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RESOLUTION _ (738 -2008

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE 2007 KITSAP COUNTY BUILDABLE LANDS
REPORT

WHEREAS, RCW 36.70A.215 requires that Kitsap County, along with its cities,
must adopt a review and evaiuation program, commonly known as a Buildable Lands

Report (BLR); and

WHEREAS, the Buildable Lands Report is meant to assess whether the county
and its cities are achieving densities within urban growth areas by comparing growth
and development assumptions, targets, and objectives contained in the county-wide
planning policies and the county and city comprehensive plans with actual growth and
development that has occurred-in the county and its cities; and

WHEREAS, the Buildable Lands Report shall encompass rural and urban
areas to determine land suitable for development and establish methods to resolve
inconsistencies in collection and analysis of data and amend the Kitsap County
Comprehensive Plan (Plan) and County-wide Planning Policies (CPPs) as necessary:

and

WHEREAS, Kitsap County is required by RCW 36.70A.215 {2)(b) to conduct a
Buildable Lands Analysis every five years; and

WHEREAS, the Buildable Lands Report determines whether the County’s
urban growth areas (UGAs) contain sufficient land to accommodate the population
allocated by the Washington State Office of Financial Management, and reviews
- commercial, industrial and housing needs; and

WHEREAS, reasonable measures must be adopted if inconsistencies are
found between ptanned and achieved growth; and

WHEREAS, Kitsap County prepared and adopted its first Buildable Lands
Report in October 2002, which reviewed development during the years 1995-1999:

and

WHEREAS, the 2002 Buildable Lands Report identified some inconsistencies
between the County’s Plan and CPPs and development that had occurred, and
~ therefore Kitsap County adopted Resolution 158-2004 adopting eighteen reasonable

measures; and

WHEREAS, additional reasonable measures were adopted on December 11,
2006 through the adoption of Kitsap County's 10-Year Comprehensive Plan Update;

and



WHEREAS, Kitsap County established a Technical Advisory Committee
consisting of major stakeholders in order to review development data for the BLR.
Mestings were held on June 21, 2006, September 12, 2006, November 7, 20086,
January 1, 2007, September 10, 2007 and September 25, 2007; and

WHEREAS, on September 25, 2007, following a timely and effective public
notice, the Planning Commission held a work-study session to review and discuss the

2007 Kitsap County Buildable Lands Report; and

WHEREAS, on March 18, 2007, following a timely and effective public notice,
the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners held a work-study session to review and
discuss the 2007 Kitsap County Buildable Lands Report; and

WHEREAS, on April 14, 2008, following a timely and effective public notice, the
Kitsap County Board of Commissioners held a public hearing to consider testimony on
the 2007 Kitsap County Buildable Lands Report.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

The Board of County Commissioners hereby adopts the 2007 Kitsap County Buildable
Lands Report. .
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KITSAP COUNTY, WASHINGTON
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Executive Summary

What was the Amount of Growth from 2000-2005?

e According to the Washington Office of Financial Management (OFM), the total Kitsap
County resident population grew by 8,431 persons. The majority of this growth occurred
in unincorporated Kitsap County.

o Countywide population growth grew slower than anticipated. The Countywide Planning
Policies (CPPs) predicted an average annual growth rate of 1.44% over the course of the
20-year planning period. Countywide, actual average annual population growth during
the past five years was 0.72%. Though most jurisdictions grew faster than the countywide
average.

o Kitsap County and the cities cumulatively permitted 9,945 new housing units from 2000-
2005°. The majority of these new units were permitted in unincorporated Kitsap County.

e Countywide, new single family units accounted for 80% and multi-family units 20% of
all new units permitted.

o Approximately 803 existing single family residential units were demolished countywide.
More than one-half of those units were in unincorporated rural areas.

e Countywide, 57% of all new permitted housing units were in cities and UGAs and 43%
were in unincorporated rural areas. The 2000-2005 urban share of new permitted housing
units increased significantly from the previous five year period—from 43% (1995-1999)
to 57% (2000-2005). The 57% total countywide share of new urban housing unit growth,
however, still appears short of the adopted 76% CPP urban population growth target.
Nevertheless, the data show that there has been significant progress toward this twenty-
year goal since the 2002 BLR.

e Approximately 84% of all new permitted housing units in rural areas were located on pre-
existing lots.

! Total Kitsap County population in 2000 (based on US Census) was 231,969 and 2005 OFM estimated
population was 240,400. All jurisdictions experienced population gains, according to OFM estimates,
except for Bremerton which lost 2,679 in population from 2000-2005, according to OFM.

% This compares with 8,271 new residential units permitted countywide from 1995-1999 according to the
initial 2002 Kitsap County Buildable Lands Analysis report.



Almost 90% of the approximately 2,800 new lots created countywide through the final
long plat process were in cities and UGAs®.

Kitsap County and the cities cumulatively permitted almost 18 million square feet of new
commercial/industrial building space. The majority of this new space was permitted in
unincorporated UGAs.

Has Development Occurred at Densities Consistent with Planning Assumptions and
Targets?

In cities and UGAs achieved net platted densities from 2000-2005 met or exceeded the
planned densities indicated in the various jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan’s and
implementing regulations in almost all applicable urban zones. In some very limited
exceptions, net platted densities fell short of the target plan density. However, these
circumstances were characterized by a very small number of plats that did not represent a
large enough sample size to effectively assess average achieved densities across the entire
applicable zone.

In unincorporated rural areas, average achieved net platted and permitted densities were
generally higher than planned rural densities in the applicable zones. This is attributed to
both to pre-GMA vested subdivisions that did not receive final plat approval until 2000-
2005 and the fact that the majority of new permitted rural units were on pre-existing
small non-conforming lots approved under old pre-GMA density standards.

Appendix B of the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) allocated 2000-2025 forecast
growth among the cities, UGAs and unincorporated rural areas based on a 76%
urban/24% rural share target for new population growth. Official published OFM
population estimates for the county unfortunately do not estimate population by GMA
class of lands (i.e., urban and rural). So we cannot plainly compare OFM estimated
population growth within the UGAs to their forecast CPP target share of new population
growth®. However, new housing unit growth is a significant component of population
growth and often serves as a proxy to population growth. Given that approximately 55%
of all new housing units permitted countywide from 2000-2005 were in cities and UGAs,
the data suggest that the urban share of new population growth during the first five years
of the planning forecast period is still short of meeting its planned CPP target. Appendix
B of the CPPs specifically indicates that should this goal not be met, ““the target may be
reaffirmed or explicitly modified” through the KRCC process during the next five year
population distribution review. The next five year KRCC population review will occur
prior to 2010.

® Long plats are a type of land subdivision, subject to RCW 58.17, where a parcel is subdivided into more
than four lots for purposes of subsequent development.

* OFM calculates total incorporated and unincorporated county populations only in their published annual
county and city population estimates. OFM calculates annual incorporated city population estimates, but
not the unincorporated urban (i.e.,UGA) portion of the unincorporated population.



Are Urban Densities Being Achieved within the Urban Growth Areas?

o Inall jurisdictions, the average net platted densities of all final approved urban residential
plats and condominiums met or exceeded four units per acre.

Is the Capacity of the Land Supply Adequate to Accommodate Forecast Growth?

e Countywide, the existing 2005 residential buildable land supply of all jurisdictions can
accommodate a total of approximately 117,387 persons. The planned 2000-2025
countywide population growth forecast is 99,602 persons.

o Cities and UGAs have a combined residential buildable land capacity sufficient to
accommodate approximately 79,884 persons. The planned 2000-2025 incorporated city
and UGA share of the forecast population growth is 75,697 persons.

e Unincorporated rural lands, including Limited Areas of More Intensive Rural
Development (LAMIRDs), have a combined residential buildable land capacity sufficient
to accommodate approximately 37,503 persons. The planned 2000-2025 non-UGA share
of the population growth forecast is 23,905 persons.

e Cities and UGAs have a combined commercial/industrial buildable land supply that
exceeds the forecast demand from 2005-2025.



Recommendations

¢ Kitsap County should request the Washington Office of Financial Management (OFM) to
conduct a special small area population estimate for the unincorporated UGAS using
OFM’s Small Area Estimates Program (SAEP) methodology. OFM can prepare such
estimates if requested by local governments and supported with county-provided GIS
spatial data to delineate the unincorporated UGA boundaries. OFM’s SAEP program
analyzes the geography of the delineated UGA lands and matches them to census
geography boundaries to ascertain more accurate population and housing estimates. Such
a project would more accurately identify existing and future population estimates for the
unincorporated urban share of the total county population (UGAS) and be a more reliable
method of determining the net UGA share of new population growth in future years. It
will help evaluate—through a more statistically valid method—how well the county and
cities are doing at achieving their CPP urban/rural share population growth targets. It can
also provide better information for KRCC to utilize during its next five year population
distribution review cycle prior to 2010.

¢ Kitsap County should continue to monitor its adopted reasonable measures to encourage
more urban growth as required by RCW 36.70A.215(4). Monitoring reasonable measures
and key growth management indicators related to land use, population, housing, capital
facilities and economic development activities will help evaluate the relative
effectiveness of the county’s efforts to encourage a greater share of future urban growth
countywide.

e Consistent, comprehensive, and timely permit data collection and reporting is a key
foundation to fulfill the buildable lands program requirements. It is also vital to
evaluating the success or failure of growth management policies, strategies and plans
over time. In spite of clear identification of what the data needs were for the buildable
lands program, there were challenges in data collection during development of the 2007
Buildable Lands Report. These included the fact that every jurisdiction in the county, at
some point in time over the past five years, changed its land development permitting
system. This fact caused problems in permit recording consistency and record-keeping
for some jurisdictions more than others when “looking back” at permit data over the past
five years. But it was more problematic for the smaller cities who are also faced with
smaller planning staffs and budgets. The county and the cities should work together to
better coordinate buildable lands data collection and reporting on a consistent annual
basis. The jurisdictions should consider a standardized approach to permit data entry
protocols and reporting formats.



Introduction

Overview

RCW 36.70A.215 requires counties, in consultation with their cities, to establish a “review and
evaluation” program (commonly referred to as the “buildable lands report” or “BLR”) to
determine whether a county and its cities are achieving urban densities within urban growth areas.
If “inconsistencies” are found between “actual” and “planned” densities in urban growth areas,
the statute requires local jurisdictions to implement “reasonable measures” likely to correct those
inconsistencies in the future.

The Buildable Lands Report is a diagnostic tool to help jurisdictions evaluate how effective their
comprehensive plans and development regulations are at achieving efficient urban development
patterns. The program examines development trends in five-year increments and “looks back” to
review development trends during the past five years in order to determine whether any
“inconsistencies” exist between actual and planned densities.

According to RCW 36.70A.215(2)(a), the review process for a BLR must:

“Encompass land uses and activities both within and outside of urban growth areas and provide
for annual collection of data on urban and rural land uses, development, critical areas, and
capital facilities to the extent necessary to determine the quantity and type of land suitable for
development, both for residential and employment-based activities.”

The county and its cities jointly adopted county-wide planning policies to establish and
implement the review and evaluation program. Those policies include provisions for using
consistent methodologies for evaluating buildable lands among the responsible jurisdictions.

The first BLR was prepared by the county in 2002. The statute requires updates every five years.
The next BLR Update must be completed by September 1, 2007.

The statute requires several evaluation components to the review and evaluation program. The
BLR must:

e Determine whether there is sufficient suitable land in urban areas to accommodate the
projected twenty-year population forecast allocated to the county and its cities;

e Determine the actual density of housing that has been constructed and the actual amount
of land developed for commercial and industrial uses within urban growth areas;

o Review residential, commercial and industrial land use needs by type and density range
to determine the amount of land needed in urban areas for these uses for the remaining
portion of the twenty-year planning period; and



o Based upon these evaluation components, determine whether an "inconsistency” exists
between the actual densities and intensities of land use documented by the BLR during
the previous five years and the planned densities and intensities of use in the adopted
comprehensive plans and development regulations of local jurisdictions.

If the BLR identifies any “inconsistencies” from its analysis, the statute requires the affected
jurisdiction(s) to separately “adopt and implement measures that are reasonably likely to increase
consistency during the subsequent five-year period.” The statute also requires annual monitoring
of these so-called “reasonable measures” so that affected jurisdictions can determine their
effectiveness over time.

Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) Requirements

The Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council (KRCC) is comprised of elected officials from Kitsap
County and the Cities of Bremerton, Bainbridge Island, Poulsbo and Port Orchard and the
Suquamish and Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribes. The KRCC is the body that works collaboratively
to coordinate multi-jurisdictional GMA planning in Kitsap County. The KRCC is the venue for
collaborative development of County-wide Planning Policies (CPPs) that guide GMA planning
efforts among the different jurisdictions. Kitsap County then adopts the CPPs and they are ratified
by the cities.

Two components of the CPPs in particular directly affect the BLR. First are the policies directing
the “Land Capacity Analysis Program” and second are the “20-Year Population Distributions”
that allocate future population growth among all the jurisdictions.

Land Capacity Analysis Program

This CPP outlines how the county’s various jurisdictions mutually plan to implement the
buildable lands program requirements in the county. CPP Element B. Urban Growth Areas,
Policy 1. Land Capacity Analysis Program indicates that the county and cities shall maintain a
land capacity analysis program to monitor land supply and trends for residential, commercial and
industrial lands in order to determine the success of their comprehensive planning efforts. It also
requires that the county and cities:

e use a consistent methodology for determining land capacity;

o develop strategies to efficiently utilize available development capacity within the urban
growth areas; and

e establish procedures to resolve inconsistencies in the collection and analysis of land
capacity data.

20-Year Population Distribution

Appendix B of the CPPs indicates the future 20-year population growth distribution amongst the
jurisdictions in the county. These are the forecast growth allocations (derived from OFM
countywide forecasts) that each jurisdiction uses in developing its own GMA comprehensive
plan. The KRCC Board endorsed Appendix B: Population Distribution 2005-2025 on September
14, 2004. Kitsap County adopted the CPPs, including the appendices, on November 22, 2004.



Population distributions are reviewed every five years by the KRCC. That review must include an
analysis of the Cities’ and the County’s progress in achieving the “target” population
distributions. The future growth allocations are based on a “target” of accommodating 76% of
new population growth within urban growth areas (UGASs) and 24% of new growth in rural areas.
Appendix B notes that if the 76% UGA growth target is met or exceeded, the UGA target for
accommodating new growth in the succeeding forecast growth period shall increase to 83% of
total forecast countywide growth. It also notes that if the 76% UGA growth target is not met, “the
target may be reaffirmed or otherwise modified” prior to the succeeding forecast growth period.
The next “five year” KRCC review of future population growth distribution should occur prior to
2010.

Buildable Lands Report Public Process

Kitsap County established a Citizen Advisory Group (or CAG) in 2004 comprised of interested
citizens, developers, builders, realtors, local residents and growth management advocates to help
develop the Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA). The purpose of the ULCA is to establish
an objective approach by which to determine the current supply of buildable land and how much
population and development Kitsap County can expect to accommodate under current zoning and
development regulations in the existing rural lands and urban growth areas (UGAS).

The CAG also included staff from the county and local municipalities who provided technical
advice and expertise in the development of the ULCA. The CAG met intensely over a period of 7
months to develop and evaluate alternative approaches. The final CAG recommendations—with a
focus on incorporating a heightened sense of “reality” to the land capacity analysis—were made
to staff in early 2005.

The staff then prepared a draft recommended ULCA framework that incorporated many of the
CAG recommendations. The draft ULCA framework was presented to the Kitsap County
Planning Commission in early 2005. The Planning Commission reviewed the ULCA alternative
approaches and recommended selection of a preferred ULCA framework that was presented to
the Kitsap Board of County Commissioners (Board) and the Kitsap Regional Coordinating
Council (KRCC). After significant review and evaluation by the Board and the KRCC and
subsequent public input, the Board of County Commissioners (Board) recommended a preferred
ULCA methodology on April 25, 2005. The ULCA is used as the basis for the land capacity
analysis portion of the 2007 Buildable Lands Report”.

Kitsap County established a BLR Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) in 2006 to help in the
preparation of the 2007 BLR Update. The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is comprised of
city, county and tribal staff as well as other parties interested in and/or responsible for preparation
of the 2007 BLR Update. The TAC met from 2006-2007 to coordinate and ensure consistency in
the BLR data gathering, formatting, evaluation and reporting amongst all the responsible
jurisdictions in the county. The cities also prepared their land capacity analyses and permit data
reports during 2006-2007 in coordination with the TAC.

® See Appendix A. Based upon a decision of the Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings
Board, the ULCA is slightly modified from that recommended by the Board in 2005 in that the “sewer
reduction factor” was removed.



Countywide Population & Housing Growth

Countywide Planning Policies 2000-2025 Population Growth Forecast

Appendix B of the adopted Kitsap Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) adopts future population
growth allocations for all jurisdictions in the county, including unincorporated UGAs, rural areas
and the incorporated cities®. The CPPs only allocate forecast population growth. There are no
forecast housing units or employment adopted in the CPPs. The total countywide population
growth forecast is based on the GMA Intermediate Growth Projection provided by the
Washington state Office of Financial Management (OFM). The distribution of total countywide
forecast growth among the cities, unincorporated UGAs and rural areas is guided by forecast
average annual growth rates for each jurisdiction and UGA over the course of the planning
period. Existing 2000 population estimates for the jurisdictions are shown in the following table
from Appendix B of the CPPs.

Jurisdiction 2000 Population
Cities
Bainbridge Island 20,308
Bremerton 37,258
Bremerton Port 68
Port Orchard 7,693
Poulsbho 6,813
Unincorporated UGAs
Kingston 1,871
Poulsbo 901
Silverdale 15,276
Central Kitsap 21,743
E. Bremerton 5,412
W. Bremerton 3,229
Gorst 154
Port Orchard’ 11,570
ULID #6/South Kitsap 1,241
SKIA 0
Rural Areas (non-UGA) 98,432
TOTAL 231,969

Source: Kitsap County CPPs, Appendix B: Population Distribution 2005-2025.

® The future population growth allocations are labeled for the twenty year planning period 2005-2025 but
also account for forecast growth for a twenty-five year period from 2000-2025.

" The Port Orchard UGA allocation includes the allocation for the Port Orchard UGA Expansion Study
Avrea.



The adopted 2000-2025 future population growth allocations to cities, unincorporated UGAs, and
rural areas based on the 76% urban/24% rural targets are shown in the following table. Overall,
the county and its cities are forecast to accommodate more than 99,000 new residents in the next
twenty-five years. This amounts to a countywide average annual population growth rate of 1.44%
over the planning period. The county and the cities are responsible for allocating sufficient land at
sufficient densities to accommodate the forecast growth through their respective comprehensive
plans.

Kitsap County
Forecast Population Growth Allocations
2000-2025
Jurisdiction Net Population Growth Average Annual
Allocation Growth Rate
(2000-2025) (2000-2025)
Cities
Bainbridge Island 8,352 1.39%
Bremerton 14,759 1.34%
Bremerton Port -68 -100%
Port Orchard 3,600 1.55%
Poulsho 3,739 1.77%
Unincorporated UGAs
Kingston 3,135 4.02%
Poulsbo 3,355 6.41%
Silverdale 8,059 1.71%
Central Kitsap 8,733 1.36%
E. Bremerton 2,210 1.38%
W. Bremerton 2,017 1.96%
Gorst 73 1.56%
Port Orchard?® 9,709 1.03%
ULID #6/South Kitsap 8,024 8.37%
SKIA 0 0
Rural Areas (non-UGA) 23,905 0.87%
TOTAL 99,602 1.44%

Source: Kitsap County CPPs, Appendix B: Population Distribution 2005-2025.

® The Port Orchard UGA allocation includes the allocation for the Port Orchard UGA Expansion Study
Avrea.



Countywide Population Growth 2000-2005

The Washington state Office of Financial Management (OFM) prepares annual population
estimates for counties and cities (as of April 1 every year) for the allocation of state revenues and
state program administration. The estimates are based on a variety of factors that may differ
between counties and cities and towns. All cities and counties report new housing units permitted
in their jurisdictions to OFM annually. This data is the foundation for OFM’s Housing Unit
Method of estimating population. The housing unit data is the primary source used by OFM to
prepare unincorporated county, city and town population estimates. However, there are some
weaknesses to relying solely on the housing unit-derived population estimates. Key among them
is that accuracy is highly dependent on average household size and housing occupancy rates
which are difficult to update since the last census. So OFM estimates total county population by
averaging the Housing Unit Method with two other methods®. Total county population estimates
are also determined by OFM by measuring population change since the last census based on
births, less deaths, plus migration estimated from school-age migration. This approach is called
the Component Method. OFM also utilizes a Ratio Correlation Method which distributes state
level population estimates to counties based on changes to the county’s share of state population
and other supporting data such as school enrollment, voter and automobile registration, driver’s
licenses and natural increase. OFM considers the total county combined method population
estimates more accurate than any single estimate method based on a single indicator of change—
such as housing. Finally, OFM adjusts the estimated unincorporated and incorporated populations
within each county by comparing the combined method total county population distribution
estimates with the housing unit method to ensure an accurate estimate of population distribution
between incorporated and unincorporated parts of each county.

All of this is to introduce OFM’s population estimates for Kitsap County and its cities from 2000-
2005 which are shown in the following table. The OFM analysis indicates that the overall county
population increased by 8,431 persons from 2000-2005. The majority of that growth occurred in
unincorporated Kitsap County followed by the City of Bainbridge Island. Bremerton, notably,
lost population according to OFM. While Poulsbo and Port Orchard each gained in the range of
500-600 new residents.

OFM does not disaggregate unincorporated population estimates between urban and rural areas
unless a special unincorporated area analysis is requested. So we cannot discern the share of
unincorporated population growth between urban and rural areas solely by the OFM population
estimates.

° See “Overview of City, Town, and County Annual Population Estimation Process”, Washington state
Office of Financial Management, agency website, 2007.
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Kitsap County
OFM Population Estimates by Jurisdiction

2000-2005
Percent of Percent of Percent of
2000 Total 2005 Total 2000-2005 Total
Population | County 2000 | Population | County 2005 | Population | 2000-2005
Jurisdiction (1) Pop. (2) Pop. Growth Growth
Total Kitsap County 231,969 240,400 8,431

Unincorporated 159,896 0.69 167,920 0.70 8,024 0.95

Incorporated 72,073 0.31 72,480 0.30 407 0.05
Bainbridge Island 20,308 0.09 22,200 0.09 1,892 0.22
Bremerton 37,259 0.16 34,580 0.14 -2,679 -0.32

Port Orchard 7,693 0.03 8,250 0.03 557 0.07
Poulsbo 6,813 0.03 7,450 0.03 637 0.08

Notes:
(1) 2000 populations from US Census

(2) 2005 population estimates from Washington Office of Financial Management (OFM).

Source: Washington Office of Financial Management

Population growth is influenced by many factors, including regional, national and even global
socio-economic events that local governments cannot control. Forecasting growth over a 20 year
period or longer therefore is often a challenging exercise. Population growth rarely occurs in a
steady state—meaning that growth rates are likely to vary, often significantly, over longer periods
of time. But comparing growth during the past five years with the overall 25-year forecast period
can provide some early indications of how actual growth is occurring in the county compared to
previous forecasts.

Countywide population growth from 2000-2005 occurred at an average annual growth rate of
0.72 %. This rate is one-half the forecast 25 year average annual growth rate of 1.44 %.
Estimated population loss in Bremerton over the past five years contributed to overall slower-
than-predicted countywide growth for the past five years. In total, the OFM estimates indicate
that overall county population growth from 2000-2005 accounted for approximately 8.5% of the
total 25 year countywide forecast growth. If growth had occurred at the steady-state average
annual forecast rate for the past five years, population growth would have been expected to
account for approximately 20% of the total 25-year forecast total.



Nevertheless some individual jurisdictions experienced faster growth than forecast from 2000-
2005. Individual jurisdiction growth rates are shown in the following table. The City of Poulsbo
experienced the highest growth rate in the county, followed closely by the City of Bainbridge
Island and Port Orchard. The unincorporated county, though accommodating the greatest share of
total growth, grew at an average annual rate of less than one percent. The City of Bremerton
experienced a significant loss of population. Analysis of individual jurisdiction’s population
growth rates and characteristics is discussed in the Population & Housing Analysis chapter.

Population Growth Rates
Cities & Unincorporated Kitsap County
2000-2005

2000-2005 Average
Jurisdiction Annual Population
Growth Rate

Total KitsapCounty 0.72%
Unincorporated Kitsap County 0.99%
City of Bainbridge Island 1.81%
City of Bremerton -1.48%
City of Port Orchard 1.43%
City of Poulsbo 1.83%

Sources: Washington OFM; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management
Consultant

Countywide Growth of the Housing Supply 2000-2005

Kitsap County and the cities cumulatively permitted 9,945 new housing units from 2000-2005.
The detailed breakdown of permitted units by jurisdiction is shown on the following table.
Unincorporated Kitsap County permitted the largest share (6,873 units or 69% of the total)
followed by Bainbridge Island (15%), Bremerton (7%), Poulsbo (6%) and Port Orchard (3%).
Countywide, new single family units accounted for 80% and multi-family units 20% of all new
units permitted.

Countywide, approximately 57% of all new units were permitted in cities and UGAs while 43%
were permitted in unincorporated rural areas.
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Total Permitted Housing Units
Unincorporated Kitsap County and Cities

2000-2005
Jurisdiction Permitted Housing Units (200-2005)
Urban
Unincorporated UGAs
SFR 1,678
MFR 875
Subtotal 2,553
City of Bainbridge Island
SFR 989
MFR 524
Subtotal 1,513
City of Bremerton
SFR 250
MFR 398
Subtotal 648
City of Port Orchard
SFR 260
MFR 72
Subtotal 332
City of Poulsbo
SFR 458
MFR 121
Subtotal 579
Subtotal Urban 5,625
Unincorporated Rural
SFR 4,320
Subtotal Rural 4,320
Total Housing Units Permitted 9,945
Percentage of Total Permitted Units
Created by GMA Land Class
Urban 57%
Rural 43%

Note: SFR=Single Family Residential; MFR=Multi-Family Residential

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; City of Bainbridge Island; City of Bremerton; City
of Port Orchard; City of Poulsbo; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management
Consultant
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The relatively high rate of new rural housing units indicates a strong demand for housing in a
rural setting. The majority of this growth appears to be occurring on pre-existing rural lots not on
new platted rural parcels. The following table illustrates the share of permitted rural residential
units allocated to pre-existing lots compared to new rural lots created from 2000-2005
subdivision activity. The data indicate that if all the new rural lots created from 2000-2005 in the
county were built upon during the same time period, they could only have accommodated a
maximum 16% of the new rural housing units permitted during the past five years. Conversely,
this means that at least 84% of all the permitted rural housing units in the last five years were on
pre-existing lots. The large pre-existing lot share of new growth is attributed to the supply of
smaller legal non-conforming lots found in the unincorporated rural areas—mostly in the Rural
Residential zone. These small so-called “legacy lots”—typically smaller than current zoning
allows —were approved under old pre-GMA density standards. These non-conforming lots will
continue to influence the urban/rural share of new housing unit growth until they have been
developed, consolidated, or had their development rights purchased, transferred or otherwise
extinguished.

Unincorporated Kitsap County
Rural Residential Lot Development
2000-2005

2000-2005
Type of Activity Lots Units

Rural Subdivisions
Long Plat 298
Short Plat 212
Large Lot 175
Total New Rural Lots Created 685

Total Rural Residential Units Permitted 4,320

2000-2005 Rural Housing Unit Growth Share

Share of Units Permitted on Pre-existing Lots 0.84
Share of Units Permitted on New Lots 0.16

Source: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management
Consultant
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More than 800 pre-existing housing units were demolished from 2000-2005 countywide. The
distribution of residential demolition permits is shown in the following table. If all of these units
were replaced by new units during the same time period, the replacement units could have
accounted for as much as 8% of the total new permitted housing units countywide. More than
one-half of all residential demolition permits were issued in unincorporated rural zones. If all
those rural residential demolitions were replaced by new units, those replacement units could
have accounted for as much as 9.5% of the total new housing units issued in unincorporated rural
areas of the county.

Residential Demolition Permits
Cities & Unincorporated Kitsap County
2000-2005

Residential Demolition
Jurisdiction Permits Issued
(2000-2005)

Unincorporated Kitsap County

UGAs 141

Rural 411
City of Bainbridge Island 64
City of Bremerton 148
City of Port Orchard 37
City of Poulsbo 2
Total Kitsap County 803

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; City of Bremerton; City of Bainbridge
Island; City of Port Orchard; City of Poulsho

Another way to view housing development activity (and the effectiveness of post-GMA
implementing plans and regulations) in the county is by examining the rate and type of new lot
creation. Subdivision activity is an excellent and early indicator of future development patterns
and housing unit densities. Long plats are land subdivisions that create five or more new lots.
They are the predominant form of land division in both urban and rural areas and account for the
creation of more new buildable lots than either short plats or large lot rural subdivisions. Analysis
in the following table evaluates the number of new lots created through the long plat process. It
identifies the total number of new lots created in each jurisdiction from final approved long plats
recorded by the Kitsap County Assessor from 2000-2005. Countywide, 2,790 new residential lots
from final long plats were added to the buildable land supply in the past five years. Almost 90%
of these new lots were located in cities and UGAs. This shows that the cities and UGAS are on
course to increase their share of future housing unit growth.
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New Residential Lots
Created by Long Plats
Unincorporated Kitsap County & Cities (2000-2005)

Jurisdiction 2000-2005 Long Plat Lots
Urban
Unincorporated UGAs
SF Lots 507
MF Lots 785
Subtotal 1,292
City of Bainbridge Island
SF Lots 218
MF Lots 270
Subtotal 488
City of Bremerton
SF Lots 55
MF Lots 70
Subtotal 125
City of Port Orchard
SF Lots 157
MF Lots 8
Subtotal 165
City of Poulsbo
SF Lots 361
MF Lots 61
Subtotal 422
Subtotal Urban 2,492
Unincorporated Rural
Unincorporated Rural 298
Subtotal Rural 298
Total New Lots Created by Long Plat 2,790

Percentage of Total Long Plat Lots

Created by GMA Land Class
Urban 89.3%
Rural 10.7%

Note: SFR=Single Family Residential; MFR=Multi-Family Residential
Sources: Kitsap County DCD; City of Bainbridge Island; City of Bremerton; City of Port
Orchard; City of Poulsbo; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant



Data Collection & Land Capacity Analysis
Methodology

Overview

There are three major data collection and analysis requirements of the buildable lands review and
evaluation program.

1. Conduct a buildable lands inventory to determine existing urban land capacity for future
development within the county and cities;

2. Collect permit and plat data on the amount of growth that actually occurred and urban
densities achieved from 2000-2005; and

3. Compare forecast growth with available capacity for growth in the urban areas.

The broad methodology, process and significant issues associated with each of these program
requirements will be discussed in this section of the report.

Land Capacity Analysis

The land capacity analysis framework methodology for the initial 2002 BLR was updated in
2005. Each jurisdiction was responsible for preparation of their respective 2005 buildable lands
inventories. The complete and detailed discussion of the methodology, process, assumptions and
factors involved in that analysis are shown in Appendix A. The ULCA methodology was
endorsed by the KRCC and used to determine the 2005 buildable lands inventory for all of
unincorporated Kitsap County as well the cities of Port Orchard and Poulsbo. The cities of
Bremerton and Bainbridge Island utilized the ULCA methodology as their framework for
buildable lands analysis. However, in some cases, both cities utilized slightly different definitions
and/or assumptions within that overall framework that best applied to the factors affecting land
supply for their own respective jurisdictions™.

The 2005 Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) involves ten basic steps to determine net
population and housing unit capacity for residential lands and net buildable acres for
commercial/industrial zoned lands. A brief overview of those steps is shown in the following
section™.

10 See Appendix A: Land Capacity Analysis Methodology for detailed descriptions of the Kitsap County
2005 Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) methodology as well as the variations to that methodology
documented by the cities of Bainbridge Island and Bremerton.

! The land capacity analysis yields a buildable land supply which can then be compared to population and
employment demand to indicate a relative supply and demand comparison for the forecast 20-year planning
period. The ULCA begins with determining a gross supply of existing vacant and underutilized lands zoned
for future development that can accommodate additional growth. The methodology then applies a series of
“reduction factors” to that gross supply of developable land to account for undeveloped or underutilized
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2005 Updated Land Capacity Analysis Steps:

Define Vacant and Underutilized Parcels by Residential Zone

Identify Underutilized Lands Likely to Redevelop over the next 20 Years (-)

Identify Critical Areas (-)

Infrastructure Constraints—Sewer & Water (-)

Future Roads/R-O-W Needs (-)

Future Public Facilities Needs (-)

Account for Unavailable Lands (-)

Yields Net Available Acres by Zone

Apply Minimum Density in each Zone Yields Housing Unit Capacity

0. Apply Average Household Size (SF/MF) to Housing Unit Capacity Yields Net
Population Capacity

Note: (-) Reduction Factors

BoOoo~NoOaR~LNOE

Step 1—Define Vacant and Underutilized Parcels by Residential Zone

The first step determines the gross supply of vacant and underutilized parcels by residential,
commercial and industrial zone. This data is retrieved from queries of the Kitsap County
Assessor‘s parcel database.

Step 2—Identify Underutilized Lands Likely to Redevelop over the next 20 Years (-)

Underutilized parcels are those with some existing development that have remaining capacity for
growth based on three variables—zoning density, parcel size and assessed value. Underutilized
parcels are identified based on the relationship between those three variables'. This step
determines which of the total amount of underutilized lands identified in Step 1 are actually likely
to redevelop or accommodate additional future development.

Step 3—Identify Critical Areas (-)

Critical areas are defined by the GMA generally as wetlands, floodplains, geologically hazardous
areas, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, and critical aquifer recharge areas. These are
environmentally sensitive areas that must be protected under the GMA. The ULCA determines
actual critical areas boundaries, including buffers and required setbacks through site-specific GIS
analysis®®. Once identified, these areas are deducted from the remaining vacant and underutilized
land supply. The GIS applications to determine critical area coverage at the parcel level are based
on the currently adopted Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO), as applicable.

Step 4—Infrastructure Constraints—Sewer & Water (-)

RCW 36.70A.215 requires that consideration of capital facilities impacts on land supply be taken
into consideration in determining the buildable lands inventory. This step specifically examined
the availability and feasibility of public water and sanitary systems to serve new development in
the unincorporated UGAs. This analysis originally applied a tiered “reduction factor” to the

lands that, for a variety of reasons, are not likely to accommodate additional residential, commercial or
industrial growth.

12 See Appendix A: Kitsap County 2005 Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA)

B Ibid.
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remaining land supply in certain unincorporated UGAs based on zoning density, availability of
public sewer lines, distance from the parcel to the closest sewer line, and sewer infrastructure
costs. The reduction factor was meant to address the concern that due to location, topography and
cost of providing sewer infrastructure, some areas of the UGAs were not likely to develop as
planned under the current developer-financed sewer infrastructure improvement requirements of
the county code. That portion of the ULCA methodology was appealed to the Central Puget
Sound Growth Management Hearings Board. The CPSGMHB subsequently ruled that the sewer
reduction factor was invalid and that all UGAs are presumed, by definition, to have adequate
sanitary sewer service provision. The ULCA for this buildable lands analysis was appropriately
modified to eliminate the sewer reduction factor for all jurisdictions™.

