. Exceptions in this care are in the Tourst Business zone and the
R-48/0 zone where there are no achieved densities. In these cases, densities anticipated in
proposed projects are used for the assumed densities.

l.....
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Table 1. Achieved and Assumed Densities

Zone Achieved Dwelling Units/Acre Assumed Future Densities (Dwelling
Units/Acre)

R-1 1.11 1.11

R-4 5.89 5.89

R-6 6.91 6.91

R-8 (1) 1303 8

R-18(1) 7.26 16

R-24 20 20

CBD 517 517

TBD 0 35 (based upon knowedge of propoed project)

R-4O 0 48 (based upon knowledge of propoed project)

(1) Adieve desities in the R-8 and R-18 zones were reviewed in light of achieve dwelling units pet ace end
adjuste acingly fo assumed fubJre densities.

Assumptions Contained in Buildable Land Employment Calculations

Employment capacity is expressed in jobs. However, there are similarties in the assumptions
included in Buildable Land employment calculations:

. Acres of critical areas to be deducted are taen from the City's GIS layer for critical areas;

. Right-of-way assumptions used are 7%;

. Public puroses such as parks and stonnwater detention are assumed at 5%; and

. A 15% market factor is used to deduct land that is assumed not to develop over the next 20
years.

The resulting net acreage has an assumed futue floor area ratio (FAR) applied to it. FAR
expresses the relationship between the amount of useable floor area permtted in a building or

buildings and the area of the lot on which the building stands. FAR is detennined by dividing the

gross floor area of a building by the total area of a lot.

(

L~'

Future FAR Assumptions

Similar to future residential density assumptions, future FAR assumptions are based upon past

development patterns that the City has experienced. Table 2 below shows both achieved F ARs in

commercial zones and assumed F AR that the City is using as a result. As can be seen, the only

zone without an established track record of development is the Offce zone. In this case, the FAR

used in the most recent City Comprehensive Plan is used for purposes of this analysis.
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Table 2. Achieved and Assumed Floor Area Ratios (FAR)

Zone Achieved FAR Assumed FAR

CBD 0.48 0.48

TB o 0.48 - similar lo the CBD zone.

GB OJ6 OJ6

OJ 0.3

NB o 0.24 . No acüvity in this zone. Based upon most
recent Comprehensive Plan assumptions.

a o 0.3 - No acüvity in this zone. Based upon most
recnt Comprehensive Plan assumptions.

Results of Buildable Lands Analysis

The City of Woodinville undertook an effort to provide chta for input into the Builchble Lands
Evaluation for ths year's five-year upchte. This report was upchted in September 2007 to
include King County's fial 2007 Buildable Lands Report numbers for the City. Based upon the
City's analysis, the City has capacity for 2,139 residential units and 3,769 employees.

, Residential Capacity

The King County 2007 Buildable Lands Report indicated that the City gaied a net of 448

dwellings from 2001 to 2005. TIs leaves a Housing Allocation balance of 1,421 dwelling units
to be provided in the 2006-2022 time frame. Another net 37 dwelling unts were added in 2006
accordig to the City's Building Pennts records. When these 2006 dwelling unts are
considered, the City has a Housing Allocation balance of 1,384 dwellng units to be provided in
2007-2022 time fre.

Table 3. Housing Allocation and Permits Issued

Housing Allocations and Permits Housing Units

2001 - 2022 Housing Allocation 1,869

2001- 2005 Net Housing Gain (Permitted - Demolition) -48"

Housing Allocation Balance 1,421

"Inccudes bolh ResldenUal Zone Projec and known Commerccal Zone Projects.

(I
l...,,/

Using the findings of the 2007 Buildable Lands Analysis as a baseline, the following table

indicates tha.t there remains suffcient capacity to accommodate the remaining Housing

Allocation under current zoning.

Woodinvlle 2007 Buildable Lands D 143
September 11, 2007



Table 4. Preliminary 2007 Buildable Lands Residential Capacity Analysis

(Dwellng Units)

Multi-Family
Residential Carrying (R.12 thru R. Mixed.Use
Capacity' R.1 R.4 R.6 R-8 48/0) Zones" Totals

A. Vacant Land 76 182 161 9 460 66 954

B. Redevelopable Land 151 197 594 48 0 195 1,185

Total Units Per Zone 227 379 755 57 460 261 2,139

Percentage of Capacity 10.6% 17.% 35.3% 2.7% 21.4% 12.2%

'Capacity = land available for deveeopent or redeveeopment Clrrent zoning

.. Includes capaccty in the CBO & TB zones

Table 4 and 5 indicate that the City of W oodinville has a total housing unit capacity of 2, 139
dwelling unts. As Table 5 below indicates, with a curænr housing capacity of 2,073 housing

unts (unit capacity mius vacancy rates for both single famly and multi-famly unts) in all
zones and an allocation balance of 1,421 (Table 3) ths leaves a surlus capacity of 652 housing
unts.

Table 5. Housing Allocation Surplus

Currnt Unit Capacity 2,139

Current Housing Capacity (Unit Capacty - Vacancy Rates) 2,073

Housing Allocation Balance -1,421

Housing Allocation Surpus 652

In addition, the City's Comprehensive Plan Map indicates an area of potential aaexation. This
anexation area is already heavily developed with commercial and industraL. Limited residential,

if any, would contrbute to the city's capacity.

Due to the lack of history with mixed use development, the City's previous Buildable Lands

analysis conducted in 2001 did not identify the capacity in the Central Business Distrct (CBD)
and Tourst Business (TB) zones to accommodate housing units. Neverteless, since 2002, 99

units have been penntted for three relatively small projects located in the CBD zone.

Although the City is now able to consider proposed projects in defining assumptions, the
preliminar capacity numbers for the mixed-use zones (TB and CBD zones) and the multi-family

2 Buildable Lands capacity figure Is as of January 2006.

~._.
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zones likely underestimates their growth potentiaL. The TB zone is undergoing a CUITent

development project that is expected to bring approximately 250 new dwelling units to the TB

zone, more than the 89 dwelling units anticipated in the 2007 Buildable Lands analysis for this

zone. This development project does not have pennits in hand, yet if this project is approved for

the number of uruts submitted, then the Housing Allocation balance (units to be provided) would
be reduced to 1,171 units. The redevelopment of a 20-acre mobile home park in downtown,
zoned for 36 dwelling units per acre, and other development cUITently being discussed for various
locations in the CBD zone indicates there is a potential for all of the City's remaining GMA
Housing Allocation to be provided by mixed-use commercially zoned projects. Provided that the
strong housing market continues, and these projects are approved and built, this reduces, if not
eliminates, the need to rely on the residential zoned areas to fulfill the City's housing obligation
under the State's GMA and King County's Countyde Planing Policies for more than 15 years.

The City's existing housing capacity of 2,139 dwelling units exceeds the entire 20-year capacity
allocated to the City for the 2001-2022 time period of 1,869 dwelling uruts. Given that the City's
Buildable Lands estimates for mied-use zones are conservative and probably underestimate
capacity in the City's mied-use zones, we can reasonably assume that the City has enough
capacity for the next 20 year.

I,

Since incorporation in 1993, it has been an expressed goal and vision of the City to preserve "our
Nortwest woodland charcter." Approxiately 33% of the total City (approximately 1,200
acres) is zoned R-l. It also contais a signficant amount of the City's native tree cover and
wooded hillsides, the priar elements that define Nortwest woodland charcter. While the
City strves to fulfill its obligation to provide housing, it wil be important to take advantage of
the caring capacity outside of the R-l Zone area in order to retain these important and unique
elements for future generations.

Employment Capacity

Buildable Land employment capacity is measured in jobs. The City ofWoodinvile's Preliminar
2007 Buildable Lands capacity analysis identifies capacity for approximately 3,769 new jobs in

the City.

i'...,.
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Table 6. Preliminary 2007 Buildable Lands Employment Capacity Analysis (Jobs)

Employment Carrying Industrial Mixed-Use
Capacity- GB NB 0 (I) Zones" Totals

A. Vacant Land 178 64 6 682 249 1,179

B. Redevelopable Land 583 255 37 1,219 496 2,590

Total Jobs Per Zone 761 319 43 1,901 745 3,769

Percentage of Capacity 20.1% 8.5% 1.1% 50.4% 19.7%

'Capacity = land available for development Of redevelopment CUITent zoning

.. Indudes capacity in the CBO & TB zones

As can be seen from Table 6 above, prelimar results show that approximately 50% of the

City's employment capacity exists withn the Industral zoned lands located along the
Samamsh Val1ey floor. This includes area that is within the Tourst Business overlay. Another
significant porton of the City's employment capacity exists within the General Business (GB)
and the mied-use zones, consisting of the CBD and TB zones.

Woodinvil1e's job target under the King County Countyide Plang Policies is for 2,000 jobs
by December 31, 2022. Ths anlysis shows that the City can easily meet ths target, even
without counting the job growt that has occured in Woodinvile since 2001.

j
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About NMHC-the National
Multi Housing Council
NMHC is a national association representing tl1e interests of the nation's larger

and most prominent apartment fus. NMHC advocates on behal of renta hous-

ing, conducts aparent-related research, encourages the exchange of strategic

business infonnation, and promotes the desirability of apartment living. One-third

of Americans rent their housing, and 15 percent of all U.S. households live in an
aparent home.

Doug Bibby, Pridt

About Sierr Club

The Sierr Club's members are 700,000 of your frends and neighbors. Inpired by

natue, we work together to protect our communities and the planet The Club is

America's oldest, laest, and most inuential grroots envionmenta orgation.

Lar Fahn, Pridt

Abut Althe American Instute of Arhitec
Since 1857, the Al has represented the profesional interests of America's arch-

tects. As Al members, more than 75,000 licensed architects, emergg profesion-
al, and aled parers express their commtment to excellence in design and livabil-

ity in our nation's buidigs and communties. Members adhere to a code of ethcs
and profesional conduct that asures the clent, the public, and colleages of an

Al-member architect's dedication to the highest stadards in profesional practice.

Douglas L. Steidl, Pri

Abut ULI-the Urban Land Inste
UU-the Urban Lad Institute is a nonprofit educational and research intitute
supported by its members. Its miion is to provide responsible leadership in the
use of land to enhance the tota envionment. il sponsors educational progr
and foru to encourage an open exchange of ideas and sharg of experiences;

initiates research that anticipates emergig land use trends and isues and propos-

es creative solutions based on that research; provides adviory servces; and pub-
lishes a wide varety of material to diseminate inonnation on land use and devel-
opment Estalihed in 1936, the Institute has more than 24,000 members and
asociates from more than 80 countres representing the entire spectr of the

land use and development diciplies.

Richard M. Rosan, Prt
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Haughey, Richard M. Highe-Den DeueWpt: Myth and Faä. Washington, D.C.:

Ut-the Urban Lad Institute, 2005.

Ut Cataog Number: N27

International Stadard Book Number: 0-7420-941-2

(£2005 by UU-the Urban Land Institute
1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.W.
Suite 500 West

Washington, D.C. 20007-5201

Prited in the United States of Amenci All nghts reserved. No part of this book
may be reproduced in any fomm or in any means, electronic or mechanical,

including photocopying and recordig, or by an inonnation storage and retreval

sytem without wrtten pennision of the publiher.
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Representives of the partners who direed this work
NMHC

Doug Bibby, Pridi

Kiberly D, Duty, Via Prt of Communicatiom

Michael H. Tucker, Direct of Communicatio

Sieii Club

Neha Bhatt, Associte Washingt Remtatue
Chage to Sprawl Campaign

Eric Olson, Associ Washingt &pesmtative
Chage to spawl Campaig

Al
David T. Downey, Manang Directo

AM Cete for Comunitie l1 Des

uu
Richard M. Haughey, Director Multifamily Develot
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s this country continues to grow and change, communities are left to

fLgure out where all these new people will live, work, and shop. New

markets are emerging for real estate that offers a more convenient
lifestyle than is offered by many low-density sprawling communities. New compact

developments with a mix of uses and housing tyes throughout the countr are

being embraced as a popular alternative to sprawL. At the core of the success of

these developments is density, which is the key to makg these communities

wakable and vibrant.

Unfortunately, in too many communities higher-density mixed-use development

is dicult to constrct because of zoning and building codes that favor low-density

development with segregated uses and because of opposition from the commu-
nity. This publication looks at several myt sUITounding higher-density develop-
ment and attempts to dispel them with facts to help dismantle the many barers

such developments face.

UU is proud to have parered with NMG-the National Multi Housing Council,
SieIT Club, and AI-the American Institute of Architects on this publication.
This convergence of interests highlights the importce each organiztion has
placed on fidig a new development pattern that better fits the needs of a

growig and changig countr.

UU wi contiue to provide foru in wlúch al staeholders ca explore and

debate isues abut growt and development pattern and how properly designed

and incorprated density ca be used to accommodate new growt. UU wi conduct
research, produce well-balanced iionnation, and identi best practices on ises

relevat to growt and density. Though these efort, UU and its parers hope to
playa role in plang a bettr development pattern for the futue.

Ha. H. Frapton II
Chair
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Myth and Fact
merica's changig population is creatig demand for new tyes of homes,

offces, and reta ouùets. Better solutions are needed to the chalenges

created by changig demogrphics, dwidlg natura areas, smog and
public healùi issues, shrinkig municipal budgets, and trc congestion. Commu-

nities that aner ùiese challenges will develop into great places to live.

America wil add roughly 43 millon new residents-that's 2.7 million new residents

per year-between now and 2020.' America is not only growig but alo under-
going dramatic demogrphic changes. The traditional two-parent household with
children is now less than a quarer of the population and getting proportonally
smaller. Single-parent households, single-person households, empty nesters, and

couples without children make up the new majority of American households, and
they have quite dierent real estate needs' These groups are more liely to choose
higher-Jensity housing in mi.ed-Jensity communities that offer vibrat neighbor-
hoods over single-fay houses far from the community core.

The fact is that contiuig the sprawlig, low-Jensity haphazd development pat-
tern of the past 40 year is unustaable, fiancialy and otherwe. It wi exacer-
bate many of the problems sprawl has aleady created--widlg natu areas

and workig fan, increasingly longer commutes, debiltatig trc congestion,

and han smog and water pollution. Local offcial now real that payig for
basic intrctue-roadways and schools, libraes, fie, police, and sewer servces
--pread over large and sprawlig ditaces is ineffcient and expensive.

Most public leaders wat to create vibrant, economicaly strong communties where

citiens can erýoy a rugh qualty of lie in a fica and envionmentay responsible
maner, but many are not sure how to acrueve it Plang for growt is a compre-

hensive and complicated proces that requies leaders to employ a vaety of tools

to balance diverse communty interests. Arguably, no tool is more importt than
increasing the density of exitig and new communties,wruch includes support for
in development, the rehabiltation and reuse of exitig strctues, and denser

new development Indeed, well-Jesigned and well-integrted rugher-density devel-

opment makes successfu planning for growt possible.

Density refers not only to high-rie buildings. The defiition of density depends
on the context in whch it is used. In this publication, high dety simply means
new residential and commercial development at a density that is higher than

what is tyically found in the exitig community. Thus, in a sprawlg area with
single-family detached houses on one-acre lots, single-fay houses on one-fourth
or one-eighth acre are considered higher density. In more densely populated

areas with single-family houses on small lots, townhouses and apartments are con-

sidered higher-density development. For many suburban communities, the popu-

lar mixed-use town centers being developed around the countr are considered

higher-density development.
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Most land use professionals and community leaders now agree that creating com-

munities with a mix of densities, housing tyes, and uses could be the antidote to

sprawl when implemented regionally. And across the countr, the general public is

becoming more infommed and engaged in makng the tough land use choices Ùiat

need to be made while understanding the consequences of continuing to grow as

we have in the pasL Many have alo come to appreciate the "place-makng" bene-

fits of density and the relationship between higher-density development and land

preservtion. Media coverage of the topic of growt and development has alo
evolved. Past media coverage of growt and development isues wa often limited
to the heated conflcts between developers and community residents. Many in the

media are now presentig more thoughtfl and balanced coverage, and severa

editorial boards support higher-density developments in their communities as an
antidote to regional sprawL.

Yet despite the growig awaeness of the complexity of the isue and growig sup-
port for higher-density development as an aner to sprawl, many still have ques-

tions and fear related to higher-density developmenL How wil it change the neigh-

borhood? Wil it make trc worse? What wi happen to propert vaues? And what

about cre? Ample evdence-ocumented throughout th publication--uggests
that well-designed higher-density development, properly integrted into an exiting

community, ca become a signifcat communty aset that adds to the quaity of lUe

and propert vaues for exitig residents while addresing the needs of a growig

and changig population.

Many people's perception of higher-density development does not mesh with the

realty. Studies show that when surveyed about higher-density development, those

intervewed hold a negative view. But when shown images of higher-density versus

lower-density development, people often change their perceptions and prefer

higher density.' In a recent study by the National Asociation of Realtors" and
Smar Growt America, six in ten prospective homebuyers, when asked to choose
between two communities, chose the neighborhood that offered a shorter com-

mute, sidewa, and amenities lie shops, restaurts, libraes, schools, and pub-
lic trsportation with wakig ditace. They prefelTed th option over the one

with longer commutes and larer lots but lited options for walg.' The 2001
American Housing Survey further reveal that respondents cited proxiity to work
more often than unit tye as the leading factor in housing choice.! Such contra-

dictions point to widespread misconceptions about the nature of higher-density

development and sprawL. Several of these misconceptions are so prevent as to be

considered myt.

To some degree, these myt are the result of memories people have of the very

high-density urban public housing projects of the 1960s and 1970s that have been

subsequently deemed a faiure. Somehow, the concept of density became asociated

with the negative imagery and social problems of depressed uran areas. The realty
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is that complex interrelated factors such as the high concentration of poverty and

poor educational and employment opportunities combined to doom ù1e public

housing projects. Even very-high-density housing can be practical, safe, and desir-

able. For example, the mied-income apartments and condominums or luxry high
rises in New York and Chicago-some of ù1e safest and most expensive housing in

the countrprove that density does not equal an unsafe environment.

The purpose of this publication is to dispel the many myts surrounding higher-
density development and to create a new understading of density that goes

beyond simplistic negative connotations that overestimate its impact and under-

estiate its vaue. Elected offcial, concerned citizens, and community leaders can

use th publication to support well-designed and well-planned density that creates

great places and gr~at communities that people love. Wìth the anticipated popula-
tion growt and contiuing demogrphic and liestyle changes, consensus is build-
ing that creatig communities with a mix of densities, housing tyes, and uses will
be both necessar and desirble.

Highe-Denty Develot: Myth and Faä is the sixth in a series of Urban Land
Institute myt and fact booklets. The series is intended to clar misconceptions
surroundig growt and development. Other topics covered have included trs-
porttion, smar growt, urban inll housing, envionment and development, and

mixed-income housing.

Hig-Denty Develot: Myth and Fac exames widespread miconceptions

related to higher-density development and seeks to dipel them with relevant facts

and inonnation. Although the benefits of higher-density development are often
understated, so are the detrenta effects of low-ensity development. The adva-

taes and drwbacks of higher -density development are compared throughout this
publication with the alternative of low-ensity development. In the process, mi
conceptions regading low-ensity development are alo addressed.

L I Higher-Density Development
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Higher-density development overburdens public schools and other

public services and requires more infrastructure support systems.

The nature of who lives in higher-density housing-fewer familieS, 

With
children-puts less demand on schools and other public serviqe,$.::'t,8n

low-density housing. Moreover, the compact nature of higher-derrsity

development requires less extensive infrastructure to support it.