Step 5—Future Roads/R-O-W Needs (-)

This step accounts for the fact that future roads and rights-of-way will be needed to accommodate
new development in UGAs and that land needed for new roads, trails, and other rights-of-way
will not be available to accommodate residential or commercial/industrial development. A
standard reduction factor was applied to the remaining buildable land supply at this point to
account for future road and rights-of-way needs.

Step 6—Future Public Facilities Needs (-)

This step accounts for the fact that future public facilities will be needed to serve new
development in UGAs and that land needed for new parks, schools, stormwater and wastewater
treatment facilities, fire and public safety services, libraries and other public-purpose lands will
not otherwise be available to accommodate residential or commercial/industrial development. A
standard reduction factor was applied to the remaining buildable land supply at this point to
account for future public facility needs.

Step 7—Account for Unavailable Lands (-)

This step accounts for vacant and underutilized lands, otherwise considered buildable, but that are
likely to be unavailable for further development (i.e., held off the market) based on landowner
intent (e.g., property owners who don’t wish to sell, properties with legal encumbrances, property
owners who choose not to maximize their zoned development potential, etc.). A standard
reduction factor was applied to the remaining buildable land supply at this point to account for
unavailable lands.

Step 8—Yields Net Available Net Acres by Zone

This step calculates the net buildable acres remaining in each applicable zone after all the
“reduction factors” have been applied and accounted for in the ULCA.

Step 9—Apply Minimum Density in each Zone Yields Housing Unit Capacity

This step applies the minimum housing unit density in each zone to determine total housing unit
capacity for the applicable jurisdiction.

Y For further discussion and analysis of capital facilities needs, planned improvements in the
unincorporated UGAS, and policy amendments to address the issues of sewer availability in UGAs refer to
the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update (2006).
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Step 10—Apply Average Household Size (SF/MF) to Housing Unit Capacity Yields Net
Population Capacity

Finally average household size populations (taken from the 2000 US Census) are applied to the
appropriate jurisdiction to determine total population capacities. This result offers a direct
comparison of the total population capacity or supply for each jurisdiction and UGA with its
associated 20-year forecast population growth or demand.

Detailed reports on each jurisdiction’s 2005 land capacity analysis is exhibited in Appendix B:
Land Capacity Analysis by Jurisdiction.

Permitted Development from 2000-2005

This phase of the buildable lands program collects data on new residential, commercial and
industrial development permitted from 2000-2005 in each jurisdiction. The building permit data
collection methodology was prepared and coordinated with the TAC™. Each jurisdiction was
responsible for collecting and reporting their respective permit data. However, in some instances,
jurisdictions did not submit complete information. These instances are noted in the applicable
sections of the report.

The permitted development data provides information in several important areas.

e |t helps to determine “achieved urban densities”. In essence, to determine whether the
actual urban densities achieved on the ground in the UGAs from 2000-2005 are
consistent with “planned urban densities” in the jurisdiction’s respective comprehensive
plans. There are basically two ways to measure “achieved densities:” By examining
“platted densities” and/or “permitted densities”. Each technique illuminates different
aspects of the residential growth characteristics for each jurisdiction.

o It helps to assess the integrity of the assumptions used in sizing UGAs; and

o It helps to establish development trends and can be used to evaluate buildable land
assumptions incorporated in subsequent land capacity analyses.

However, a note of caution regarding development trends is appropriate. There are potential
problems with using the 5-year analysis results as indicators of future activity. First of all,
jurisdictions may not have experienced a sufficient level of development to establish statistically
valid trends. Secondly, some of the new development reported may be vested under pre-GMA
regulations and built to different standards than post-GMA approved development. Finally,
jurisdictions may amend planned or allowed densities in their comprehensive plan updates (as
Kitsap County has done) that may affect future achieved development densities. All of these
situations may affect the veracity of any interpretations made regarding future development
trends based on the past five-year permitted development data.

15 See Appendix D: Buildable Lands Permit Data Collection Methodology Memorandum, from Mark
Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant to Kitsap County Buildable Lands Technical Advisory
Committee.
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Platted Densities

Platted densities reflect the density of new lots created in final subdivisions (long plats) approved
from 2000-2005. For this analysis final long plats (subdivisions resulting in the creation of five or
more new lots) recorded by the Kitsap County Assessor from 2000-2005 were collected and
analyzed for each jurisdiction. Data indicating total gross acres, total common areas not devoted
to building lots, net building lot area acres and total number of lots created yielded a net “platted
density” for each final plat. Those net densities were then averaged by zone and reported. In cases
where jurisdictions did not report the applicable zoning for each plat, summary net platted
densities are reported. Platted densities are the best indicator of “achieved densities” since a net
density figure can be accurately ascertained that accounts for critical areas, roads, and other lands
not devoted to buildable lots as part of the development process.

Permitted Densities

Permitted densities measure the total amount of new residential units permitted in a given time
period divided by the total gross acres of their associated parcels. This measure examines
building activity on existing lots and parcels rather than on new lot creation. This data provides a
good indicator of the total amount of land consumed for new residential development in a given
period since it measures gross acres rather than net acres of new units developed. However, the
gross acre density results from this approach are a less accurate indicator for evaluating achieved
net densities. This is due to the fact that new units built on larger (non-conforming) parcels are
also included in the total permitted density analysis. This has a tendency to artificially deflate
overall average gross permitted densities reported for the cities and UGAs.

Commercial and industrial permitted development for 2000-2005 is reported by net square feet of

gross floor area (gfa). That is the net square footage of actual commercial/industrial buildings
permitted from 2000-2005 by jurisdiction.
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Comparing Existing Development Capacity to Forecast Growth Demand

The land capacity analyses tell us how much future growth can be accommodated in the cities and
UGAs. The last key component of the buildable lands program is to compare that development
capacity with the forecast development over the next 20 years. The purpose of this analysis is to
ensure that adequate land has been designated for urban development and at sufficient urban
densities to accommodate the forecast growth.

The supply and demand components of this analysis are reported in the same formats. The 2005
net buildable acres of residential zoned land reported in the ULCA are converted to population
(based on average household size) so as to make a direct comparison with the 2005-2025
population growth forecast allocated to every UGA and city through the CPPs. The ULCA
reports the supply of commercial/industrial land by net acre. The Kitsap County Comprehensive
Plan 10-Year Update reports countywide 20-year commercial/industrial demand by employees™.
The BLR utilizes the same methodology used in the 10-Year Update to convert employees to
commercial/industrial acres needed for the cities and unincorporated UGAs and to allocate them
accordingly. Again, however, a note of caution. The assumptions of forecast employee growth by
jurisdiction are derived from countywide forecasts and may not necessarily reflect jurisdiction-
specific policy preferences for allocation of commercial/industrial lands.

16 See Appendix D: Employment Capacity, from the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update
(2006), E.D. Hovee & Co.
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Population & Housing Analysis by Jurisdiction
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City of Bainbridge Island

What was the Amount of Growth from 2000-20057?

OFM Population Estimates Highlights

The City of Bainbridge Island had a 2000 population of 20,308 residents.

The City of Bainbridge Island had a 2005 population of 22,200 residents.

Resident population grew by 1,892 persons from 2000-2005.

Countywide Planning Policies forecast average annual population growth rate = 1.39%
Actual 2000-2005 average annual population growth rate = 1.81%

Permitted Residential Development

Summary residential building permit activity for 2000-2005 is shown in the following table. The
City permitted 1,513 total new housing units over the past five years. Almost two-thirds of those
were single family units.

City of Bainbridge Island
Residential Building Permits

2000-2005
Year 2000-
2005
Bainbridge Island 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Totals
SFRs 235 166 136 152 146 154 989
MFRs 40 24 74 69 94 223 524
Subtotal 275 190 210 221 240 377 1,513

A
SFRs=Single Family Units, Duplexes,Mobile Homes & ADUs

MFRs= Multi-Family Units & Mixed Use Units

Sources: City of Bainbridge Island

What was the Actual Density of Growth from 2000-2005?

This analysis seeks to determine whether development has occurred at densities consistent with
planning assumptions and targets.

Achieved densities are measured in two basic ways. The first measure is platted densities. That is
the lot density of new subdivisions approved during the past five years. Platted densities include
subdivisions that were committed to a specific lot size, whether or not development actually
occurred on each separate parcel. Plat data allows for the determination of net densities. The
second measure is permitted densities. This technique measures the density of all new units
approved on existing lots or parcels. Permitted densities include new units permitted on larger
parcels that may not reflect the full buildout value of each parcel based on its respective zoning—
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which tends to lower the overall density estimate. They may also include new units permitted on
pre-GMA lots of record—which tends to inflate the overall density estimate. Permitted density
data also only identifies gross densities. Therefore, platted densities are a generally more accurate
means to ascertain achieved densities for the purposes of the buildable lands program. Taken
together, however, permitted and platted density data are a good indicator of gross land
consumption for residential purposes. Achieved net platted densities can be compared to “plan
densities” or the target densities identified in the jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan and
implementing development regulations to assess how well those target plan densities are being
met based on the creation of new lots.

Platted Densities

Platted density analysis for Bainbridge Island is shown in the following table. The data indicate
11 single-family final plats were recorded during the past five years creating a total of 218 new
lots and another 26 condominium and multi-family projects that created 270 multi-family lots.
The average achieved net densities in each zone appear to meet or exceed the target plan
densities.

City of Bainbridge Island
Platted Urban Densities

2000-2005
Final Gross | Net Gross Net Plan
A3 Plats Lo Acres | Acres | Density | Density Density
Single-Family
R-0.4 3 46 1349 404 0.3 1.1 0.4
R-1 2 16 14.1 5.8 11 2.7 1.0
R-2 3 104 34.6 17.6 3.0 5.9 2.0
R-2.9 1 18 18.6 3.3 1.0 5.4 29
R-3.5 1 24 5.4 3.2 45 7.5 35
R-4.3 1 10 2.3 2.3 4.4 4.4 4.3
Subtotal 11 218 2099 727
Multi-Family 270 53.9 na 5.0 na

Totals

37

488

.
Densities reported in lots per acre
na=data not available
Sources: Kitsap County Assessors Office; City of Bainbridge Island;
Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant

Permitted Densities

Permitted density analysis is shown in the following table. The data indicate more than 1,100
acres were utilized for residential development in the city over the past five years.
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City of Bainbridge Island
Permitted Urban Densities

2000-2005
| Zone | Gross Acres | Units* |  Units/Gross Acre Density |
Single Family*
R-0.4 692.8 232 0.33
R-1 177.3 164 0.93
R-2 191.9 332 1.73
R-2.9 16.2 64 3.95
R-3.5 15.1 59 3.92
R-4.3 10.4 31 2.99
R-6 0.3 3 10.00
NSC 0.4 5 12.82
Subtotal 1,104.3 890*
Multi-Family
R-8 26.7 175 6.56
R-14 0.4 4 9.30
Subtotal 27.1 179

Totals 1,131.4 1,069 0.94

Note: * Does not include all permited SFRs; Excludes new mobile homes and other SFR's not
linked to GIS zoning database

Sources: City of Bainbridge Island; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant

Is the Land Supply Adequate to Accommodate Forecast Growth?

This analysis seeks to determine whether sufficient development capacity exists to accommodate
forecast growth. The analysis compares existing buildable land capacity (converted to population
growth capacity) with forecast population growth for the planning period. It determines an
estimated net growth capacity surplus or deficiency and expresses that result as a ratio. The
population capacity/demand ratio can be viewed as a general indicator of how well the UGA is
“sized” to accommodate its forecast population growth. Ideally, the supply/demand ratios should
be close to 1.0. However, ratios may vary between 0.75 and 1.25 or even larger and still provide
for an adequately sized UGA under the GMA. It should be noted that these ratios do not take into
account “market factors” applied to the “demand” side of the population growth equation.

Buildable Land Capacity

The results of the buildable lands inventory comparison with forecast growth for Bainbridge
Island are shown in the following table. The analysis indicates a net remaining capacity sufficient
to accommodate forecast growth over the planning period.



City of Bainbridge Island
2005-2025 Population Capacity & Demand

City

Population Capacity & Demand

Bainbridge Island
2005 UGA Population Capacity
2000-2025 Allocated Population Growth
Net 20-Year Capacity (+ or -)
UGA Pop. Capacity/Demand Ratio

8,879
8,352
527
1.06

Sources: Kitsap County CPPs; City of Bainbridge Island; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth

Management Consultant
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City of Bremerton

What was the Amount of Growth from 2000-2005?

OFM Population Estimates Highlights

The City of Bremerton had a 2000 population of 37,259 residents.

The City of Bremerton had a 2005 population of 34,580 residents.

Resident population decreased by 2,679 persons from 2000-2005.

Countywide Planning Policies forecast average annual population growth rate = 1.34%
Actual 2000-2005 average annual population growth rate = -1.48%

Permitted Residential Development

Summary residential building permit activity for the city from 2000-2005 is shown in the
following table. Despite its estimated population loss, the city permitted a total of 648 new
housing units over the past five years. Almost two-thirds of all the new units permitted were
multi-family and condominium units.

City of Bremerton
Residential Building Permits
2000-2005

Year 2000-

2005
Bremerton 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Totals

SFRs 28 30 31 43 62 56 250

MFRs 143 33 14 16 34 158 398

Totals 171 63 45 59 96 214 648

.
SFRs=Single Family Units, Duplexes,Maobile Homes & ADUs
MFRs= Multi-Family Units & Mixed Use Units

Sources: City of Bremerton; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant

What was the Actual Density of Growth from 2000-2005?

This analysis seeks to determine whether development has occurred at densities consistent with
planning assumptions and targets.

Achieved densities are measured in two basic ways. The first measure is platted densities. That is
the lot density of new subdivisions approved during the past five years. Platted densities include
subdivisions that were committed to a specific lot size, whether or not development actually
occurred on each separate parcel. Plat data allows for the determination of net densities. The
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second measure is permitted densities. This technique measures the density of all new units
approved on existing lots or parcels. Permitted densities include new units permitted on larger
parcels that may not reflect the full buildout value of each parcel based on its respective zoning—
which tends to lower the overall density estimate. They may also include new units permitted on
pre-GMA lots of record—which tends to inflate the overall density estimate. Permitted density
data also only identifies gross densities. Therefore, platted densities are a generally more accurate
means to ascertain achieved densities for the purposes of the buildable lands program. Taken
together, however, permitted and platted density data are a good indicator of gross land
consumption for residential purposes. Achieved net platted densities can be compared to “plan
densities” or the target densities identified in the jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan and
implementing development regulations to assess how well those target plan densities are being
met based on the creation of new lots.

Platted Densities

Platted density analysis for Bremerton is shown in the following table. The data indicate five
single-family final plats were recorded during the past five years creating a total of 55 new lots
and another 7 condominium projects that created 70 multi-family lots. The average achieved net
densities in the applicable zones appear to meet or exceed the target plan densities.

City of Bremerton
Platted Urban Densities

2000-2005
Final Gross | Net Gross Net Plan
213 Plats el Acres | Acres | Density | Density | Density
Single-Family
Low Density Residential
(LDR) 5 55 6.49 5.9 8.5 9.4 5.0
Condominiums 7 70 10.17 na 6.9 na

Totals 12 125 16.66

Densities reported in lots per acre

na=data not available

Sources: Kitsap County Assessors Office; City of Bremerton; Mark Personius, AICP,
Growth Management Consultant

Permitted Densities

Permitted density analysis for Bremerton is shown in the following table. The data indicate an
efficient rate of residential land development—approximately 70 acres were utilized to
accommodate 648 new residential units over the past five years.
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City of Bremerton
Permitted Urban Densities

2000-2005
Zone ig?:: Units Units/Gross Acre Density
Low Density Residential (LDR)
Single Family 55.85 238 4.26
Multi-Family 11.94 240 20.10
Subtotal 67.79 478

Downtown Regional Center (DRC)

Single Family 0.37 10 27.03
Multi-Family 2.38 154 64.71
Subtotal 2.75 164

Wheaton Way Redevelopment Corridor
(WWRC)
Single Family 0.15 2 13.33
Subtotal 0.15 2

Neighborhood Center (NC)
Multi-Family 0.28 4 14.29
Subtotal 0.28 4

Totals 70.97 648 9.13

Note: Excludes new mobile homes permitted in mobile home parks but includes new mobile homes
permitted on individual lots

Sources: City of Bremerton; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant

Is the Land Supply Adequate to Accommodate Forecast Growth?

This analysis seeks to determine whether sufficient development capacity exists to accommodate
forecast growth. The analysis compares existing buildable land capacity (converted to population
growth capacity) with forecast population growth for the planning period. It determines an
estimated net growth capacity surplus or deficiency and expresses that result as a ratio. The
population capacity/demand ratio can be viewed as a general indicator of how well the UGA is
“sized” to accommodate its forecast population growth. Ideally, the supply/demand ratios should
be close to 1.0. However, ratios may vary between 0.75 and 1.25 or even larger and still provide
for an adequately sized UGA under the GMA. It should be noted that these ratios do not take into
account “market factors” applied to the “demand” side of the population growth equation.

Buildable Land Capacity

The results of the buildable lands inventory comparison with forecast growth for Bremerton are
shown in the following table. The analysis indicates a net remaining capacity sufficient to
accommodate forecast growth over the planning period.
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City of Bremerton
2005-2025 Population Capacity & Demand

City

Population Capacity & Demand

Bremerton
2005 UGA Population Capacity
2000-2025 Allocated Population Growth
Net 20-Year Capacity (+ or -)
UGA Pop. Capacity/Demand Ratio

Sources: Kitsap County CPPs; City of Bremerton; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management

Consultant

26,670
14,759
11,911

1.81
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City of Port Orchard

What was the Amount of Growth from 2000-2005?

OFM Population Estimates Highlights

The City of Port Orchard had a 2000 population of 7,693 residents.

The City of Port Orchard had a 2005 population of 8,250 residents.

Resident population increased by 557 persons from 2000-2005.

Countywide Planning Policies forecast average annual population growth rate = 1.55%
Actual 2000-2005 average annual population growth rate =1.43 %

Permitted Residential Development

Summary residential building permit activity for Port Orchard from 2000-2005 is shown in the
following table. The city permitted a total of 332 new housing units over the past five years. More
than three-quarters of all the new units permitted were single-family units.

City of Port Orchard
Residential Building Permits

2000-2005
Year 2000-
2005
Port Orchard 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Totals
SFRs 43 31 48 65 49 24 260
MFRs 4 48 2 0 4 14 72
Subtotal 47 79 50 65 53 38 332

SFRs=Single Family Units, Duplexes,Mobile Homes & ADUs
MFRs= Multi-Family Units & Mixed Use Units
Source: City of Port Orchard

What was the Actual Density of Growth from 2000-2005?

This analysis seeks to determine whether development has occurred at densities consistent with
planning assumptions and targets.

Achieved densities are measured in two basic ways. The first measure is platted densities. That is
the lot density of new subdivisions approved during the past five years. Platted densities include
subdivisions that were committed to a specific lot size, whether or not development actually
occurred on each separate parcel. Plat data allows for the determination of net densities. The
second measure is permitted densities. This technique measures the density of all new units
approved on existing lots or parcels. Permitted densities include new units permitted on larger
parcels that may not reflect the full buildout value of each parcel based on its respective zoning—
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which tends to lower the overall density estimate. They may also include new units permitted on
pre-GMA lots of record—which tends to inflate the overall density estimate. Permitted density
data also only identifies gross densities. Therefore, platted densities are a generally more accurate
means to ascertain achieved densities for the purposes of the buildable lands program. Taken
together, however, permitted and platted density data are a good indicator of gross land
consumption for residential purposes. Achieved net platted densities can be compared to “plan
densities” or the target densities identified in the jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan and
implementing development regulations to assess how well those target plan densities are being
met based on the creation of new lots.

Platted Densities

Platted density analysis for Port Orchard is shown in the following table. The data indicate eight
final plats were recorded during the past five years creating a total of 157 new single family lots
and another 2 condominium projects that created 8 multi-family lots. The average achieved net
densities in the applicable zones appear to meet or exceed the target planned urban densities, with
minor exceptions. In these instances, the significance of the achieved net density measure is
constrained by the limited number of final plats within some zones.

City of Port Orchard
Platted Urban Densities

2000-2005
Zone Final Lots Gross Net Gross Net Plan
Plats Acres | Acres | Density | Density | Density
Single-Family

R 4.5 5 79 18.1 12.9 4.4 6.1 45
R8 1 30 7.7 4.7 3.9 6.5 8.0
R 20 1 40 3.3 3.3 12.3 12.3 12-20

CO 1 8 17.4 8.0 0.5 1.0

Subtotal 8 157 46.5 28.9

Condominiums 0.7 na 11.9 na

Totals 10 165 47.2

Densities reported in lots per acre

na=data not available

Sources: Kitsap County Assessors Office; City of Port Orchard;
Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant

Permitted Densities

Permitted housing units by density were not reported by the City of Port Orchard.
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Is the Land Supply Adequate to Accommodate Forecast Growth?

This analysis seeks to determine whether sufficient development capacity exists to accommodate
forecast growth. The analysis compares existing buildable land capacity (converted to population
growth capacity) with forecast population growth for the planning period. It determines an
estimated net growth capacity surplus or deficiency and expresses that result as a ratio. The
population capacity/demand ratio can be viewed as a general indicator of how well the UGA is
“sized” to accommodate its forecast population growth. Ideally, the supply/demand ratios should
be close to 1.0. However, ratios may vary between 0.75 and 1.25 or even larger and still provide
for an adequately sized UGA under the GMA. It should be noted that these ratios do not take into
account “market factors” applied to the “demand” side of the population growth equation.

Buildable Land Capacity

The results of the buildable lands inventory comparison with forecast growth for Port Orchard are
shown in the following table. The analysis indicates a net remaining capacity sufficient to
accommodate forecast growth over the planning period.

City of Port Orchard
2005-2025 Population Capacity & Demand

City | Population Capacity & Demand
Port Orchard
2005 UGA Population Capacity 3,498
2000-2025 Allocated Population Growth 3,600
Net 20-Year Capacity (+ or -) -102
UGA Pop. Capacity/Demand Ratio 0.97

Sources: Kitsap County CPPs; Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth
Management Consultant
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City of Poulsbo

What was the Amount of Growth from 2000-20057?

OFM Population Estimates Highlights

The City of Poulsbo had a 2000 population of 6,813 residents.

The City of Poulsbo had a 2005 population of 7,450 residents.

Resident population increased by 637 persons from 2000-2005.

Countywide Planning Policies forecast average annual population growth rate = 1.77%
Actual 2000-2005 average annual population growth rate = 1.83%

Permitted Residential Development

Summary residential building permit activity for Poulsbo from 2000-2005 is shown in the
following table. The city permitted a total of 579 new housing units over the past five years. More
than three-quarters of all the new units permitted were single-family units.

City of Poulsbo
Residential Building Permits

2000-2005
Year 2000-
2005
Poulsbo 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Totals
SFRs 82 73 67 72 85 79 458
MFRs 0 105 16 0 0 0 121
Total 82 178 83 72 85 79 579

- |
SFRs=Single Family Units, Duplexes,Mobile Homes & ADUs

MFRs= Multi-Family Units & Mixed Use Units
Source: City of Poulsbo

What was the Actual Density of Growth from 2000-2005?

This analysis seeks to determine whether development has occurred at densities consistent with
planning assumptions and targets.

Achieved densities are measured in two basic ways. The first measure is platted densities. That is
the lot density of new subdivisions approved during the past five years. Platted densities include
subdivisions that were committed to a specific lot size, whether or not development actually
occurred on each separate parcel. Plat data allows for the determination of net densities. The
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second measure is permitted densities. This technique measures the density of all new units
approved on existing lots or parcels. Permitted densities include new units permitted on larger
parcels that may not reflect the full buildout value of each parcel based on its respective zoning—
which tends to lower the overall density estimate. They may also include new units permitted on
pre-GMA lots of record—which tends to inflate the overall density estimate. Permitted density
data also only identifies gross densities. Therefore, platted densities are a generally more accurate
means to ascertain achieved densities for the purposes of the buildable lands program. Taken
together, however, permitted and platted density data are a good indicator of gross land
consumption for residential purposes. Achieved net platted densities can be compared to “plan
densities” or the target densities identified in the jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan and
implementing development regulations to assess how well those target plan densities are being
met based on the creation of new lots.

Platted Densities

Platted density analysis for Poulsbo is shown in the following table. The data indicate eighteen
final plats were recorded during the past five years creating a total of 361 new single family lots
and another 4 condominium projects that created 61 multi-family lots. The average achieved net
densities in the applicable zones appear to meet the target range of planned urban densities.

City of Poulsbo
Platted Urban Densities

2000-2005
Zone Final Lots Gross Net Gross Net Plar_1
Plats Acres | Acres | Density | Density | Density
Single Family* 18 361 74.6 54.6 4.8 6.6 4-7
Condominiums* 4 61 10.3 na 5.9 na
Totals 22 422 84.9

Densities reported in lots per acre. Plan density range applies to Low Density
Residential (RL) zone

* Data not reported by zone.

na= data not available

Sources: Kitsap County Assessors Office; City of Poulsbo; Mark Personius,
AICP, Growth Management Consultant

Permitted Densities

Permitted housing units by density were not reported by the City of Poulsbo.
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Is the Land Supply Adequate to Accommodate Forecast Growth?

This analysis seeks to determine whether sufficient development capacity exists to accommodate
forecast growth. The analysis compares existing buildable land capacity (converted to population
growth capacity) with forecast population growth for the planning period. It determines an
estimated net growth capacity surplus or deficiency and expresses that result as a ratio. The
population capacity/demand ratio can be viewed as a general indicator of how well the UGA is
“sized” to accommodate its forecast population growth. Ideally, the supply/demand ratios should
be close to 1.0. However, ratios may vary between 0.75 and 1.25 or even larger and still provide
for an adequately sized UGA under the GMA. It should be noted that these ratios do not take into
account “market factors” applied to the “demand” side of the population growth equation.

Buildable Land Capacity

The results of the buildable lands inventory comparison with forecast growth for Poulsbo are
shown in the following table. The analysis indicates a net remaining capacity sufficient to
accommodate forecast growth over the planning period.

City of Poulsbo
Population Capacity & Demand

2000-2025
City Population Capacity & Demand
Poulsbo
2005 UGA Population Capacity 4,225
2000-2025 Allocated Population Growth 3,739
Net 20-Year Capacity (+ or -) 486
UGA Pop. Capacity/Demand Ratio 1.13

Sources: Kitsap County CPPs; Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth
Management Consultant
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Unincorporated Kitsap County

What was the Amount of Growth from 2000-2005?

OFM Total Unincorporated County Population Estimates Highlights

Unincorporated Kitsap County had a 2000 population of 159,896 residents.
Unincorporated Kitsap County had a 2005 population of 167,920 residents.
Resident population increased by 8,024 persons from 2000-2005.

Actual 2000-2005 average annual population growth rate = 0.99%

Permitted Residential Development

Summary residential building permit activity for 2000-2005 is shown in the following table. The
data indicate that from 2000-2005 the county permitted 6,873 new single-family and multi-family
units—of which 63% were in rural areas and 37% in unincorporated UGAs. Housing units
permitted in rural areas were exclusively single family. Single family units accounted for two-
thirds of all new housing units permitted in the UGAs.

The rate of rural residential unit growth, while not specifically targeted in the CPPs, appears to be
occurring at a faster rate than anticipated at least in relation to growth in the supply of urban
housing supply from 2000-2005. Interestingly, there appears to be somewhat of a discrepancy
between the OFM estimated resident population growth for the county from 2000-2005 and the
number of total housing units permitted during that time. OFM estimates that the unincorporated
county grew by approximately 8,000 new residents while the county alone permitted almost
7,000 new units. Based on the number of units permitted one would expect a higher
unincorporated population figure. This suggests either an increasing delay between when housing
units are permitted, built and occupied by new full-time residents and/or that the rural housing
supply may be being utilized differently than the urban housing supply. For example, rural units
may not be occupied by full-time residents at the same rate as urban units. More of the rural units
may be held for seasonal or part-time use, vacancy rates may differ, some units may be permitted
but not built, etc. This also suggests that the urban/rural housing unit growth share from 2000-
2005 may not necessarily be an accurate sole proxy for estimating population growth share
between the UGAs and rural areas of the county’.

The County should consider requesting that OFM conduct a special population estimate of the
unincorporated UGAs by means of their SAEP (Small Area Estimates Program) methodology to
help better understand and delineate future urban/rural population growth as distinguished from
urban/rural housing unit growth.

7 OFM noted in its population estimate methodology that the Housing Unit Method alone often tended to
overestimate resident population.
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Unincorporated Kitsap County
Residential Building Permits

2000-2005
Year
2000-2005
Uninc. Kitsap County | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 2003 2004 2005 Totals
Urban
SFRs 276 300 286 336 246 234 1,678
MFRs 0 9 15 34 3 814 875
Subtotal 276 309 301 370 249 1,048 2,553
Rural
SFRs 712 694 687 733 765 729 4,320
Subtotal 712 694 687 733 765 729 4,320
.|
Totals 988 1,003 988 1,103 1,014 1,777 6,873
Urban 276 309 301 370 249 1,048 2,553
Rural 712 694 687 733 765 729 4,320
% Urban 0.28 0.31 0.30 0.34 0.25 0.59 0.37
% Rural 0.72  0.69 0.70 0.66 0.75 0.41 0.63

SFRs=Single Family Units, Duplexes,Mobile Homes & ADUs
MFRs= Multi-Family Units & Mixed Use Units
Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant

What was the Actual Density of Growth from 2000-2005?

This analysis seeks to determine whether development has occurred at densities consistent with
planning assumptions and targets.

Achieved densities are measured in two basic ways. The first measure is platted densities. That is
the lot density of new subdivisions approved during the past five years. Platted densities include
subdivisions that were committed to a specific lot size, whether or not development actually
occurred on each separate parcel. Plat data allows for the determination of net densities. The
second measure is permitted densities. This technique measures the density of all new units
approved on existing lots or parcels. Permitted densities include new units permitted on larger
parcels that may not reflect the full buildout value of each parcel based on its respective zoning—
which tends to lower the overall density estimate. They may also include new units permitted on
pre-GMA lots of record—which tends to inflate the overall density estimate. Permitted density
data also only identifies gross densities. Therefore, platted densities are a generally more accurate
means to ascertain achieved densities for the purposes of the buildable lands program. Taken
together, however, permitted and platted density data are a good indicator of gross land
consumption for residential purposes. Achieved net platted densities can be compared to “plan
densities” or the target densities identified in the jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan and
implementing development regulations to assess how well those target plan densities are being
met based on the creation of new lots.
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Urban Growth Areas (UGAS)

Platted Urban Densities

Platted urban density analysis for unincorporated Kitsap County is shown in the following table.
The data indicate seventeen final plats were recorded during the past five years creating a total of
507 new urban single family lots and another14 condominium and multi-family projects that
created 875 multi-family lots. The average achieved net densities in the applicable urban zones
appear to meet the target range of planned urban densities.

Unincorporated Kitsap County UGASs
Platted Urban Densities

2000-2005
. Minimum
Final Gross Net Gross Net
213 Plats Lot Acres | Acres | Density | Density Plar_1
Density
Single-Family

Urban Restricted 1 66 9.4 25 7.0 26.4 1.0

Urban Low 15 401 119.3 71.6 3.4 5.6 5.0

Urban High 1 40 4.3 2.8 9.4 14.2 11-19

Subtotal 17 507 133.0 76.9 3.8 6.6

Condominiums

Urban Restricted 6 24 41.2 na 0.6 na 1.0

Urban Medium 5 66 104 na 6.4 na 6-10

Urban High 1 240 47 na 51.3 na 11-19

Urban Village Center 1 3 0.2 na 13.6 na max 18
Neighborhood Commercial 1 542 4.1 n 133.8 na

Subtotal 14 875 60.5 14.5

Totals 31 1,382 19344

Densities reported in lots per acre. na=data not available
Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant
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Permitted Urban Densities

Permitted density analysis for the unincorporated UGAs is shown in the following table. The data
indicate that more than 740 gross acres were utilized to accommodate 1,518 new residential units
in the UGASs over the past five years. Platted density analysis indicates that achieved net urban
densities are, on average, about twice as high as the reported gross densities. Applying that same
relationship to the permitted unit density data in the following table suggests that, overall, the
achieved permitted unit densities are likely meeting the minimum urban densities targeted in the
County’s comprehensive plan and implementing regulations. Some UGA zone achieved densities
also reflect development on larger parcels which have lowered the reported gross densities
resulting in a distorted average reported gross density.
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Unincorporated Kitsap County
Urban Permitted Densities
2000-2005

Bremerton East

Urban Low 30.53 49 1.60
Urban Medium 34 4 1.18
Totals 33.93 53 1.56 I
Bremerton West
Urban Low 12.93 29 2.24
Totals 12.93 29 2.24 I
Central Kitsap
Urban Restricted 81.81 128 1.56
Urban Low 169.98 507 2.98
Urban Medium 492 64 13.01
Totals 256.71 699 2.72
|
Kingston
Urban Restricted 481 7 1.46
Urban Low 26.4 84 3.18
Urban Medium 223.42 84 0.38
Urban Village Center 0.45 2 4.44
Totals 255.08 177 0.69 I
Port Orchard
Urban Low 64.22 228 3.55
Totals 64.22 228 3.55 l
Poulsbo UTA
Urban Low 27.17 13 0.48
Totals 27.17 13 0.48
|
Silverdale
Urban Restricted 3.85 4 1.04
Urban Low 38.97 98 251
Urban Medium 2.19 25 11.42
Urban High 3.52 50 14.20
Totals 48.53 l
McCormick Woods/ULID #6
Urban Low 42.37 142 3.35
Totals 42.37 142 3.35 l

Grand Total 740.94 1,518 2.05

Note: Excludes new mobile homes
Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant
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Multi-family permitted densities for unincorporated UGAs are the same as multi-family platted
densities for 2000-2005. Overall, the multi-family permitted unit average gross density for all the
UGAs is more than 14 units per acre.

Unincorporated Kitsap County

Multi-Family
Urban Permitted Densities
2000-2005
Gross Ave. Density
Zone Units Permitted* Acres (Units/Acre)
Urban Restricted 24 41.2 0.6

Urban Medium 66 10.4 6.4

Urban Village Center 3 0.2 13.6
|
Urban High 240 4.7 51.3
|
Neighborhood
Commercial 542 41 133.8

* Includes condominiums, apartments and townhouses
Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant

Rural Areas

Platted Rural Densities

Platted rural density analysis for unincorporated Kitsap County is shown in the following table.
The data indicate twelve final plats totaling almost 675 acres were recorded during the past five
years creating a total of 298 new rural single family lots. The average achieved net platted
densities in the applicable rural zones are higher than the target planned rural densities. This is
attributed to pre-GMA vested preliminary plats that did not receive final plat approval until 2000-
2005. In these instances, the plats were subject to pre-GMA regulations in effect at the time of
their application which generally allowed higher rural densities than post-GMA regulations.