Public offcial across Ùle countr strggle to aford Ùle intrctUre need-

ed to support sprawlig development. A recent stUdy analyzg Ùle costs

of sprawl estiated Ùlat more Ùlan $100 bilon in intrctue costs
could be saved over 25 year by puruig better planned and more com-

pact forms of development. The isue has trcended political pares and ideolo-

gies and has become an isue of basic fical responsibilty. Calorna's Republican
Governor Arold Schwanegger has criticid "ficay W1ustaable sprawl,"'
while Micruga's Democrtic Governor Jenner Graolm has noted Ùlat sprawl
"is hamperig the abilty of this state and its loca governents to finance public
facilties and servce improvements. no
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M Y T H ONE F ACT ONE------_.~----
Progg-essive and conservative groups have identified sprawl as a real problem.

Charter of Ù1e New Urbanism states that "placeless sprawl" is an "interrelated com-

munity building challenge.'" Conservative groups have concluded Ù1at "sprawl is

in fact a conservative issue" wiÙl "conservative solutions" and Ù1at "sprawl was in

large part created Ù1rough govemment intervention in Ù1e economy.""

Indeed, numerous govemment policies over Ù1e last hal century have led to and

supported sprawL. Historically, federal spending for transporttion has subsidized

large-scale highway constrction over other modes of transportation. Financing

policies from Ù1e Federal Housing Administrtion have promoted suburban sub-
diviions across Ù1e nation. Large lot exclusionar zoning has forced Ù1e arcial

separation of land uses, leadig to large ditaces between employment centers,

housing, and retal. But many govemment agencies now realize Ù1ey cannot aford
to continue providing Ù1e infrtrcture and public servces Ù1at sprawl demands.

Not only do local govemments absorb much of Ù1e cost of more and more road-

ways, profoundly longer water and electrca lines, and much larger sewer sytems to
support sprawlig development, Ù1ey must alo fund public servces to Ù1e new resi-
dents who live faer and faer fÌom Ù1e core community. These new residents

need police and fie protection, schools, libraes, trh remova, and oÙ1er servces.

Stretching al these basic servces over ever-gowing geogrpllc areas places a great
burden on local govemments. For exaple, the MineapolijSt Paul regon buili

78 new schools in the suburbs between 1970 and 1990 while simultaeously closing

162 schools in goo condition locted with city lits.il Albuquerque, New Mexico,

faces a school budget cris as a rest of the need to buid expensive new schools in

outlyig areas whie enrollent in extig close- schools declies.

i...V!
h'-,.:
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M Y T H ONE F ACT ONE-------- ------------------

Unforlunately for local governments, a growing body of evidence shows that

sprawling development often does not pay enough properly tax to cover the serv-

ices it requires. A study conducted for a suburban community outside Milwaukee

found that public servces for an average-price single-family house in that commu-

nity cost more than twce as much as the property taes paid by the homeowner. ii

One reason for the disparty between property tax revenue and the cost of public

servces is expenditures for public schools. Low-density suburbs and exurban areas

generally attract families with more school-age children. In fact, single-family

developments average 64 children for every 100 units, compared with only 21 chil-

dren for every 100 units of garden aparents and 19 children for every 100 units

of mid- to high-rise apartments. \! The reason is that multiamily housing attracts

predominanùy childless couples, singles, and empty nesters.

And although aparent renters do not pay propert ta direcùy, aparent owners
do. Aparents are alo usualy taed at a higher commercial real estate ta rate, ¡.
so a tyical mied-use development with reta, offce, and aparents may subsidize

the schools and other public servces required by residents of low-ensity housing in
the same comminty. 11 phenomenon is fuer exacerbated because many multi-
faily developments and retal and offce establishments pay for their own trh di

posal, shurue buses, and securty.

Reducing the ditace between homes, shops, and offces alo reduces the cost of
public intrctue. According to one of many studies, "The public capita and

operatig costs for close-in, compact development (are) much lower than they

(are) for frge, scattered, liear, and satellte development "1' And many of these
studies do not tae into account the advataes created by makg public trit
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M Y T H--------- ONE F ACT ONE~----~----_._-_._-._--

more feasible as well as making delivery of basic services like

mail delivery, trash collection, and police and fire protec-

tion more effcient.

Another emerging body of research suggests Ù1at highei~

density development is an important component of eco-

nomic development initiatives and helps attract new

employers. "Infonnation economy" is a temm used to

define the growing indusuies based on the economics of
the Internet, infonnation goods, and intellectual propert.

Workers in ù1is field are known as "knowledge workers,"

and many believe they are the future of the American econ-
omy. These workers are cOITortble with the latest technol-
ogy and, because their skills are transferable, choose their
jobs based on the attrbutes of the town

or city where they are located. They
seek out vibrant, diverse urban centers
that offer access to technology, other
knowledge workers, and lifestyle."

The economic development game has
changed. Employers now follow the

workers rather than the other way

around. Therefore, communities that

focus on providig a llgh qualty of lie
wiU1 U1e energy and vitaty created by

urban centers will be much more liely
to attract these llghly pried, taented,
and productive workers than commun-

ties of faceles sprawl. Companes U1at understad U1e

appeal of U1ese communities are makg relocation deci-
sions wiU1 U1ese workers in mind. Studies have shown U1at

increasing employment density increases labor productivity,

generay by reducing commutig times."

Thus, introducing higher-density projects into a community

wi actuy increase U1at community's revenue wiU10ut

signifcantly increasing U1e intrctue and public sernce
burdens. Blendig aparents into low-ensity communities
ca help pay for schools wiU10ut drtic increases in the num-

ber of students. Diversifg housing options and addig
amenities lie shops and offces close by wi improve U1e

qualty of lie and attct busineses and people U1at wi

strengten U1e community's economic stailty. Increasing

density provides a real economic boost to U1e communty

and helps pay for U1e intrcture and public seIVces

that everyody needs.

12 I Higher-Density Development
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Higher-density developments lower propert values in

surrounding areas.

No discernible difference exists in (':.: tee1atìijhtttØ:öfpróP;efÛijS:¡¡'

located near higher-density development andthosë that are not. Sonne

research even shows that higher-density development can increase

propert values.

The precise vaue of rea! estate is detennined by many factors, and isolatig

the impact of one factor can be dicult. Although location and school
ditrct are the two most obvious detemming factors of vaue, location
with a communty and size and condition of the house alo afect vaue.

Severa studies have examed whether multily housing has any impact on the
vaue of nearby single-fany detached houses. These studies have shown either no

impact or even a slighdy positive impact on appreciation rates.

PROFILE
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M Y T H TWO F ACT TWO

For instance, one study by Ù1e National Association

of Home Builders looked at data from ùie American

Housing Survey, which is conducted every two years

by Ù1e U.S. Census Bureau and Ù1e Department of
Housing and Urban Development. It found Ù1at

between 1997 and 1999, Ù1e value of single-family

houses wiÙ1in 300 feet of an apartment or condo-
minium building went up 2.9 percent a year, slighùy

higher Ù1an Ù1e 2.7 percent rate for single-family

homes wiÙ10ut multifamily properties nearbyl8

AnoÙ1er study, commisioned by Ù1e Family Housing

Fund in Minesota, studied afordable apartments
in 12 Twin Cities neighborhoods and found "litÙe

or no evidence to support Ù1e claim Ù1at ta-uedit

family renta developments in (Ù1e) study eroded
SUIOundig home vaues."" And a long-tenn study
by Hard University'sJoint
Center for Housing Studies
publihed in 2003 alo confnns
that aparents pose no threat

to nearby single-family house

vaues, based on U.S. Census

data from 1970 to 2000.'"

Not only is there compellg
evdence that increased density

does not hur propert vaues
of nearby neighbors: researchers
at Virginia Tech University have

concluded that over the long

run, well-placed market-rate

aparents with attrtive
design and landscaping actually

increases the overa vaue of
detached houses nearby.21 They

cite thee possible reasons. Firt, the new aparents
could themselves be an indicator that an area's econ-

omy is vibrat and growig. Second, multiily

housing may increase the pool of potential future
homebuyers, creatig more possible buyers for exit-
ing owners when they decide to sell their houses.

Third, new multiamily housing, particularly as part
of mied-use development, oftn makes an area

more attrcûve than nearby communities that have

fewer housing and retal choices.!!

14 I Higher-Density Development
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M Y T H TWO F ACT TWO

Concerned citiens should use the enuuement proces to demand high-qualty
development in their communities whie understading that density and adjacent
propert vaues are not inversely related. Higher-density real estate developers

and investors in higher-density real estate need to appreciate the fact that most

Americans' wealth is held in their home equity. Therefore, changes in propert
values ca have very real consequences to exitig property owners. Liewe,
homeowners would benefit from knowig thci.t developers make a substatial
fiancial commitment when investig in new higher-density projects. This invest-
ment is an incentive to make the project successful, which can give the commu-

nity leverage in workig with the developer. Such interrelated and overlapping
economic interests among these staeholders make it al the more likely that a
mutually beneficial ageement ca be reached. Such an ageement can result in

a project that enhances the exitig community, ensures the appreciation of resi-

dents', developers', ancc the loca governent's fiancial interests, and addresses

the needs of current and future residents of the community and region.
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development creates more regional traffic congestion

problems than low-density development.

. ". ~
, . . . .

',:i,~¡gheJ;a~ôrJ.alôpfft:J~t generates less traffic than low-density development
:.:::::'ji:. :,:¡:;::: f,;,::;)'::'''':,:, ,:,-: :::::-:(::; -:Cj "_::;:.::, ~:' :-:-: : ."::,;,:.: --.-

:.:',:peranititJnaKesWaIRing and public transit more feasible and creates opportunities

.'. forshåréd pårking.

Most people asume that higher-density development generates more trc than low-

density development and that regiona! trc will get worse with more compact devel-

opment In fact, the opposite is tre. Although residents of low-ensity single-family

communities tend to have two or more car per household, residents of high-density

apartments and condominiums tend to have only one car per household." And accordig to one
study using data from the Nationa! Persona! Tranporttion Surey, doublig density decreases the

vehicle mies trveled by 38 percent 14
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THREEI F ACT THREEM Y T H
-----------_._--------------

TIie reason is that higher-Density developments make for more walable neighbor-

hoods and brig together the concentration of population required to support pub-

lic transporttion. The result is that residents in higher-Density housing make fewer

and shorter auto trps than those livig in low-Density housing.!' Condominium and

townhouse residents average 5.6 trps per day and apaaent dwellers 6.3 car trps

per day, compared with the ten trps a day averaged by residents of low -Density com-
munities. (A trp is defied as any tie a car leaves or returns to a home.)

Increasing density can signifcantly reduce dependency on cars, but those benefits
are even greater when jobs and reta are incorporated with the housing. Such
mixed-use neighborhoods make it easier for people to park their car in one place

and accomplish several taks, which not only reduces the number of car trps
required but alo reduces overall parkig needs for the community. But if reta

uses are to survve, they must be near households with diposable income. Havig
those households within wang distace of the shops builds in a market for the

stores. One study indicates that in some markets, 25 to 35 percent of reta sales
must come from housing close to shops for the shops to be successful"
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M Y T H THREEI F ACT THREE

Wiùi a tyical family now making more car trps for family, personal, social, and

recreational reasons than for commuting to work," reducing the number of
noncommuting trps taes on gg-eater importce in ùie battle to reduce trafc
congestion and parking problems. A case study in Washington, D.C., found that

workers in dense downtown Washington made 80 percent of their mid-day trps
by foot while suburban workers made 67 percent of their mid-day trps by car"

Although a suburban offce park would never reach the density levels of a down-

town area, planners can stil reduce the auto dependency of suburban offce work-

ers by using some of the same design techniques. Concentratig density around

suburban offces, alowig and encourg reta and restaurts in and near

the offces, and planing for pedestran and bike acces ca al reduce the
number of lunchtie ca trps required by offce workers.

Higher-density mied-used developments alo create efdendes though shared

parkig. For exaple, offce and residenti uses requie parkig at alost exact

opposite ties. As residents leave for work, offce workers retu, and vice versa. In
addition, strctued parkig becomes feasible only with llgher-density developments.

Higher-density development alo makes public trit more feasible. When a com-

munity that includes residences, shops, and offces reaches a certa threshold of

density, public trsit-ßhuttles, bus servce, tr, or light ra becomes an option
for residents. It is estimated that a minimum density of seven dwellg units per
acre is needed to make loca bus servce feasible with an intermediate level of

servce.tO Light ra needs a miimum density of nine dwellg units per acre to

be feasible.!O When a communty can tae advatae of these options and increase

the trporttion choices for residents, relief is greater as tota car dependency is

furter broken. Such choices are impossible for low-density developments.
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Higher-density development leads to higher crime rates.

The crime rates at higher-density developments are not significantly differa,ntfr.oni

those at lower-density developments. '. ..

People someties asociate density with crie, even though numerous

studies show that no relationship exits between the two. A study in Irvg,

Texa, using geogrphic inormation sytems and crie statitics, found no
link between crie and density. In fact, it found that single-fay neigh-

borhoods are "not al asociated with lower crie rates."" Another study conducted

by the University of Alaska found no relationship between housing density and

crie in Anchorae."
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--- ------------- FOURIFACT F 0 U R!V Y T H
._-~------------- --.-------...

Arzona researchers found Ù1at when police dala are analyzed per unit, apartments

actualy create less demand for police sen~ces Ù1an a comparable nwnber of single-

family houses. In Tempe, Arona, a random sample of 1,000 calls for servce showed

that 35 percent originated ITom single-family houses and just 21 percent came from

aparents. Similarly, a radom sample of 600 calls for servce in Phoenix, Arona,

found that an aparent unit's demand for police servces was less than hal of the

demand created by a single-fan1ily house."

One reason for the mispercepúon that crime and density are related could be that

crime reports tend to characterie mulúfamily propertes as a single "house" and

may record every viitlO an aparent community as happening at a single house.
But a mulúfamily propert with 250 units is more accurately defied as 250 houses.

To trly compare crime rates between mulúfamy properúes and single-fay

houses, the offcer would have to count each household in the mlÙtiamily commu-
nity as the equivaent of a separte single-famly household. When they do so, many

fid what the previous studies prove: that crie rates between diferent housing

tyes are comparable.

Higher.Qensity developments ca actualy help reduce cre by increasing pedesnian

activity and fosterig a 24-hour community that puts more "eyes on the street"" at

al ties. Many residents say they chose higher.Qensity housing specifcay because

they felt more secue there; they feel safer because Ù1ere are more people comig

and going, makg it more dicut for cral to act wiÙ10ut being dicovered.
TI factor could explai why a UU study of dierent housing tyes in Greenwich,

Connectcut, shows Ù1at lùgher-density housing is signcatly les liely to be bur-

glared Ù1an single-fay houses." The relationslùps among design, management,

and secuty becae bettr understood in the past few decades wiÙ1 the publication

of severa seminal works, includig Deenle 8p: Cri Pren thro Uran
De by Osca Newan" and FIX Br Wmds: Re Or an lWucng
Cri in OUT Comunit by George Kellg and Catherie Coles.57 Many new lùgher-

densty devlopments include bettr litig pla and caef plaement of buidigs
and landscaping to reduce opportties for cre, connibutig to a saer conuunty.

Wìth the emergence of better -qualty design, lùgher-density mixed-use develop-

ment is an attractive and safe addition to a communty, one that is increasingly
attactig a professional constituency seekig safety featues. In fact, the luxury

segment is one of the fastest-gowig components of the multiily industr."
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Higher-density development is environmentally more

estructive than lower-density development.

,L()W-densityAêv~n9phhent increases air and water pollution and destroys natural

.:ateas;QypäVin~dârtdurbanizing greater swaths of land.

L ow-density sprawl taes an enonnous toll on our ai, water, and land. The

United States is now losing a staggerig 2 milon acres of land a year to
haphazd, sprawling development" More Ù1an 50 percent of Americans
live in places where Ù1e air is wwealÙ1Y to breaÙ1e,40 and childhood asÙ1ma

and oÙ1er respiratory dieases are on Ù1e rie." Alost hal Ù1e damage to our
stream, lakes, and rivers is Ù1e result of polluted ruoff from paved surfaces."

It is ineffcient land use, not economic gTOwt, Ù1at accounts for Ù1e rapid loss of
open space and fa. Since 1994, housing lots larger than ten acres have account-

ed for 55 percent of the land developed." TI loss ofland oftn causes unexpect-
ed economic chalenges for ru communties, where faand, forests, racWand,

and open space tend to be the economic drvers that attrct busineses, residents,
and tourts. Low-ensity sprawl compromies the resources that are the core of
the community's economy and charcter. The majority of Amerca homeowners

th it is importt to stop these trends. In fact, 76 percent of loca balot intiatives

related to land conservtion pased in November 2004, makg $2.4 bilon in fud-
ing avable for protection of parks and open space." But purchasing land is only

par of the solution and not always an option for fiancialy strpped governments.

Higher-densitydevelopment offers the best solution to managg growt and pro-

tectig clean air and clean water. Placig new development into aleady urbanzed
areas that are equipped with al the basic intrctue lie utity lies, police and

fie protection, schools, and shops eliminates the fiancial and envionmenta costs
of stretching those servces farer and faer out from the core community. Com-

pact urban design reduces drg and smog and preseives the natu areas that

are assets of the community: watersheds, wetlands, workig fa, open space, and

widle corrdors. It further minimzes impervous surface area, which causes ero-
sion and polluted stonnwater ruoff. Two studies completed for the state of New

Jersey confi that compact development can achieve a 30 percent reduction in
runoff and an 83 percent reduction in water consumption compared with conven-

tional suburban development,(S
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M V T H F I V E I F ACT
---- ~~----- .._- --- ._---------

F I V E----~----_._-
Many communities employ techniques such as infiU and brownfield development

to transform unused, abandoned lots into vibrant, revenue-generating components

of the community. Some create direct incentives for higher-density development.

The city of Austi, Texas, for example, created a proggam that rewards developers

for locating projects in the city's existing neighborhoods and downtown. Others

awad points for a varety of attrbutes, such as transit access, the redevelopment of

empty lots, and an increase in pedestran facilities. By employing standards for fac-

tors like open space, dense development, and impact on water qualty, communi-

ties can faciltate good urban design that preserves natural resources.

Although a weU-designed higher-density community offers residents a higher-

quality envionment, poorly planned sprawl does the opposite. Because low-ensity
sprawl gobbles up so much land through large-lot zoning, it ends up destroyig the
very thng most people moved there for in the fit place-the natural areas and
farland. It forces people ta drve longer ditaces, increasing regional ai qualty

problems. The average American man spends 81 minutes behid the wheel every
day, while women average 63 miutes. And surveys show that the tie spent drvig

has been consistently increasing every year." The national road network, cUIently
at 4 million mies according to the U.S. Department of Traporttion, is still ggow-
ing at an alaring rate, mainly for the purpose of connecting new low-ensity sub-

urbs back to core communities. Along with the water and ai pollution, constrc-

tion of these highways perpetuates the cycle of sprawl, frents widle habitats,

and dres up a communty's fiancial coffers.

Increasing density not only improves ai and water qualty and protects open

space but alo rediects investments to our exiting towns and cities. It can

revtaze exitig communties and create more wab1e neighborhoods with

access to public trit and hiking and biking tr. Pedestran-frendly higher-
density developments offer genera health benefits as well. Mied land uses give
people the option to wak and bike to work, shops, restaurats, and entert-

ment The convenience of compact communities may help fight dieases related

to obesity." Higher-density communities are vita to preservg a healthy envion-

ment and fosterig healthy lifestyles.
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Higher-density development is unattractive and does

not fit in a low-density community.

Affattive, well-designed, and well-maintained higher-density

dêvelopment attracts good residents and tenants and fits into

existing communities.