Unincorporated Kitsap County
Platted Rural Densities

2000-2005
Final Gross Net Gross Net Plan
203 Plats el Acres | Acres | Density | Density | Density
Interim Rural Forest 1 75 448.7 176.4 0.2 0.4 0.05
Rural Protection 4 111 107.8 50.2 1.0 2.2 0.1
Rural Residential 7 112 117.6 63.3 1.0 1.8 0.2
Totals 12 298 674.1 289.9 04 1.0

Densities reported in lots per acre

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant

Permitted Rural Densities

Permitted density analysis for the unincorporated rural areas is shown in the following table. The
data indicate that more than 10,000 gross acres were utilized to accommodate 4,030 new
residential units in the rural areas over the past five years. The overall average gross densities in
the applicable rural zones are higher than the target planned rural densities. These higher-than-
currently-allowed densities are likely due to the large number of smaller legal non-conforming
lots of record (the so-called “legacy lots™) that were approved in the Rural Residential zone under
the old pre-GMA density standards. These lots will continue to influence the achieved rural
densities analysis until they have been developed, consolidated, or have sold, transferred or

otherwise extinguished their development rights.

Unincorporated Kitsap County
Rural Permitted Densities

2000-2005
Gross
Rural Zone Acres Units Units/Gross Acre Density
Interim Rural Forest 937.2 86 0.09
(1 unit/20 acres)
Rural Protection 2183.8 736 0.34
(1 unit/10 acres)
Rural Residential 6628.2 3,015 0.45
(1 unit/5 acres)
Urban Reserve 339.5 193 0.57
(1 unit/10 acres)
Totals 10,088.7 4,030 0.40

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant

Permitted LAMIRD Densities
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Permitted density analysis for the unincorporated Limited Areas of More Intensive Rural
Development (LAMIRDS) is shown in the following table. The data indicate that approximately
54 gross acres were utilized to accommodate 142 new residential units in the Manchester
LAMIRD over the past five years. In the Suguamish LAMIRD, 79 new housing units were
permitted covering approximately 15 acres. No new housing units were permitted in the Port
Gamble LAMIRD from 2000-2005.

The overall average gross densities achieved in the applicable LAMIRD zones do not exceed the
maximum planned LAMIRD densities in either Manchester or Suquamish. Both of these
LAMIRDs contain small non-conforming lots. However, according to their respective Subarea
plans, development in both of these LAMIRDs is subject to maximum density restrictions and lot
consolidation for non-conforming lots in common ownership*.

Unincorporated Kitsap County
LAMIRD Permitted Densities

2000-2005
Gross Units/Gross Acre
LAMIRD & Zone Acres Units Density

Manchester

Village Low Density Residential 25.18 39 1.55

Village Residential 29.24 103 3.52

Totals 54.42 142 2.61
Suquamish

Village Low Density Residential 4.34 11 2.53

Village Residential 11.11 68 6.12

Totals 15.45 79 511

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant

Is the Land Supply Adequate to Accommodate Forecast Growth?

This analysis seeks to determine whether sufficient development capacity exists to accommodate
forecast growth. The analysis compares existing buildable land capacity (converted to population
growth capacity) with forecast population growth for the planning period. It determines an
estimated net growth capacity surplus or deficiency and expresses that result as a ratio. The

18 Both the Manchester Village Low Density Residential (MVLR) and the Manchester Village Residential
(MVR) zones establish a 0.25 acre minimum lot size. Minimum density for new lots created in the MVLR
zone is 0.50 acre unless clustered. The Suquamish Village Low Residential (SVLR) zone requires a
minimum 0.10 acre lot size for pre-existing lots and a 0.50 acre minimum lot size for new lots. The
Suquamish Village Residential (SVR) zone requires a minimum 0.08 acre lot size for pre-existing lots and
a 0.50 acre minimum lot size for new lots. Non-conforming contiguous lots in common ownership must
consolidate to meet the minimum density standards in both LAMIRDs.
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population capacity/demand ratio can be viewed as a general indicator of how well the UGA is
“sized” to accommodate its forecast population growth. Ideally, the supply/demand ratios should
be close to 1.0. However, ratios may vary between 0.75 and 1.25 or even larger and still provide
for an adequately sized UGA under the GMA. It should be noted that these ratios do not take into
account “market factors” applied to the “demand” side of the population growth equation. In
some UGAs, “population banking” may have been applied in the Kitsap County Comprehensive
Plan 10-Year Update (2006). This technique may reserve some portion of the 20-year forecast
population growth for a particular UGA to be allocated or re-allocated to another UGA or
jurisdiction at a later date during the planning period.

Urban Growth Areas (UGAS)

The Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) was conducted in 2005 for unincorporated Kitsap
County™. The summary results of that analysis are illustrated in the following tables. The ULCA
determined net buildable acres by zone for each unincorporated UGA from which net population
capacity was determined based on forecast densities for each zone and average household sizes
for the respective single-family and multi-family zones.

For summary purposes the following table compares existing 2005 population capacity for each
UGA with the 20-year population growth forecast to determine net planned UGA capacity status.

Given that this analysis does not incorporate a market factor for population demand, it appears
that, overall, most UGAs appear to be adequately sized to accommodate their forecast 20 year
growth. Most of the estimated population capacity/demand ratios are within the target 0.75-1.25
range. One exception is the Gorst UGA but it has an insignificant 20 year population growth
forecast. The Central Kitsap UGA appears to have the only significant forecast population
capacity deficiency. However, population banking was utilized to reserve some of the forecast
population growth allocated to this UGA as part of the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan 10-
Year Update.

19 See Appendix A: Land Capacity Analysis Methodology and Appendix B: Land Capacity Analysis by
Jurisdiction for the detailed land capacity analysis reports for UGAs and rural areas.
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| Unincorporated UGA [ Population Capacity & Demand
Bremerton East

2005 UGA Population Capacity 1,557
2005-2025 Allocated Population Growth 1,905
Net 20-Year Population Capacity (+ or -) -348
UGA Pop. Capacity/Demand Ratio 0.82
|
Bremerton West

2005 UGA Population Capacity 1,436
2005-2025 Allocated Population Growth 1,756
Net 20-Year Capacity (+ or -) -320

UGA Pop. Capacity/Demand Ratio 0.82
*_

Central Kitsap

2005 UGA Population Capacity 5,882
2005-2025 Allocated Population Growth 7,526
Net 20-Year Capacity (+ or -) -1,644
UGA Pop. Capacity/Demand Ratio 0.78
|
Kingston
2005 UGA Population Capacity 2,942
2005-2025 Allocated Population Growth 2,816
Net 20-Year Capacity (+ or -) 126
UGA Pop. Capacity/Demand Ratio 1.04
*_
Port Orchard
2005 UGA Population Capacity 8,210
2005-2025 Allocated Population Growth 8,212
Net 20-Year Capacity (+ or -) -2
UGA Pop. Capacity/Demand Ratio 1.00
|
Poulsbo
2005 UGA Population Capacity 2,152
2005-2025 Allocated Population Growth 2,378
Net 20-Year Capacity (+ or -) -226
UGA Pop. Capacity/Demand Ratio 0.90
*_
Silverdale
2005 UGA Population Capacity 6,877
2005-2025 Allocated Population Growth 6,988
Net 20-Year Capacity (+ or -) -111
UGA Pop. Capacity/Demand Ratio 0.98
|
McCormick Woods/ULID #6
2005 UGA Population Capacity 7,505
2005-2025 Allocated Population Growth 7,553
Net 20-Year Capacity (+ or -) -48
UGA Pop. Capacity/Demand Ratio 0.99
*_
Gorst
2005 UGA Population Capacity 51
2005-2025 Allocated Population Growth 73
Net 20-Year Capacity (+ or -) -22
UGA Pop. Capacity/Demand Ratio 0.70

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant
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Rural Areas & LAMIRDs

The Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) was conducted in 2005 for unincorporated Kitsap
County®. The ULCA determined the number of vacant and underutilized parcels by size for each
rural zone and LAMIRD—including development potential on remaining non-conforming lots—
from which net dwelling unit and population capacity was determined based on allowable
densities for each zone and average household sizes for single-family units.

The following table summarizes existing 2005 population capacity for each rural zone and
LAMIRD. The analysis indicates that remaining rural and LAMIRD land capacity could
accommodate a maximum of more than 37,500 persons. Appendix B of the CPPs indicate the
total 2000-2025 countywide non-UGA population growth forecast is 23,905 persons. Sufficient
capacity exists within the rural areas to accommaodate the forecast non-UGA population growth
countywide.

Unincorporated Kitsap County
Maximum Population Capacity Estimates
Rural Zones & LAMIRDs

Zone 2005 Dwelling | 2005 Population
Unit Capacity Capacity
Rural

Interim Rural Forest/Rural Wooded 277 693
Mineral Resource Lands 46 115
Rural Protection 1,883 4,708
Rural Residential 8,179 20,448
Urban Reserve 768 1,920
Subtotal 11,153 27,883

LAMIRDs
Manchester 1,930 4,825
Sugquamish 1,658 4,145
Port Gamble 260 650
Subtotal 3,848 9,620
Total 15,001 37,503

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management

Consultant

% See Appendix A: Land Capacity Analysis Methodology and Appendix B: Land Capacity Analysis by
Jurisdiction for the detailed land capacity analysis reports for UGAs and rural areas.
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Commercial & Industrial Land Analysis

Employment Projections

Unlike population, there is no specific employment target for Kitsap County or its jurisdictions.
However, based on observed employment trends, a countywide jobs forecast was developed as
part of the Kitsap Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update (2006). The 2025 countywide
employment forecast is shown in the following table. The forecast indicates a net projected
growth of more than 49,000 new jobs countywide from 2005-2025.

Kitsap County
Countywide Employment Forecasts
2005-2025
Actual Projecte
Employment Sector 1995 2004 AAG 2025 2004 d
R Share 2025
Share
Industrial Sector
Construction Resources 3,331 4,263 2.8% 7,600 5% 6%
Manufacturing 1,303 1,589 2.2% 10,700 2% 9%
Warehousing/Transportation/
Utilities 1,523 1,877 2.3% 3,100 2% 2%
Total Industrial Employment 6,157 7,729 2.6% 21,400 10% 17%
Commercial Sector
Retail 8,336 9,969 2.0% 15,100 13% 12%
Finance/Insurance/Real Estate 2,504 3,269 3.0% 6,100 4% 5%
Services 21,725 28,541 3.1% 53,900 37% 24%

Total Commercial Employment 60,245 70,386 1.7% 106,000 90% 83%

Totals 66,402 78,115 1.8% 127,400 100% 100%

Note: AAGR=Average Annual Growth Rate
Sources: PSRC; E.D. Hovee & Co.
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Supporting analyses in the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update (2006) allocated
the 2005-2025 countywide employment forecasts to individual jurisdictions based on a variety of
sources, including individual city comprehensive plans, Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC)
forecasts, and Washington Employment Security Department data®. The allocation of 2005-2025
forecast net employment growth by jurisdiction is shown in the following table.

Kitsap County
Employment Growth Forecasts by Jurisdiction
2005-2025
Employment Sector Bremerto Bainbridg Port Poulsbo Uninc.
Growth by Jurisdiction n elsland  Orchard Kitsap
County
Industrial Sector
Construction Resources 176 163 57 87 2,835
Manufacturing -1,888 73 4 13 10,939
Warehousing/Transportatio
n/ 631 195 107 9 238
Utilities
Total Industrial -1,081 431 168 109 14,012
Employment
Commercial Sector
Retail 2,475 1,469 239 594 387
Finance/Insurance/Real
Estate/Services 4,577 490 1,992 2,904 18,266
Govt/Education 1,627 500 374 296 0
Total Commercial
Employment 8,679 2,459 2,605 3,794 18,653
Totals 7,598 2,890 2,773 3,903 32,665

Source: Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update (2006), Appendix D: Employment Capacity

2! See Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update (2006), Appendix D: Employment Capacity

22 Because most of the industrial areas are located within unincorporated UGAs, the Kitsap County
Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update (2006), Appendix D: Employment Capacity, allocates 90% of the
forecast 20-year employment growth in the unincorporated county (approx. 29,228 jobs) to unincorporated
UGASs and the remaining 10% (or approx. 3,436 jobs) to non-UGA areas (i.e., rural and resource lands).
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What was the Amount of Growth from 2000-2005?

Total square footage of gross floor area associated with permitted commercial/industrial buildings
countywide from 2000-2005 is shown on the following table. Unincorporated Kitsap County and
the cities of Bremerton and Bainbridge Island cumulatively permitted approximately eighteen
million square feet of new commercial/industrial building space from 2000-2005. The majority of
the approved commercial/industrial development occurred in the unincorporated Kitsap County
UGAs.

Unincorporated Kitsap County & Incorporated Cities
Commercial/Industrial Permitted Development®

2000-2005
L Permitted Development
SR ) (Square Feet of GFA)
Unincorporated County 16,745,328
Incorporated Cities
Bremerton 901,788
Bainbridge Island 326,951
Port Orchard Data not reported
Poulsbo Data not reported
Totals 17,974,067

Note: GFA=Gross Floor Area
Sources: Kitsap County DCD; City of Bremerton; City of Bainbridge Island

Estimated Commercial & Industrial Land Demand

The methodology for estimating forecast employment demand countywide, distribution of that
forecast employment by jurisdiction, and calculating commercial/industrial land demand
necessary to accommodate those forecast jobs is contained in Appendix D: Employment Capacity,
of the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update (2006). Total commercial/industrial
land demand countywide was forecast for 2005- 2025 based on the countywide employment
forecasts for the same time period. Independent city employment forecasts were subtracted from
the total countywide job forecast. The remaining residual projected employment was applied to
the unincorporated county UGAs. A detailed discussion of the data, factors and assumptions
regarding those employment forecasts and the methodology to convert those forecast jobs into
land demand are included in Appendix D of the Buildable Lands Report.

2% Data collection and permit data formatting issues precluded the reporting of total acres associated with
these approved commercial/industrial developments.
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Commercial/industrial land demand at the sub-county level (i.e., for cities and individual UGAS)
was estimated for the buildable lands program based on the same methodology used in Appendix
D of the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update to forecast countywide
commercial/industrial land demand. That methodology includes assumptions regarding employee
space needs, net/gross acre conversions, land market factors and other features of the
commercial/industrial land development process. These assumptions were held constant for
determining commercial/industrial land demand across all jurisdictions. Those assumptions may
not reflect actual or future conditions common across all jurisdictions, however. But they do
provide a consistent methodology for converting forecast jobs by employment sector to needed
commercial and industrial land supply.

Is the Land Supply Adequate to Accommodate Forecast Growth?

The commercial/industrial land supply for the cities and unincorporated county was calculated
based on the 2005 Kitsap County ULCA. A detailed description of the steps involved and the
factors and assumptions used in that analysis is contained in Appendix A. Detailed output reports
on the commercial/industrial land capacity for each jurisdiction are reported in Appendix B.
Summary results of the comparison between commercial/industrial land demand and supply for
the unincorporated county UGAs and the cities, respectively, are shown in the following tables.

Note that the calculated surplus or deficiency for each UGA and city are based on assumed
distributions of forecast employment demand. They do not necessarily reflect local preference for
siting new employment in particular locales or economic development initiatives based on
specific cities or UGAs. Readers are cautioned that forecast commercial/industrial land demand
estimates do not necessarily reflect the jurisdiction’s policy preference for those geographic
entities. The more significant reading to take from this analysis is whether, in total, enough land
is designated countywide to accommodate the countywide forecast demand for
commercial/industrial development.

Unincorporated Kitsap County

In unincorporated Kitsap County, total 2005 industrial land capacity exceeds the forecast demand
for the planning period. The SKIA UGA is the single largest and most dominant provider of
industrial land supply in the county. The Silverdale UGA provides the only other significant
supply of industrial lands in the unincorporated county.

Total commercial zoned land capacity also exceeds forecast demand for the unincorporated

county. The Port Orchard and Silverdale UGASs provide the largest share of available zoned
commercial land supply. The largest forecast demand for new commercial space is in Silverdale.
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Kitsap County Unincorporated UGAs
Commercial/Industrial Land Supply & Demand Analysis
2005-2025

Industrial (Net Acres)

Commercial (Net Acres)

UGA 2005-2025 | 2005 | Surplusor | [ 2005-2025 [ 2005 Surplus
Demand | Capacity Deficit Demand | Capacity | or Deficit
Bremerton East 19 0 -19 2 3 1
Bremerton West 26 16 -10 37 7 -30
Central Kitsap 136 0 -136 97 42 -55
Gorst 34 13 -21 3 22 19
Kingston 34 5 -29 35 21 -14
Port Orchard 75 34 -41 56 266 210
Poulsbo 42 5 -37 19 0 -19
Silverdale 240 205 -35 160 198 38
SKIA 181 895 714 19 0 -19
ULID #6/South Kitsap 4 0 -4 1 34 33
Totals 791 1,173 382 429 593 164
Land Supply/Demand Ratio 1.48 1.38

Sources: Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update (2006), Appendix D: Employment Capacity (E.D. Hovee
& Co.); Mark Personius, AICP, Growth Management Consultant

Incorporated Cities

For the incorporated cities, total 2005 industrial land capacity also exceeds the forecast demand
for the planning period. The City of Bremerton is the single largest and most dominant provider
of industrial land supply among the cities and is second only to the SKIA UGA in total industrial

land capacity countywide.

For the incorporated cities, total 2005 commercial land capacity slightly exceeds the forecast
demand for the planning period. Bremerton and Poulsbo provide the largest share of available
zoned commercial land supply among the cities. Among all the cities, the largest forecast demand
for new commercial space is in Bremerton.
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Incorporated Cities
Commercial/Industrial Land Supply & Demand Analysis

2005-2025
Industrial (Net Acres) Commercial (Net Acres)
Jurisdiction 2005-2025 | 2005 | SUTPIUS | | 5005.2025 | 2005 | SUTPIUS
. or . or
Demand | Capacity Deficit Demand | Capacity Deficit
Bremerton (1) -14 265 279 232 265 33
Bainbridge Island (2) 32 35 3 77 83 6
Port Orchard 23 13 -10 67 43 -24
Poulsbo 26 26 0 99 92 -7
Totals 67 339 272 475 483 8
Land Supply/Demand Ratio 5.05 1.02

Notes:
(1) Bremerton reported a vacant and underutilized supply of 531 total combined Commercial/Industrial net acres.

This table assumes a 50/50 split of those acres between Industrial and Commercial zones. This excludes available
commercial land within the neighborhood centers.

(2) Bainbridge Island reported 21 acres vacant commercial, 30 acres underutilized with a high likelihood of
redevelopment to commercial and 32 acres underutilized with a potential for redevelopment to commercial.

Sources: Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update (2006), Appendix D: Employment Capacity (E.D.
Hovee & Co.); Kitsap County DCD; City of Bremerton; City of Bainbridge Island; Mark Personius, AICP,

Growth Management Consultant
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Reasonable Measures

RCW 36.70A.215(4) requires that:

“If the evaluation required by [the buildable lands statutes] demonstrates an inconsistency
between what has occurred since the adoption of the county-wide planning policies and the
county and city comprehensive plans and development regulations and what was envisioned in
those policies and plans as the inconsistency relates to the evaluation factors specified [in RCW
36.70A.215(3)], the county and its cities shall adopt and implement measures that are reasonably
likely to increase consistency during the subsequent five-year period. If necessary, a county, in
consultation with its cities...shall adopt amendments to county-wide planning policies to increase
consistency. The county and its cities shall annually monitor the measures adopted...to
determine their net effect and may revise or rescind them as appropriate.”

The initial 2002 Buildable Lands Analysis Report (2002 BLR) indicated that in some cases, urban
densities (defined as 5 du/acre in the 1998 Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan) were not being
achieved within certain UGAs. However, the report noted that since the Growth Management Act
(GMA) compliant Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan (Plan) was adopted in 1998 and the 2002
BLR used a 1995-1999 analysis period, *“...only one year of data reflects the current GMA-
compliant [Plan]. Therefore, comparing zoning from 1995-1999 is problematic. A more
meaningful analysis will be available for the next 5-year analysis period.””?* The 2002 BLR
reported plat densities were also influenced by “pre-GMA” low-density vested plats recorded
from 1995-1999.

The 2002 BLR also identified an issue between “planned” and “actual” development patterns in
that more growth was occurring in rural areas than was targeted in the Countywide Planning
Policies (CPP). The 2002 BLR reported that from 1995-1999, the rural areas of the county
including LAMIRDs? accounted for 57% of total new permitted residential units. The cities and
unincorporated UGAs accounted for the remaining 43% of all new permitted dwelling units®. At
that time, the CPP target share of new growth was 83% urban and 17% rural.

2% The 2000-2005 buildable lands analysis indicates that urban densities have been achieved in the UGAs—
resolving the 1995-1999 inconsistency.

% imited Areas of More Intensive Rural Development

%6 The 2000-2005 buildable lands analysis in indicates that the urban/rural share of new permitted housing
units increased significantly from the previous five year period—from 43%/57% (1995-1999) to 57%/43%
(2000-2005). But the share of new urban/rural housing unit growth still appears short of the adopted
76%/24% CPP population growth target.
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Subsequently, Appendix B of the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) was amended in 2004,
which adopted a new 20-year population growth allocation and identified a new target population
growth share for urban and rural areas. The new target indicates that 76% of the 2005-2025
forecasted population growth in the county should be accommodated within urban growth areas
(including cities and unincorporated UGASs). The remaining 24% future growth should occur in
rural areas outside of UGAs. The 2002 BLR noted that *“...a central issue concerning rural
development is that much of it occurs on [already platted] parcels that are smaller than the
prescribed density standard...Until these...”’legacy lots” are fully absorbed, the County may face
some obstacles in its efforts to direct most of the new growth towards urban areas”.

In 2004, the County amended the 2002 BLR Report to adopt a set of “reasonable measures”
meant to help increase consistency between actual development and that envisioned in the
countywide planning policies and the county’s comprehensive plan. The County recognized
eighteen (18) reasonable measures already in existing in Kitsap County Code and existing sub-
area planning documents, in Resolution No. 158-2004, including:

Encourage Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) in single-family zones
Allow clustered residential development

Allow duplexes

Allowing townhouses and condominiums in single-family zones
Encourage development of Urban Centers and Villages

Encourage Mixed Use Development

Create annexation plans

Allow manufactured housing development

Urban amenities

10. Targeted capital facilities investments

11. Master planning large parcel developments

12. Interim development standards (e.g., urban reserve designation)
13. Encourage transportation-efficient land use

14. Density bonuses in UGAs (only in Poulsbo Urban Transition Area)
15. Increase allowable residential densities

16. Urban growth management agreements

17. Locate critical “public” services near homes, jobs and transit

18. Transit-oriented development

CoNOO~WNE

The County committed to adopting and implementing adequate reasonable measures to help
meet the urban/rural population growth target identified in Appendix B of the CPPs in Kitsap
County Resolution No. 158-2004 which stated, in part, *“...2. In addition to those reasonable
measures that the County has already adopted and implemented,...Kitsap County staff should
begin the process of identifying additional reasonable measures the Board of County
Commissioners should consider adopting and implementing.”

In 2005, the Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council (KRCC) identified a “menu” of forty-six (46)
“Reasonable Measures” to encourage urban growth and increase residential development capacity
in existing UGAs (i.e., to promote “infill” development) for jurisdictions to consider during their

comprehensive plan updates, in compliance with RCW 26.70A.215.

56



Subsequently, in 2006, the County augmented existing measures and adopted an additional
fourteen (14) new reasonable measures intended to attract and accommodate a greater share of
future urban growth as part of the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update. These
measures are specifically intended to increase consistency with the urban and rural population
growth target identified in Appendix B of the Countywide Planning Policies.

The measures focus on several objectives: to make development more feasible in UGAs; to
increase the efficient utilization of urban land and improve permitting efficiency; and craft
development regulations more responsive to current housing and land market conditions. The
reasonable measures address a number of issues related to each of those objectives. Some may
address multiple objectives. A more detailed discussion of the new 2006 adopted reasonable
measures follows by objective.

IMPROVE URBAN DEVELOPMENT FEASIBILITY

o Allow for Alternative Sanitary Sewer Systems in Unincorporated UGAS to ensure
urban-level sewer or equivalent wastewater service in all UGAs for the 20-year planning
horizon. New policies allow for alternative systems such as package plants, membrane
systems and community drain fields in areas where other sewer provision is not
financially feasible. This measure will provide significant benefit to aquifer recharge and
would enable Kitsap County to monitor and maintain those facilities to ensure their long-
term effectiveness.

e Provide for Regional Stormwater Facilities in Unincorporated UGAs to increase
development feasibility on small and/or development constrained parcels. This new
reasonable measure would allow for funding and construction of regional stormwater
treatment facilities in areas where individual on-site treatment facilities are not
financially feasible.

e Strengthen and Amend Policies to Promote Low Impact Development. Policies have
been adopted that support clustered development with surface water features that allow
for minimal site disturbance. This could allow for innovative infrastructure resulting in
more efficient use of developable land.

e Bonus Incentives for Increased Building Height Limits to accommodate higher
density residential development, increase residential development capacity within
existing UGAs and promote more efficient development patterns in areas appropriately
zoned to accommodate such development with supporting urban services and amenities.

IMPROVE URBAN LAND UTILIZATION & PERMITTING EFFICIENCY

e Minimum Densities for New Subdivisions are now mandated to ensure that any new
urban lots created through the subdivision process meet the minimum urban densities
specified in their respective zones.

e Remove Pre-planning Allowances in UGAs. Development regulations have allowed
subdivisions to “shadow plat” and show how urban densities can be achieved in the
future and how sanitary sewer can be accommodated to serve all lots when fully
developed. In the meantime, portions of the “shadow plat” can be developed with on-site
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septic systems. To increase the incentive for sewer provision and urban densities, the
pre-planning regulation requirements have been removed.

e SEPA Categorical Exemptions for Mixed Use and Infill Development & Increased
Thresholds for SEPA Categorical Exemptions were adopted to streamline the
development review process and encourage more efficient development within existing
UGA boundaries.

e Consolidated Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations will make it easier to
rezone urban parcels in the future without the additional time and expense of a
comprehensive plan amendment process.

¢ UGA Management Agreements are scheduled to be adopted between 2007-2008 to
address transformation of governance issues such as delivery of urban services,
annexation plans, applicable development regulations and standards, etc., for
unincorporated UGAs, including Bremerton East and West, Central Kitsap, South Kitsap
Industrial Area, Gorst, ULID #6/McCormick Woods and Port Orchard/South Kitsap.

o Policies Addressing and Promoting Reasonable Measures to increase efficient use of
UGA s by requiring consideration of reasonable measures prior to any proposed future
UGA expansion.

RESPONSIVENESS TO LAND & HOUSING MARKET CONDITIONS

e Adjusting Residential Densities within Existing UGA Boundaries by rezoning
specific parcels within the existing UGAs to higher densities and increasing the range of
allowable densities in some of the County’s urban residential zones. Parcel-specific “up-
zones” in the adopted 10-Year Update were accompanied by development code changes
to allow for a higher range of allowable maximum densities in multi-family and mixed
use zones (to encourage and make mixed use development more feasible) and by slightly
lowering the minimum density required in the Urban Low and Urban Cluster Residential
zones from 5 units/acre to 4 units/acre (to allow for “family-friendly” larger homes and
yards but still maintain minimum urban densities). The 4 unit/acre density minimum in
the Urban Low and Urban Cluster Residential zones remains GMA compliant?’.

Changes to the range of allowable zoning densities in the Kitsap County 10-Year GMA
Update in 2006 compared to the initial 1998 Comprehensive Plan are presented in the
following table.

2" According to the CPSGMHB, “Generally, any residential pattern of four net dwelling units per acre, or
higher, is compact urban development and satisfies the low end of the range required by the [GMA]”.
[Bremerton I, 5339¢, FDO, at pg. 50]
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Kitsap County 10-Year GMA Update (2006)
Allowable Density Amendments

Land Use Designation

1998 Plan
Allowable
Density Ranges

2006 Plan
Allowable
Density Ranges

Urban Low

Urban Cluster

Urban High

Neighborhood Commercial *
Highway Tourist Commercial *

Regional Commercial*
Mixed Use

5-9 units/acre
5-9 units/acre
19-24 units/acre
10-24 units/acre
10-24 units/acre

10-24 units/acre
None

4-9 units/acre
4-9 units/acre
19-30 units/acre
10-30 units/acre
10-30 units/acre

10-30 units/acre
10-30 units/acre

*Note: Residential uses are encouraged but not required in these

commercial zones
Source: Kitsap County DCD

New Mixed Use Zones were adopted for the Silverdale, East and West Bremerton and
Central Kitsap UGAs to promote more transit-oriented urban development and increase
residential development capacity within existing UGA boundaries.

Design Guidelines for Silverdale have been adopted to promote pedestrian and transit-
friendly development and increased aesthetic appeal to encourage more efficient and
higher density residential development within the Downtown core of the Silverdale UGA.

Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Policies and Implementing Regulations were

adopted to allow for the transfer of development capacity from rural parcels to UGASs in
order to encourage more efficient development patterns countywide.

Conclusion

An assessment of all reasonable measures adopted by Kitsap County was conducted to the extent
practical as part of the Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update (2006)%.

The County’s continuing growth monitoring will address the RCW 36.70A.215(4) reasonable
measure monitoring requirements. The monitoring program will seek to further examine and

assess the effectiveness of these adopted reasonable measures at accommodating a greater share

of urban growth in future years. The growth monitoring program may also consider further
actions that the county or cities could take to increase the share of future urban growth

countywide and explore some of the situational factors that influence urban growth rates such as
the supply of non-conforming rural lots and local real estate market conditions.

%8 See Appendix C: Reasonable Measures
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Appendix A—Land Capacity Analysis Methodology by Jurisdiction
Appendix B—Land Capacity Analysis by Jurisdiction
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Appendix D— Kitsap County Countywide Employment Capacity Analysis
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Appendix E— KRCC Menu of Reasonable Measures

Appendix F—Kitsap County Buildable Lands Program, Procedures for Collecting and
Monitoring Data
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Land Capacity Analysis Methodology
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City of Poulsbo
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URBAN LANDS

Introduction

This document illustrates the rationale and assumptions used for determining the current
residential and commercial/industrial capacity of urban and rural zoned lands in Kitsap
County. The actual land capacity analysis worksheets with reported outcomes for all
parcels were prepared by Kitsap County GIS.

The purpose of the Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) is to establish an objective
approach by which to determine the current supply of land and how much population and
development Kitsap County can expect to accommodate under current zoning and
development regulations in the existing rural lands and urban growth areas (UGAS).

Analysis of UGA land capacity is required by the Growth Management Act (GMA) in
two different sections of the Act: 1) RCW 36.70A.130(3) requires it as a part of a
County’s Comprehensive Plan 10-year update when expanding UGAs to accommodate
additional population allocations; and 2) RCW 36.70A.215(3)(a), the so-called
“Buildable Lands” provision, requires a determination of ““...whether there is sufficient
suitable land to accommodate the county-wide population projection...”.

The Kitsap County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) provide further guidance on
how land capacity analyses should be implemented by the County and its cities as a part
of their respective on-going growth management planning efforts in Element B. Urban
Growth Areas, Policy 1—Land Capacity Analysis Program:

a. The County and the Cities shall maintain a Land Capacity Analysis Program
to monitor land supply and trends for residential, commercial, and industrial
lands to determine the success of implementation of their respective
comprehensive plans. This Program is intended to fulfill the state requirement
for a Buildable Lands Program.

b. The County and the Cities shall participate in the Land Capacity Analysis
using a consistent methodology for review and evaluation.

c. The County and the Cities shall develop strategies from the Land Capacity
Analysis to efficiently use the available capacity of residential, commercial
and industrial uses within Urban Growth Areas, reducing the need to expand
the urban growth boundaries.

d. The County and Cities shall establish procedures for resolving inconsistencies
in collection and analysis of land capacity data. In the event a resolution
cannot be achieved, the Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council shall be a
forum to review and if possible facilitate any disputes between parties.




The County was also in the process of developing new and updated subarea plans for
several UGAs during the development of the ULCA. The ULCA provided updated
capacity analysis for those efforts in South Kitsap, Port Orchard, Kingston and Silverdale
consistent with the CPPs Element B. UGAs, Policy 2.h.(i-iii). Staff also provided ULCA
framework updates to each of the citizen advisory committees for their respective subarea
planning efforts.

Kitsap County examined four different optional approaches as a part of the Urban Lands
ULCA development process. These included review and evaluation of the rationale used
in two previous GMA-related land capacity analysis efforts in the County—the 1998
Comprehensive Plan and the 2002 Buildable Lands Report—as well as two new
alternative approaches developed in concert with a public involvement program to solicit
input from interested individuals and stakeholders in the process. An additional private-
initiated alternative land capacity analysis performed by a local real estate company was
also evaluated.

Public Involvement Process

The County established a Citizen Advisory Group (or CAG) comprised of interested
citizens, developers, builders, realtors, local residents and growth management advocates
to help develop the Updated Land Capacity Analysis. The CAG also included staff from
the County and local municipalities who provided technical advice and expertise in the
development of the ULCA. The CAG met intensely over a period of 7 months to develop
and evaluate the alternative approaches. The final CAG recommendations—with a focus
on incorporating a heightened sense of “reality” to the land capacity analysis—were
made to staff in early 2005.

The staff then prepared a draft recommended ULCA framework that incorporated many
of the CAG recommendations. The draft ULCA framework was presented to the Kitsap
County Planning Commission in early 2005. The Planning Commission reviewed the
ULCA alternative approaches and recommended selection of a preferred ULCA
framework that was presented to the Kitsap Board of County Commissioners (Board) and
the Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council (KRCC). After significant review and
evaluation by the Board and the KRCC and subsequent public input, the Board of County
Commissioners (Board) recommended a preferred Urban Residential Lands ULCA
methodology on April 25, 2005. That preferred approach is presented in this document. It
also provides the basis for the subsequent Urban Commercial/Industrial Lands and Rural
Lands ULCA presented herein.

A chronology of public involvement steps during development of the ULCA is presented
in the following table.