H igher-density development come~ in many form. Some of Ù1e most atlrc-

ttve well-planned modem development is built at a high density. Across
America, appealing higher-density mied-use tovm centers have been
wildly popular wiÙ1 Ù1e public. Lushly landscaped boulevads, founta,

and showcase architecture have created a sense of place in areas previously knovm

only for faceless, uninterestig low-density development. The endurig appeal
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and desirability of older and more gracious higher-density neigh-

borhoods-Georgetown in Washington, D.C, Beacon Hill and

Back Bay in Boston, and Lincoln Park in Chicago-attest to the

fact that some of the more desirable neighborhoods in America

historically have been of higher density than that found in tyical
outer suburbs.

This return to the design principles of the past is at Uie core of the
new urbanist movement that took hold in the 1990s. The move-
ment grew as many people came to mis the sense of community

that wa created by the mixed-density and mixed-use communities

of the past. They realized that low-density subdivisions isolated

their owners not only from pedestran access to shops and offces
but alo from their neighbors. The growig sense of social alien-
ation, highlighted in books lie Robert Putnam's Bowling Alo,"
has led many back to the comfort of communities that are a
reminder of the places where many of us grew up. These new
communities combine the best design ideas of the past with the
modem conveniences of today to provide residents with what has

been missing from many sprawlig areas-a sense of community.

Today's developers, architects, and planners know

that to attract cutomers and to secure zoning
approva and community acceptace, they must
produce attctive and innovative propertes that

complement their sUIToundings. Design profession-

al are drven to produce projects that meet users'
demands, understad and respond to the context
of a site, enhance its neighborhood, and are buit
to last" In fact, attendance at a recent American
Institute of Architectsponsored conference on
density far surassed expectations, speakg to the

interest among land use professional in addressing
the design issues associated with density."

It is plausible that the high level of citins' opposition

to density may be based on an outdated notion of what

higher-density development looks lie. A University

of Nort Caolia study revealed that when given a

choice between two attctiely designed communties,

one higher density and the other low density the m'!ority prefeITed

the higher-density option.&1 Other vial preference survys con-

fi that there is an alost unversal negative reaction to the viual

appearce of commercial strp sprawl and an alost unversal posi-

tie reaction to irtional to-le communties of the past, com-

munties that alost invaly included a mi of densities and uses.6!
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areas wants higher-density development.

".

'." - -,_: ,- . ~ .
QUr::PQPülation is changing and becoming increasingly diverse. Many of these
househölds now prefer higher-density housing, even in suburban locations.

When many of us think of the American Dream, we enviion mared

couples with chidren livig in single-family detached houses in

the suburbs. The notion is that the only people who wat to live
in higher~ensity areas are those who cann~i aford a trditional

house with a back yad or who wat to live in the middle of the city. Both percep-

tions are flawed.

This countr's population is changig, and so are its real estate preferences. These
lifestyle changes have signifcant implications for suburban development For Ù1e

fit tie, there are more single-person households (26.4 percent) Ù1an mamed-
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couple-wiùHhildren households (23.3 percent)." The groups growing Ù1e fastest,

people in ù1eir mid-20s and empty nesters in ù1eir 50s, are ù1e groups most likely

to look for an alternative to low-density, single-family housing,"

A growing number of Americans are redefining their American Dream. They are

seeking a more convenient and vibrant lifestyle. And while some seek Ù1is lifestyle

in cities, many oÙ1ers seek Ù1e same lifestyle in Ù1e suburbs. According to a 2002

study by Ù1e National Association of Home Builders, more Ù1an hal the renters

questioned said they wanted to live in Ù1e suburbs." Moreover, a national survey

of homebuyers' community preferences found that nearly three-quarters of all
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buyers prefer to live in a community where ù1ey can walk or bike to some desti-

nations"111e 2001 American Housing Survey furù1er reveals that respondents

cited proximity to work more often ù1an unit type as ù1e leading factor in housing

choice." These surveys confinn that many people prefer the suburbs but want the

amenities traditionally associated with cities, including living close to work.

With the continuing decentralization of cities and ù1e rise of suburban communi-

ties with urban-like amenities, many people fid that they can live and work in the
suburbs with all the attrbutes of suburbia they desire without giving up wakability

and convenience. A recent study confinns that in many regions, more offce space
is located in suburban locations than downtown," providing an opportunity for
people to live near their jobs. Communities and developers that have recognized
and responded to the dual trends of decentrized offces and a growing desire

for a more convenient lifestyle have been rewaded. Well-placed mixed-use, higher-

density developments in the suburbs are increasingly popular, creating a new

sense of place.

Communities are being developed using the best concepts of trditional commu-
nities-maller lots, a vaety of housing tyes, fTont porches and sidewaks, shops

and offces wiuùn wang ditace, and public trit nearby. Communities lie

Celebration in F10rida and Kig Far in Marland have been so popular with the
homebuyig public that past worres over whether the demand exits for them have
been replaced by concern about Ùleir rapid price appreciation, puttig them out of
Ùle reach of al but the highest-income households. Today's real demographic and

liestyle changes are inpirg a retu to trditional development styles Ùlat offer
wale, bikeable, and more dynamc communities Ùlat put residents closer to
shops, offces, and parks.
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Higher-density housing is only for lower-income

households.

people Of all ihê6tTe:g'tOJIps choose higher-density housing.

Multiamily housing is not Ùle housing of last resort for households un-

able to aford a single-faily house. Condomiiuu, for intace, are
often the most sought afer and highly appreciatig real estate in many
urban markets. The luxur segment of Ùle aparent market is alo

rapidJy expandig. Most people are surpried to lear that 41 percent of renters
say Ùley rent by choice and not out of necessity, and households makg more than

$50,000 a year have been Ùle fastest-gowig segment ofÙle renta market for Ùle

past thee year." Multiaay housing thoughout Ù1e world has hitoricaly been
Ù1e housing of choice by Ù1e wealÙ1iest individual because of Ù1e acces and con-
veruence it provides. From Manatta to Mian to San Fracico, higher~ensity
housing has been pried for Ùle ameruty-rich liestyle it ca provide.

Higher~ensity development ca be a viable housing choice for al income groups
and people in al phases of Ù1eir lives. Many fiancially secure baby boomers, who

have seen Ùleir chidren leave Ù1e nest, have chosen to leave behid Ùle yad

maintenance and repairs required of a single-faay house for the more carefree
and converuent liestye multiy housing provides. Interestigly, Ù1eir children,
the echo boomers, are enterig Ùle age where many will liely live in multiily
housing. Just stag careers, many are lookig for Ù1e flexibilty of apartment liv-

ing to follow job opportities. Their grandparents, liely on a fied income, may
alo prefer or need to live in multiamily housing as physicalitations may have
made livig in a single-faly house too chalengig.

Providig balanced housing options to people of al income groups is importt
to a region's economic vitaty. The avaabilty of afordale multiy housing
helps attct and reta the workers needed to keep any economy thvig. In

many American towns and cities, rapidly riing house prices are forcig workig

faes to live faer away from their jobs. In fact, the lack of afordable housing

is mentioned as the number one problem facing workig faes today.60
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As the problem of afordabilty worsens, workers on the lower end of the sal

scae may move to more afordale cities, leavig a labor shorte in their wae.
Such shortes make a region les desirle as an employment center. Accordig

to PricewterhouseCoopers, acces to a large and diverse labor pool is the most

importt factor in makg corporate deciions on locations,'� Communties that

do not provide housing for al income groups become less desirble corporate
locations.
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Abstract
Lad use patterns affect the costs of providing public instrctue and services such as
roads, water, sewage, garbage collection, school tranport and mail delivery. Varous
studies show that these costs tend to increase with sprawl (dispersed development outside
existig urban boundares), and can be reduced with Smart Growt (compact, planned
development with existing urban boundaries). Smart Growt can save hundreds of
dollars annually per capita compared with providing comparable public services to
sprawled destinations. Most current development charges, utility fees and taxes fail to
accurately reflect these location-related cost differences, representing a subsidy of sprawL.

More accurate pricing can result in signficantly more effcient land use development
patterns, providing overall benefits to consumers. This paper summarizes estimates of
Smar Growth savings, and critiques a study by Cox and Utt which claims that such
savings are insignficant. That study misrepresents Smar Growth and contains several
critical errors.
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Understanding Smart Growth Savings

Introduction
Our local newspaper charges higher subscription fees for delivery to lower-density areas.
Similarly, many urban stores and restaurants offer free or inexpensive delivery, but
suburban stores either lack delivery service or charge a significant fee.

Most activities that involve distribution (products being delivered to a destination) or
interaction (numerous people and materials being brought together) are more efficient
with compact land use patterns, because less travel is required to reach destinations.
Although costs per mile tends to increase in denser areas, due to congestion and friction,
unnt costs tends to decline because each mile serves more destinations. These efficiencies
are why people and businesses tend to cluster into cities, towns and business distrcts.

Table 1 T es of Cost Savin s
Distribution One- To-Man

Newspaper, mail, and courier delivery
Water supply, sewage and stonnwater management
Road and sidewalk networks
Electricity, telephone and cable lines
Garbage collection
Governent services, such as policing
School busin

Many activities are more effcient when destinations are located closer together.

Over the last few decades many studies have shown that more compact land use patterns,
called Smart Growth, can significantly reduce various public infrastrctue and service

costs compared with more dispersed land use patterns, called sprawl. These studies have
inuenced development policies in various ways, in many cases leading to policies that
encourage Smar Growt and discourage sprawL.

Although the basic concepts are well accepted by most expert, these relationships are
complex and so can be diffcult to quantity. Some critics claim that there is no real
evidence that Smart Growt provides savings. A recent example is a study by Cox and
Utt (2004) which analyzed the effects ofland use density, growt rates and age on certin
public expenditues in numerous muncipalities. They conclude that Smar Growth
savings are trviaL. Their analysis contains several critical errors which reflects either
inadequate understanding of the concept of Smart Growth, or intent to misrepresent the
issue. This paper reviews the evidence on Smart Growth cost savings and evaluates the
Cox and Utt study.
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Defining Smart Growth

Smart Growth is a general teil1 for policies that result in more compact, accessible
development within existing urban areas. Smart Growth is an alternative to dispersed,
automobile dependent development outside existing urban areas, often called sprawL.
Table 2 compared these land use patterns.

Streets designed to accommodate a
varie of activities. Traffc calnùn .
Planned and coordinated between
. urisdictions and stakeholders.
Emphasis on the public realm
(streetscapes, pedestran envionment,
ublic arks, ublic facilities.

. This table compares Smart Growth and sprawl land use pattern.

Table 2

Densi
Growth attern
Land use mix

Scale

Connectivity

Street design

Planning process

Public space

Human scale. Smaller buildings,
blocks and roads. Designed for

edestrians.
Local, distributed, smaller.
Accommodates walking access.
Multi-modal transportation and land
use patterns that support walking,
c clin and ublic transit.
Highly connected roads, sidewalks and
paths.

Lower-densit ,dis ersed activities.
Urban eri hery eenfield) develo ment.

Homogeneous (single-use, segregated) land
uses.
Large scale. Larger buildings, blocks, wide
roads. Less detail, since people experience the
landsca e at a distance, as motorists.
Regional, consolidated, larger. Requires
automobile access.
Automobile-oriented transportation and land
use patterns, poorly suited for walking, cycling
and transit.
Hierarchical road network with numerous loops
and dead-end streets, and unconnected
sidewalks and aths.
Streets designed to maximze motor vehicle
traffc volume and seed.
Unplaned, with little coordination between
'ursdictions and stakeholders.

Emphasis on the private realm (yards, shopping
malls, gated communities, private clubs).

Smart Growt can be applied in a varety of conditions, including rual, suburban and
urban. For example, in rual areas it means clusterig more development into vilages,
and in suburban areas it means creating complete, mixed-use, walkable neighborhoods. It
is concerned with how people are distrbuted with a community, not with the total size
of the communty or the average density over a large area.

Smart Growth can provide a variety of economic, social and environmental benefits, as
sumarized in Table 3. These benefits result from various features of Smart Growth,
including reduced per capita land consumption, less dispersed development, and more
diverse transportation systems. Of course, the benefits of a partcular Smart Growth
program depend on its specific featues and the conditions in which it is implemented.
The existence of these benefits has been demonstrated in numerous studies and is widely
accepted by a diverse range of professions and interest groups, including the American
Planng Association, the Institute of Transportation Engineers, the International
City/County Management Association, the National Governors Association, the National
Trust for Historic Preservation, and various faning and environmental organzations.
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Understanding Smart Growth Savings

2004)Table 3 Smart Growth Benefits (Burchell, et ai, 1998; ICCMA, 1998; Litman, 2002; USEPA,
Economic Social Environmental

Reduced development costs. Improved transport options and Greenspace & habitat preservation

Reduced public service costs. mobility, particularly for non-drivers
Reduced air pollution

Reduced transportation costs. Improved housing options.
Increased energy effciency.

Economies of agglomeration. Community cohesion.
Reduced water pollution.

More efficient transportation. Preserves unique cultural resources
Reduced "heat island" effect.

(historic sites, traditional
Supports industries that depend neighborhoods, etc.)
on high quality environments

Increased physical exercise and health.
(tourism, farming, etc.).
Smart Growth can provide various economic, social and environmental benefits.

Evidence of Smart Growth Savings
One of the many Smart Growth benefits is its ability to reduce public infrastructure and
service delivery costs. Many studies conclude that Smart Growth can provide signficant
public cost savings (Burchell, et aI, 1998; Muro and Puentes, 2004). Fran (1989)
identified varous factors that affect these costs, including density and distance from the
existing urban center (town or city), as illustrated in Figue 1.

Figure 1
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Capital costs increase for lower density, non-contiguous development. Higher density, clustered,
infill development can provide hundreds of dollars in annual savings compared with sprawL.

Burchell and Mukerji (2003) found that sprawl increases local road lane-miles 10%,
annual public service costs about 10%, and housing costs about 8%, adding about
$13,000 per dwelling unit. Table 4 shows how school, road and utility costs per
residential unt vary depending on development density. Rural Sprawl costs are about
60% more than denser urban development.
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Table 4 Annualized Municipal Costs for Different Densities Smythe, 1986)
Costs High Density Medium Density Rural Cluster Rural Sprawl

Units/Acre 4.5 2.67 1 0.2
Schools $3,204 $3,252 $4,478 $4,526
Roads $36 $53 $77 $154
Utilities $336 $364 $497 $992

Totals $3,576 $3,669 $5,052 $5,672
Incremental Cost NA 3% 41% 59%

Per household annual municipal service costs increase with sprawl, basèd on a prototypical
community of 1,000 units housing 3,260 people, 1,200 students. Compared with High Density,
Rural Cluster increases costs 41%, and Rural Sprawl 59%

Table 5 sumarzes public costs (utilities, governent services and tranporttion
inastrctue) for thee possible development patterns in the Toronto region, showig

signficant potential savings for the more clustered option. In addition to these costs, the
"Nodal" and "Central" options provide additiona savings by reducing per capita anual
vehicle mileage, and therefore costs such as trffc congestion and pollution.

Table 5

;'
t

Table 6 compares the public intrctue costs of a low-density "Sprawl" and high-
density "Smar Growt" scenaros in the Twi City region. Costs per household are more
th double under the sprawl development pattern. The sprawl development option

incremental costs have an anualied value of $565 per unt. Ths does not include

ongoing public service costs that increase with sprawl, such as utiity maitenance,
emergency response and school busing.

Table 6 Twin Clt

4



Understanding Smart Growth Savings

The city of Lacaster, California development impact fees that reflect the infrastrcture
costs of a parcular location (New Rules, 2002). These fees are calculated by a civil.

engineerig fu based on local development costs. The fees for a tyical house located
near the city edge are $5,500, but increase to $ 10,800 if located a mile away, reflectig
the additional costs of providing more dispersed infastrctue. Since ths price strctue

was implemented, virally all new development has been located close to the city.

The relationships between density and public costs are, of course, complex. Actual costs
depend on the specific location and tyes of services provided. There are also incremental
costs associated with increased density, including increased congestion and frction
between activities, special costs for inll development, and often higher design standards.
Ewing (1997) concludes that ths relationship can be graphed as a tide (~):

. Costs are low in rual area where households provide their own servce.

Costs increae in suburban areas where serce are provided to dispered development

Costs decline with clusterig, and as densities increase from low to moderte.

Costs are lowest for infill redevelopment in areas with adequate inastrctue capacity.
Costs tend to increae at very high densities due to congestion and high land costs.

.

.

.

Figue 2 ilustrates ths pattern. Note that much of the public savings in rul areas are

actuly costs shifted from public to private budgets or reductions in service quaty. For

example, ru residents tend to provide their own water, sewage and garbage collection.
They actuy spend more in total o.n these services (SC, 1999), although the costs do not
show up in public utiity budgets (and so are ignored in Cox and Utt's analysis). On the
other had, the cost reductions associated with increased density ar tre resource cost

savigs, reflectig reductions in tota costs per unt.

Figure 2 Land Use Impacts on Public Infrastructure and Servce Costs

City
Center

Public costs tend to be low in rnral areas, where most residents provide their own water and
sewage, and service standards are relatively low. They increase in suburban areas as more
services are publicly supplied to dispersed destinations, decline with increaed clustering due to
effciencies, then increase at very high densities due to increased congestion.

Rural Suburban Urban
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Other factors also affect public service costs. Single-use development results in
ineffcient use of infrtrctue, increasing per capita costs:

"Because the home and the workplace are entirely separated from each other, often by a long
auto trp, suburban livig has grown to mea a complete, well-servced, self-contained

residential or bedoom community and a complete, well-servce place of work such as an
offce park. In a sense we are building two communities where we used to have one, known as
a town or city. Two communities cost more than one; there is not only the duplication of
infrastrctue but also of servces, institutions and retail, not to mention parkig and garaggng
large numbers of car in both places." (Kelbaugh, 1992, p. 17)

Rural residents trditionally accepted lower levels of public services such as roads (often
unpaved), emergency response (often volunta), and lited librar and recreation

servces. Sprawl encourges residents accustomed to urban quality services to move to
exurb an areas, pressug governents to provide more services to low-density locations,
despite their high costs.

None of the studies described here considers all public intrctue and service costs

affected by land use pattern, so total savings of Smar Growt are greater than they
indicate. Most only consider a liited set of instrctue costs borne diectly by one

level of governent. Some ignore costs borne by private utilities, by other levels of
governent, (such as the post offce or school distrcts), by businesses, and indiectly by
consers. On-going costs are often overlooked. For example, many studies consider the
incremental costs of buildig longer water and sewage lies, but not the incrementa costs

of maitag and operatig them. Simarly, some studies consider the incrementa

costs of buidig more roads, but not the costs of maintaing them, or of providig
additional parkig at destitions due to more automobile-dependent land use pattern.

Overall, the varous studies described above indicate that Smar Grwt (medum- to
high-density, mied-use development with existig uran ar) can provide direct

savings in publicly-borne development costs (roadways and utiity lies) ragig from

$5,000 to as much as $75,000 per unt, compared with the same quaity of intrctue

provided to dispersed, automobile-dependent development one or more mies beyond the
urban bounda. Anualized, these savings rage from $270 to $4,000 per unt (assumg
7% interest over 20 years). In addition, incrementa operations, maintenace and service
costs (maintaing longer roads and utility lies, increased pumping costs, higher delivery
costs for public services, etc.) are probably at least as large, indicatig that Smar Growt
can provide public cost savings ranging from $500 to nearly $10,000 anually per unt.

Some communties use impact fees to internale a porton of these costs, but in practice
these seldom reflect full costs. Low-density homes generally do not pay suffcient'

incremental taes to cover their higher costs for public serices such as school busing,
road maitenance, or water and sewer line (Sorensen and Esseks, 1998). As a result,
households in older urban neighborhoods tend to overpay for public services, while those
in newer, lower-density suburban locations tend to underpay (Guth, 1998).
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Cox and Utts Analysis

Cox and Utt analyzed various governent expenditue by more than 700 municipalities
in 2000. Based on the analysis results they conclude that density and growth rates do not
signficantly affect per capita local governent expenditues, so Smart Growth provides
no signficant development or service cost savings. Their analysis contains several critical
errors, as discussed below.