2004-2005 UL CA Public Involvement Program Chronology

Public Meeting

Date

Topic

Citizen Advisory Group September 29, 2004 | Land Capacity Analysis Overview

Citizen Advisory Group October 6, 2004 Critical Area Reduction Factors

Citizen Advisory Group October 13, 2004 Underutilized Lands and
Redevelopment Constraints

Citizen Advisory Group October 20, 2004 Public Purpose Lands Reduction
Factors and Sewer Service Constraints

Citizen Advisory Group October 27, 2004 Sewer Service Constraints

Citizen Advisory Group November 3, 2004 | ULCA Alternative Approaches

Citizen Advisory Group November 10, 2004 | Water Service Constraints

Citizen Advisory Group November 17, 2004 | Unavailable Land Factors &
Alternative ULCA Approaches

Citizen Advisory Group December 15, 2004 | Sewer Service Constraints,

Underutilized Lands and Unavailable
Lands Reduction Factors

Planning Commission

January 11, 2005

ULCA Briefing

Board

January 12, 2005

ULCA Update briefing

KRCC Board January 13, 2005 ULCA Briefing & Discussion

Citizen Advisory Group January 19, 2005 Sewer Service Constraints and
Wetlands Reduction Factors

Citizen Advisory Group January 26, 2005 Preliminary ULCA UGA QOutcomes &
Discussion of Rural Lands and
Commercial/Industrial ULCA

KRCC Board February 1, 2005 ULCA Briefing & Discussion

Planning Commission February 8, 2005 ULCA Review

Citizen Advisory Group February 9, 2005 Draft CAG-recommended ULCA

Framework

KRCC Planning Directors

February 10, 2005

ULCA Briefing & Discussion

Board

February 16, 2005

ULCA Update briefing

Kingston Subarea CAC

February 22, 2005

ULCA Briefing & Discussion

Silverdale Subarea CAC

February 24, 2005

ULCA Briefing & Discussion

KRCC Board

March 1, 2005

ULCA Briefing & Discussion

Port Orchard Subarea CAC

March 2, 2005

ULCA Briefing & Discussion

KRCC Planning Directors

March 10, 2005

ULCA Briefing & Discussion

Board March 21, 2005 ULCA Work Study

Board April 11, 2005 ULCA Work Study

Planning Commission April 12, 2005 ULCA Public
Hearing/Recommendation

Board April 18, 2005 ULCA Work Study

Board April 25, 2005 ULCA Public Hearing/Final

Framework Recommendation

Kitsap Commercial Real
Estate Brokers

August 10, 2005

Commercial/Industrial ULCA
Briefing




Applicability

Land capacity analysis is an “inexact science” and jurisdictions have discretion in
choosing their methodology but its assumptions should be based on best available data
and actual conditions to the maximum extent practical. Assumptions made about
particular factors affecting development are often subject to debate or interpretation®.
Lively CAG meetings provided ample opportunity for such discussions to occur. Where
assumptions are made as a part of the preferred ULCA rationale, consideration was given
to alternative viewpoints and the evaluation of those issues is documented to the extent
practical and applicable in this paper. Detailed discussion of alternative approaches,
background information and rationale regarding particular land capacity factors are
contained in the footnotes in this paper.

The preferred ULCA approach outlines a step-by-step process by which the land supply
is analyzed and “reduction factors” applied to “gross” acres of land in particular zones in
order to eliminate lands presumed to be unbuildable for the purposes of accommodating
additional housing and employment (e.g., lands needed for public purposes,
environmentally sensitive or critical areas, land held off the real estate market, etc.).
Ultimately the ULCA derives the number of “net” acres available for development in
each respective zone and converts those net acres into available capacity for new housing
units, population and commercial/industrial development.

! Assumptions made in the 2005 preferred ULCA approach are documented in the text and/or footnotes accompanying
the step-by-step methodology. However, there are also several significant criteria or factors that were discussed and not
included in the preferred approach. The most significant of those are documented here.

e  The impact of CC&Rs (Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions) on land capacity is not included in the
preferred methodology. These are private deed restrictions that often preclude further subdivision of platted
lots even if allowed by zoning. They are not enforceable by cities or counties. If they had been utilized, the
net effect would likely be to reduce existing development capacity.

e  Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUSs) are not included in the analysis. These are small “Mother-in-Law” units
allowed on parcels with existing homes. ADUs typically only account for 1%-2% of total housing stock, so
they are not considered to have a significant impact on total housing capacity in most communities. If they
had been utilized, the net effect would be to increase existing development capacity.

e  Consideration of Concurrency-Restricted Roadways was not utilized in the land capacity analysis. These are.
areas potentially subject to development restriction due to inadequate existing or anticipated future roadway
capacity. If utilized, the net effect would potentially reduce existing development capacity.



\ Urban Residential Lands ULCA Approach

This section illustrates the rationale and assumptions used in the preliminary updated land
capacity analysis (ULCA) for urban residential zoned lands in Kitsap County. It is
intended as a guide to understanding the background and rationale for assumptions made
in determining the current residential capacity of the Urban Growth Areas (UGAS) in
Kitsap County. The actual residential land capacity analysis worksheets with reported
outcomes for all UGAs were prepared by Kitsap County GIS.

The urban residential zones and their minimum dwelling unit densities included in the
Urban Lands ULCA include:

Urban Restricted (1 DU/Acre)
Urban Low (5 DUs/Acre)
Urban Medium (10 DUs/Acre)
Urban High (18 DUs/Acre)
Urban Village Center?

The rationale and assumptions for the Urban Residential land capacity analysis were
reviewed and recommended by the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners on April 25,
2005. The Urban Residential ULCA seeks to identify both vacant and underutilized lands
in the inventory. The methodologies for the vacant and underutilized residential land
capacity analyses are each presented separately. “Reduction factors” applied in the
analysis are indicated by the symbol (-). The summary totals of vacant and underutilized
urban residential lands by zone for the unincorporated UGAs based on this approach is
illustrated in Table 1.1. Detailed individual unincorporated UGA housing capacity
analysis is contained in Appendix A.

2 The Urban Village Center (UVC) zone is a mixed use commercial/residential zone found only in the
Kingston UGA. It requires a more complex set of assumptions to determine vacant land capacity since both
residential and commercial use capacity have to be estimated on the same parcel. Vacant parcels can only
be geo-coded once—meaning that they can only be identified (i.e., mapped) in the GIS database in one
category of land use—as either vacant residential or vacant commercial. Since the ULCA applies some
reduction factors on a site-specific basis (e.g., critical areas) this prevents double counting the capacity of
the zone. The zoning code specifies a maximum residential density of 18 dwelling units per acre in the
UVC zone. There is no minimum residential density specified. For purposes of the ULCA all vacant UVC
zoned parcels are evaluated for capacity purposes in the residential ULCA at the maximum density
assuming coverage of one-half of the parcel. Therefore no vacant UVC acres are identified in the Kingston
UGA commercial/industrial ULCA outcome worksheets. Nevertheless some commercial capacity remains
on the other one-half of those same vacant net acres. See footnotes on the Kingston UGA
Commercial/Industrial Vacant Lands Worksheet in the Appendix of this report for the specific estimate of
vacant UVC zoned land that is assumed to remain available for commercial development but is
unaccounted for due to geo-coding protocols. Underutilized UVC parcels, on the other hand, can be
classified as either residential or commercial based on their current use Assessors code. Therefore, no “split
zoning” assumptions are needed to calculate capacity. Residential capacity is calculated—consistent with
all other zones—assuming a minimum density (10 units per acre is the assumed minimum density for
purposes of the ULCA) applied to all remaining net acres of underutilized UVC acres in current (single-
family) residential use. Similarly, underutilized UVC lands in current non-residential use are accounted for
in the commercial/industrial ULCA.



VACANT LANDS METHODOLOGY

Step 1: Identify All Vacant Parcels Zoned for Residential Use

The first step is to identify all vacant parcels (Assessors Code 9100) in each of the five
urban residential zones. This step is further refined by eliminating all vacant tax-exempt
and current use tax parcels within these zones®. The result can be considered the
inventgry of “gross acres” for all vacant urban residential zoned lands in the respective
UGAS".

Step 2: Identify Critical Areas Affecting VVacant Parcels Zoned Residential (-)

The second step measures critical areas ordinance (CAO) impacts on all vacant urban
residential parcels identified in the first step. First it identifies unencumbered acres (i.e.,
acres of vacant residential zoned parcels without CAO coverage or impact). Then it
identifies the acres with CAO coverage and estimates the net impact of those critical
areas on the parcel’s development potential by deducting the portions of the affected
parcels assumed to be unavailable for development due to the provisions of the CAO.

These calculations are based on the CAO “reduction factor” assumptions recommended
by the Board for use in the Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 2005°.

% The vast majority of parcels enrolled in current use are in rural and resource land designated areas of the county.
However, there are some located within UGAs. The ULCA assumes that those parcels voluntarily enrolled in the
current use program—that nonetheless have an urban residential zone designation—are not likely to develop or
redevelop to minimum urban standards during the planning period. And so those parcels are removed from the urban
land supply. There are several reasons for this: First, the current use designation is a technique whereby we can
actually identify owner intent not to develop property. Whether that remains the case for the next twenty years is, of
course, unknown. But at least for the present—and in the case of open space general lands at least for ten years—we
have some measurable means to identify property owners who do not intend to develop; Secondly, properties enrolled
in the program must meet strict criteria for enrollment to ensure that the “open space” benefit is reflective of actual
parcel characteristics. Many of these parcels are already characterized by the presence of critical areas that significantly
impair their development potential, such as stream buffers, steep slopes and wildlife habitat areas or have conservation
easements recorded on them that preclude further development—even if they were not enrolled in the current use
program. Both the agricultural and timber open space programs have strict economic criteria that parcels must meet
demonstrating that they are indeed producing income from the current agricultural or timber use. This precludes
derelict properties being included in the program as a “holding” zone until considered ripe for development.

* There is no minimum lot size exclusion applied to vacant lands. All vacant residentially zoned parcels—regardless of
size or location within the UGA—are included in the residential land supply, except for tax-exempt and current use tax
parcels.

® The recommended methodology assumes adopted CAQ definitions and buffers for streams, wetlands, floodplains and
geologic hazard areas. Stream buffers are per the current adopted CAO and include the 200 foot HMP buffers on
salmon-bearing streams. Wetlands are mapped in the GIS database but are not classified by type. Therefore, an
average 75’ wetland buffer is used based on recommendations from the Kitsap County DCD wetland biologist for NWI
wetlands that are not classified in the database. This is based on review of delineated wetlands identified on preliminary
plats from 1998-2004 where most unclassified wetlands were determined to be Type 2 (100 foot buffer) and Type 3 (50
foot buffer) wetlands. Some areas of CAO-encumbered parcels will be unbuildable due to environmental constraints.
However, the County’s adopted CAO allows for buffers and portions of critical areas outside of open water to be
included in the density calculation for a particular parcel (i.e., density transfer from the CAO-encumbered portions of
parcels—outside of open water areas—is allowed). It is presumed that developers seeking to maximize their return-on-



Step 3: Identify VVacant Residential Zoned Lands that are Sewer Constrained (-)

This step recognizes the sewer constraint approach recommended by the Board for use in
the Urban Residential ULCA. Such a constraint analysis is authorized by state buildable
lands guidelines, but does not appear to have been implemented by any other jurisdictions
to date®. The application of a sewer constraint is intended to acknowledge that due to the
unique topography of the County, some small, low density (hence relatively low value)
residential zoned lots in fragmented ownership located in close proximity to critical areas
and steep slopes may be unfeasible to develop at urban densities when located at
significant distances from existing sewer mains’.

investment will utilize this policy to the maximum extent practicable. Even though all CAO buffers may allow for
some development potential (for purposes of avoiding “takings” and to allow for reasonable uses), it is clearly the
practical intent of the CAO to discourage, if not prevent development altogether, within the buffers. Studies of
approved plats in Snohomish County, noted in the Kitsap County 1998 Comp Plan, indicated, on average, that 60% of
density was lost on CAO-encumbered plats.

The County’s wetlands are mapped primarily on the basis of the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI). The NWI utilizes
aerial photography to identify wetlands which often fails to adequately identify forested wetlands. This typically means
that the NWI data undercounts wetland acres, especially where forested wetlands are prevalent. However, according to
Kitsap County GIS analysis, soil types associated with forested wetlands lie mostly in the rural areas of the county. The
developed areas of the UGAs actually contain the most accurately mapped wetlands data in the county based on
surveyed wetlands from pending and approved plats. Consequently, for the purposes of the 2005 ULCA, an additional
(unaccounted for) wetland factor is not recommended. However, the overall recommended approach utilizes a 75%
density reduction figure for CAO-encumbered acreage from the minimum zone density to account both for some
unaccounted for wetlands and density transfer from the buffer areas to other portions of parcels intended for
development.

The impact of ““areas of geologic concern (AOCs) which comprise slopes less 30% with unstable or highly erodable
soils, slopes less than 15% with springs or groundwater present, etc., were also evaluated. The AOCs are buildable
under the CAO but their site characteristics present challenges to development which often results in developments
avoiding these areas altogether or resulting in loss of density to the overall site. The recommended ULCA methodology
utilizes a 50% density reduction factor on the AOCs.

® The Washington Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development (CTED), Buildable Lands Program
Guidelines notes that “land assumed to not have water and sewer infrastructure available within the 20-year planning
period” should be deducted from the buildable land supply and that all assumptions should be well documented. In
addition, both Snohomish County and King County recognized that such constraints should be incorporated in their
Buildable Lands Program methodologies. The King County Buildable Lands Program, Reference Guide 11: Land
Supply Inventory, report specifically pointed out that “an additional and optional step in the land inventory analysis is
to deduct from the inventory land for which the provision of basic utility services (e.g., sewer and water) is judged to be
infeasible or otherwise very unlikely within the planning horizon”. Although it appears that no jurisdictions in King
County actually took that step in their buildable lands analysis. It appears that no other county subject to the buildable
lands requirements of the GMA had included an infrastructure constraint factor in their land capacity analyses.

" The ULCA Citizen Advisory Group (CAG) discussed addition of an “infrastructure constraint” reduction factor in the
2005 ULCA to more accurately address the issue of development infeasibility on small lots due to lack of efficient
sewer access. In instituting such a factor for consideration, the CAG discussed and evaluated overall infrastructure
constraints in the County’s UGAs (e.g., prevalence of small lots which are less efficient to develop, sewer and water
service constraints based on remaining vacant lands site location related to availability of infrastructure or impact of
topography and critical areas that makes development of these sites infeasible due to the cost of providing expensive
pump stations, utility extensions having to cross or avoid critical areas, and the constraint associated with developer
extension and ULID financing mechanisms, etc.).

The CAG took testimony from all the sanitary sewer service providers in the UGAs as to capacity and their 6-year and
20-year facility and conveyance improvement plans. The sewer providers all indicated that they had adequate treatment
capacity for the 20-year planning period but the issue of concern about the ability to accommodate new growth was
conveyance of sewage. The only existing viable mechanisms to extend sewer mains into currently unsewered areas of



Sewer service constraint criteria examined several different parameters including: 1)
distance from sewer main; 2) size of parcel; and 3) zoning density as surrogate variables
to assess development feasibility based on lack of sewer availability or the excessive cost
of extending sewer at developer expense to reach undeveloped or re-developable lots,
given distance, topography, critical area, and small lot size constraints®.

The recommended sewer constraint reduction factor analysis is applied to all urban
residential zones except the urban restricted zone.®

The sewer service constraint formula includes application of a tiered set of (%) reduction
factors based on distance of the parcel from the sewer main and the zoning density of the
property in each UGA. The percentage reduction factor applies to the actual acreage of
particular affected parcels—not to parcels in total.

the UGAs to accommodate growth is through ULID formation or by developer extension. The former of which is
extremely difficult to do in areas of fragmented land ownership (often the case in areas with a prevalence of small lots)
and the latter of which is often infeasible, according to testimony from developers, due to the lack of remaining large
vacant parcels in the UGAs where sufficient density is available to make sewer extension feasible based on
development economies-of-scale.

8 Staff and the CAG prepared and evaluated numerous options for measuring sewer constraint based on available GIS
data. Consensus was that the selected option that included “tiered” reduction factors based on zoning and distance of
the parcel from the sewer main best utilized the existing data and was the most reflective of actual constraint, insofar as
the ULCA can accurately assess without site-specific parcel analysis. The recommended methodology is designed to
reflect the impact of lack of sewer on otherwise buildable lands while acknowledging:

e the need to plan for a 20-year land supply;

e the presumption that as land values increase over the planning period, sewer extension will become more
feasible; and

e consideration of “reasonable measures” that could be taken to increase feasibility of sewer extension within
the current UGAS (e.g., upzoning, public subsidy of sewer construction, etc.).

A “ground truthing” exercise was incorporated in the analysis that included average cost assumptions to construct
sewers as a means to better define the actual sewer feasibility threshold based on “real world” data in the current
UGAs. The average cost assumptions for sewer and pump station construction were based on actual developer
experience and were reviewed by the Kitsap County Department of Public Works. The “ground truthing” analysis
incorporated parcel size as a third component of the feasibility analysis. The analysis identified the various parcel sizes
needed in each respective residential zone (based on distance from the closest sewer main in 500 foot intervals) in order
to maintain the feasibility threshold of developing and sewering 20 lots at a distance of at least 2500 feet from the
closest existing sewer main. Minimum parcel sizes needed to maintain feasibility are reduced equally by 25% for each
of the four 500-foot intervals (i.e., ¥ reduction in minimum parcel size needed to maintain feasibility for each of the
four subsequent 500 foot “distance from sewer main’ intervals in each zone from 500-2500 feet). There is no minimum
parcel size constraint applied if the parcel is less than 500 feet from an existing sewer main.

® The recommended approach removes the Urban Restricted (UR) zone parcels from the sewer constraint analysis since
at the minimum density of 1 du/acre in the UR zone, no sewer is required. Sewer would only be required to achieve the
maximum 5 du/acre density allowed in the zone. The ULCA assumes the minimum density in each zone.



Sewer Constraint Reduction Factors (%) Applied to Parcel Acreage in Existing
UGASs based on Distance of Parcel from Sewer Main in each Residential Zone

Urban Low Zone Urban Medium Zone Urban High Zone

0% = less than 500 feet 0% = less than 500 feet 0% = less than 500 feet
20%= 500-1000’ 15%= 500-1000’ 10%= 500-1000’
40%= 1000-1500’ 30%= 1000-1500’ 20%= 1000-1500’
60%= 1500-2500’ 45%= 1500-2500’ 30%= 1500-2500’
75%= >2500’ 60%= >2500’ 40%= >2500’

Vacant acres in the three urban residential zones noted above, remaining to this point in
the inventory, that meet the criteria identified in this step are removed from the supply of
land considered buildable to this point in the land capacity analysis.

Step 4: Identify Vacant Residential Lands that are Water Constrained (-)

Consistent with the recommendation of the Board on April 25, 2005 this reduction factor
is not applied to either the Urban Residential or Urban Commercial/Industrial land
capacity analyses™®. In the accompanying ULCA worksheets prepared by GIS staff, the
reader will observe that this step is labeled as “not applicable” in the land capacity
analysis.

Step 5: Identify VVacant Residential Lands Needed for Future Roads & Rights-of-Way (-)

This step identifies urban residential zoned vacant lands remaining in the inventory to
this point that are likely to be needed for future roads and/or as dedicated rights-of-way.

This step is based on the 20% Roads/R-O-W “reduction factor” recommended by the
Board for use in the Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 2005™.

10 Analysis of public water constraints focused on water purveyors ability to provide fire flow, water rights and water
supply availability based on the 20 year planning period. Evaluation indicated that no development constraint was
likely at the present time based on current and anticipated water availability based on review of the Kitsap County
Coordinated Water System Plan. Although fire flow and water availability remain constraints to achieving higher urban
densities within the UGAS, uncertainty about water issues means that no measurable development constraints are
identified at the present time in terms of land capacity

U This is based on discussions with development review engineers at the Department of Public Works, experience of
local developers with recent plats, and discussions among CAG members based on the needs of new development and
future road rights-of-way in the UGAs.



Step 6: Identify Vacant Residential Lands Needed for Future Public & Quasi-Public
Facilities (-)

This step identifies urban residential zoned vacant lands remaining in the inventory to
this point that are likely to be needed for future public and quasi-public facilities. These
include needs for regional public facilities such as schools, parks, stormwater treatment
facilities, utilities and transmission facilities as well as internal lands within new
development devoted to similar purposes. It also includes quasi-public land needs for
facilities such as churches, community centers, clubhouses and fraternal organizations,
etc. that could occupy lands otherwise intended for residential development.

A 15% Public Facilities “reduction factor” was recommended by the Board for use in the
Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 2005,

Step 7: Identify Vacant Residential Lands Likely to be Unavailable for Development (-)

This step seeks to identify urban residential zoned vacant lands remaining in the
inventory to this point that are likely to be unavailable for development over the planning
period due to legal constraints or factors related to landowner intent (e.g., property
owners who withhold land from sale, property subject to legal encumbrances, easements
that preclude development, etc.).

These calculations are based on a 5% “reduction factor” applied to vacant lands as
recommended by the Board for use in the Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 2005%.

Step 8: Report Remaining Net Acres of VVacant Residential Zoned Parcels Available for
Development

This step calculates the remaining supply of vacant land (in “net” acres) able to
accommodate new residential development in each urban residential zone within the
applicable UGAs after all the preceding reduction factors have been accounted for in
Steps 2-7.

12 Maintains the same 15% reduction factor for public purpose lands used in the 2002 Buildable Lands Report.

13 This is a significantly smaller reduction factor than was applied in the 1998 Comprehensive Plan land capacity
analysis since new sewer infrastructure-constraint and larger defined critical area reduction factors are incorporated in
the 2005 ULCA. This should more accurately reflect lands deducted from the land supply solely for “market” reasons
or due to landowner intent—which is the sole intent of this reduction factor.



Step 9: Calculate Total Housing Unit and Population Holding Capacity for each
Residential Zone by UGA

This is the last step in the vacant urban residential lands analysis. This step first
calculates the total new housing unit capacity in each zone by multiplying the net
remaining vacant acres in each zone by the minimum density allowed in each zone. Total
population capacity for each zone and UGA is then derived by multiplying the housing
unit capacity in each zone by the average household size for applicable single-family and
multi-family zones.

UNDERUTILIZED LANDS METHODOLOGY

Step 1: Identify All Developed but Underutilized Residential Parcels

The first step is to identify all developed but underutilized residential parcels in each of
the five urban residential zones. Underutilized parcels are identified as all developed
residential parcels with the ability to accommodate at least one additional housing unit
under existing zoning (based on a comparison of parcel size, zoning density and the
number of existing units on the parcel). This step excludes all tax-exempt parcels, all
shoreline parcels less than one acre and all otherwise underutilized parcels that are 0.5
acres or smaller in size.

4 The CAG agreed to maintain the basic 1998 Comp Plan methodology of defining underutilized parcels with a few
exceptions (noted below) aimed at getting a more accurate assessment of truly underutilized lands. The CAG discussed
and agreed to exclude small shoreline parcels since the County’s residential developed shorelines were almost
exclusively platted and the potential for redevelopment (where density increase was potential) was negated by the high
land and improvement values (i.e., redevelopment was occurring on shoreline lots but not in a manner that increased
density on existing parcels, it merely replaced one home with another, usually larger structure).

The CAG also discussed increasing the minimum parcel size threshold for consideration as underutilized from 0.5 acre
to 2.5 and even 5 acres due to the development feasibility constraints placed on small parcels. However, the group
decided this was inappropriately large and excluded too many potentially redevelopable albeit small parcels. The %
acre exclusion only applies to underutilized parcels (parcels that already have a home on them but are large enough to
accommodate at least one additional home). The Urban Low Zone (5-9 units per acre) is the predominant residential
zone in all UGAs. In the Urban Low zone, the minimum lot area needed to accommodate one unit at the minimum
zoning code-mandated density of 5 units/acre is approximately 1/5 acre (or 2/10" acre). Therefore to accommodate an
additional unit (assuming the parcel already has one home on it occupying 1/5™ of an acre) one would need, at a
theoretical minimum, a parcel at least 2/5"" of an acre in size (or 4/10™ acre). Even to reach this theoretical minimum
size, the existing home would have to be situated on the lot in such a way that would allow for a new home to be built
and still meet all required setbacks, utility and driveway access conditions. As well as any private covenants, codes and
restrictions that might restrict further subdivision or blockage of existing views. These in situ issues typically have a
dampening effect on further subdivision of small parcels. This is why the % acre exclusion is applied—because ¥z acre
parcels with a home already on them are almost exclusively located in the Urban Low zone and are not expected to
accommodate a significant amount of future urban growth.

Existing dwelling units on underutilized parcels will be removed in the final step prior to calculation of net available
dwelling unit capacity for each UGA. This will prevent any potential for double-counting density on underutilized
parcels.



Step 2: Identify Underutilized Residential Parcels that are Likely to Redevelop (-)

The second step is to identify underutilized lands (from Step 1) that are likely to
redevelop over the course of the planning period. This is done by evaluating the
residential parcel size-to-density ratio and the existing assessed home value on the parcel.
This step attempts to identify residential parcels of land within an Urban Growth Area
(UGA) that:

1. Are larger than minimum zoning size
2. Contain building improvements, and
3. Have re-development potential

Minimum zoning size indicates the lot area necessary to accommodate additional
development at the minimum density in each particular zone—where a home already
exists on the parcel. In the Urban Low Zone, for example, the minimum density is 5
dwelling units per acre (approx. 1/5™ acre per unit), therefore the minimum parcel
‘zoning size’ necessary to accommodate at least one additional unit is at least 2/5" acre
(i.e., 1/5™ acre each for the existing home and the potential new dwelling unit). For
purposes of the capacity analysis the zoning size figure is estimated to be approximately
one-half (0.5) acre for the Urban Low Zone. It is of course correspondingly different for
the Urban Medium and Urban High residential zones based on their respective
minimum densities.

Determining which existing residential parcels are likely to redevelop is based on two
factors: the value of existing building improvements (based on the median assessed home
value within each UGA); and the size of the parcel®. This particular approach does not
take into account the value of the land or the age of the home already existing on the
parcel in determining which lands are likely to redevelop™®. However, it adds an
additional large parcel size screen to recognize that especially large parcels (based on
zoning) within the UGAs may have redevelopment potential regardless of the value of
the existing home®”.

15 This factor seeks to differentiate between all underutilized lands (identified in the previous step) from those
underutilized lands with the most potential to redevelop over the next 20 years. These are lands identified as
underutilized but due to the value and age of the existing building improvements, size of the parcel, or layout of
existing development on the site, are not likely to redevelop over the course of the planning period. A general rule of
thumb regarding redevelopment analysis indicates that between 20%-80% of relatively lower value underutilized lands
can be expected to further subdivide, depending on local market conditions. This set of criteria does not include
examination of redevelopment constraint based on the availability or feasibility of infrastructure needed for urban
development (e.g., sewer and water). See infrastructure constraint criteria discussion in previous section.

16 Empirical studies in other areas indicate that improvement value is generally a more accurate indicator of
redevelopment potential than land value for residential development. The age of the existing home on the parcel was
reviewed and evaluated during development of the ULCA—the idea being that recent home construction (e.g., homes
built in the last 10 years) would be less likely to be redeveloped during the next 20 years. However, this screen was not
recommended for inclusion in the final methodology.

17 This step assigns assessed improvement value thresholds to underutilized parcels based on an appropriate value
(based on standard variation from the median home values in each UGA rather than arbitrary assumed home value
thresholds) cross-referenced to parcel size. The general idea is that the more expensive the improvements already on
the property the less likely the parcel is to redevelop during the planning period.



e Redevelopment potential is assumed to not exist if the parcel size is less than 2.5
X (times) the minimum zoning size®.

e Between 2.5 and 4X zoning size, redevelopment potential is assumed to not exist
unless the assessed value of the onsite buildings are less than one-half (0.5X) the
assessed median home value in that UGA.

e Between 4X and 5X zoning size, the building value must be less than median
home value in the particular UGA for the parcel to have redevelopment potential.

e Between 5X-10X zoning size, the value of the home must be less than 1.5X
median home value in the UGA for the parcel to have redevelopment potential.

e |f the parcel is greater than 10X zoning size, then redevelopment is assumed
likely regardless of existing home value on the parcel.

For example, in the Urban Low Zone, if median UGA home value is $100,000,
redevelopment potential would be calculated on the following basis:

Building Value Parcel Size Redevelopment Potential?
Less than 2.5 X ‘zoning size’ No—parcel must be at least
(0.5 acre X 2.5=1.25 acre) 1.25 acres to have
redevelopment potential

Less than $50,000 Between 2.5 X and 4X ‘zoning Yes
size’ (1.25-<2 acres)

More than $50,000 Between 2.5 X and 4X ‘zoning No
size’ (1.25-<2 acres)

Between $50,000 and Between 4 X and 5X ‘zoning Yes

$100,000 size’ (2-2.5 acres)

More than $100,000 Between 4 X and 5X ‘zoning No

size’ (2-2.5 acres)
Between $100,000 and | Between 5X and 10X ‘zoning Yes
$150,000 size’ (>2.5 acre-<5 acres)
Greater than $150,000 Between 5X and 10X ‘zoning No
size’ (>2.5 acre-<5 acres)
Greater than 10 X ‘zoning size Yes—parcels 5 acres or larger
(0.5 acre X 10=5 acres) likely to subdivide regardless
of existing home value

'8 The first step in this analysis was to identify developed parcels that could accommodate additional dwelling units
based on adopted zoning and size of parcel. The Kitsap County 2002 Buildable Lands Report utilized an
existing/zoned density ratio of 2 (i.e., the allowed density is more than twice the existing parcel density) as a first step
to identify the likelihood of “underutilized” parcels actually being redeveloped. This ratio provides an indicator of
subdivision potential that is fundamental to redevelopment. However, the King County Buildable Lands Program,
Reference Guide I1: Land Supply Inventory report, noted that ““...a threshold of 2 is probably, for many jurisdictions,
overly inclusive of parcels that have little realistic subdivision potential over the remainder of the planning horizon.
The infill potential of many parcels between 2 and 3 times the minimum lot size is hindered by numerous factors, such
as the position of the existing house on the lot and parcel shape. A recommended threshold ratio of between 2.5 and 3
will, in most cases, provide a more realistic estimate of the number of single-family parcels with infill potential.”
Therefore, the 2005 Kitsap County ULCA increases the minimum underutilized parcel size threshold to 2.5X current
zoning.




Underutilized parcels identified in Step 1 of the ULCA that meet the criteria identified in
Step 2 are the parcels considered to have potential for redevelopment over the 20-year
timeframe. The worksheets calculate an estimate of the “gross acres” of underutilized
parcels considered likely to redevelop over the course of the planning period in each of
the respective UGAs.

Step 3: Identify Critical Areas Affecting Underutilized Residential Parcels Likely to
Redevelop(-)

This step measures critical areas ordinance (CAQ) impacts on all underutilized urban
residential parcels identified in Step 2. First it identifies unencumbered acres (i.e., acres
of underutilized urban residential zoned parcels without CAO coverage or impact). Then
it identifies the acres with CAO coverage and estimates the net impact of those critical
areas on the parcel’s development potential by deducting the portions of the affected
parcels” assumed to be unavailable for redevelopment due to the provisions of the CAQ.

These calculations are based on the CAO “reduction factor” assumptions recommended
by the Board for use in the Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 2005.

Step 4: Identify Parcels Likely to Redevelop that are Sewer Constrained (-)

This step recognizes the sewer constraint approach recommended by the Board for use in
the Urban Residential ULCA. The application of a sewer constraint acknowledges that
due to the unique topography of the County, some small, low density (hence relatively
low value) residential zoned lots in fragmented ownership located in close proximity to
critical areas and steep slopes may be unfeasible to develop at urban densities when
located at significant distances from existing sewer mains.

See discussion of how the criteria were developed and are applied in the previous Vacant
Land section.

Step 5: Identify Parcels Likely to Redevelop that are Water Constrained (-)

The water constraint reduction factor is not recommended for use in the Urban
Residential ULCA. In the accompanying ULCA worksheets prepared by GIS staff, the
reader will observe that this step is labeled as “not applicable” in the analysis. Refer to
the rationale for the applicability of this reduction factor in the Vacant Land section
previously discussed.



Step 6: Identify Land Needed for Future Roads and Rights-of-Way (-)

This step identifies urban residential zoned underutilized lands remaining in the inventory
to this point that are likely to be needed for future roads and/or as dedicated rights-of-
way.

These calculations are based on the 20% Roads/R-O-W “reduction factor” recommended
by the Board for use in the Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 2005.

Step 7: Identify Land Needed for Future Public & Quasi-Public Facilities (-)

This step identifies urban residential zoned underutilized lands remaining in the inventory
to this point that are likely to be needed for future public and quasi-public facilities such
as parks, utilities, stormwater management facilities, schools, churches, etc. Meaning that
lands devoted to these uses will not otherwise be available for residential development.

These calculations are based on the same (15%) Public Facilities “reduction factor”

recommended by the Board for use on vacant lands in the Urban Residential ULCA on
April 25, 2005.

Step 8: Identify Land Likely to be Unavailable for Redevelopment (-)

This step seeks to identify urban residential zoned underutilized lands remaining in the
inventory to this point that are likely to be unavailable for development over the planning
period due to legal constraints or factors related to landowner intent (e.g., property
owners who withhold land from sale, property subject to legal encumbrances, easements
that preclude development, etc.).

These calculations are based on the 15% “reduction factor” recommended by the Board
for use on underutilized lands in the Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 2005%.

Step 9: Report Remaining Net Acres of Underutilized Residential Zoned Parcels
Available for Redevelopment

This step calculates the remaining supply of underutilized land (in “net” acres) able to
accommodate new residential development within the applicable UGAs after all the
preceding reduction factors have been accounted for in Steps 2-8.

1% Unavailable lands factors are typically higher for underutilized lands than vacant lands (i.e., in general, a vacant
parcel is more likely to develop than an underutilized parcel is to redevelop).



Step 10: Calculate Total Housing Unit and Population Holding Capacity for each
Residential Zone by UGA

This is the last step in the underutilized urban residential lands analysis. This step first
calculates the total new housing unit capacity in each zone by multiplying the net
remaining underutilized acres in each zone available for development by the minimum
density allowed in each zone. Total population capacity for each zone and UGA is then
derived by multiplying the housing unit capacity in each zone by the average household
size for applicable single-family and multi-family zones.



\ Urban Commercial/Industrial (C/I) Lands (ULCA) Approach

This section illustrates the rationale and assumptions used in the preliminary updated land
capacity analysis (ULCA) for urban commercial and industrial (C/I) zoned lands in
Kitsap County. It is intended as a guide to understanding the background and rationale
for assumptions made (including alternative assumptions in some cases) in the
methodology for determining the current supply (inventory) of commercial and industrial
(C/ lands in Kitsap County. The actual land capacity analysis worksheets with reported
outcomes for all urban commercial and industrial zoned parcels were prepared by Kitsap
County GIS.

The overall structure of the C/I ULCA generally follows the same approach used in the
Urban Residential land capacity analysis and recommended by the Kitsap County Board
of Commissioners on April 25, 2005. However, the C/I methodology differs from the
urban residential analysis approach in some ways necessary to address the unique nature
of commercial/industrial lands.

The urban commercial/industrial zones included in the Urban Lands ULCA include:

Highway Tourist Commercial
Neighborhood Commercial
Urban Commercial

Urban Village Center
Regional Commercial
Business Park

Business Center

Industrial

Similar to the Urban Residential ULCA, the C/I approach seeks to identify both vacant
and underutilized lands in the inventory. The approaches for the vacant and underutilized
C/I land capacity analyses are each presented separately. “Reduction factors” applied in
the analysis are indicated by the symbol (-).

The summary totals of vacant and underutilized urban commercial/industrial lands by
zone for the unincorporated UGAs based on this approach is illustrated in Table 1.2.
Detailed individual unincorporated UGA commercial/industrial land capacity analysis
results are contained in Appendix A.



VACANT LANDS METHODOLOGY

Step 1: Identify All Vacant Parcels Zoned Commercial or Industrial

The first step is to identify all vacant parcels (Assessors Tax Code 9100) in each of the
commercial/industrial zones®. This step is further refined by eliminating all vacant tax-
exempt parcels within these zones. The result can be considered the inventory of “gross
acres” for all vacant urban C/I zoned lands in the respective UGAs.

Step 2: Identify Critical Areas Affecting VVacant Parcels Zoned Commercial/Industrial (-)

The second step measures critical areas ordinance (CAO) impacts on all vacant C/I
parcels identified in the first step. First it identifies unencumbered acres (i.e., acres of
vacant C/I zoned parcels without CAO coverage or impact). Then it identifies the acres
with CAO coverage and estimates the net impact of those critical areas on the parcel’s
development potential by deducting the portions of the affected parcels assumed to be
unavailable for development due to the provisions of the CAO. These calculations are
based on the same CAO “reduction factor” assumptions recommended by the BoCC for
use in the Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 2005.