Definitions of Smarl Growth

Cox and Utt base their analysis on the assumption that Smar Growth consists priarly
of increased population density, and tht these impacts can be measued effectively at the
muncipal scale. Both of these assumptions are wrong. .

As indicated in Table 2 and related literatue, population density is just one of many
Smar Growt featues, and density chages must be evaluated at a fie-grained
geogrphic scale. For example, in their semial analysis of land use pattern, Ewing,
Pendall and Chen (2002) created an Sprawl Index with four priar factors: residential
density, neighborhood mi, strengt of activity centers and street network design,
measured mostly at a fie grin (such as census trct) scale. Muncipal-scale density
represents less than a quarer of total Smar Growt factors. Simply increasing city-wide
density by itself would do litte to achieve Smar Growt objectives. A given level of
city-wide density can provide very different results, depending on whether or not there is
also clusterig, mi and connectivity. To ilustrte ths distiction, Los Angeles has the

highest gross density of any U.S. city, but ra 45th out of 83 metropolita area on the
Sprawl Index, because other cities ra higher in teims of other attbutes such as land

use mi, activity center strengt and roadway connectivity.

Figure 3 As An Indicator of S raw!

~-¡.",

*,-w

'~-"".,.' \:f,.ocr.. ~ -:0.. i "
'Sprawl

Ii
Mixed Smart Growth

All three cities may have the same population density, although one reflects sprawl and the other
Smart Growth. Sprawl consists of dispersed development outside existing urban boundaries.
Smart Growth consists of clustered, mixed-use development within urban boundaries.
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Studies described earlier indicate that the most costly tye of sprawl consists of dispersed
development outside existing urban areas. Cox and Utt's only consider development within
existing muncipal boundaries and so ignore these savings. Smar Growth policies that direct
development into existing urbanzed areas can provide far more savings than Cox and Utt
found. Low-density housing built a few miles outside the urban frnge can cost hundreds of
dollar more in anual public costs to provide a given level of public services than the same
size housing build in clusters of mied-use, urban neighborhoods.

Smar Growt does not always reduces public service costs. As described earlier, some
costs may increase at high densities due to increased congestion and frction (although
high-density areas such as centrl business distrcts provide other benefits, such as land
cost savings, reduced transporttion costs, and increased economic productivity that
offset these higher development costs). This is exactly the pattern Cox and Utt found.

Measuring Costs

Cox and Utt base their analysis on the assumption that muncipal expenditues reflect the
costs of providing public services, so lower expenditues reflect greater effciency and
higher expenditues reflect reduced effciency. Ths is wrong for several reasons.

Firt, in lower-density areas a greater porton of service costs are borne directly by

propert owners, but Cox and Utt ignore private costs. They inCOlTectly assume that costs
are avoided if residents maintain their own wells and septic systems, and deliver their
own garage to the dump. In fact, rul residents actuly spend more on basic services

than urban residents (SC, 1999).

Second, rual residents tend to have lower levels of public services th can be provided
in uran areas. Smaler town tend to rely on volunteer fie and police deparents, have
lower grde roadways (many roads are unpaved), lack facilties such as sidewalk, often
lack public trit serces, and may have mial parks and recreationa servces. Cox

and Utt do not account for such dierences when comparg per capita costs.

Put another way, as more effcient land use pattern make muncipal services more cost
effective to provide, some of these savings can be reinvested as additional public
servces. As a result, residents gai from improved serce quaty rather th lower
taes. These additional public services often provide ficial savings to consumers and
businesses. For example, residents in Smar Growt communty spend less on automobile
transporttion because their communties have better trvel options (McCan, 2000), and
better parks and recreation facilities may avoid the need to join a private club.

In addition, larger cities bear special costs associated with concentrated povert. In 1990,
large U.S. cities compried 12% of the nation's population but 17% of its poor, and as a
result spent an average of $364 per capita on health hospitals, and public welfare, 30% of
local ta revenues, whie smaller cities and suburbs spent only $40 per capita on those

povert-related categories, just 9% of local taes (Gyourko and Sumers, 1997). Ths
parly results from suburban zonig and automobile-dependency tht excludes residents
who require affordable housing or canot drve, offoading public costs onto cities.
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Other Cost Savings

Cox and Utt assume that the thee cost categories they measure (muncipal expenditures,
water supply and sewage) reflect total potential Smar Growt savings, but there are
many more potential savings, as indicated in Table 7. Total cost savings are therefore
much larger than those measured by Cox and Utt. .

Table 7 s Considered b Cox and Utt

Costs I no red
Newspaper, mail, and courer delivery
Business costs
Consumer vehicle ownership and use
Emergency services (some)
Electricity, telephone and cable lines
Garbage collection
School busing
Parki cost sa' s

Cox and Utt's analysis only considered a portion of total savings associated with Smart Growth.

T es of Cost Savin
Costs Considered

Water and sewage services
Road and sidewalk networks
Governent servces, such as policing
Parks servces
Emergency services (some)

Municipal Employee Wages

Cox and Utt argue that increased density reduces public servce effciency by increasing
muncipal employee wages and work reguations, due to "special-interest captue." Their
anysis overlooks critical issues. Residents of larger cities with denser land use pattern
tend to ear higher wages, due to the greater productivity resultig from agglomeration
economies. This drves up the cost of living in these cities. In addition, public servces in
large cities are often more sophisticated and productive. For example, larger cities often
~se larger trit buses and more automated trffc control systems, which reuire better

trined operators. It is only logical tht muncipal employees in such areas should ea
more th employees in lower-wage communties. To prove their point Cox and Utt
would need to show that muncipal employees in denser and older cities receive
signficantly higher wages compared with overa local wages, without any increae in
muncipal employee productivity.

Cox and Utt confse costs and economic trfers. Sma Growt provides tre resoure

savings: per capita costs to provide instrctue and serices are reduced. Wage
differentials, if they exist, are economic trfers not costs: higher costs to employers and
higher benefits to employees. Whether such differences are good or bad is subjective.
Cox and Utt assue that higher muncipal wages are harl, but it would be equay

appropriate to say that lower-age employees in lower-density, newer communties are
undeipaid. Although there is no doubt tht society benefits from Smar Growt resource
cost savings, it is wrng to assume that society benefits from lower wages.
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Ignorance or Intentional Misrepresentation?
When writig a research paper it is standard practice to provide a balanced overview of
the issue, including discussion of previous analysis on the subject, describe the new
research, and discuss the strengts and weaknesses of the results (Litman, 2004). Cox and
Utt fail to do ths. They provide no discussion of the varous defitions of sprawl or
different ways to measure it. They reference only one previous study on the costs of
sprawl (Burchell, et ai, 2002). They claim incorrectly that Smar Growth consists simply
of increased population density which can be measured effectively at the muncipal leveL.
They ignore extensive recent developments on technques for evaluatig the benefits and
costs of sprawl and Smar Growt (Ewing, Pendall and Chen, 2002). They cite Ladd
(1992), but ignore cautions contaed in that study against using that analysis to
evaluatig sprawl costs, and other critiques of that analysis (Litman, 2003).1 They do not
discuss whether muncipal expenditues reflect all sprawl-related incremental costs, or
whether differences in service qualty and area wage rates can be ignored. Either Cox and
Utt are caeless researchers, or they intentionally ignore alternative evidence and
misrepresent these issues.

Unintended Praise
A bible story tells how the kig of Moab once hied the soothayer Balaam to cure the
Israelites when the trbe camped by his land. Reluctatly (he had been wared againt
performg the deed), Balaam trveled to Mount Phogor, above the Israeli encampment
to pronounce the curse. Seven bulocks and seven ra were sacrficed as prescribed. But

intead of a curse, out of Balaa' s mouth came unexpected praise, a blessing that ha
since become par of the Jewish litugy ("How beauti are thy taberncles, 0 Jacob, and

thy tents, 0 Israel!").

Simarly, despite their effort to the contr, Cox and Utt's researh shows tht Smar
Growt actuy does reduce public servce costs. Per capita muncipal expenditues are
found to declie with density, except in the densest cities, just as previous reseach
indicates. Cox and Utt argue that these cost differences are trvial, and so do not justify
Smar Growt policies. However, as descrbed earlier, their anysis greatly understates
tota potential Smar Growt savings because it only consider costs that show up in
muncipal governent anual accounts. Total savis to utities, school distrcts, state
governents, businesses and consumers from more compact, mied-use development are

probably an order of magntude higher th the $53 Cox and Utt found. Ths indicates
that Smar Growt tyically provides hundreds of dollar in anual per capita savings
compared with sprawled, unplanned development pattern.

i In 2003 I debated Wendell Cox at the Urban Streets Symposium, sponsored by the Transportation

Research Board and the Federal Highway Admistration, durng which I shaed my criticisms of his
misr~presentations ofLadds analysis (Litm, 2003). He therefore cannot legitimately claim that he was
unaware of these issues.
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Conclusions
Smar Growt consists of various development featues that create more efficient land
use patterns. Numerous stuccies indicate that Smar Growt can reduce public
inastrctue and service costs, providing savings on roads, water, sewage, garbage

collection, utilities, school trsportation, delivery services, and parkig facilities.

Cox and Utt attempts to discredit these studies by showing that increased residential
density provides relatively small municipal cost savings. Their analysis contains several
critical errors.

. It incorrectly defines Smar Growth as simply increased density or slower growth.

It measures density at a municipal scale, which is too large to reflect Smar Growt.

It only compares difference between muncipalities, ignoring difference between
development with and outside of municipal boundaes, and betwee conventional and
clustered development with muncipal boundaes.

It only considered a small porton of tota costs affected by land use pattern (muncipal,
water and sewage expenditues), ignorig other savings resulting from more accessible
land use pattern.