Step 3: Identify Vacant C/I Lands that are Sewer Constrained (-)

This step was intended to recognize the same sewer constraint approach recommended by
the Board for use in the Urban Residential ULCA. However, upon analysis of C/I zoned
parcels, this approach appeared problematic for several reasons. First many of the
characteristics noted for its application to the Urban Residential ULCA are not present in
regards to commercial/industrial zoned parcels—namely, that small, low density (hence
relatively low value) residential zoned lots in fragmented ownership located in close
proximity to critical areas and steep slopes were considered likely to be unfeasible to
develop at urban densities when located at significant distances from existing sewer
mains. Most of the C/I parcels are more concentrated, of higher value and located in
closer proximity to existing sewer mains than the more prevalent residential parcels.
Second, during GIS analysis, very few C/I parcels were actually found at distances from
existing sewer mains that would have triggered the sewer constraint reduction factors
recommended by the Board in the urban residential portion of the ULCA. Of those
parcels that were, most were already developed C/I parcels with existing uses that do not
require sanitary sewer service for their operation (e.g., warehouses, storage, etc.). Hence
the need for sewer extension in these areas is not considered as critical a requirement to
foster development (or redevelopment) of existing C/I lands.

0 See Footnote #2 for explanation of how C/I land capacity is calculated in the ULCA for parcels in the
Urban Village Center (UVC) zone.



Therefore, the sewer constraint reduction factor is not recommended for use in the Urban
C/I ULCA. In the accompanying ULCA worksheets prepared by GIS staff, the reader
will observe that this step is labeled as “not applicable” in the C/I analysis worksheets.

Step 4: Identify Vacant C/I Lands that are Water Constrained (-)

Consistent with the recommendation of the Board on April 25, 2005 this reduction factor
is not applied to either the Urban Residential or Urban C/I land capacity analyses. In the
accompanying ULCA worksheets prepared by GIS staff, the reader will observe that this
step is labeled as “not applicable” in the land capacity analysis.

Step 5: Identify Vacant C/l Lands Needed for Future Roads and Rights-of-Way (-)

This step identifies C/I zoned vacant lands remaining in the inventory to this point that
are likely to be needed for future roads and/or as dedicated rights-of-way. These
calculations are based on the same (20%) Roads/R-O-W “reduction factor” recommended
by the Board for use in the Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 20052,

Step 6: Identify Vacant C/l Lands Needed for Future Public & Quasi-Public Facilities (-)

This step identifies C/I zoned vacant lands remaining in the inventory to this point that
are likely to be needed for future public and quasi-public facilities such as parks, utilities
including stormwater management facilities, schools, churches, etc. Meaning that lands
devoted to these uses will not otherwise be available for C/l development. These
calculations are based on the same (15%) Public Facilities “reduction factor”
recommended by the Board for use in the Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 2005%

2L Two alternatives for the Roads/R-O-W reduction factor were developed and evaluated by staff. The first option was
the same 20% reduction factor applied to the Urban Residential ULCA. The second option applied a smaller 10%
reduction factor based on the rationale that most of the land needed for new roads or roadway lanes in the UGAs will
have already been accounted for in the aforementioned Urban Residential ULCA (20%) Road/R-O-W reduction
factor—since most—~but certainly not all—of the demand for new roads will likely come from new residential rather
than new commercial development. Those new lanes needed exclusively for commercial development should consume
commensurately less land (especially considering that at least some underutilized C/I lands may already have adequate
roadway access). However off-street parking requirements for C/I uses typically require more land be set-aside for on-
site parking than is needed for public rights-of-way (compared to residential uses). For this reason, the recommended
Urban C/I ULCA approach maintains the same 20% road reduction factor as the Urban Residential ULCA. Staff made
presentation of these alternatives and evaluated their applicability with the Kitsap County Commercial Real Estate
Brokers Group on August 10, 2005. After review and discussion, the commercial real estate professionals also
suggested maintaining the 20% figure to account for greater parking, truck turning and storage requirements of C/I
development which result in less land area being available to accommodate actual building square footage.

22 Two alternatives for the Public Facilities reduction factor were also developed and evaluated by staff. The first
option was the same 15% reduction factor applied to the Urban Residential ULCA. The second option applied a smaller
10% reduction factor based on the rationale that most of the land needed for new public and quasi-public facilities in
the UGAs will have already been accounted for in the aforementioned Urban Residential ULCA (15%) Public Facilities
reduction factor—since most—»but not all—of the demand for new public facilities will likely come from new
residential not new commercial development. However, owing to the lack of public or regional stormwater treatment
facilities in the County, all stormwater treatment must be provided on-site. The increased impervious surfaces



Step 7: Identify Vacant C/l Lands Likely to be Unavailable for Development (-)

This step seeks to identify C/I zoned vacant lands remaining in the inventory to this point
that are likely to be unavailable for development over the planning period due to legal
constraints or factors related to landowner intent (e.g., property owners who withhold
land from sale, property subject to legal encumbrances, easements that preclude
development, etc.).

This step applies the same 5% “reduction factor” recommended by the Board for use in
the Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 2005 for vacant lands.

Step 8: Report Remaining Net Acres of Vacant C/l Zoned Parcels Available for
Development

This is the final step in the C/I ULCA methodology. It calculates the remaining supply of
vacant land (in “net” acres) able to accommodate new commercial and industrial
development within the applicable UGAs after all the preceding reduction factors have
been accounted for in Steps 2-7.

UNDERUTILIZED LANDS METHODOLOGY

Step 1: Identify All Developed Parcels Zoned Commercial or Industrial

The first step is to identify all developed parcels in each of the six commercial/industrial
zones. This step is then refined by eliminating: 1) all “unavailable” developed parcels in
the non-residential zones—essentially multifamily residential units, mobile home parks,
streets and rights-of-way and current use tax parcels within these zones; and 2) all
developed tax-exempt parcels within these zones.

associated with C/I development (e.g., for off-street parking) means that more land is usually required to be set-aside
for on-site stormwater treatment (compared to residential uses). For this reason, the recommended Urban C/I ULCA
approach maintains the same 15% public facilities reduction factor as the Urban Residential ULCA. Staff made
presentation of these alternatives and evaluated their applicability with the Kitsap County Commercial Real Estate
Brokers Group on August 10, 2005. After review and discussion, the commercial real estate professionals also
suggested maintaining the 15% figure to account for greater land area needed for stormwater treatment, setbacks and
buffer requirements of C/I development which result in less land area being available to accommodate actual building
square footage.



Step 2: Identify Developed Parcels Zoned Commercial or Industrial that are Likely to

Redevelop (-)

The second step is to identify already developed lands (from Step 1) that are likely to
redevelop over the course of the planning period. This is done by examining the
relationship between a parcel’s improvement (i.e., building) value and its land value. The
primary assumption is that a developed C/I parcel is considered to be underutilized when
the parcel’s improvement value is less than its corresponding land value (i.e., the land is
worth more than the buildings on it). Put another way, developed parcels are most often
considered underutilized when the improvement-to-land value ratio is less than 1.0. Most
communities use improvement-to-land value ratios generally ranging from 0.25to 1.5 to
identify redevelopment opportunities among non-residential parcels, depending on local
market conditions and characteristics®®. In this C/I approach, parcels with improvement
to land value ratios greater than 0.5 are deducted from the C/I inventory identified in Step
1—Ileaving an estimate of the “gross acres” of developed C/I parcels considered
underutilized or likely to redevelop over the course of the planning period in each of the
respective UGAsS.

Step 3: Identify Critical Areas Affecting C/lI Developed Parcels Likely to Redevelop(-)

This step measures critical areas ordinance (CAQ) impacts on all underutilized C/I
parcels identified in Step 2. First it identifies unencumbered acres (i.e., acres of vacant
C/1 zoned parcels without CAO coverage or impact). Then it identifies the acres with
CAO coverage and estimates the net impact of those critical areas on the parcel’s
development potential by deducting the portions of the affected parcels’ assumed to be
unavailable for redevelopment due to the provisions of the CAQO. These calculations are

2 Kitsap County used a 1.0 improvement-to-land value ratio threshold to identify underutilized C/I lands in the 2002
Buildable Lands Report. King County, however, noted in its Buildable Lands methodology that “[a] threshold of 0.5
has historically been most widely adopted by King County jurisdictions (although significant variation exists within the
county).” Unfortunately, there is little empirical evidence to support one universal ratio in determining redevelopment
potential. King County notes that the 0.5 improvement to land value ratio figure is based more on “professional
judgment rather than data analysis”. In theory, the ratio reflects the potential profitability of more intensive uses of a
site relative to the revenue-generating potential of the existing use. The widely acknowledged professional judgment is
that, in general, as the improvement-to-land value ratio decreases, the confidence of predicting potential redevelopment
in most communities increases. Staff review of preliminary C/I methodology included discussion of situations where a
high revenue-generating business that would otherwise appear to be underutilized based purely on a 1.0 improvement-
to-land value ratio would, in reality, not be likely to redevelop owing to its presumed profitability. Individual business
revenues are private information. However the Washington State Department of Revenue (DOR) does track retail sales
by business type—but these records are typically collated and published at the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)
code level. Again, for privacy reasons, individual business sales tax records are not published by DOR. So we cannot
directly connect state sales tax revenue to C/I parcels in the Kitsap County Assessors database. As an alternative,
however, the improvement-to-land value ratio can be adjusted downward to account for or acknowledge such situations
where relatively low building value but “high revenue generating” businesses are discounted from the inventory of
available C/1 lands assumed likely to redevelop over the course of the planning period. The C/I ULCA uses a threshold
improvement-to-land value ratio of 0.5 (rather than 1.0) to identify underutilized C/I lands. The 0.5 ratio is the same
used by the majority of King County jurisdictions in their land capacity analyses. Staff discussed this approach with the
Kitsap County Commercial Real Estate Brokers Group on August 10, 2005. After review and discussion, the
commercial real estate professionals concurred with using the 0.5 improvement-to-land value ratio to more accurately
identify underutilized C/1 lands in the ULCA.



based on the same CAO “reduction factor” assumptions recommended by the Board for
use in the Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 2005.

Step 4: Identify Parcels Likely to Redevelop that are Sewer Constrained (-)

The sewer constraint reduction factor is not recommended for use in the Urban C/I
ULCA. In the accompanying ULCA worksheets prepared by GIS staff, the reader will
observe that this step is labeled as “not applicable” in the C/I analysis. Refer to the
rationale for the applicability of this reduction factor in the Vacant Land section
previously discussed.

Step 5: Identify Parcels Likely to Redevelop that are Water Constrained (-)

The water constraint reduction factor is not recommended for use in the Urban C/I
ULCA. In the accompanying ULCA worksheets prepared by GIS staff, the reader will
observe that this step is labeled as “not applicable” in the C/I analysis. Refer to the
rationale for the applicability of this reduction factor in the Vacant Land approach
previously discussed.

Step 6: Identify Land Needed for Future Roads and Rights-of-Way (-)

This step identifies C/I zoned underutilized lands remaining in the inventory to this point
that are likely to be needed for future roads and/or as dedicated rights-of-way. This step
utilizes the same (20%) Roads/R-O-W “reduction factor” recommended by the Board for
use in the Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 2005.

Step 7: Identify Land Needed for Future Public and Quasi-Public Facilities (-)

This step identifies C/I zoned underutilized lands remaining in the inventory to this point
that are likely to be needed for future public and quasi-public facilities such as parks,
utilities including stormwater management facilities, schools, churches, etc. Meaning that
lands devoted to these uses will not otherwise be available for C/I development. This step
utilizes the same (15%) Public Facilities “reduction factor” recommended by the Board
for use in the Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 2005.

Step 8: Identify Land Likely to be Unavailable for Redevelopment (-)

This step seeks to identify C/I zoned underutilized lands remaining in the inventory to
this point that are likely to be unavailable for development over the planning period due
to legal constraints or factors related to landowner intent (e.g., property owners who
withhold land from sale, property subject to legal encumbrances, easements that preclude
development, etc.).



This step applies the same 15% “reduction factor” recommended by the Board for use in
the Urban Residential ULCA on April 25, 2005 for underutilized lands.

Step 9: Report Remaining Net Acres of Underutilized C/l1 Zoned Parcels Available for
Redevelopment

This is the final step in the C/I ULCA methodology. It calculates the remaining supply of
underutilized land (in “net” acres) able to accommodate new commercial and industrial
development within the applicable UGAs after all the preceding reduction factors have
been accounted for in Steps 2-8.

Comparison of 2005 ULCA to Previous Land Capacity Analysis Approaches

The attached summary tables compares the major criteria, assumptions and rationale used
in the 2005 Urban Residential and Urban Commercial/Industrial ULCA’s with those used
in the 1998 Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan Land Capacity Analysis and the 2002
Buildable Lands Report.



URBAN RESIDENTIAL LANDS

LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS
CRITERIA

COMPARISON OF APPROACHES TO DEFINING LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS CRITERIA

Updated Land Capacity Analysis
(2005)

Buildable Lands Report
(2002)

Comprehensive Plan
(1998)

Vacant Land

GIS-identified parcels with the
Kitsap County Assessor Property
Tax Code “91000”. The code
“91000” is used specifically to
denote undeveloped land.

Underutilized Land

All residential parcels with
ability to accommodate at least
one additional dwelling unit
under the current adopted zoning.

0 Excludes all shoreline
parcels less than one acre

0 Excludes underutilized
parcels 0.5 acre and less

Excludes all shoreline
parcels

Excludes underutilized
parcels 0.5 acre and less

0 Includes all shoreline parcels

0 Excludes underutilized
parcels 0.5 acre and less




LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS
CRITERIA

COMPARISON OF APPROACHES TO DEFINING LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS CRITERIA

Updated Land Capacity Analysis
(2005)

Buildable Lands Report
(2002)

Comprehensive Plan
(1998)

Identify Underutilized Lands
Likely to Redevelop

Residential properties are
evaluated based on two factors:
the parcel size-to-density ratio
and the building improvement
value compared to the specific

UGA median building
improvement value.

e If parcel is less than 2.5x
zoning size, it is assumed
that it will not redevelop

e If parcel is between 2.5x and
4x zoning size, it will only
redevelop if building value is
less than 50% of the median
home value in that UGA

e If parcel is 4x-5x zoning size
it will only redevelop if
building value is less than
the UGA median home value

o If parcel is 5x-10x zoning
size it will only redevelop if
building value is less than
1.5x UGA median home
value

e |f the parcel is >10x zoning
size, it will redevelop
regardless of building value.

Residential properties are
evaluated based on two factors:
the parcel size-to-density ratio

and a fixed building
improvement value.

If parcel is less than 2x
zoning size, it is assumed
that it will not redevelop.

If parcel is 2x zoning size, it
will only redevelop if
building value is $100,000 or
less.

If parcel is 3x-4x zoning
size, it will only redevelop if
building value is $250,000 or
less.

o |f parcel is >5x zoning size,

it only redevelop is building
value is $500,000 or less.

e Redevelopment won’t occur

if building value is greater
than $500,000

Assumed 20% reduction factor
applied uniformly to
underutilized lands in all UGAs




LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS
CRITERIA

COMPARISON OF APPROACHES TO DEFINING LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS CRITERIA

Updated Land Capacity Analysis
(2005)

Buildable Lands Report
(2002)

Comprehensive Plan
(1998)

Critical Areas

Actual by UGA.

GIS-identified actual gross

acreage + buffers by UGA

according to adopted CAO
standards

Assumed 75% density loss on
wetland and stream buffer
affected portions of parcels

Assume 50% density loss on
areas of geologic concern
affected portions of parcels.

Actual by UGA.

GIS-identified actual gross

acreage + buffers by UGA

according to adopted CAO
standards

Assumed 50% density loss on all
CAO-affected parcels

Assumed 15% of land remaining
in the inventory in each UGA to
this point to be impacted by
critical areas

Assumed 50% density loss on
affected acreage




LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS
CRITERIA

COMPARISON OF APPROACHES TO DEFINING LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS CRITERIA

Updated Land Capacity Analysis
(2005)

Buildable Lands Report
(2002)

Comprehensive Plan
(1998)

Sewer Constrained Lands

GIS-application of tiered set of
(%) acreage reduction factors
based on distance of the parcel
from the closest sewer main and
the zoning.

Urban Low Zone

0% = less than 500 feet
20%-= 500-1000"
40%= 1000-1500’
60%= 1500-2500’
75%= >2500’

Urban Medium Zone
0% = less than 500 feet
15%= 500-1000’
30%= 1000-1500’
45%= 1500-2500’
60%= >2500’

Urban High Zone

0% = less than 500 feet
10%= 500-1000’
20%= 1000-1500’
30%= 1500-2500’
40%= >2500’

No Reduction Factor Applied

No Reduction Factor Applied




LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS

COMPARISON OF APPROACHES TO DEFINING LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS CRITERIA

CRITERIA Updated Land Capacity Analysis Buildable Lands Report Comprehensive Plan
(2005) (2002) (1998)
Water Constrained Lands No Reduction Factor Applied v v

Future Roads/ROW

20% of acreage remaining to this
point in the inventory assumed to
be needed for future roads/ROW

17% of acreage remaining to this
point in the inventory assumed to
be needed for future roads/ROW

17% of acreage remaining to this
point in the inventory assumed to
be needed for future roads/ROW

Future Public Facilities

15% of acreage remaining to this
point in the inventory assumed to
be needed for future public
facilities

Unavailable Lands

e Vacant

e Underutilized

0 5% of acreage remaining in
the vacant land inventory to
this point is removed to
account for lands likely to
be held off the market

0 15% of acreage remaining in
the underutilized land
inventory to this point is
removed to account for
lands likely to be held off
the market

o0 No Reduction Factor Applied

0 No Reduction Factor Applied

0 15% of acreage remaining in
the vacant land inventory to
this point is removed to
account for lands likely to
be held off the market

0 30% of acreage remaining in
the underutilized land
inventory to this point is
removed to account for
lands likely to be held off
the market




URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL LANDS

LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS

COMPARISON OF APPROACHES TO DEFINING LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS CRITERIA

CRITERIA Updated Land Capacity Analysis Buildable Lands Report Comprehensive Plan
(2005) (2002) (1998)
GIS-identified parcels with the
Vacant Land Kitsap County Assessor Property
Tax Code “91000”. The code v v
“91000” is used specifically to
denote undeveloped land.
Identify developed Identify developed

commercial/industrial parcels in | commercial/industrial parcels in NA

Identify Developed
Commercial/Industrial (C/I)
Parcels Considered
Underutilized & Likely to
Redevelop

each C/I zone:

0 Excluding all unavailable

developed parcels (i.e., C/I
zoned parcels Assessors
coded as multifamily units,
mobile home parks, or streets
and ROW:; and

o0 Excluding current use tax

parcels and tax-exempt
parcels in all C/l zones

All remaining developed C/I
parcels with an improvement-to-
land value ratio less than 0.5 are

considered underutilized and

likely to redevelop

each C/I zone:

0 Excluding all unavailable
developed parcels (i.e., C/I
zoned parcels Assessors
coded as multifamily units,
mobile home parks, or streets
and ROW:; and

0 Excluding tax-exempt
parcels in all C/I zones

All remaining developed C/I
parcels with an improvement-to-
land value ratio less than 1.0 are
considered underutilized and
likely to redevelop

No analysis of underutilized C/I
lands appears to have been
included in the 1998
Comprehensive Plan land
capacity analysis




LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS
CRITERIA

COMPARISON OF APPROACHES TO DEFINING LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS CRITERIA

Updated Land Capacity Analysis
(2005)

Buildable Lands Report
(2002)

Comprehensive Plan
(1998)

Critical Areas

Actual by UGA.

GIS-identified actual gross

acreage + buffers by UGA

according to adopted CAO
standards

Assumed 75% density loss on
wetland and stream buffer
affected portions of parcels

Assume 50% density loss on
areas of geologic concern
affected portions of parcels.

Actual by UGA.

GIS-identified actual gross

acreage + buffers by UGA

according to adopted CAO
standards

Assumed 50% density loss on all
CAO-affected parcels

Assumed 15% of land remaining
in the inventory in each UGA to
this point to be impacted by
critical areas

Assumed 50% density loss on
affected acreage




LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS

COMPARISON OF APPROACHES TO DEFINING LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS CRITERIA

CRITERIA Updated Land Capacity Analysis Buildable Lands Report Comprehensive Plan
(2005) (2002) (1998)
Sewer Constrained Lands No Reduction Factor Applied v v
Water Constrained Lands No Reduction Factor Applied v v

Future Roads/ROW

20% of acreage remaining to this
point in the inventory assumed to
be needed for future roads/ROW

17% of acreage remaining to this
point in the inventory assumed to
be needed for future roads/ROW

17% of acreage remaining to this
point in the inventory assumed to
be needed for future roads/ROW

Future Public Facilities

15% of acreage remaining to this
point in the inventory assumed to
be needed for future public
facilities

Unavailable Lands

e Vacant

e Underutilized

0 5% of acreage remaining in
the vacant land inventory to
this point is removed to
account for lands likely to
be held off the market

0 15% of acreage remaining in
the underutilized land
inventory to this point is
removed to account for
lands likely to be held off
the market

o0 No Reduction Factor Applied

o No Reduction Factor Applied

0 15% of acreage remaining in
the vacant land inventory to
this point is removed to
account for lands likely to
be held off the market

o NA. No analysis of
underutilized C/I lands
appears to have been
included in the 1998
Comprehensive Plan land
capacity analysis




RURAL LANDS

This section illustrates the rationale and assumptions used for determining the current
residential capacity of rural and resource land zoned lands in Kitsap County. The actual land
capacity analysis worksheets with reported outcomes for all rural zoned parcels were prepared
by Kitsap County GIS. The assumptions and rationale used for the Rural Lands ULCA are
consistent with those utilized in the 2002 Buildable Lands Report for determining rural land
capacity.

Due to the very low residential densities and relatively large parcel sizes in rural areas, the
overall structure of the Rural Lands ULCA is less complex and more straightforward than that
prepared for the Urban Lands ULCA analysis. Parcel size and zoning in the rural areas are the
prime determinant of density. In most cases in rural zones—unlike urban zones—the stated
residential density is both a minimum and a maximum. The Rural Lands ULCA approach only
identifies vacant land capacity—since rural residential density is limited to one single-family
unit per parcel—it is not necessary to identify underutilized lands. Furthermore the use of
“reduction factors”—as applied in the Urban Lands analysis—are not necessary here since
densities in the rural areas are based on gross (not net) parcel size. As an example, even if a
rural residential parcel were non-conforming to the zoning—meaning that it was smaller than
the minimum parcel size required by the zone—and were completely covered by critical areas,
the County’s non-conforming parcel use regulations and “reasonable use” exceptions in the
Critical Areas Ordinance would still likely allow for the minimum density development
allowed under the applicable zone.

The Rural Lands ULCA is based on a parcel method analysis—meaning capacity is determined
by first identifying all rural parcels by zone, then determining whether there is additional
capacity based on the parcel size comparison to allowed zoning density. Non-conforming
parcel capacity is identified first based on parcel size class, then as existing parcel size
increases and begins to exceed the minimum zoned parcel size (i.e., conforming zoned
parcels), density is calculated based on how many new parcels could be created by subdivision
(assuming one new unit of residential capacity per parcel).

Additional assumptions affecting the Rural Lands ULCA include: 1) accessory dwelling units
are not considered in this approach (same assumption as used in the Urban Lands ULCA); 2)
clustering provisions in the Rural Wooded zone are not considered (since these regulations are
currently being re-evaluated per order from the Western Washington Growth Management
Hearings Board); and 3) Resource land residential capacity—Forest and Mineral Resource
designated parcels—are included in the Rural Lands analysis (Kitsap County has no designated
agricultural lands of long-term commercial significance).




The rural and resource land zones and their stated residential densities included in the Rural
Lands ULCA include:

Rural Residential (1 DU/5 Acres)

Rural Protection (1 DU/10 Acres)

Rural Wooded (1 DU/20 Acres)

Forest Resource Lands (1 DU/40 Acres)
Mineral Resource Lands (1 DU/20 Acres)
Urban Reserve (1 DU/10 Acres)

The four-step approach for the rural residential land capacity analysis is presented below.

Rural and Resource Land (ULCA) Approach

Step 1: Identify All Rural and Resource Land Zoned Parcels by Size

The first step is to identify all parcels in their respective zones. Parcels in each zone are then
classified by size. Parcel size ranges are developed in order from smallest to largest to identify
the range of non-conforming parcels (i.e., those parcels which are of insufficient size to further
subdivide) and conforming parcels (i.e., those parcels which are large enough to further
subdivide) in each respective zone.

Step 2: Identify the Use of Parcels in Each Zone

The second step identifies the range of parcels by type of existing use. All parcels are classified
as either:

Vacant (undeveloped),

Developed,

Underutilized (developed but large enough to further subdivide),
Current use tax parcels,

Miscellaneous non-residential uses, or

Tax-exempt.

Vacant parcels are coded as vacant in the Assessors parcel database. Developed parcels are
those with an existing dwelling unit that are of insufficient size to further subdivide (i.e., they
are not able to accommodate any additional residential density). Underutilized parcels are those
with an existing dwelling unit that are of sufficient size to further subdivide. Miscellaneous
non-residential use parcels are those with an Assessors code indicating it is in public use or
subject to an easement preventing further development. Current Use/Exempt parcels are those
either enrolled in the current use tax program or in tax-exempt status.



Step 3: Calculate Residential Capacity in each Zone for Conforming and Non-conforming
Parcels

The ULCA methodology calculates residential capacity in each rural zone by adding the sum
of the total vacant parcels and underutilized parcels (including current use parcels due to their
prevalence in the rural areas) for each parcel size class in each zone. These are the parcels
considered “available for development”. All other parcel types, including developed,
miscellaneous non-residential use, tax-exempt and developed current use tax parcels within
these zones are not considered available for development and are excluded from the residential
capacity calculation. The result is the inventory of all undeveloped rural zoned parcels in each
respective parcel size class by zone.

For non-conforming parcel size classes (and conforming parcels unable to further subdivide),
housing unit capacity is assigned at the rate of one dwelling unit per undeveloped parcel. For
conforming parcel size classes larger than 2X the minimum density zoned parcel size, the
housing unit capacity is derived by dividing the total acres of undeveloped parcels by the
minimum zone density (indicating the resulting capacity of the larger parcels to further
subdivide and accommodate additional density).

Step 4: Report the Total Number, Gross Acres, and Housing Unit Capacity of Undeveloped
Parcels Available for Development by Rural and Resource Land Zone

This is the final step in the Rural Lands ULCA methodology. It calculates the total residential
capacity in each zone by summarizing the undeveloped parcel housing capacity derived by
both the (non-conforming) parcel-count method and the (conforming) acreage method for each
parcel size class range. Population capacity is then derived by multiplying the total dwelling
unit capacity figure in each zone by the County’s average household size.

The summary total of the 2005 rural residential land capacity analysis (excluding residential
LAMIRDs) is shown in Table 1.3. Detailed rural and resource land housing capacity analysis
results pertaining to the range of parcel sizes by rural zone and identification of conforming
and non-conforming parcels are contained in Appendix A.

Rural Commercial/Industrial Zoned Land (ULCA) Approach

The rationale and assumptions used for determining the supply of rural commercial/industrial
lands are the same as those used for the Urban Lands Commercial/Industrial ULCA. The
summary total of the 2005 rural commercial/industrial land capacity analysis is shown in Table
1.3.



Limited Areas of More Intense Rural Development (LAMIRD) Land Capacity Analysis
Approach

There are three residential LAMIRDs designated according to RCW 36.70A.070(5)(d) in
Kitsap County: 1) Manchester; 2) Suquamish; and 3) Port Gamble. Georges Corner is the
fourth LAMIRD in the County but it is comprised exclusively of commercial lands and is
included in the Rural Commercial/Industrial land capacity analysis in Table 1.3.

LAMIRDS by their definition contain higher density zoned residential lands than their
surrounding (non-LAMIRD) rural zones. Subarea Plans have been adopted by the County for
each of the three LAMIRD communities which spell out the particular minimum density
standards allowed in each zone. Many of these LAMIRDS constitute the legacy of small
historic settlements from the late 19" or early 20" centuries. They almost always contain
antiquated or very small lots that do not meet modern minimum lot size planning requirements.
Lot consolidation is required in most instances for small non-conforming contiguous parcels in
common ownership in order to meet the minimum lot sizes specified by the Subarea plans.
However, for lots legally created prior to adoption of the particular Subarea Plan (and not in
common ownership), residential density is assigned at the rate of one dwelling unit per lot.

For conforming vacant parcels in each LAMIRD residential zone, dwelling unit capacity is
calculated by dividing the amount of vacant residentially zoned acres by the minimum
developable lot size designated in the applicable Subarea Plan and/or Zone. For non-
conforming parcels (those smaller than the minimum lot size established in the Subarea Plan),
housing unit capacity is assigned at the rate of one dwelling unit per undeveloped parcel
subject to particular development restrictions on non-conforming contiguous lots in common
ownership as specified in each particular Subarea Plan. GIS analysis compared cadastral
ownership with parcel size characteristics to determine non-conforming contiguous lots in
common ownership for each LAMIRD. Lot consolidation estimates were made for the affected
parcels as required by the particular LAMIRD Subarea Plan to determine the probable housing
unit capacity.

Underutilized parcels are either: 1) developed conforming residential parcels at least 2X the
minimum lot size; or 2) developed (conforming or non-conforming) parcels that have a Kitsap
County Assessor property class which indicates potential for redevelopment or more intense
rural development based on the applicable zoning designation. For example, parcels in
residential zones with current uses such as sheds, garages, mobile homes, cabins, etc. are
identified and analyzed for their ability to accommodate additional dwelling units based on the
adopted minimum lot size in each LAMIRD zone.

The summary total of the 2005 LAMIRD residential land capacity analysis is shown in Table
1.4. Detailed housing capacity analysis results for each LAMIRD, including the particular
minimum lot size requirements and non-conforming lot standards and development restrictions
for each applicable zone are contained in Appendix A.




City of Bainbridge Island
PLANNING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

MEMORANDUM

TO: Larry Frazier, AICP, Planning Director

FROM: Libby Hudson, Senior Planner

DATE: June 27, 2005

RE: Population Allocation for the Year 2025 - Preliminary Report

Phase I. Research and Analysis

2025 Population Allocation Study
This project will result in amending our Comprehensive Plan with two main goals in mind:
A. Plan for and accommodate the City of Bainbridge Island growth projections for the 2025
population growth allocation; and
B. Address the GMA Central Hearings Board Ruling regarding “urban densities.”

The study is designed in three parts:

e Phase I includes the preliminary analysis of the existing Comprehensive Plan in terms of the growth
strategy and the new growth projections to determine whether areas of the Plan are not sufficient to
accommodate the anticipated twenty-year population growth to the year 2025;

o Phase Il includes development of alternative growth strategies that will accommodate the 2025
population estimate and address the Growth Management Act, Central Hearings Board Ruling
regarding “urban densities.” This phase includes interfacing with the Winslow Tomorrow Project
and involving public input on the alternative strategies and selecting a preferred alternative to
accommodate the growth;

o Phase Il is the implementation phase of the project and would include a detailed analysis of the
selected alternative and the associated infrastructure needed to support the growth scenario, such as
sufficient sewer, water and transportation facilities. This phase would include infrastructure
analysis, environmental review, and the processing of necessary amendments to the Comprehensive
Plan to accomplish the adoption of the selected alternative.

Phase | of the 2025 Population Allocation Study

Research and Analysis

This phase of the project includes a preliminary analysis of the new 2025 population growth allocation
using the existing growth strategy of our Comprehensive Plan, which is to provide for 50% of the new
growth to the Winslow Study Area (with half of that, or 25% of the total Island growth, being targeted
for the Mixed Use Town Center); 5% to the Neighborhood Service Centers (Lynwood Center, Island
Center and Rolling Bay); and the remainder of the new growth to the rest of the Island.

The City of Bainbridge Island population projection for the year 2025 is 28,660 people. Our Island
population for the year 2004 is estimated to be 21,760. This means that under the Growth Management
Act, the growth strategies in our Comprehensive Plan must accommodate an additional 6,900 people in
the next 20 years.



Population Estimates
Population 2004 — 21760

Population 2025 — 28660 Difference — 6,900
2025 Population Growth Figures by Area

50% to Winslow Master Plan Study Area 3,450

5% to Neighbor Service Centers (NSC) 345

45% Area Outside of Winslow and NSC (remainder 3,105
of Island — single-family residential)

Capacity Analysis

The capacity analysis answers the following question: Does the City have the capacity to accommodate
the new growth projections under the existing growth strategy and existing zoning? This question is
broken down into the three growth target areas as outlined in the Comprehensive Plan, A) the
residential areas outside of Winslow and the Neighborhood Service Centers, B) Winslow and the Mixed
Use Town Center/High School Road Districts, and C) the Neighborhood Service Centers.

A. Outside Winslow and Neighborhood Service Center - Population Growth Allocation of 3,105
by the Year 2025

The following questions guided the capacity analysis:

e What is the current population?

e What residential land remains undeveloped or underdeveloped?

Staff analyzed the undeveloped land to determine the additional residential development capacity that
exists within the various zoning districts of the area outside of Winslow and the NSC. Assuming an
additional population of 3,105 needs to be accommodated, at a standard single- family housing size of
2.5 people per household, a total of 1,242 new dwelling units are needed.

Population Growth for Standard Household Size for a | Necessary Units to Accommodate
Area Outside of Winslow | Single-Family Residential Unit | Estimated Growth for Area Outside
and NSC Winslow and NSC

3,105 New Residents 2.5 People 1,242 dwelling Units

This preliminary analysis indicates that the existing undeveloped land outside of Winslow and the NSC
can easily accommodate the new growth allocation for this area, even after discounting for wetland
density calculations on those properties that are affected by existing wetland areas. The following table
compares how many new units could be accommodated in each of the zones under the current Critical
Areas Ordinance (CAQ), and how this number would be affected if density calculations on wetlands are
permitted under the revised CAO. (This issue is currently being considered by the City Council.)

(Please note that once it became apparent that the existing undeveloped land provided surplus
development capacity, staff did not evaluate other types of land, for example, under-developed land.)

Outside Winslow and Neighborhood Service Center
Vacant Land Only

Zoning Potential Units Potential Units
Under Current CAO If Wetland Density Is Allowed
Regulations
R-0.4 860 880
R-1 555 572
R-2 828 856




R-4.3 (Bill Point) 3 3

R-6 6 6

Total 2252 2317

B. Winslow Master Plan Study Area and the Mixed Use Town Center - Projected Population
Growth of 3,450 by the Year 2025

The following questions guided the capacity analysis:

Winslow: (The current growth strategy anticipated a growth capacity for Winslow of 1,827 units
through the year 2012.)

e What is the current estimated 2004 population for Winslow?

e What land is currently vacant in Winslow, by district?

e What property might convert to a higher density?

Under the Comprehensive Plan, 50% of the anticipated population growth is targeted to the Winslow
Master Plan Study Area. Half of that amount, or 1,725 new residents, is to be concentrated in the
Mixed Use Town Center and High School Road Districts (MUTC/HSR). The other half, another 1,725
new residents, is directed to the Winslow Study area outside of the MUTC/HSR.

To estimate how much new development potential could be accommodated in the Winslow Study area
outside of the MUTC/HSR, staff assumed that all vacant land in the multifamily zones would develop
at full density; all vacant parcels in the single-family zones would develop at full density (unless
otherwise encumbered by critical areas), and that larger parcels in the single-family zones would
subdivide at full potential (unless encumbered by critical areas.) The following table shows the
potential number of new units and corresponding population that could be accommodated in the subject
area. The assumed household size is 1.7 persons per multifamily residence and 2.5 persons per single-
family residence.

Winslow Master Plan Study Area Outside of Mixed Use Town Center
Population Growth Allocation (2004-2025): 1,725 New Residents

Type of Units Units Estimated Population
Single-Family Residence 302 755
Multifamily 279 475

Total 581 1,230

This preliminary analysis shows that of the 1,725 new residents targeted for this area, approximately
1,230 could be accommodated under existing zoning. This leaves a shortfall of approximately 500 new
residents. Accommaodating this additional growth would require approximately 200 additional new
single-family residential units, or approximately 295 new multifamily units, or some combination
thereof. These additional units cannot be accommodated under existing zoning.

Mixed Use Town Center/High School Road Districts (MUTC/HSR)

As stated above, the 2025 population allocation for this area is 25% of the projected total Island growth,
or 1,725 new residents. All the units in this area are multifamily, and are therefore provided with an
average household size of 1.7 persons per unit. An estimated 1,015 new units will be needed in the
MUTC/HSR to accommodate the population growth allocation through 2025.

Population Growth for Standard Household Size fora | Necessary Units to Accommodate the
MUTC/HSR Multifamily Residential Unit Estimated Growth for MUTC/HSR

1,725 New Residents 1.7 People 1,015 Dwelling Units




To determine the additional multifamily units and associated population growth that can be
accommodated in the MUTC/HSR, staff first reviewed the multifamily and mixed use projects in
process. There are currently 440 new residential units that have not yet been occupied, but are in the
application, permitting and construction phase. (Some of these are part of major projects, such as
Harbor Square — 180 units, Island Crossing — 60 units, and Madison Square North — 30 units.)

Staff also reviewed the undeveloped and under-developed land in the MUTC/HCR that would be likely
to develop or redevelop with multifamily residences. Based on this review, staff estimates that there is
the potential for approximately 593 additional multifamily units in the MUTC/HSR. That brings the
total number to 1,033 new multifamily units. To estimate the development and redevelopment potential
of properties, staff assumed that most future projects would include residential development at a
minimum density equal to the base density of the district, and that certain parcels would develop at
higher than base density, in accordance with surrounding development patterns. This assumption does
not account for the possibility that some properties might develop below base density or others might
develop as strictly commercial developments.

Therefore, staff advises that the estimated 1,033 new multifamily units would marginally provide for
the projected population increase.

Estimated Multifamily Units in the MUTC

Multifamily Units in Process 440 Units 748 New Residents
Multifamily Units Likely to 593 Units 1008 New Residents
be built

Total Estimated Units 1,033 Units 1,756 New Residents

There are several large relatively undeveloped parcels that contribute a significant portion of the
estimated units. Two parcels provide about 43% of this growth: A parcel to the north of Harbor Square,
which provides approximately 180 units (assuming development density at the same rate as Harbor
Square); and the former John Nelson Park, which provides an additional 75 units (assuming
development density at the same rate as the Winery project.)

The rest of the development potential comes primarily from redevelopment of parcels that are presently
occupied with single-family residences or from parcels with older commercial buildings (about 74
parcels.)

Since floor area ratio (FAR) is used to determine the allowed square footage of residential development
in the Mixed Use Town Center and High School Road Districts, the number of units achieved in the
future is dependent on the square footage of the units being developed. For this reason, staff has
completed a study that assesses the size of multifamily units recently developed within Winslow to
determine an average square footage size for multifamily development as high, medium and low unit
sizes.

e Low =<800 sq. ft.
e Medium =800-1200 sq. ft.
e High=>1200 sq. ft.

This study can help convert FAR to a likely multifamily unit number as projected for the future
residential development in the Mixed Use Town Center. The high, medium and low unit sizes can be
used in future modeling to project growth potential in the MUTC/HSR. The study is attached for your
information.



Please note that no new population was assigned to the Winslow Way Commercial area (Madison to
Ericksen). This area provides for mixed-use development and could accommodate additional
residential units to add to the potential; however, this preliminary study assumed that no new residential
development would occur in this area.

Another issue that has been identified in this preliminary study is the difficulty in determining how the
area located along Ericksen Avenue might redevelop in the next twenty years, due to the special
characteristics of this area. Many of the properties are small in size and are greatly impacted by the
environmental constraints of the adjacent Winslow Ravine. In addition, several of the properties
located along this street are developed with small residences that are potentially historic structures as
identified by the City’s historic resource inventory. Another consideration in redevelopment for this
area is the concern for transportation, including the opening of the Ericksen/Hildebrand connection.
Further study is needed to obtain a more accurate picture of how this area might redevelop under the
Plan.

C. Neighborhood Service Centers - Projected Population Growth of 345 by the Year 2025
The following questions guided the capacity analysis:

e What land area is included in these neighborhood service areas?

e What is the current population of the NSC?

e What land remains undeveloped?

The number of potential residential units that could be accommodated in the three Neighborhood
Service Center areas (Lynwood Center, Island Center, and Rolling Bay) is highly dependent on the
definition of what land area is included in the analysis. For Lynwood Center, the area was defined
through the Lynwood Center Special Planning Area. The Island Center Special Planning Area process
has been put on hold, in part so that it can be re-examined in the context of the 2025 population
analysis. Therefore, only the land zoned NSC was included in this analysis. Rolling Bay has not been
processed as a Special Planning Area, and therefore is also defined as only the area with NSC zoning.

Lynwood Center — The Lynwood Commons project has the potential for an additional 30 units of
multifamily. The R-5 zoning area, located within the Special Planning Area boundaries, has the
potential for 70 single-family residences. The plans for the Serenity House property could add to the
amount of multifamily potential in the area. Wetlands located within the subject area and west of the
Lynwood Center Road will reduce the potential for development. There are eleven vacant parcels that
could produce one single-family residence per parcel. It should be noted that the four parcels west of
Lynwood Commons are applying for a Comprehensive Plan amendment for increased density.

Island Center NSC — The potential to accommodate additional population depends on the definition of
land area. If it includes only land zoned as NSC, very little, if any, residential development can be
expected. Lack of sewer service limits the density of development in this area.

Rolling Bay — One vacant 2-acre parcel could be used for mixed-use development, but without sewer,
growth potential is limited. It’s likely that this parcel will develop at a density similar to the parcel to
the north and produce 4 single-family residences. The rest of the NSC parcels are developed and would
be unlikely to redevelop without sewer service.

The following table shows the potential number of new units and corresponding population that could
be accommodated in the Neighborhood Service Center areas. The assumed household size is 1.7
persons per multifamily residence and 2.5 persons per single-family residence.



Neighborhood | Single-Family Units/Additional Multifamily Units/Additional Population
Service Population

Centers

Rolling Bay 4 units = 10 new residents 0

Lynwood 81 units = 202 new residents 30 units = 51 new residents

Island Center | O 0

Total

85 units = 212 new residents

30 units = 51 new residents

The 2025 population growth allocation for the three Neighborhood Service Centers is 345 new
residents. The above preliminary analysis shows that under current zoning, the NSCs could provide a
total of 115 new units, accommodating approximately 263 new residents. Therefore, the shortfall in the
NSCs is 82 new residents, which would require 33 new single-family residences, or 48 new multifamily
residences, or some combination thereof. These units cannot be accommodated by existing zoning.

Conclusion
This preliminary study indicates that the existing growth strategy of our Comprehensive Plan is
adequate to accommaodate the additional growth expected in the next twenty years for the area
located outside of Winslow Master Plan Study Area, which is targeted for 45% of the new
growth, but adjustments to the Plan are necessary to accommodate the additional growth in the
Winslow Master Plan Study Area and the three Neighborhood Service Areas. The area located
within the Winslow Master Plan Study Area and outside of the MUTC/High School Rd.
districts has the greatest shortfall, needing to accommodate an additional population of
approximately 500 people to meet the 2025 growth projection for this area. In addition,
although the preliminary analysis indicates that the MUTC/ High School Rd. districts can
marginally accommodate the anticipated growth, the analysis includes assumptions that may
not occur in the future, presuming that most properties will develop with a residential
component (except for properties located along Winslow Way) and that the residential densities
will be similar to adjacent densities or at the base density, both of which may not be the case
with future development.

The analysis also indicates that the three Neighborhood Service Centers cannot accommodate the full
anticipated growth, needing to accommodate an additional population of 82 people. If not served by a
sewer system, these NSC areas cannot easily accommodate additional growth. Further geographical
definition of what constitutes the Neighborhood Service Centers (especially Island Center and Rolling
Bay) is needed to address the capacity for these areas.

The properties situated along Ericksen Avenue also warrant additional study and analysis to determine
development potential since these properties 1) are relatively small; 2) are affected by the
environmental constraints of the Winslow Ravine; 3) include potentially historic structures; and 4) are
affected by transportation concerns.



The table below summarizes the preliminary analysis contained in this report.

Comprehensive Plan 2025 Population Allocation | Capacity to Surplus/Shortfall of
Growth Target Area for Area Accommodate Comprehensive Plan
Population Growth
Area Outside of Winslow | 45% of Growth Allocation 5,630 people Surplus of 2,525
Master Plan Study Area or 3,105 people people
and NSC
Winslow Master Plan 50% of Growth Allocation, 2,986 people Shortfall of 464
Study Area or 3,450 people people
This Study Area includes: | 25% of Growth or 1,725
= Qutside MUTC/ | people 1,230 people Shortfall of
HSR 495 people
25% of Growth or 1,725
= MUTC/HSR people 1,756 people Surplus of
31 people
Neighborhood Service 5% of the Growth Shortfall of
Centers (NSC) Allocation, or 345 people 263 people 82 people

Please feel free to contact us if you have questions about this preliminary analysis, or you would like

further information.




BAINBRIDGE ISLAND
ASSUMPTIONS FOR DETERMINING POTENTIAL DWELLING UNITS

The assumptions focused on four different areas on the Island:

1. Open Space Residential Areas (OSR) [Island-wide areas that are not in the Neighborhood Services
Centers or the Winslow Study Area]

2. Winslow Study Area (WSA) [not including the Mixed Use Town Center and the High School Road
Districts]

3. Mixed Use Town Center and the High School Road Districts (MUTC)

4. Neighborhood Service Centers (NSC)

General Assumptions
1. The population growth for the year 2025 is based on the growth projection provided to and
approved by the Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council.

2. The 2000 population is derived from the 2000 US Census data. Based on this census data,
population estimates are provided to the Office of Financial Management (OFM) for approval
every year. The population for the year 2005 is based on these OFM estimates.

A. Bainbridge Island Population for the year 2000 = 20,308
Bainbridge Island Population Estimate for 2005 = 22,200

B. Winslow Study Area population for the year 2000
Mixed Use Town Center/High School Road Districts 1,178

Area outside MUTC/HSR 3,368
Total population for Winslow Study Area 4,846

Winslow Study Area Population Growth from 2000 to 2005
Mixed Use Town Center/High School Road Districts 294
Area outside MUTC/HSR 606
Total population growth for Winslow Study Area 900

Winslow Study Area 2005 Population
Mixed Use Town Center/High School Road Districts 1,472

Area outside MUTC/HSR 3,974
Total population for Winslow Study Area 5,746

3. Household size for single family residential development is assumed to be 2.5 persons per
house. Household size for multifamily residential is assumed to be 1.7 persons per house.



1. Open Space Residential Areas (OSR) [Island-wide areas that are not in the
Neighborhood Services Centers or the Winslow Study Area]

A. The OSR areas were evaluated using the County Assessor’s land use information to determine
the number of parcels that are undeveloped.

B. Areas with very small parcels, such as Fletcher Bay, were reviewed to determine if more than
one parcel was associated with a house. If two parcels were associated with one house and
one was actually listed as vacant, the status of that parcel was changed to “developed.”

C. All remaining vacant parcels were assigned at least one dwelling unit potential. Parcels large
enough to be subdivided using the current zoning were assumed to yield as many parcels as
allowed by the zoning and the corresponding potential dwelling units were included.

D. Only vacant land was evaluated. An evaluation of under-developed land was not necessary
since it was apparent that there are more than enough potential dwelling units available to
meet the 2025 population growth allocated to this area.

E. The Bainbridge Island study determining dwelling unit potential for the Island differs from the
Kitsap County Updated Land Use Capacity Analysis (ULCA) in that Kitsap County looked at
various methods of assessing vacant land and considered redevelopment or underutilization of
land, while the Bainbridge study reviewed only vacant land in the OSR areas of the Island.

. Winslow Study Area [not including the Mixed Use Town Center and the High School Road
Districts (MUTC)]

This area includes both multi-family zoning and single family residential zoning. Unlike the
approach used in the OSR areas, under-developed parcels were considered in the Winslow Study
Area (as well as in the areas described in sections 3 and 4 below).

A. Wing Point Golf Course Area, current density ranges from 2 to 3.5 dwelling units to the acre
(du/ac) — Mainly newer housing; lots are primarily divided to the size allowed by current
zoning. The following assumptions were used for this area:

1) The golf course will not be converted to housing.

2) All vacant lots that are subdivided will be developed to the base density potential.

3) Vacant or under-developed parcels large enough to be subdivided using the current zoning
were assumed to yield as many parcels as allowed by the zoning and the corresponding
potential dwelling units were included.



B. East of Grand Avenue, current density ranges from 2 to 8 du/ac — Mainly shoreline parcels
with high bank. Older subdivisions are located east of Grand Avenue down to the shoreline.
The current average size of these lots is about 2 acres. Some of these parcels located east of
Grand Avenue have been subdivided to create two lots. The following assumptions were used
for this area:

1) About one half of the longer lots east of Grand Avenue will subdivide into two parcels in
the next 20 years.
2) All the vacant lots will be developed.

C. West of MUTC, current density ranges from 2.9 to 4.3 du/ac — Most of this area has been
subdivided to the current zoning density. There are two large parcels (one in the R-2.9 district
that is 8.9 acres and one in the R-4.3 district that is 4.6 acres). The following assumptions were
used for this area:

1) All lots will be developed to full density potential under the current zoning.
2) The two large undeveloped parcels will develop to full density potential under current
zoning.

D. Multi-Family Zoning, current density ranges from 8 to 14 du/ac — Limited areas east of Grow
Avenue and east of Madison Avenue, North of High School Road.

e East of Grow Avenue, north of Winslow Way, current density ranges from 8 to 14
du/ac

The following assumptions were used for this area:

1) All vacant parcels will develop to full density potential.

2) The U.S. Navy property will develop to full density potential. (Note: the total is
reduced to reflect the loss of existing units.)

3) Property at the northwest corner of Grow and Wyatt Way is now owned by a developer
and will likely be redeveloped at a density of 14 du/ac. The property includes seven
parcels totaling approximately 2.83 acres in size and will likely yield 39 additional
units.

e East of Madison, north of High School Road, current density ranges from 8 to 14
du/ac

The following assumptions were used for this area:

1) Two parcels with total area of 18.4 acres in size, located south of the Sakai Village,
have been issued development permits at five units per acre (the parcels are zoned R-8,
but there is a large wetland on the eastern portion of the parcels). This project will yield
93 dwelling units.

2) A third large parcel, 13.3 acres in size, also located south of the Sakai Village
properties will likely redevelop to a density similar to the Sakai Village properties, at a
density of 8 du/ac.



3. Mixed Use Town Center and the High School Road Districts (MUTC)
The following assumptions were used for this area:

A

There are seven overlay districts in this area. All development in these districts is controlled
by floor area ratio (FAR). Each overlay district has different floor area ratios. Density
bonuses are also available in each district, allowing for an increase in FAR. This makes it
much more difficult to assign a number of units to a parcel as it is not possible to know what
FAR may be used and the size of the units developed. In addition, development in these
districts may be a mix of residential and commercial, or strictly commercial without a
residential component, making it difficult to predict future development. As part of the process
of estimating the number of units, a study of recent multi-family developments was conducted
to learn what size units were being developed. The study examined 367 recent multi-family
dwelling units and determined that the average size was 1,300 square feet, with a range of unit
sizes between 700 square feet and 2,300 square feet. Since there was a wide range of unit
sizes and relatively unpredictable development options for this area, the assumption used was
that vacant or under-developed properties would develop at a density similar to recent
surrounding development, including use of density bonuses. For example, the five acre parcel
located in the Ferry District north of the Harbor Square project (5 acres in size, developed with
180 units at a density of 36 du/ac), was assumed to develop at the same density as the Harbor
Square property; and the property located in the Gateway District north of the Vineyard
project (former John Nelson Park property, 4.88 acres in size), was assumed to develop at the
same density as the Vineyard property (15.5 units per acre).

No housing was allocated for properties located in the High School Road Il District as it was
determined that the proximity to Highway 305 and the retail lumber yard were deterrents to
residential development.

Determining development potential on Ericksen Avenue south of Wyatt Way was challenging.
This area has many historic houses and the footprint of new buildings is restricted to assure
compatibility with the historic character of the neighborhood, which will affect redevelopment
potential. The Ericksen Cottage project was used as the assumption model for density in this
area. The presence of the Ravine located along the eastern edge of this district may also
impact future development. (Note: A more extensive study of this area is needed.)

This study assumes that no new residential development will occur in the Winslow Way
Commercial area (along Winslow Way, between Madison Avenue and Ericksen Avenue.)



4. Neighborhood Service Centers (NSC)

A

Lynwood Center - The expected development is based on the Lynwood Center Special
Planning Area plan that was developed in 1997 for this Neighborhood Service Center.

Island Center — All areas zoned as NSC are developed and little additional potential for
providing additional residential development is available. In addition, since sewer is not
available in this area there is low redevelopment potential for additional residential units.

Rolling Bay — The lack of public sewer availability impacts development in this area. There is
one parcel located at the northwest corner of Valley and Sunrise that is zoned NSC and largely
undeveloped with only a convenience store. If this parcel were to redevelop, it is assumed
that it would be with a commercial use, rather than a residential use, since sewer is not
available. Another 2.1 acre parcel directly to the north may develop similarly to the adjacent
2.9 acre parcel which produced six homesites (R-2). All developed parcels are unlikely to
redevelop in the next 20 years as the buildings were constructed fairly recently or are occupied
by a well established use.



DEPARTMENT OF
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

MEMORANDUM

To: Mark Personius, Growth Management Consultant

From: Geoffrey Wentlandt, City Planner

Date: January 9, 2006

Re: 2006 Urban Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) Methodology

This is to document the methodology the City of Bremerton proposes for updating the Urban
Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) for those territories located within the City of Bremerton City
Limits.

General Approach

As an overview, the City of Bremerton relies on the structure of the ULCA methodology as
outlined in the document Kitsap County 2005 Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) dated
October 2005. However, there are several elements that the City of Bremerton adjusts for
estimating land capacity based on conditions within City Limits that differ substantially from
those under Kitsap County jurisdiction. For purposes of summarizing these differences points
where Bremerton’s proposed approach deviates substantively from the County are
summarized below. A step-by-step summary of Bremerton’s proposed methods follows later
in the memo.

1. Underutilized Lot Sizes in Low Density Residential Designation: Bremerton
proposes to determine ‘underutilized’ lots in the LDR zone differently from
Kitsap County. In Bremerton a smaller lot size threshold for determining
potentially underutilized lots is proposed. The County uses a lot size of 1.25
acres as a base threshold for determining potentially subdividable lots.
Bremerton has an already compact urban form where many urban lots of much
smaller size can (and based on recent evidence are) subdividing to add
additional units. Therefore Bremerton’s threshold for potentially underutilized
lots is derived by taking the mid-range! minimum lot size allowed in the City’s 5
to 10 Unit Per Acre LDR designation (5,000 SF), and multiplying by 2.5, to
arrive at a threshold underutilized minimum lot size of 12,500 SF. This 12,500
threshold is appropriate for Bremerton, because subdivision of lots

The City of Bremerton's Low Density Residential zone allows for infill density between 5 and 10 units per acre. A calculation of
neighborhood average lot area determines what density (and minimum lot size) within this range is allowable. The middle
minimum lot size within this range is 5,000 SF.



as small as 4,300 SF is encouraged in established neighborhoods in the City, and because
the City has a large number of relatively low-value single family homes that are subject to full
replacement.

The City, like the County, will use an additional building value screen to select out those lots
greater than 12,500SF with high structure values that are unlikely to redevelop or subdivide.
This additional property value screen is intended to capture high value waterfront homes,
and other luxury homes, where property owners have made substantial investments in their
single family houses and are unlikely to split off new lots. This figure was arrived at by taking
the approximate median assessed value of single family home structure in Bremerton
($118,000 in 2006) and multiplying by 2.75, to arrive at an assessed home value screen of
$324,000. If a home is assessed in 2006 with a structure value greater than $324,000 it will
not be included as an underutilized lot, regardless of lot size.

2. Underutilized Lots and Development Capacity in Center Designations: The 2004
Bremerton Comprehensive Plan designated 6 Center locations, planned to accommodate all
of the City’'s new mixed use and multifamily development, and roughly half of it's population
growth over the next 20 years. These Centers are programmed for high densities and a
thorough mix of commercial and residential uses. It is difficult to determine on a parcel-by-
parcel basis with GIS which parcels are underutilized, since as the county notes, a parcel
can only be geocoded once, and therefore it is challenging to systematically account for
separate development capacities of commercial and residential on the same parcel.
Secondly, due to generous ‘upzoning’ of lands within Centers it is the case that nearly all
parcels in Centers have substantially underutilized development capacities that the market is
only starting to make use of at the time of this report.

Because of these factors, the City proposes using more of a ‘macro’ approach to estimating
development capacity in Centers. This is based on the assumption that, at the time of this
update, a negligible amount of land in Centers has been developed to full capacity per the
Comprehensive Plan. The City will take the net developable area of all lands within Centers
(Neighborhood, District, and the Downtown Regional Center), and apply a blanket target
density and commercial GSF allocation, which are assigned per the Comprehensive Plan
and allowed by current zoning. Target densities and commercial GSF allocations are at
different levels for the City’s Neighborhood Center, District Center, and Downtown Regional
Center designations. After arriving at a maximum development capacity, substantial market
reduction factors are applied to each resultant total to account for the lag time during which
the market will not realize full development capacity. In centers, market reduction factors are
calibrated to account for the relative market viability of the centers based on observed
development trends.

To demonstrate that this proposed ‘macro’ ULCA approach for Centers is no less accurate
than a parcel-by-parcel GIS approach, the City attaches Appendix A to this Memo. Appendix
A applies an appropriate parcel-by-parcel analysis method for one representative Center (The
Downtown Regional Center) and compares the results to the proposed City of Bremerton
approach. Findings demonstrate that the parcel-by-parcel approach and the



proposed approach yield the same results.

STEP BY STEP METHODS - LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (LDR)

This summarizes the method proposed for the LDR designation. As noted above several
elements are different from the ULCA proposed for use by Kitsap County.

Vacant Lands Methodology (LDR)

Note that several steps from the County ULCA are not included, since they are not
necessary in Bremerton. No water or sewer constraint factors are applied, and no land
‘unavailability’ factor is applied.

1.

2.

Identify all vacant LDR parcels with County Assessor Code 9100.

Identify Critical Areas: A Critical Areas reduction will be applied only to those large
undeveloped tracts of land in Bremerton including the West Hills area and the Port
Blakely area at the City’s outer fringe. It is assumed that the remainder of parcels
within the core of the City of Bremerton are already within a highly urban setting, so
they have been previously altered or are mitigated with urban infrastructure. Critical
areas reductions for large parcels will be based on maximum CAO buffers per the
Bremerton CAO.

. Vacant Residential Lands Needed for Future ROW: A 20% Right of Way deduction is

used as consistent with Kitsap County.

. Vacant Residential Lands Needed for Future Public and Quasi Public Facilities: A

15% facilities reduction factor is used as consistent with Kitsap County.
Report Remaining Net Acres: As consistent with Kitsap County.
Calculate Total Housing Unit and Population Holding Capacity: Apply an average

buildout density of 7.5 Units / Acre (mid range of the City’s LDR designation), and
average household size as consistent with Kitsap County.

Underutilized Lands Methodology (LDR)

Note that several steps from the County ULCA are not included, since they are not
necessary in Bremerton. No water or sewer constraint factors are applied, and no land
‘unavailability’ factor is applied.

1. Identify developed underutilized parcels. Parcels with area of 12,500 SF or greater

and having one single family home shall be considered underutilized. (See discussion
in General Approach above.)



Identify Underutilized Parcels that are Likely to Redevelop: Screen out all parcels
having home structures with 2006 Assessed value of $324,000 or greater. (See
discussion in General Approach above.)

Identify Critical Areas: A Critical Areas reduction will be applied only to those large
undeveloped tracts of land in Bremerton including the West Hills area and the Port
Blakely area at the City’'s outer fringe. It is assumed that the remainder of parcels
within the core of the City of Bremerton are already within a highly urban setting, so
they have been previously altered or are mitigated with urban infrastructure. Critical
areas reductions for large parcels will be based on maximum CAO buffers per the
Bremerton CAO.

. Vacant Residential Lands Needed for Future ROW: A 20% Right of Way deduction is

used as consistent with Kitsap County.

. Vacant Residential Lands Needed for Future Public and Quasi Public Facilities: A

15% facilities reduction factor is used as consistent with Kitsap County.
Report Remaining Net Acres: As consistent with Kitsap County.
Calculate Total Housing Unit and Population Holding Capacity: Apply an average

buildout density of 7.5 Units / Acre (mid range of the City’s LDR designation), and
average household size as consistent with Kitsap County.

STEP BY STEP METHODS — CENTER DESIGNATED AREAS

This summarizes the method proposed for estimating urban land capacity in Bremerton’s
neighborhood, district and downtown regional, center designations. As noted above in
General Approach this differs from Kitsap County.

1.

Determine Base Net Land Area in Center: Aggregate net area of all parcels
within the Neighborhood, District, or Downtown Regional Center.

Apply General Non-Buildable Factor: Apply a blanket 15% reduction to account
for future ROW areas, future public and quasi public facilities, and undevelopable
terrain. (Note: These factors are consolidated and reduced because Center
locations generally have all infrastructure, roadways and facilities already in
place.)

Calculate Total Housing Unit and Population Holding Capacity: Apply an overall
housing unit density factor as consistent with the City of Bremerton
Comprehensive Plan as follows:

a. Neighborhood Centers: Apply housing density factor of 20 Units / Acre



b. District Centers: Apply housing density factor of 20 Units / Acre.
c. Downtown Regional Center: Apply housing density factor of 40 Units / Acre.

Calculate Total Commercial Development Capacity: Apply an overall commercial
development capacity as follows:

a. Neighborhood Centers: Neighborhood Center Commercial Acreage estimated
at 30% of Base Net Land Areas as consistent with Bremerton Comprehensive
Plan. Then apply a factor of 10,000 GSF commercial per available Commercial
acre of land. Note: Commercial includes both retail and office uses.

b. District Centers: District Center Commercial Acreage estimated at 40% of
Base Net Land Area as consistent with Bremerton Comprehensive Plan. Then
apply a factor of 10,000 GSF commercial space per available Commercial
acre of land. Note: Commercial includes both retail and office uses.

c. Downtown Regional Center: DRC Commercial Acreage estimated at 100% of
Base Net Land Area. This assumes that Commercial space is included as a
full buildout of ground levels of buildings in the Downtown Regional Center as
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and zoning standards. Then apply a
factor of 10,000 GSF commercial space per available commercial acre of land.

Apply Market Reduction Factor: Bremerton’'s methods assume that essentially all
parcels within Center locations are underutilized. This is based on the fact that a
negligible amount of parcels are developed to full capacity. There are however a
number of existing uses in some centers. The interim period during which these
uses will continue in their current configurations is accounted for by a market
factor. A percentage market factor deduction is applied to both the Residential
Development Capacity and the Commercial Development Capacity totals for each
Center. This factor is an estimated percentage of development capacity that can
be reasonably expected within a 20 year planning horizon. Some centers have
shown greater market momentum than others, and so the factors are adjusted
accordingly. These factors are as consistent with the 2004 Bremerton
Comprehensive Plan.

Downtown Regional Center: -50% Market Factor
Charleston District Center: -80% Market Factor
Wheaton / Riddell District Center: -50% Market Factor
Wheaton / Sheridan District Center: -70% Market Factor
West Park Opportunty Site: -10% Market Factor
Manette Neighborhood Center: -60% Market Factor

-0 o0 o



g. Perry Avenue Neighborhood Center: -80% Market Factor

h. Sylvan / Pine Neighborhood Center: -90% Market Factor
i. Haddon Park Neighborhood Center: -90% Market Factor

SINGLE PURPOSE COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL AREAS

In single purpose commercial and industrial lands Bremerton’s methods for calculating
capacity are the same as those used by the County with minor modifications not to include
the Sewer or Water constraint factors since these are not applicable in Bremerton.



DRAFT

ATTACHMENT A

To August 31, 2006 DCD MEMORANDUM ON 2006 ULCA
DEMONSTRATION OF COMPARABLE METHODOLOGY

This attachment demonstrates the parity of outcomes between the methodology Bremerton proposes for
calculating urban land capacity in Centers, and a more detailed parcel-based approach similar to that of the
County ULCA. Bremerton supplies this comparison because it proposes using a ‘macro’ approach to
calculating urban land capacity in its Center locations. Bremerton’s Centers contain existing developments, but
the City maintains that despite existing development, the majority of parcels in Centers are underutilized
because development is far below the scale and intensity of allowable and prescribed targets. Further,
prescribed and allowable zoning in Center locations is for a thorough mix of uses, which is difficult to quantify
using the County’s standard methodology. Bremerton understands that it may be important to demonstrate
how the proposed ‘macro’ approach is as reliable and accurate as a more detailed parcel based approach. To
do so, Bremerton supplies a comparison of development capacity outcomes for the Downtown Regional
Center using the two different methods in this Attachment A.

CITY OF BREMERTON PROPOSED APPROACH

The proposed approach for Center locations is documented in full in the body of this memorandum. Bremerton
proposes taking a net total of available lands within the Center as a whole, and applying a blanket
undevelopable percentage of 15%, and then applies blanket commercial and residential development
density/capacity targets as consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and existing zoning regulations. The
blanket targets are buildout estimates, that are accurate when applied wholistically to centers. The capacity
targets are based on empirical evidence from other observed buildouts of Centers.

In the example the Downtown Regional Center (DRC) is assumed to have an overall buildout of 40 units per
net acre, and a commercial buildout of 12,500 SF of retail per available net acre of commercial land. Then a
50% market factor is applied to this maximum potential buildout amount. This factor is consistent with the
market viability factor assigned to the downtown regional center at the time of the comprehensive plan.
Detailed figures on the urban land capacity outcome based on the proposed Bremerton approach are included
in Table 2. The area of the DRC is depicted in Figure 1.

COMPARISON / PARCEL-BY-PARCEL APPROACH

To provide a comparison, a parcel by parcel approach similar to the County ULCA is constructed for the
downtown regional center. For the comparison approach Bremerton used the following steps.

Residential Capacity: Comparison Approach
Detailed figures on the application of this approach for residential are included in Table 3.



Identify all parcels greater than 5,000 SF as those lots having adequate size for redevelopment.
Note that while development capacity for units is calculated per each lot, lots of 5,000 SF or more
may be aggregated into single developments and the unit totals will hold true.

Screen out those lots already having 5 or more residential units, since existing development to this
density is not underutilized and is not likely to redevelop. (Remaining parcels are those identified in
Figure 2 for the DRC. Note that no critical areas factor, right of way factor, public facilities factor is
necessary because this is an area that has been highly urbanized for more than 100 years and all
infrastructure and streets are already in place.)

Take 60% of the parcel area as a developable footprint for residential structures at the second story
and above as consistent with zoning regulations, and space allocations for light and air penetration.
The assumption is that, as consistent with Bremerton zoning rules for the DRC, buildings will have
upper story residential above or mixed with commercial space.

Multiply the footprint by 4 stories, since an average of 4 stories of residential above

commercial will be built in the DRC as consistent with zoning rules.

Divide buildable residential GSF by an allocation of 2,000 GSF per unit to arrive at a unit total.

This allocation builds in an extra 67% of GSF per unit to account for building circulation and
unoccupied space, over an actual average unit size of 1,200 SF as consistent with observed
building trends in this area.

Apply a 50% market factor as consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Note that for the DRC a lower than usual number of persons per household (2.2) is used to estimate
population, since it is anticipated that the demographics in the DRC will be smaller household sizes
than is typical in Kitsap (2.48).

Commercial Capacity: Comparison Approach

A separate and simultaneous analysis must be conducted on DRC parcels to identify commercial capacity,
since anticipated development in the DRC is entirely mixed use. Steps taken for the appropriate parcel-by-
parcel approach are outlined below. Detailed figures on the application of this approach for commercial are
included in Table 4.

1.

3.

4.

Identify all parcels greater than 5,000 SF as those lots having adequate size for redevelopment.
Note that while development capacity for GSF is calculated per each lot, lots of 5,000 SF or more
may be aggregated into single developments and the GSF totals will hold true.

Screen out all parcels within this set already having existing and operating commercial uses, since
those lots will not be adding any additional or new commercial space beyond what exists.
(Remaining parcels are those identified in Figure 3 for the DRC. Note that no critical areas factor, right
of way factor, public facilities factor is necessary because this is an area that has been highly
urbanized for more than 100 years and all infrastructure and streets are already in place.)

Apply a 75% percentage of parcel SF as the effective building footprint size for the first

level of mixed use structures. This is consistent with Bremerton zoning rules.

Apply a 50% market factor as consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and expectations of
market viability over a 20 year period.



OUTCOME OF COMPARISON

Table 1 below summarizes the overall outcome of the comparison between the City of Bremerton proposed
approach and an appropriate parcel-by-parcel approach. The comparison finds that the two methods
produce very similar results. By the proposed approach, a residential urban land capacity of 1,925 Units is
estimated for the DRC. This is within 2% of the residential urban land capacity arrived at by the parcel-by-
parcel approach of 1,882 Units. For commercial, the total

GSF of space anticipated by the proposed City of Bremerton approach is roughly 601K GSF for the DRC, which
is roughly 4% less than the 627K GSF arrived at by the parcel-by-parcel approach. In summary the City of
Bremerton’s proposed approach to calculate urban land capacity for Center districts is accurate and
appropriate for the purposes of the 2006 ULCA update.

TABLE 1

Comparison of Outcomes for 2006 ULCA Update
City of Bremerton Proposed Approach vs. Parcel by Parcel Approach
As Applied to the Bremerton Downtown Regional Center

Parcel by Parcel Approach Proposed Approach Percent Difference
Commercial Capacity 627,224 601,568 4%
Residential Capacity 1,882 1,925 -2%

TABLE 2 - (Table 2.a Attached Hereto has full list of included parcels.)