It ignored costs of servces provided directly by households in lower-density area, such
as well water, septic system and garbage disposal.

It ignores differences in serce quality.

It trts higher muncipal employee wage in higher-denity cities as a cost and an
ineffciency, ignorig difference in average overall wages in such area.

.

.

.

.

.

.

Cox and Utt's analysis greatly understates total potential Smar Growt savings. They
calculate that a 25% increase in muncipal population density provides $53 anua per
capita in diect savigs in muncipal, water supply and wastewater management costs.

Ths suggests tht a comprehenive Smar Growt progr that shift dispersed, urban
frge development into more compact~ mi-use, multi-modal urban vilages could

provide public intrctue and serice savings tht total severa hundred dollars

anually per capita, or more th a thousand dollars anually per household. Ths is

consistent with previous research. .

Smar Growt critics such as Cox and Utt clai that sprawl reflects consumer
preferences, and that Smar Growt har consumers. But ths assumes tht CUIent
markets are effcient. Effcient markets requie that prices (what individuals pay) reflect
margial costs. Cuently, many incrementa costs resultig from sprawl are dispersed
thoughout the economy, rather th chaged directly to individual consumers. Even
where home-buyers pay development fees, such fees seldom reflect the ful incremental
cost of serving sprawl development. User fees and taes do not generally reflect
additional costs of maintaing and operatig more dispersed instrctue, of providig

school busing services, or to deliver mail to dispersed locations. Described more
positively, people who choose Smar Growt locations should be rewarded for the cost
savings they provide to their communty. Ths would alow tndividual consumers to make
trdeoffs between cost and location.
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This tye of underpricing is just market distortion that stimulates sprawL. Table 8

sumarzes others.

Table 8 Market Distortions That Favor Sprawl ("Market Principles," VTPI, 2003)
Market Distortion Description

Underpricing Location-Related Although public servce costs tend to be higher for sprawl development,
Costs development charges, utility fees and local taxes do not generally reflect these

location-related costs.
Excessive Parkig and Most zoning codes and development standards require generous road and
Roadway Requirements parking capacity. This encourages lower-density, urban finge development

where land is cheaDer, and underorices vehicle travel.
By convention, land use for public roads and parking facilities is exempt from

Roadway Right-of-Way rent and taxes. Econollc neutrality implies that land used for roads should be
Driced and taed at the same rate for competing uses.

Planng and investments that Many curent plarg and public investment practices favor new, lower-
favor suburbs density, automobile-dependent develoDment over urban infill.
Undervaluing Nonmotorized Transportation plarg practices tend to undervalue nonmotorized trsport

Modes and Transit modes and tranit servces, and so underivest in them
Mortgage lenders usualy treat car ownership as a fiancial asset. AB a result,

Residential Lending Practices lower-income households are encouraged to purchase homes in automobile-
dependent suburban areas rather th in multi-modal urban locations.

Underricing Automobile Automobile travel is underpriced though underpricing of road use, free
Travel parkig, fied inurance and registration fee, and varous externl costs.
This table describes market distortions that encourage sprawl and automobile dependency.

Consumer sureys indicate that many households would wilgly shift from lower-
density, dispersed locations to Smar Growt inlocations if offered fiancial
incentives of ths magntude (see discussion in Litman 2003). Experience with location-
based development fees in Lacaster, Calorna indicates that when consers are
chaged effcient prices they wil usually choose Smar Growt over sprawL.
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January 27,2008

To: G. Richard Hill
Attorney at Law
McCullough Hill, PS
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7220
Seattle, Washington 98104

From: Michael J. McCormick

Subject: Woodinville Residential Density Considerations-Neighborhood Character

You previously asked me to review the Wood Trails and Montevallo plat applications to the City of
W oodinville and identity and summarize some reasons why approval of these two applications
support good public policy and planning principles - specifically supporting the recommended
density of four dwelling units per acre. In my memorandum to you titled "W oodinville Residential
Density Considerations" (March 12, 2007) I covered a number of topics: Planning Context focusing
on the goals and requirements of the GMA as they apply to your applications to the City;
Accommodating Future Growth through the state and regional allocation process; Urban Density
Issues highlighting both current planning perspectives and Growth Management Hearings Boards'
positions; and Other Important Considerations acknowledgig "sustanability", "new urbanism" and
"smar growt" which have been recently introduced into the policy and planning practice in this
state. I concluded my report with the followig paragraph: .

In conclusion, from my perspective as a planer with over thirt-five years experience
in Washington State dealing with local planning and growt management related
issues, approving the proposed rezones from Ro1 to R-4 wil result in a desirable
planning outcome and is consistent with sound planning principles. Retaning the
R-l designation on these properties, in the absence of significant environmenta
constraints, is inconsistent with sound planning principles, and with the policies of
the Growt Management Act to encourage urban densities within urban growth areas
and to reduce sprawL.

The City has continued to look for ways to justity and defend retaining the current density of one
dwellng unit per acre. The City retained outside consultats late last year to produced a

2420 Columbia SW

Olympia, WA 98501

360-754-2916
mike,m(cormi(k~(omcast.nel
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Sustainable Develop Study ofile current R-t area of the cii)'l. You have asked me to review and
comment on ile "Neighborhood Character" section.

The Study identified t2 "Neighborhood Characteristic Typologies" which were examined for "low",
"medium" or "high" association and concluded with six neighborhoods being recommended for
"Neighborhood Character Protection".2 These are interesting categories of characteristics but don't
directly address density as a meaningful factor. The Staff Report transmitting the
recommendations summarizes the Neighborhood Character section as identifying "six
neighborhoods with distinctive character that could be diminished if redevelopment occurred
within them at different-ilat-existing densities..." The indicators picked do provide a way to

describe the areas but lack any subjective measure for comparison.' In fact, it is nearly impossible
to make any meaningful association with density with the possible exception of "Common Parcel
Size".

Protection of neighborhood character is recognized in the GMA as a factor to be considered and
incorporated in the overall framework of the required housing element.4 But there are well
established tools and techniques to protect neighborhood character without resorting to a narow
distinction between one unit per acre and four units per acre. In fact experience wiil Visual
Preference Surveys5 have repeatedly demonstrated that citizens and residents can not accurately
assess residential density but responds to other factors such as streetscape, landscaping, land use,
building design and architectural stadards.

A well-crafted and implemented urban design strategy can make even relatively significant
differences in density shrink below any meaningful threshold. Many examples exist in Washington
state, the US and throughout the world of sustainable, highly desirable neighborhoods at densities
higher than four dwelling units per acre. There are any number of configurations that are possible
that would preserve existing character. Requirements for tree density within developments is

i Sustanable Development Study Neighborhood Character in the R-l Zone, City ofWoodinvile

(Prepared Januar 2007, Revised February 2007 and August 2007).2 These are Northwest Wellington, Southwest Wellington, North Wellington, Leota, South Leota

and Woodway-Laurel Hills. The R-t Area Neighborhood Characteristic Typologies matrix (Figure
10) only lists five areas-leaving out South Leota.
3 The indicators identified are Physical Niche, Canopy Cover Greater Than 75%, Manicured

Landscape, Common Viewshed, Circulation Connectivity, Parcel Accessibility, Cohesive Block
Configuration, Areas of Common Parcel Size, Sense of Scale and Fabric, Cohesive Street Presence,
Building Texture/Rhythm and Low Infill PotentiaL. .
4 See RCW 36.70A.070(2).
5 The Visual Preference Survey was developed by architect Anton Nelessen (ww.nelessen.com).It

has and is being used by a number of GMA planning jurisdictions. A representative list would
include Maple Valley, Seattle, Olympia, Redmond, Sammamish, and Wahkiakum County.
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becoming common to urban design strategies, as are revised street standards that can offer another
neighborhood beautification element.

In my earlier report I specifically called out the idea of New Urbanism where I said"... New
Urbanism has emerged to promote walkable, neighborhood-based developments as an alternative
to sprawL. The principles of New Urbanism include higher densities "for ease of walking, to enable
a more efficient use of services and resources, and to create a more convenient, enjoyable place to
live. "6 Our experience here has repeatedly demonstrated that it is design, not density, that
determines overall satisfaction (and acceptace).7

Andres Duany in the AP A Journal (Summer 2002) describes how his concept of "Transect
Planning" notes that the least urban zone (T3) should have up to six dwelling units per acre but that
key attractive development includes architectural, landscaping and signage stadards.8

My review of the Neighborhood Character Report and the Neighborhood Characteristic Typologies
suggests to me that at least seven of the item identified would lend themselves to being
incorporated into a design element for single family residential developments within the city
without regard to lot size and overall density.9 As you pointed out in a recent brief, at least one
Council member stated on the record that the purpose of their actions was to maintan existing
suburban neighborhood character. If, in fact, the purpose is to maintan this character, there are
any number of methods, techniques and tools that could be applied to achieve this end. In fact,
this has been done throughout this country, in Washington state and in similarly sized jurisdictions
planning under the GMA. This has been done in areas having a considerable range of densities.
And is quite independent of density!

There is nothing in the Neighborhood Character Report that suggests that density at R-4 would
adversely affect the existing neighborhood character. There are a number of ways that protection
of exxsting neighborhood character can be achieved at densities well beyond four dwelling units per
acre.

--

G Found at http://ww.newurbanism.org/newurbanism/principles.html

7 I feel compelled to point out that even four dwellng units per acre is stil considered large-lot

zoning. An interesting arcle in the April/May 2007 issue of the New Urban News observes that lots

greater than 7,000 square feet are severely overbuilt and will increasing be in oversupply into the
foreseeable future.
8 Andres Duany and Emily Talen, AP A Journal (Summer 2002, Vol. 68, No.3), pages 245-266.
9 The tyologies I would include are Manicured Landscape, Circulation Connectivity, Parcel

Accessibility, Cohesive Block Configuration, Sense of Scale and Fabric, Cohesive Street Presence
and Building Texture/Rytm. .
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