Comparison of Outcomes for 2006 ULCA Update
Summary of Residential & Commercial Land Capacity
Per Bremreton Proposed Approach

Base Developable Land Area of Center 96 1
Housing Units 3,850 2
GSF Commercial 1,203,136 3
Market Factor 50% 4
Housing Units After Factor 1,925
GSF Commercial After Factor 601,568
Notes

1 Includes 15% Blanket deduction for undevelopable areas.

2 Estimated at average buildout density of 40 DU / Acre.

3 Estimated at average buildout standard of 12,500 GSF comm. Per acre.
4 Consistent with Bremerton Comp. Plan and expectations.




TABLE 3 - (Table 3.a Attached Hereto has full list of included parcels.)
Comparison of Outcomes for 2006 ULCA Update

Summary of Residential Land Capacity in Downtown Regional Center
Per Appropriate Parcel by Parcel Approach

Subtotal Developable Residential SF 7,529,986 1
Developable Residential Units Total 3,765 2
Market Factor 50%

Developable Units After Factor 1,882
Projected Population 4,141 5
Notes

1 60% of site area footprint x 4 stories of residential on average.
2 GSF converted to units @ 2,000 SF, which includes allowance for ciruclation and common space.
3 Market factor as consistent with Comp. Plan applied.

4 Residential land capacity in Center.

5 Converted to population at 2.2 persons per unit to account for smaller family sizes in downtown.
Note that downtown residential capacity is greater than that projected in Comp. Plan.

TABLE 4 - (Table 4.a Attached Hereto has full list of included parcels.)
Comparison of Outcomes for 2006 ULCA Update

Summary of Commercial Land Capacity In Downtown Regional Center
Per Appropriate Parcel by Parcel Approach

Subtotal Commercial Site Area 1,672,598 1
Total Developable Commercial GSF 1,254,448 2
Market Factor 50% 3
Commercial Capacity After Factor 627,224
Notes

1 Total parcel area for commercial infill development on first level.

2 75% of parcel area available for commercial buildout at ground level.
3 Market factor as consistent with Comp. Plan.
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Table 2.a

Table 2.a

Full Table of Parcels included in Residential Land Capacity Analysis per Bremerton Proposed Approach

RP_ACCT_ID SHAPE_AREA ACCT_NO

1138544
1138700
1138742
1138759
1138767
1138775
1138783
1138791
1138809
1138817
1138825
1138833
1138841
1138858
1138866
1138874
1138882
1138890
1138908
1138916
1138924
1138932
1138940
1138957
1138965
1138973
1910801
1139005
1139013
1139021
1139039
2417921
2417939
2420206
1139096
1139104
1139112
1139120
1139138
1139146
1139153
1139179
1139187
1139195
1915503
1910827
1139252
1139278
1139286
1139294
1139302
1139310
1139328
1139336
1139344
1139369
1139377
1139385
1139393
1139401
1139419
1139427
1139435
1139443
1139450
1139468
1139476
1139484
1139492
1139500
1139518
1139526
1139534
1139542
1139559
1139567
1139575
1139583
1139591
1139625
1139633
1139641
1139658
1139666
1139674
1139682
1139690

2066.01132401-2-007-2001
12432.2132401-2-024-2000
3013.94132401-2-028-2006
3840.05132401-2-029-2005
11460.83132401-2-030-2002
3224.93132401-2-032-2000
4062.96132401-2-033-2009
3602.93132401-2-034-2008
1337.47132401-2-035-2007
2664.88132401-2-036-2006
649.89132401-2-037-2005
5168.54132401-2-038-2004
3260.34132401-2-039-2003
4108.4132401-2-040-2000
6274.37132401-2-041-2009
718.23132401-2-042-2008
4028.51132401-2-043-2007
4066.61132401-2-044-2006
5467.04132401-2-045-2005
5097.99132401-2-048-2002
4922.42132401-2-049-2001
1982.2132401-2-050-2007
2952.89132401-2-051-2006
4811.65132401-2-054-2003
5250.28132401-2-055-2002
5650.24132401-2-056-2001
6871.15132401-2-061-2004
3754.98132401-2-063-2002
12737.52132401-2-064-2001
6664.82132401-2-065-2000
4515.09132401-2-066-2009
3508.45132401-2-078-2005
3936.46132401-2-079-2004
17970.96132401-2-080-2001
5616.74132401-3-001-2005
5501.14132401-3-002-2004
3161.77132401-3-003-2003
7923.67132401-3-004-2002
7985.23132401-3-005-2001
6280.96132401-3-006-2000
7468.89132401-3-007-2009
7873.69132401-3-009-2007
5005.89132401-3-010-2004
4140.04132401-3-011-2003
4597.14132401-3-012-2002
5080.79132401-3-013-2001
6530.51132401-3-017-2007
4559.93132401-3-019-2005
5170.1132401-3-020-2002
3134.72132401-3-021-2001
3325132401-3-022-2000
3372.48132401-3-023-2009
3372.54132401-3-024-2008
4997.61132401-3-025-2007
4998.2132401-3-026-2006
6933.99132401-3-029-2003
4127.6132401-3-030-2000
4134.85132401-3-031-2009
19828.24132401-3-032-2008
5578.34132401-3-033-2007
3128.58132401-3-037-2003
3147.89132401-3-038-2002
3147.61132401-3-039-2001
3147.29132401-3-040-2008
3734.45132401-3-041-2007
3146.75132401-3-042-2006
3146.52132401-3-043-2005
4159.03132401-3-044-2004
3697.79132401-3-045-2003
3734.92132401-3-046-2002
7908.09132401-3-047-2001
3733.8132401-3-048-2000
3493.33132401-3-049-2009
3492.86132401-3-050-2005
3317.53132401-3-051-2004
3392.39132401-3-052-2003
3491.75132401-3-053-2002
4713.94132401-3-054-2001
4399.06132401-3-055-2000
5780.46132401-3-059-2006
3505.75132401-3-060-2003
36944.3132401-3-061-2002
4567.51132401-3-065-2008
13702.45132401-3-066-2007
9569.95132401-3-067-2006
23205.01132401-3-068-2005
10795132401-3-071-2000

BLDG_VALUE
3

122330
0

0

0

0
119470
48470
81400
104380
182060
198810
102660
180840
115500
145320
74400
145610
159250
146860
172920
105930
146080
115000
113390
208010
68020
95700
464410
157780
0
176200
176200
45430
6300
70250
158710
117370
124710
261520
0
122510
177970
169600
234150
221100
196250
118870
16630
147700
151580
146550
171290
132840
121140
167080
114460
0

0

0
41810
54080
35150
63080
47830
114980
81370
107410
58380
45530
0

0

0
196390
116600
0
56420
107110
66040
196730
35580
746330
41660
104320
68890
112740
437690

LAND_VALUE ASSD_VALUE
6150

47430
108390
552690

82200

11060

26220

25140
129320

23540

83140

26760

25140

29530

74210

47000

49480

49480

68030

31390

30770

36300

24610

26760

27300

27830

29440

25140
133090

29440

26220

25140

25680
124350

67430

73060

44950
145310

61850

76340

76340

34510

28250

30150

28250

29360

63880

26220

27300

24610

24610

22630

25140

26760

27300

25810

35950

27540
143220

4840

28300

28300

24610

24610

28910

28300

28300

30150

25680

29530

26270

32720

32720

58080

28300

30390

28910

30770

30770

28370

25140
411190

63130
191010

97400
297690

91820

9150
169760
108390
552690

82200
11060
145690
73610
210720
127920
265200
225570
127800
210370
189710
192320
123880
195090
227280
178250
203690
142230
170690
141760
140690
235840
97460
120840
597500
187220
26220
201340
201880
169780
73730
143310
203660
262680
186560
337860
76340
157020
206220
199750
262400
250460
260130
145090
43930
172310
176190
169180
196430
159600
148440
192890
150410
27540
143220
4840
70110
82380
59760
87690
76740
143280
109670
137560
84060
75060
26270
32720
32720
254470
144900
30390
85330
137880
96810
225100
60720

1157520
104790
295330
166290
410430
529510

PROP_CLASS

637
760
760
641
910
121
111
111
111
122
123
111
122
121
121
111
121
122
122
111
131
111
111
111
123
111
111
134
123
910
111
111
590
111
122
121
131
121
131
111
111
111
111
123
122
131
111
111
111
111
111
690
111
111
111
121
910
460
910
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
460
910
910
131
123
910
111
121
111
121
121
670
610
641
641
640
690
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Table 2.a

1139708
1139716
1139724
1139732
1139740
1139757
1139765
1139773
1139781
1139799
1139807
1139815
1139823
1139831
1139856
1139864
1139872
1139880
1139898
1139906
1139914
1139922
1139930
1139948
1139955
1139963
1139971
1139989
1139997
1140003
1140011
1140029
1140045
1140052
1140060
1140078
1140086
1140094
1140136
1140144
1140151
1140169
1140177
1140185
1140193
1140201
1140219
1140227
1140235
1140243
1140250
1140268
1140276
1140284
1140292
1140300
1140318
1140326
1140334
1140359
1140367
1140375
1140383
1140391
1140409
1140417
1140425
1140433
1140441
1140458
1140466
1140474
1140482
1140490
1140508
1140516
1140524
1140532
1140540
1140557
1140565
1140573
1140581
1140599
1140607
1140615
1140623
1140631
1140649
1140656
1140664

12714.96 132401-3-072-2009
8700.01 132401-3-073-2008
8666.44 132401-3-074-2007
4544.68 132401-3-075-2006
3674.98 132401-3-076-2005
3674.99 132401-3-077-2004
7455.06 132401-3-078-2003
4199.99 132401-3-079-2002
3206.72 132401-3-080-2009
4146.01 132401-3-081-2008
4070.04 132401-3-082-2007
4349.96 132401-3-083-2006
3644.23 132401-3-084-2005
7943.13 132401-3-085-2004
3971.5 132401-3-087-2002
3971.56 132401-3-088-2001
3971.56 132401-3-089-2000
4186.88 132401-3-090-2007
3866.5 132401-3-091-2006
3866.52 132401-3-092-2005
3866.45 132401-3-093-2004
4712.91 132401-3-095-2002
2480.49 132401-3-096-2001
3003.07 132401-3-097-2000
10841.71 132401-3-098-2009
4469.11132401-3-100-2005
3984.16 132401-3-101-2004
6071.63 132401-3-102-2003
3410.53 132401-3-103-2002
3579.9 132401-3-104-2001
3802.45 132401-3-105-2000
4043.53 132401-3-106-2009
2894.39 132401-3-108-2007
3565.38 132401-3-109-2006
8559.99 132401-3-110-2003
5296.46 132401-3-111-2002
9629.93 132401-3-112-2001
15499.86 132401-3-113-2000
7292.33 132401-3-117-2006
2525.4132401-3-118-2005
2456.99 132401-3-119-2004
5702.08132401-3-120-2001
3050.96 132401-3-121-2000
4037.01 132401-3-122-2009
4047.74 132401-3-123-2008
4754.78132401-3-124-2007
4754.9 132401-3-125-2006
4755.13 132401-3-126-2005
4755.32 132401-3-127-2004
4759.18 132401-3-128-2003
2385.1132401-3-129-2002
1170.37 132401-3-130-2009
1196.13 132401-3-131-2008
1950.71 132401-3-132-2007
4755.98 132401-3-133-2006
4755.74 132401-3-134-2005
4755.55 132401-3-135-2004
4755.44 132401-3-136-2003
4735.02 132401-3-137-2002
3570.94 132401-3-140-2007
3571.06 132401-3-141-2006
3571.24 132401-3-142-2005
3489.65 132401-3-143-2004
7814.3 132401-3-144-2003
5999.99132401-3-145-2002
2500.05 132401-3-146-2001
17511.91 132401-3-147-2000
2271.72 132401-3-148-2009
3499.98 132401-3-149-2008
3499.98 132401-3-150-2004
2271.48 132401-3-151-2003
2271.22 132401-3-152-2002
3700.05 132401-3-153-2001
3700132401-3-154-2000
2270.93132401-3-155-2009
2270.57 132401-3-156-2008
6450132401-3-157-2007
1986.6 132401-3-159-2005
3783.3 132401-3-160-2002
2999.99 132401-3-161-2001
2999.99 132401-3-162-2000
4455.91132401-3-163-2009
4217.94 132401-3-164-2008
5421.14 132401-3-165-2007
4878.91 132401-3-166-2006
4356.12 132401-3-167-2005
4356.06 132401-3-168-2004
4356.05 132401-3-169-2003
5524.84 132401-3-170-2000
8465.45 132401-3-171-2009
6596.82 132401-3-172-2008

235290
474590
180200
73030
105300
89440
231990
118870
65220
96740
68570
99570
59590
190100
107810
101610
110870
54290
174140
92210
63480
86700
81780
48380
54000
57490
74700
151100
98410
116180
75150
80330
0
115270
129510
0
361680
76230
183370
95520
105710
88270
0
112520
46380
87430
48630
71060
132200
97100
63220
70400
35480
31160
99110
71420
96700
87330
38300
98860
103990
0
93910
380350
42070
19860
59960
84100
38470
105470
90240
109460
54340
63990
88580
63510
95660
86230
53360
104250
110300
159510
0

129780
101770
54730
25090
82080
112220
85660
184480

227540
102020
36330
30770
28910
28910
34470
39930
28300
25680
25680
26220
25680
114770
25680
25680
26220
25680
25680
25140
25140
26760
24070
24610
34280
26760
25680
28910
25140
25140
25140
25680
24610
25140
140270
76510
145300
35220
29970
24070
23540
27830
24610
25680
25680
26760
26760
26760
26760
26760
24610
21930
22470
23540
26760
26760
26760
26760
26760
28910
28910
50990
28910
91820
71410
38240
37110
23540
25140
25140
23540
23540
25680
25140
23540
23540
29440
23540
26220
24610
24610
26220
22990
27830
27300
26220
26220
26220
26220
31590
50820

462830
576610
216530
103800
134210
118350
266460
158800
93520
71930
94250
125790
85270
304870
133490
127290
110620
79970
199820
117350
88620
113460
105850
72990
88280
84250
100380
180010
123550
141320
100290
106010
24610
140410
269780
76510
506980
111450
213340
119590
129250
116100
24610
138200
72060
114190
75390
97820
158960
44030
87830
92330
57950
54700
125870
98180
123460
114090
65060
127770
132900
50990
122820
472170
113480
58100
97070
107640
63610
130610
113780
133000
80020
89130
112120
87050
125100
109770
79580
128860
134910
185730
22990
157610
129070
80950
51310
108300
138440
117250
235300

690
620
111
111
111
111
131
131
111
111
111
111
111
690
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
910
121

460
630
470
111
111
111
111
910
111
111
111
111
111
121
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111

111

111

183
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
131
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Table 2.a

1140672
1140680
1140706
1140714
1140722
1140730
1140748
1140755
1140771
1915511
2171395
2432458
2432466
2435295
1143551
1143569
1143577
1143585
1143593
1143601
1143619
1143627
1143635
1161181
2374817
2425767
2425791
1422229
2006500
1422245
1422252
1422260
1422278
1422286
1422294
1422310
1422328
1422336
1422344
1422351
1422369
1422377
1422385
1422393
2134898
2134906
1422419
1422427
1422732
1422740
1422757
1422773
1422781
1422799
1422807
1422815
1422831
1422849
1422856
1422864
1422872
1422880
1422898
1422930
1422948
1422955
1422963
1422971
1422989
1422997
1423003
1423128
1423136
1423144
1423151
1423169
1423177
1423185
1423193
1423201
1423219
2340115
1423235
1423243
1423250
1423268
1423276
1423284
1423292
1423300

14392.72132401-3-173-2007
13783.24132401-3-176-2004
10199.99132401-3-178-2002
52696.62132401-3-179-2001
3883.65 132401-3-180-2008
3883.97 132401-3-181-2007
1223.18 132401-3-183-2005
10814.99132401-3-187-2001
52092.24132401-3-189-2009
32668.58132401-3-196-2000
9276.72 132401-3-203-2001
6283.47 132401-3-205-2009
5549.48 132401-3-206-2008
10294.06132401-3-207-2007
113270.02142401-4-001-2002
3556.07 142401-4-004-2009
3329.95 142401-4-005-2008
3330142401-4-006-2007
3330142401-4-007-2006
3330.02 142401-4-008-2005
3330.02 142401-4-009-2004
3330.02 142401-4-010-2001
3599.99 142401-4-011-2000
85476.92242401-2-007-2008
122602.59242401-2-012-2001
20430.96242401-2-014-2009
26550.58242401-2-015-2008
16773705-001-001-0009
3939.29 3705-001-001-0207
3565.8 3705-001-002-0008
4622.42 3705-002-001-0007
4622.52 3705-002-002-0006
4622.49 3705-002-003-0005
4731.49 3705-002-004-0004
4696.09 3705-002-005-0003
4601.06 3705-002-006-0002
4600.98 3705-002-007-0001
4600.96 3705-002-008-0000
4068.54 3705-003-001-0005
4068.61 3705-003-002-0004
4068.54 3705-003-003-0003
4295.143705-003-004-0002
3207.44 3705-003-006-0000
6414.763705-003-007-0009
3207.42 3705-003-009-0106
3599.72 3705-003-010-0004
4657.98 3705-004-001-0003
1949.98 3705-004-001-0102
13304.473709-001-001-0005
5754.96 3709-001-002-0004
10639.183709-001-002-0103
7026.893709-002-001-0003
4361.2 3709-002-003-0001
4362.72 3709-002-004-0000
4362.68 3709-002-005-0009
4635.03 3709-002-006-0008
4188.92 3709-003-001-0001
2157.553709-003-002-0000
2037.863709-003-004-0008
3795.59 3709-003-005-0007
2789.93709-003-006-0006
3990.12 3709-003-007-0005
4009.62 3709-003-008-0004
3256.19 3709-005-001 -0006
3255.94 3709-005-002-0005
3255.73709-005-003-0004
3255.133709-005-004-0003
2211.253709-005-008-0009
2087.893709-005-008-0108
2211.72 3709-005-009-0008
6512.21 3709-005-010-0005
4459.31 3712-001-001-0000
4459.433712-001-002-0009
4459.63712-001-003-0008
4459.77 3712-001-004-0007
4408.64 3712-001-005-0006
8817.89 3712-001-006-0005
4614.26 3712-001-008-0003
4409.38 3712-001-009-0002
8819.17 3712-001-010-0009
4614.96 3712-001-012-0007
5060.34 3712-001-013-0105
4409.71 3712-001-014-0005
4409.473712-001-015-0004
4614.48 371 2-001-01 6-0003
4409.173712-001-017-0002
8817.82 3712-001-018-0001
4613.783712-001-020-0007
4459.763712-001-021-0006
4459.593712-001-022-0005

89590
0
785620
1516380
69630
87990
0

0
885420
104160
370060

58550
117050
43300
12520
147120
86850
77420
82560
85180
70570
94670
132490
97800
63840
150320
124820
137350
8610
352540

0
24900
100290
81150
16180
92400
0
66830
70460
51550
41420
66440
86700
82120
63690
0

0

0

0
26430
43830
102970
90960
112450
54310
251240
134490
0

0

0
114190
137000
129830
111040
116870
157990
39550
116190
112550

120870
114600
172590
529250
25680
25680
9680
156900
669290
160230
101630
35470
32010
290

0
25140
25140
25140
25140
25140
25140
25140
25140
0
795320
942370
566710
23000
25680
22040
70140
70140
26760
26760
70140
26760
26760
26760
25680
25680
25680
26220
24610
28910
25140
30250
25680
23540
137360
79400
168490
29440
26220
26220
30150
17380
30150
27070
27070
17380
24070
25680
25680
28910
28910
28910
12640
31870
31870
31870
33250
26220
26220
26220
26220
30150
31590
26760
30610
22890
33670
31390
30150
30150
43560
36710
36330
26760
26220
26220

210460
114600
958210
2045630
95310
113670
9680
156900
1554710
264390
471690
35470
32010
290

0
113560
155960
131820
131120
141120
125770
148090
127750
250560
2508040
8902310
9806080
147700
110480
61080
70140
70140
85310
143810
113440
39280
173880
113610
103100
108240
110860
96790
119280
161400
122940
94090
176000
148360
274710
88010
521030
29440
51120
126510
111300
33560
122550
27070
65790
87840
75620
67100
92120
115610
111030
39410
12640
31870
31870
31870
59680
70050
129190
117180
138670
84460
282830
161250
30610
22890
33670
145580
167150
159980
154600
153580
194320
66310
142410
138770

641
460
610
590
111
111
910
460
611
132
132
910
910
910
489
121
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
744
440
670
670
111
111
690
460
460
111
111
691
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
690
111
111
111
111
650
910
111
111
111
183
111
910
111
270
111
111
111
111
121
111
910
460
910
910
111
111
111
111
121
111
123
121
460
460
460
111
111
111
131
111
111
111
111
111

DRAFT 8/31/06



1423318 4459.41 3712-001-023-0004 134040 26220 160260 123

Table 2.a DRAFT 8/31/06
1423326 4459.25 3712-001-024-0003 194930 26220 221150 121
1423334 5680.5 3712-002-001-0008 82990 27830 110820 111
1423342 5696.05 3712-002-002-0007 172470 27830 200300 111
1423359 4364.44 3712-002-003-0006 93700 26220 119920 111
2402923 7686.54 3712-002-003-0204 244130 30510 274640 161
1913375 5349.13 3712-002-005-0004 171860 29820 201680 111
1423383 5317.84 3712-002-006-0003 148890 29820 178710 111
1423391 5046.02 3712-002-007-0002 57370 34120 91490 111
1423409 5030.41 3712-002-008-0001 0 29820 29820 910
1423417 8108.67 3712-003-001-0006 158140 43560 201700 131
1423425 6472.71 3712-003-002-0005 147500 61850 209350 111
1423433 6982.41 3712-003-003-0004 137630 61850 199480 111
1423441 7569.14 3712-003-004-0003 148240 61850 210090 111
1423458 5918.083713-001-001-0009 126680 28370 155050 111
1423466 10617.33 3713-001-002-0008 148230 38800 187030 121
1423474 4659.85 3713-001-004-0006 8730 28650 37380 111
1423490 6767.03 3713-002-001-0007 186850 61850 248700 123
1423508 6341.793713-002-002-0006 91090 151100 242190 131
1423516 5980.48 3714-000-001-0109 111300 28370 139670 111
1423524 6117.943714-000-003-0008 192140 28370 220510 123
1423532 4661.34 3714-000-004-0007 99690 26760 126450 111
2435261 67986.833718-003-001-0109 681030 775400 1456430 690
2435279 24823.32 3718-003-009-0200 0 285770 285770 460
2435287 43983.72 3718-003-011-0206 1404590 520590 1925180 460
1426485 20298.43718-004-001-0008 0 193620 193620 650
1426493 6601.173718-004-005-0004 0 145190 145190 134
1426501 9346.78 371 8-004-007-0002 0 111480 111480 910
1426519 5129.98 3718-004-008-0001 ] 76510 76510 910
1426527 13680.01 3718-004-010-0007 663190 191010 854200 650
2411965 16505.83718-005-001-0302 3566800 227540 3794340 630
1426543 23524.33 3718-005-012-0002 143360 302340 445700 460
1426550 5999.97 3718-005-020-0002 191930 58080 250010 131
1426568 10000.03 3718-005-022-0000 0 145300 145300 460
1426576 7449.553718-005-025-0007 441210 108390 549600 720
1426584 5601.61 3718-005-028-0004 110370 82890 193260 610
1426592 3090.88 3718-005-030-0000 32840 44620 77460 111
1426600 6181.693718-005-031-0009 176890 89270 266160 650
1426642 6188.673718-006-001-0003 118740 98190 216930 530
1426659 3111.85 371 8-006-003-0001 552140 44620 596760 630
1426667 6170.96 3718-006-004-0000 184790 89270 274060 630
1426675 6188.51 3718-006-006-0008 403210 0 403210 740
1426683 3094.27 3718-006-008-0006 173930 44620 218550 690
1426691 9282.56 371 8-006-009-0005 526280 133700 659980 530
1426709 19227.18 3718-006-012-0000 28420 204760 233180 637
1426717 22495.34 3718-006-018-0004 1951720 227540 2179260 460
1426725 6142.83 3718-006-026-0004 ] 95640 95640 460
1426733 3091.86 3718-006-028-0002 78120 44620 122740 111
1426741 12367.36 3718-006-029-0001 544460 157290 701750 134
2225159 12367.673718-006-033-0104 33100 174280 207380 530
1426774 21643.93 371 8-006-037-0001 64520 63760 128280 137
1426782 12364.533718-007-001-0001 1798540 174280 1972820 670
1426790 3091.06 3718-007-005-0007 226000 44620 270620 670
1426808 3091.16 3718-007-006-0006 160400 44620 205020 670
1426816 7110.64 3718-007-007-0005 202040 65330 267370 131
1426824 5253.54 3718-007-009-0003 100460 76510 176970 582
1426832 3091 3718-007-011-0009 24240 49080 73320 570
1426840 6182.04 3718-007-012-0008 0 89270 89270 460
1426857 7457.48 3718-007-014-0006 1500980 323130 1824110 670
1426857 12898.52 3718-007-014-0006 1500980 323130 1824110 670
1426865 3159.7 3718-007-016-0004 235500 44620 280120 590
1426873 1340.283718-007-016-0103 51810 19110 70920 590
1426881 3697.5 3718-007-017-0003 0 50990 50990 460
1426899 8999.88 3718-007-019-0001 138080 133710 271790 460
1426907 6182.03 3718-007-028-0000 836190 98190 934380 690
1426915 6182 3718-007-030-0006 169900 89270 259170 690
1426923 6182.1 3718-007-032-0004 1065820 89270 1155090 670
1426931 6182.21 3718-007-034-0002 607790 89270 697060 670
1426949 3091.093718-007-036-0000 131850 44620 176470 590
1426956 9273.373718-007-037-0009 314970 133710 448680 690
1426964 4983.29 3718-008-001-0009 399540 70140 469680 690
1426972 84843.55 3718-008-001-0108 3508990 877430 4386420 560
1426980 1498 3718-008-014-0004 84680 19110 103790 460
1426998 6420.04 3718-008-015-0003 36330 105220 141550 460
1427004 2999.953718-008-017-0001 86450 44620 131070 580
1427012 9942.5 3718-008-018-0000 201080 145300 346380 460
1427020 2979.033718-009-001-0007 192950 98190 291140 530
1427038 14934.253718-009-003-0005 445830 186000 631830 611
1427046 6306.1 3718-009-008-0000 0 95650 95650 611
1427053 22192.753718-009-010-0006 1898530 279170 2177700 611
1427061 3419.53 3718-009-019-0007 44810 49080 93890 582
1427079 723.853718-009-021-0003 164420 11480 175900 581
1427087 2211.193718-009-022-0002 53600 44620 98220 582
1427095 4427.68 3718-009-023-0001 69540 98190 167730 590
1427103 2216.39 3718-009-025-0009 144240 44620 188860 582
1427111 2218.19 3718-009-026-0008 0 44620 44620 910
1427137 3008.94 3718-012-001-0001 139090 89270 228360 580

1427145 2965.91 3718-012-003-0009 49830 44620 94450 582



1427152
1427160
1427178
1427186

Table 2.a

1427194
1427202
1427210
1427228
1427236
1427244
1427251
1427269
1427277
1427285
1427293
1427301
1427319
1427327
1427335
1427343
1427350
1427368
1427376
1427384
1427392
1427400
1427418
1427426
1427434
1427442
1427459
1427467
1427475
1427483
1427491
1427509
1427525
1427533
1427541
1427558
1427566
1427582
1427590
1427640
1427657
1427665
1427673
1427681
1427699
1427707
1427715
1427723
1427731
1427749
1427756
1427764
1427772
1427780
1427798
1427806
1427814
1427822
1427830
1427848
1427855
1427863
1427871
1427889
2269520
1427905
1427913
1427954
1427962
1427970
1427988
1427996
2032134
1428051
1428069
1428077
1428085
1428093
1428101
1428119
1428127
1428135
1428168
1428176

2966.37 3718-012-004-0008
5933.68 3718-012-005-0007
5935.193718-012-007-0005
2968.09 3718-012-009-0003

2968.55 3718-012-010-0000
5938.04 3718-012-011-0009
10530.333718-013-023-0003
25925.81 3718-014-001-0007
6248.383718-014-005-0003
6248.42 3718-014-007-0001
3124.09 3718-014-009-0009
14058.65 3718-014-010-0006
4686.14 3718-014-014-0002
6126.83 3718-014-016-0000
6248.04 3718-014-018-0008
6248.06 3718-014-020-0004
12495.94 3718-014-022-0002
12478.64 3718-014-026-0008
1559.88 3718-014-030-0002
4679.51 3718-014-030-0101
3119.74 3718-014-032-0000
6239.39 3718-014-033-0009
3119.77 3718-014-035-0007
4679.67 3718-014-036-0006
4679.62 3718-014-037-0005
5615.633718-014-039-0003
9983.54 3718-014-040-0000
10286.65 3718-014-044-0006
11448.533718-015-001-0004
32107.93 3718-015-004-0001
6227.42 3718-015-014-0009
3113.72 3718-015-016-0007
3113.65 3718-015-017-0006
3113.68 3718-015-018-0005
9340.893718-015-019-0004
4363.24 3718-015-022-0009
8091.093718-015-023-0107
6218.433718-015-026-0005
9327.873718-015-028-0003
6218.73718-015-031-0008
18656.333718-015-033-0006
3727.393718-015-039-0000
35079.01 3718-015-040-0007
9310.763718-016-001-0002
6207.09 3718-016-004-0009
6207.1 3718-016-006-0007
3103.493718-016-008-0005
3103.493718-016-009-0004
8275.94 3718-016-010-0001
13448.253718-016-012-0009
7758.52 3718-016-017-0004
3620.53 3718-016-019-0002
3620.58 3718-016-020-0009
12930.47 3718-016-021-0008
12395.94 3718-016-026-0003
3099.06 3718-016-030-0007
3099.03 3718-016-031-0006
9297.183718-016-032-0005
3099.07 3718-016-035-0002
6198.233718-016-036-0001
18594.933718-016-038-0009
3099.18 3718-016-044-0001
3099.21 3718-016-045-0000
3099.23 3718-016-046-0009
6198.54 3718-016-047-0008
6198.52 3718-016-049-0006
15411.353718-017-001-0000
6167.05 3718-017-006-0005
17477.163718-017-008-0102
6170.51 3718-017-011-0008
18519.793718-017-013-0006
6176.033718-017-019-0000
6175.393718-017-021-0006
3087.21 3718-017-023-0004
6173.283718-017-024-0003
6171.933718-017-026-0001
6170.61 3718-017-028-0108
4108.763718-017-035-0000
12327.183718-017-037-0008
44950.48 3718-018-001-0008
4308.34 3718-018-008-0001
8868.55 3718-018-009-0000
9277.183718-018-012-0005
18542.61 3718-018-015-0002
6178.61 3718-018-021-0004
21638.81 3718-018-023-0002
6186.473718-018-030-0003
3093.83 3718-018-032-0001

27750
55480
99780
49750

59170
127770
165730
0
99600
90550
0
4360
0
50650
47410
37700
456370
516060
15920
41570
16280
121820
70820
38100
67680
68030
0
1224590
0
0
148110
45970
220250
96510
1082890
0
1244330
833810

0

43930
793780

0

0

0

352500
0
0

0
245510
725720
51330
34840
17590
2330370
63210
6600
11720
249100
39740
0
0
0
0
16850
64420
1093330
385640
0
299370
[
0
0
30890
6140
52910
171500
0
84990
217460
5659450
0

0

71220
107290
90920

49080
98190
98190
44620

44620
89270
151100
315530
36300
98190
44620
196240
70140
98190
98190
98190
180090
180090
28050
77160
56100
98190
49080
77160
77160
91180
145300
145300
0

0
89270
44620
55900
44620
133710
63760
126250
105220
133710
89270
251320
57380
0

133710
89270
89270
49080
49080

133260

191010

114770
56100
50990

185790

180090
44620
44620

133710
44620
89270

0
49080
49080
44620
89270
98190

233070
89270

334800
89270

251320
89270
89270
44620
89270
36300
89270
57380

191720

582610
63760

140270

133710

251320
89270

283780
89270
44620

76830
153670
197970

94370

103790
217040
316830
315530
135900
188740
44620
200600
70140
148840
145600
135890
636460
696150
43970
118730
72380
220010
119900
115260
144840
159210
145300
1369890
0

0
237380
90590
276150
141130
1216600
63760
1370580
939030
133710
133200
1045100
57380

0

133710
441770
89270
49080
49080
378770
916730
166100
90940
68580
2516160
243300
51220
56340
382810
84360
89270
0
49080
49080
61470
153690
1191520
618710
89270
634170
89270
251320
89270
120160
50760
142180
207800
89270
142370
409180
6242060
63760
140270
204930
358610
180190
283780
89270
44620

590
591
590
460

460
460
590
460
131
460
460
641
641

131

270

651

641

611
720
460
690
460
460
460
610
340
641
131
460
460
611
690
460
910
460
460
690
460
460
910
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1428184
1428192
1428200
1428218
1428226
1428234
1428242
Table 2.a

1428259
1428267
1428283
1428291
1428325
1428333
1428341
1428358
1428366
1917335
1917343
1977743
1428812
1429117
1913433
1432210
1432228
2300481
2300499
1432269
1432277
1432285
1432293
1432301
1432319
1432327
1432558
1432566
1432574
1432582
1432590
1432608
1432616
1432624
1440346
1440353
1440361
1440379
1440387
1440395
1440403
1440411
1440429
1440437
1440445
1440452
1440460
1440478
1440486
1440494
1440502
1440510
1440528
1440536
1440544
1440551
1440569
1440577
1440585
1440593
1440601
1440619
1440627
1440635
1440643
1440650
1440668
1440676
1440684
1440692
1440700
1440718
1440726
2200426
2200434
1440759
1440767
1440775
1440783
1440791
1440809
1441237
1441245
1441252
1441260
1441278

3895.473718-018-033-0000
12241.05 3718-019-001-0006

6470.93718-019-005-0002
8935.063718-019-007-0000
3586.46 3718-019-010-0005
4115.46 3718-019-011-0004
3080.58 3718-019-012-0003

4620.52 3718-019-013-0002
18655.2 3718-019-015-0000
15840.74 3718-019-021-0002
9258.53718-019-026-0007
6172.92 3718-019-029-0004
6173.42 3718-019-031-0000
6173.883718-019-033-0008
6174.43718-019-035-0006
12267.69 3718-019-037-0004
5986.96 3718-022-019-0000
6100.453718-022-021-0006
12401.48 3718-023-017-0109
6204.64 3718-023-021-0004
6179.043718-024-019-0006
18599.5 3718-024-021-0002
9704.44 3724-000-002-0007
4517.04 3724-000-009-0000
6276.01 3725-001-001-0104
6260.28 3725-001-003-01 02
6148.22 3725-001-005-0001
3586.54 3725-001-007-0009
4099.133725-001-008-0008
5123.84 3725-001-009-0007
3586.48 3725-001-010-0004
4098.82 3725-001-010-0103
3061.433725-001-011-0003
4324.42 3728-000-001-0004
3561.2 3728-000-002-0003
4070.02 3728-000-003-0002
3052.53 3728-000-004-0001
3561.273728-000-005-0000
3561.273728-000-006-0009
1574.97 3728-000-007-0008
6310.58 3728-000-007-0107
4288.86 3737-001-001-0001
4528.86 3737-001-002-0000
5303.46 3737-001-004-0008
6171.03 3737-001-006-0006
6580.68 3737-001-008-0004
1608.55 3737-002-001-0009
2397.61 3737-002-001-0108
3196.5 3737-002-001-0207
3197.16 3737-002-002-0008
3847.263737-002-003-0007
2142.32 3737-002-005-0005
6959.92 3737-002-006-0004
5465.45 3737-003-001-0007
5471.31 3737-003-002-0006
5203.15 3737-003-004-0004
3864.573737-003-005-0003
7930.13 3737-003-006-0002
3015.38 3737-004-001-0005
3015.51 3737-004-002-0004
3015.53 3737-004-003-0003
3015.61 3737-004-004-0002
3015.73 3737-004-005-0001
3015.79 3737-004-006-0000
5150.573737-004-007-0009
7321.56 3737-004-008-0008
5099.56 3737-004-011-0003
4523.86 3737-005-001-0002
4523.98 3737-005-002-0001
4524.16 3737-005-003-0000
4524.32 3737-005-004-0009
4393.89 3737-005-006-0007
4393.66 3737-005-007-0006
4393.49 3737-005-009-0004
4393.36 3737-005-010-0001
5793.76 3738-001-001-0000
7650.69 3738-001-002-0009
13734.04 3738-001-004-0007
5258.39 3738-001-005-0006
3045.29 3738-001-007-0004
6090.373738-001-008-0201
3045.02 3738-001-010-0108
3046.19 3738-002-001-0008
3046.12 3738-002-002-0007
3046.09 3738-002-003-0006
4061.31 3738-002-004-0005
4243.893738-002-005-0004
10483.55 3738-002-007-0002
52545.88 3743-001-001-0003
64503743-001-013-0009
29241.733743-001-013-0108
5533.153743-001-018-0004
4610.61 3743-001-020-0000

13680

52700
98110

43830
782640
0
105630
36160
36160
750

0
29550
34930
93070
0
357160
0

115980
397770
103300
73530
27950
126620
107660
37340
103020
43550
37310
60060
0

0

0

6310
72160
134950
64190
63550
116130
107310
29190
79390
246910
66960
51640
93570
72790
135360
5220
69870
65030
138110
100590
156640
138630
49170
54590
46790
89570
84660
101340
144280
174640
38400
50970
129410
72870
75070
85220
60960
123780
94160
0

116460
496160
8430
91420
84180
28310
45380
67590
68310
171720
135240
92210
1245260
10890
610600
109400
121020

57380
168490
95640
106970
50990
57380
44620

70140
251320
211880
133710

71410

71410

71410

89270
174280

82890

82890
174280

89270

98190
301580

87110

63760

28370

28370

36300

25140

25680

36300

25140

25680

24070

26220

25140

25680

24610

25140

25140

23000

32630

61850

61850

68030

74210

50820

23000

24070

24610

24610

25680

27070

33250

32010

32010

31390

29530

35090

24610

24610

28300

28300

28300

28300

27300

43560

27300

30150

43560

26220

26220

26220

26220

26220

26220

82890
114770
196240

23930

24610

28370

24610

24610

24610

24610

29530

26220

33740
472360

84750
253850

27830

77160

57380
182170
95640
159670
149100
57380
44620

113970
1033960
211880
239340
107570
107570
72160
89270
203830
117820
175960
174280
446430
98190
417560
484880
167060
101900
56320
162920
132800
63020
139320
68690
62990
84130
26220
25140
25680
30920
97300
160090
87190
96180
177980
169160
97220
153600
297730
89960
75710
118180
97400
161040
32290
103120
97040
170120
131980
186170
173720
73780
32930
75090
117870
112960
129640
171580
218200
65700
81120
172970
99090
101290
111440
87180
150000
120380
82890
231230
692400
32360
116030
112550
36540
69990
92200
45800
201250
161460
73160
1717620
95640
864450
137230
198180

460
111
460
111
720
460
460

590
670
460
630
460
460
121
460
641
460
690
460
690
460
611
132
690
111
111
131
121
111
131
111
111
111
910
910
910
111
111
111
121
111
121
111
111
111
131
122
111
111
111
111
111
123
121
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
131
111
111
131
111
111
111
111
123
111

590
670
460
111
111
111
111
111
111
121
111
111
611
111
581
111
610
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1441286
1441898
2369429
2369437
1443183
Table 2.a

1443191
1443209
1443217
1443225
1443233
1443241
1443258
1443266
1443274
1443282
2325033
2325041
1443308
1443316
1443324
1443332
1443340
1443357
1443365
1443373
1445220
1445238
1445246
1445253
1445261
1445717
1445725
1445733
1445741
1445758
1445766
1445774
1447267
1447275
1447283
1447291
1447309
1447317
1447325
1447333
1447341
1447358
1447366
1447374
1447382
1447390
1447408
1447416
1447424
1447432
1447440
1447457
1447465
1447473
1447481
1447499
1447507
2363695
1447531
1447549
1448588
1448596
1448604
1448612
1448620
1448638
1448646
1448653
1448661
2416600
2416626
2416634
2416642
1452820
1452838
1452846
1452853
1452861
1452879
1452887
1452895
1452903
1452911
1452929
1452937
1452945
1452960
1452978

4610.71 3743-001-020-0109
3099.74 3743-006-001-0002
5999.68 3743-006-002-0209
2999.91 3743-006-004-0009
5178.6 3747-001-001-0009

3679.38 3747-001-002-0008
3679.53 3747-001-003-0007
3679.63 3747-001-004-0006
3679.69 3747-001-005-0005
3679.84 3747-001-006-0004
3495.38 3747-001-007-0003
8856.8 3747-002-001-0007
3679.03 3747-002-003-0005
3679.18 3747-002-004-0004
3679.21 3747-002-005-0003
3679.32 3747-002-006-0101
3494.42 3747-002-007-0001
4992.89 3747-002-009-0108
3678.91 3747-002-011-0005
3678.81 3747-002-012-0004
3678.71 3747-002-013-0003
3678.59 3747-002-014-0002
2558.94 3747-002-015-0001
2239.083747-002-015-0100

2558.88 3747-002-016-0000
50317.87 3756-000-001-0009
4514.52 3756-000-008-0002
4229.99 3756-000-010-0008
4069.08 3756-000-011-0007
8333.57 3757-000-001-0008
4380.65 3760-000-001-0003
4515.4 3760-000-001-0102
4448.083760-000-003-0001

4448.133760-000-004-0000

8564.19 3760-000-005-0009

4282.04 3760-000-007-0007

4282.02 3760-000-008-0006

6511.85 3768-000-001-0005

3255.93768-000-003-0003

4467.22 3768-000-004-0002

5803.973768-000-005-0001

5804.63768-000-006-0000

3870.1 3768-000-008-0008

3870.31 3768-000-009-0007

3870.663768-000-010-0004

5806.53 3768-000-011-0003
5807.06 3768-000-012-0002
7743.71 3768-000-014-0000
5808.61 3768-000-016-0008
5809.06 3768-000-017-0007
8649.96 3768-000-019-0005
24139.57 3768-000-021-0001
11614.443768-000-027-0005
5806.2 3768-000-030-0000
13545.61 3768-000-031-0009
7738.89 3768-000-035-0005
6511.86 3768-000-037-0003
3255.96 3768-000-039-0001
3457.82 3768-000-040-0008
4447.91 3769-001-001-0002
4447.96 3769-001-002-0001
8895.86 3769-001-003-0000
8563.993769-001-005-0107

4281.94 3769-001-007-0006
4281.91 3769-001-008-0005
3942.263773-000-001-0008

3914.41 3773-000-002-0007
3914.52 3773-000-003-0006
3914.58 3773-000-004-0005
3914.8 3773-000-005-0004
4381.16 3773-000-006-0003
3448.7 3773-000-007-0002
3914.58 3773-000-010-0007
3914.53773-000-011-0006

4476.22 3773-000-012-0104
4475.94 3773-000-014-0003
3085.54 3773-000-015-0101
3085.133773-000-015-0200

4243.45 3779-001-001-0000
4041.42 3779-001-002-0009
4041.45 3779-001-003-0008
4041.42 3779-001-004-0007
11114.21 3779-001-005-0006
5161.493779-001-007-0004

5161.62 3779-001-008-0003
5161.42 3779-001-009-0002
5161.2 3779-001-010-0009
5160.91 3779-001-011-0008
5160.783779-001-012-0007

5160.58 3779-001-013-0006
11610.22 3779-001-014-0005
4241.46 3779-001-016-0003
4241.49 3779-001-017-0002

37730
2410
86190
7200
110110

44740
31330
60390
117190
105710
87230
129070
38890
62890
51370
31250
51690
123900
97870
114060
72640
85740
127970
57190
98240
841790
99190
105090
0
180540
62200
106420
68960
118460
160140
94380
93290
0

0

0
142750
130680
104880
83640
122700
88730
103240
0

0

0

0
972870
0

0

0

0
175580
0

0
77800
51570
121030
116230
46910
70850
74000
76980
51550
112340
93740
64760
55710
109560
70220
278700
272380
160500
160500
99760
90360
84680
91850
43080
0

0

0
101070
196590
79550
116650
75250
30030
40350

45900
24610
28370
24610
27300

25140
25140
25140
25140
25140
25140
31590
25140
25140
25140
25140
25140
26760
25140
25140
25140
25140
24070
23540
24070
594570
26220
26220
57380
133260
26220
26220
26220
26220
72590
26220
26220
57390
24610
26220
36300
27830
25680
25680
25680
27830
27830
30510
27830
49740
76510
278280
101100
49740
114600
68860
95640
26770
30600
26220
26220
58080
31590
26220
26220
25680
25680
25680
25680
25680
26220
25140
25680
25680
26220
26220
24610
18450
26220
25680
25680
22340
178970
61210
61210
61210
27300
27300
27300
27300
134800
70140
70140

83630
27020
114560
31810
81640

69880
56470
85530
142330
130850
112370
160660
44280
88030
76510
56390
76830
150660
123010
139200
97780
110880
152040
80730
122310
1436360
125410
131310
57380
313800
88420
132640
95180
144680
232730
120600
119510
57390
24610
26220
179050
158510
130560
109320
148380
116560
131070
30510
27830
49740
76510
1251150
101100
49740
114600
68860
271220
26770
30600
104020
77790
179110
147820
73130
97070
99680
102660
77230
138020
119420
90980
80850
135240
95900
304920
298600
185110
178950
125980
116040
110360
114190
222050
61210
61210
61210
128370
223890
106850
143950
210050
100170
110490

111
183
111
183
111

111
121
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111

111
111

630
111
111
111
111

111
111
910
910
910
131
111
111
111
910
910
910
910
910
460
460
136
910
910
460
460
630
910
910
111
111
131
111
111
111
111
111
111
121
111
111
111
111
111
121
121
111
111
121
111
111
111
543
910
910
460
111
111
111
111
460
530
690
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2102861 9088.973779-001-018-0100 119280 147080 266360 650
1453000 9117.15 3779-001-019-0109 89700 133710 223410 580
1453018 12900.69 3779-001-022-0005 480860 185790 666650 691



Table 2.a

1453026 5160.77 3779-001-024-0003 2020 76510
2343978 5160.92 3779-001-025-0101 0 76510
2343994 5161.083779-001-026-0100 0 76510
1453059 10322.94 3779-001-027-0000 31720 151100
1453067 9032.94 3779-001-029-0008 97790 133710
1453075 8045.24 3780-001-001-0007 119100 36300
1453083 5190.5 3780-001-002-0006 97190 29440
1453091 6874.4 3780-002-001-0005 106600 30510
1453109 6874.41 3780-002-003-0003 142550 29440
1454768 2796.87 3784-001-001-0003 50200 27680
1454776 4754.25 3784-001-001-0102 61550 30770
1454784 4195.22 3784-001-002-0002 85390 30150
1454792 3915.62 3784-001-004-0000 77580 25680
1454800 3915.75 3784-001-005-0009 0 25680
1454818 4382 3784-001-006-0008 271420 108890
1454891 7729.59 3784-002-002-0000 89660 35090
1454917 3128.37 3784-002-004-0008 127000 28300
1454925 4600.33 3784-002-004-0107 144600 30770
1454941 4324.06 3784-002-006-0006 137620 26220
1454958 4093.83 3784-002-007-0005 81260 29530
1454966 4093.61 3784-002-008-0004 87890 25680
1457662 4392.08 3788-000-001-0001 78150 26220
1457670 4392.64 3788-000-002-0000 77780 26220
1457688 4393.15 3788-000-003-0009 89620 26220
2385201 3005.02 3788-000-005-0106 47780 24610
2385219 3107.88 3788-000-005-0205 21120 22040
1457704 8440.87 3789-000-001-0000 150920 32010
1461375 3565.43 3796-000-001-0001 0 22040
1461383 3565.43 3796-000-002-0000 37400 25140
1461391 8062.45 3796-000-003-0009 0 114770
1461409 4837.53796-000-005-0007 63920 26760
1464270 10177.533800-001-001-0003 196860 101210
1464288 4179.833800-002-001-0001 10970 26220
1464296 5321.04 3800-002-002-0000 0 31390
1464304 4745.34 3800-002-003-0009 9160 30770
1464312 7081.84 3800-002-004-0008 197820 33850
1464817 3999.91 3803-000-001-0002 122540 43560
1464825 3999.94 3803-000-002-0001 152320 25680
1464833 4000.033803-000-003-0000 77140 25680
1464841 4000.133803-000-004-0009 45400 25680
1464858 4000.26 3803-000-005-0008 47200 25680
1464866 4000.293803-000-006-0007 62700 25680
1464874 5430.633803-000-007-0006 57640 27300
1464882 5795.393803-000-009-0004 114500 27830
1464890 4399.43803-000-010-0001 51840 26220
1464908 6990.01 3804-001-001-0108 236890 29440
1464916 3968.5 3804-001-001-0207 79380 25140
1464924 3720.77 3804-001-001-0306 85230 25140
1464932 9990.62 3804-001-001-0405 130990 159830
1471002 5483.333813-001-001-0008 98420 27830
1471010 6089.71 3813-001-002-0007 145080 56620
1471028 1511.053813-002-001-0006 0 22480
1471036 6374.88 3813-002-001-0105 195970 89910
1471127 7074.39 3815-000-001-0008 72510 29440
1471135 2960.01 3815-000-003-0006 42200 24610
1471143 2959.983815-000-004-0005 88170 24610
1471150 3248.593815-000-005-0004 0 24610
2432318 70419.88149-000-000-0005 0) 0
TABLE 2 -

(Table 2.a Attached Hereto has full list of included parcels.) Comparison of
Outcomes for 2006 ULCA Update

Summary of Residential & Commercial Land Capacity
Per Bremreton Proposed Approach

Base Developable Land Area of Center 96
Housing Units 3,850
GSF Commercial 1,203,136
Market Factor 50%
Housing Units After Factor 1,925
GSF Commercial After Factor 601,568
Notes
1 Includes 15% Blanket deduction for undevelopable areas.

2 Estimated at average buildout density of 40 DU / Acre.

78530
76510
76510
182820
231500
155400
126630
137110
171990
77880
73770
115540
103260
25680
380310
124750
155300
175370
163840
110790
113570
104370
104000
115840
72390
43160
182930
22040
62540
114770
90680
298070
37190
31390
39930
231670
166100
178000
102820
71080
72880
88380
84940
142330
78060
266330
104520
110370
290820
126250
201700
22480
285880
101950
66810
112780
24610

590
530
460
580
530
131
111
111
111
121
111
111
111
910
133
111
122
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
121
460
111
460
111
111
121
910
111
123
131
121
111
111
121
111
111
123
111
111
111
111
670
111
131
910
121
119
111
111
910
670

DRAFT 8/31/06

4,932,573 113



3 Estimated at average buildout standard of 12,500 GSF comm. Per acre
4 Consistent with Bremerton Comp. Plan and expectations.




Table 24.a

Table 3.a

Full Table of Parcels included in Residential Land Capacity Analysis per Appropriate Parcel by Parcel Approach

RP_ACCT_ID ACCT_NO

1139187
1423409
1423391
2425791
2340115
1910827
1138916
1440593
1426519
1440577
1452937
1453026
1452929
1452911
2343978
2343994
1452903
1452895
1452879
1452887
1138833
1139286
1443183
1453083
1440486
1138965
1426824
1440718
1140078
1440361
1423383
1464296
1913375
1140599
1464874
1440460
1138908
1440478
1471002
1139104
1140649
1441260
2432466
1139401
1426584
1427400
1139096
1138973
1423334
1423342
1140169
1422740
1139625
1440684
1464882
1447309
1447424
1447341
1447358
1447374
1447382
1423458
1427160
1427178
1427202
1423516
1917335
2369429
1140409
1139989
2200426
1917343
1423524
1427285
1426725
1427889
1427905
2032134
1426667
1440379
1428325
1427988
1428333
1428341
1428358
1427962
1427954
1428127
1429117
1426600
1426915
1426907
1426840
1426923
1426931
1428168

132401-3-010-2004
3712-002-008-0001
3712-002-007-0002
242401-2-015-2008
3712-001-013-0105
132401-3-013-2001
132401-2-048-2002
3737-004-011-0003
3718-004-008-0001
3737-004-007-0009
3779-001-013-0006
3779-001-024-0003
3779-001-012-0007
3779-001-011-0008
3779-001-025-0101
3779-001-026-0100
3779-001-010-0009
3779-001-009-0002
3779-001-007-0004
3779-001-008-0003
132401-2-038-2004
132401-3-020-2002
3747-001-001-0009
3780-001-002-0006
3737-003-004-0004
132401-2-055-2002
3718-007-009-0003
3738-001-005-0006
132401-3-111-2002
3737-001-004-0008
3712-002-006-0003
3800-002-002-0000
3712-002-005-0004
132401-3-165-2007
3803-000-007-0006
3737-003-001-0007
132401-2-045-2005
3737-003-002-0006
3813-001-001-0008
132401-3-002-2004
132401-3-170-2000
3743-001-018-0004
132401-3-206-2008
132401-3-033-2007
3718-005-028-0004
3718-014-039-0003
132401-3-001-2005
132401-2-056-2001
3712-002-001-0008
3712-002-002-0007
132401-3-120-2001
3709-001-002-0004
132401-3-059-2006
3738-001-001-0000
3803-000-009-0004
3768-000-006-0000
3768-000-030-0000
3768-000-011-0003
3768-000-012-0002
3768-000-016-0008
3768-000-017-0007
3713-001-001-0009
3718-012-005-0007
3718-012-007-0005
3718-012-011-0009
3714-000-001-0109
3718-022-019-0000
3743-006-002-0209
132401-3-145-2002
132401-3-102-2003
3738-001-008-0201
3718-022-021-0006
3714-000-003-0008
3718-014-016-0000
3718-006-026-0004
3718-017-006-0005
3718-017-011-0008
3718-017-028-0108
3718-006-004-0000
3737-001-006-0006
3718-019-029-0004
3718-017-024-0003
3718-019-031-0000
3718-019-033-0008
3718-019-035-0006
3718-017-021-0006
3718-017-019-0000
3718-018-021-0004
3718-024-019-0006
3718-005-031-0009
3718-007-030-0006
3718-007-028-0000
3718-007-012-0008
3718-007-032-0004
3718-007-034-0002
3718-018-030-0003

BLDG_VALUE LAND_VALUE

177970
0

57370
9239370
114190
221100
146860
38400

0
144280
116650

2020
79550
196590

0

0
101070

0

0

0
198810
16630
110110
97190
100590
113390
100460

8430

0
29190
148890

0
171860
129780
57640
65030
159250
138110
98420
70250
112220
109400

0

0
110370
68030

6300
208010
82990
172470
88270

8610
196730

0
114500
130680

0
88730
103240

0

0
126680
55480
99780
127770
111300
34930
86190
42070
151100
84180
93070
192140
50650

0

0

0

0
184790
79390
36160
52910
36160

750

0
30890

0
90920

0
176890
169900
836190

0
1065820
607790

0

28250
29820
34120
566710
31390
29360
31390
27300
76510
27300
27300
76510
27300
27300
76510
76510
27300
61210
61210
61210
26760
27300
27300
29440
31390
27300
76510
23930
76510
68030
29820
31390
29820
27830
27300
32010
68030
32010
27830
73060
26220
27830
32010
4840
82890
91180
67430
27830
27830
27830
27830
79400
28370
82890
27830
27830
49740
27830
27830
27830
49740
28370
98190
98190
89270
28370
82890
28370
71410
28910
28370
82890
28370
98190
95640
89270
89270
89270
89270
74210
71410
89270
71410
71410
89270
89270
89270
89270
98190
89270
89270
98190
89270
89270
89270
89270

ASSD_VALUE
206220
29820
91490
9806080
145580
250460
178250
65700
76510
171580
143950
78530
106850
223890
76510
76510
128370
61210
61210
61210
225570
43930
81640
126630
131980
140690
176970
32360
76510
97220
178710
31390
201680
157610
84940
97040
227280
170120
126250
143310
138440
137230
32010
4840
193260
159210
73730
235840
110820
200300
116100
88010
225100
82890
142330
158510
49740
116560
131070
27830
49740
155050
153670
197970
217040
139670
117820
114560
113480
180010
112550
175960
220510
148840
95640
89270
89270
89270
274060
153600
107570
142180
107570
72160
89270
120160
89270
180190
98190
266160
259170
934380
89270
1155090
697060
89270

PROP_CLASS

910
111
670
111
122
122
111
910
111
111
590
111
111
530
460
111
460
910
910
123
111
111
111
111
111
582
460
460
111
111
910
111
111
111
121
122
111
111
122
111
111
910
910
610
590
111
123
111
111
111
111
121
460
123
111
910
910
910
910
460
111
591
590
460
111
460
111
590
111
111
690

460
460

460
460

111
460
641
460
121
460
610
460
690
460
650
690
690
460
670
670
460

SHAPE_AREA Res_Dvlpble_Envelope Dvlpble_Res_Units

5,006
5,030
5,046
5,055

6,182
6,186

12,014
12,073
12,110
12,132
12,145
12,194
12,235
12,239
12,312
12,361
12,385
12,386
12,386
12,386
12,386
12,387
12,387
12,387
12,388
12,388
12,404
12,408
12,429
12,457
12,488
12,601
12,608
12,620
12,712
12,728
12,763
12,770
12,838
13,011
13,034
13,117
13,121
13,131
13,160
13,203
13,260
13,280
13,319
13,388
13,444
13,478
13,480
13,561
13,633
13,671
13,685
13,812
13,873
13,905
13,909
13,931
13,935
13,936
13,937
13,941
13,942
14,203
14,241
14,244
14,251
14,353
14,369
14,399
14,400
14,572
14,617
14,641
14,683
14,704
14,743
14,801
14,809
14,809
14,810
14,810
14,815
14,816
14,816
14,817
14,819
14,821
14,822
14,829
14,830
14,836
14,837
14,837
14,837
14,837
14,837
14,848

N NN NNNNNNNNNNNNN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNANNTNODD DD D DDDDDODDODDDDDDODDDDDDDDDODODODODOD

Draft 8/31/06



Table 25.a Draft 8/31/06

1426675 3718-006-006-0008 403210 0 403210 740 6,189 14,852 7
1426642 3718-006-001-0003 118740 98190 216930 530 6,189 14,853 7
1427806 3718-016-036-0001 0 89270 89270 460 6,198 14,876 7
1427863 3718-016-049-0006 1093330 98190 1191520 611 6,199 14,876 7
1427855 3718-016-047-0008 64420 89270 153690 460 6,199 14,876 7
1428812 3718-023-021-0004 357160 89270 446430 690 6,205 14,891 7
1427657 3718-016-004-0009 352500 89270 441770 590 6,207 14,897 7
1427665 3718-016-006-0007 0 89270 89270 460 6,207 14,897 7
1427533 3718-015-026-0005 833810 105220 939030 690 6,218 14,924 7
1427558 3718-015-031-0008 43930 89270 133200 460 6,219 14,925 7
1427459 3718-015-014-0009 148110 89270 237380 590 6,227 14,946 7
1427368 3718-014-033-0009 121820 98190 220010 460 6,239 14,975 7
1427293 3718-014-018-0008 47410 98190 145600 460 6,248 14,995 7
1427301 3718-014-020-0004 37700 98190 135890 460 6,248 14,995 7
1427244 3718-014-007-0001 90550 98190 188740 460 6,248 14,996 7
2300499 3725-001-003-0102 27950 28370 56320 111 6,260 15,025 8
1138866 132401-2-041-2009 115500 74210 189710 121 6,274 15,058 8
2300481 3725-001-001-0104 73530 28370 101900 111 6,276 15,062 8
2432458 132401-3-205-2009 0 35470 35470 910 6,283 15,080 8
1427046 3718-009-008-0000 0 95650 95650 611 6,306 15,135 8
1432624 3728-000-007-0107 63550 32630 96180 111 6,311 15,145 8
1471036 3813-002-001-0105 195970 89910 285880 121 6,375 15,300 8
1422393 3705-003-007-0009 132490 28910 161400 111 6,415 15,395 8
1426998 3718-008-015-0003 36330 105220 141550 460 6,420 15,408 8
1140524 132401-3-157-2007 95660 29440 125100 111 6,450 15,480 8
1441245 3743-001-013-0009 10890 84750 95640 111 6,450 15,480 8
1428200 3718-019-005-0002 0 95640 95640 460 6,471 15,530 8
1423425 3712-003-002-0005 147500 61850 209350 111 6,473 15,535 8
1447267 3768-000-001-0005 0 57390 57390 910 6,512 15,628 8
1447457 3768-000-037-0003 175580 95640 271220 630 6,512 15,628 8
1423003 3709-005-010-0005 26430 33250 59680 111 6,512 15,629 8
1139021 132401-2-065-2000 157780 29440 187220 123 6,665 15,996 8
1423490 3713-002-001-0007 186850 61850 248700 123 6,767 16,241 8
1910801 132401-2-061-2004 68020 29440 97460 111 6,871 16,491 8
1453091 3780-002-001-0005 106600 30510 137110 111 6,874 16,499 8
1453109 3780-002-003-0003 142550 29440 171990 111 6,874 16,499 8
1139369 132401-3-029-2003 167080 25810 192890 111 6,934 16,642 8
1440452 3737-002-006-0004 69870 33250 103120 123 6,960 16,704 8
1423433 3712-003-003-0004 137630 61850 199480 111 6,982 16,758 8
1464908 3804-001-001-0108 236890 29440 266330 111 6,990 16,776 8
1422773 3709-002-001-0003 0 29440 29440 910 7,027 16,865 8
1471127 3815-000-001-0008 72510 29440 101950 119 7,074 16,979 8
1464312 3800-002-004-0008 197820 33850 231670 123 7,082 16,996 8
1140136 132401-3-117-2006 183370 29970 213340 111 7,292 17,502 9
2435287 3718-003-011-0206 1404590 520590 1925180 460 7,443 17,863 9
1426576 3718-005-025-0007 441210 108390 549600 720 7,450 17,879 9
1426857 3718-007-014-0006 1500980 323130 1824110 670 7,457 17,898 9
1139153 132401-3-007-2009 0 76340 76340 111 7,469 17,925 9
1423441 3712-003-004-0003 148240 61850 210090 111 7,569 18,166 9
1440692 3738-001-002-0009 116460 114770 231230 590 7,651 18,362 9
2402923 3712-002-003-0204 244130 30510 274640 161 7,687 18,448 9
1454891 3784-002-002-0000 89660 35090 124750 111 7,730 18,551 9
1447440 3768-000-035-0005 0 68860 68860 460 7,739 18,573 9
1447366 3768-000-014-0000 0 30510 30510 910 7,744 18,585 9
1427715 3718-016-017-0004 51330 114770 166100 651 7,759 18,620 9
1140391 132401-3-144-2003 380350 91820 472170 590 7,814 18,754 9
1139179 132401-3-009-2007 122510 34510 157020 111 7,874 18,897 9
1139518 132401-3-047-2001 0 26270 26270 460 7,908 18,979 9
1440502 3737-003-006-0002 138630 35090 173720 111 7,930 19,032 10
1139831 132401-3-085-2004 190100 114770 304870 690 7,943 19,064 10
1139138 132401-3-005-2001 124710 61850 186560 121 7,985 19,165 10
1461391 3796-000-003-0009 0 114770 114770 460 8,062 19,350 10
1427525 3718-015-023-0107 1244330 126250 1370580 670 8,091 19,419 10
1427699 3718-016-010-0001 245510 133260 378770 630 8,276 19,862 10
1445261 3757-000-001-0008 180540 133260 313800 630 8,334 20,001 10
1457704 3789-000-001-0000 150920 32010 182930 121 8,441 20,258 10
1140656 132401-3-171-2009 85660 31590 117250 111 8,465 20,317 10
1140060 132401-3-110-2003 129510 140270 269780 630 8,560 20,544 10
2363695 3769-001-005-0107 116230 31590 147820 111 8,564 20,554 10
1447390 3768-000-019-0005 0 76510 76510 460 8,650 20,760 10
1139724 132401-3-074-2007 180200 36330 216530 111 8,666 20,799 10
1139716 132401-3-073-2008 474590 102020 576610 620 8,700 20,880 10
1423276 3712-001-018-0001 157990 36330 194320 111 8,818 21,163 11
1423177 3712-001-006-0005 251240 31590 282830 123 8,818 21,163 11
1423201 3712-001-010-0009 0 22890 22890 460 8,819 21,166 11
1443258 3747-002-001-0007 129070 31590 160660 111 8,857 21,256 11
1428093 3718-018-009-0000 0 140270 140270 910 8,869 21,285 11
1428218 3718-019-007-0000 52700 106970 159670 111 8,935 21,444 11
1426899 3718-007-019-0001 138080 133710 271790 460 9,000 21,600 11
1453067 3779-001-029-0008 97790 133710 231500 530 9,033 21,679 11
2102861 3779-001-018-0100 119280 147080 266360 650 9,089 21,814 11
1453000 3779-001-019-0109 89700 133710 223410 580 9,117 21,881 11
2269520 3718-017-008-0102 299370 334800 634170 690 9,253 22,207 11
1428291 3718-019-026-0007 105630 133710 239340 630 9,259 22,220 11
1426956 3718-007-037-0009 314970 133710 448680 690 9,273 22,256 11
1428101 3718-018-012-0005 71220 133710 204930 460 9,277 22,265 11
1426691 3718-006-009-0005 526280 133700 659980 530 9,283 22,278 11
1138825 132401-2-037-2005 182060 83140 265200 122 9,288 22,290 11
1427780 3718-016-032-0005 249100 133710 382810 641 9,297 22,313 11
1427640 3718-016-001-0002 0 133710 133710 460 9,311 22,346 11
1427541 3718-015-028-0003 0 133710 133710 460 9,328 22,387 11
1427491 3718-015-019-0004 1082890 133710 1216600 670 9,341 22,418 11
1426501 3718-004-007-0002 0 111480 111480 910 9,347 22,432 11
1139674 132401-3-067-2006 68890 97400 166290 641 9,570 22,968 11
1140086 132401-3-112-2001 361680 145300 506980 630 9,630 23,112 12
1427012 3718-008-018-0000 201080 145300 346380 460 9,943 23,862 12
1427418 3718-014-040-0000 0 145300 145300 460 9,984 23,960 12
1464932 3804-001-001-0405 130990 159830 290820 670 9,991 23,977 12
1426568 3718-005-022-0000 0 145300 145300 460 10,000 24,000 12

1464270 3800-001-001-0003 196860 101210 298070 111 10,178 24,426 12



Table 26.a

1140706
1427426
2435295
1453059
1440809
1427210
1423466
1422757
1139690
1140755
1139955
1452861
1427434
1138767
1452945
1447416
1428192
1428366
1428069
1426782
2225159
1426485
1427756
1977743
1138700
1427327
1427319
1138809
1139708
1453018
1427749
1422732
1427707
1447432
1426527
1139666
1440700
1140748
1140680
1427269
1140672
1427038
2425791
1427871
1140094
1428283
2411965
1140425
2420206
1427913
1428119
1427814
1913433
1428267
1427566
1426709
1139393
1428135
1427053
1143551
1426717
1139682
1426543
2435279
1427228
1441252
1427442
1427590
1139641
1428077
1140771
1441237
1140714
2425767
2435261
2432318
1426972
1161181
2374817

132401-3-178-2002
3718-014-044-0006
132401-3-207-2007
3779-001-027-0000
3738-002-007-0002
3718-013-023-0003
3713-001-002-0008
3709-001-002-0103
132401-3-071-2000
132401-3-187-2001
132401-3-098-2009
3779-001-005-0006
3718-015-001-0004
132401-2-030-2002
3779-001-014-0005
3768-000-027-0005
3718-019-001-0006
3718-019-037-0004
3718-017-037-0008
3718-007-001-0001
3718-006-033-0104
3718-004-001-0008
3718-016-026-0003
3718-023-017-0109
132401-2-024-2000
3718-014-026-0008
3718-014-022-0002
132401-2-035-2007
132401-3-072-2009
3779-001-022-0005
3718-016-021-0008
3709-001-001-0005
3718-016-012-0009
3768-000-031-0009
3718-004-010-0007
132401-3-066-2007
3738-001-004-0007
132401-3-183-2005
132401-3-176-2004
3718-014-010-0006
132401-3-173-2007
3718-009-003-0005
242401-2-015-2008
3718-017-001-0000
132401-3-113-2000
3718-019-021-0002
3718-005-001-0302
132401-3-147-2000
132401-2-080-2001
3718-017-013-0006
3718-018-015-0002
3718-016-038-0009
3718-024-021-0002
3718-019-015-0000
3718-015-033-0006
3718-006-012-0000
132401-3-032-2008
3718-018-023-0002
3718-009-010-0006
142401-4-001-2002
3718-006-018-0004
132401-3-068-2005
3718-005-012-0002
3718-003-009-0200
3718-014-001-0007
3743-001-013-0108
3718-015-004-0001
3718-015-040-0007
132401-3-061-2002
3718-018-001-0008
132401-3-189-2009
3743-001-001-0003
132401-3-179-2001
242401-2-014-2009
3718-003-001-0109
8149-000-000-0005
3718-008-001-0108
242401-2-007-2008
242401-2-012-2001

785620
1224590

0
31720
92210
165730
148230
352540
437690

0
54000
43080

0

0
75250

0
13680
29550
217460
1798540
33100

0
63210

0
122330
516060
456370
81400
235290
480860
2330370
137350
725720

0
663190
104320
496160

0

0

4360

89590
445830
9239370
385640
76230

0
3566800
59960
45430

0
107290

0
115980
782640
793780
28420

0

0
1898530

0
1951720
112740
143360

0

0
610600

0

0
746330
5659450
885420
1245260
1516380
7959940
681030

0
3508990
250560
1712720

172590
145300
290
151100
33740
151100
38800
168490
91820
156900
34280
178970
0
82200
134800
101100
168490
174280
191720
174280
174280
193620
180090
174280
47430
180090
180090
129320
227540
185790
185790
137360
191010
114600
191010
191010
196240
9680
114600
196240
120870
186000
566710
233070
35220
211880
227540
37110
124350
251320
251320
0
301580
251320
251320
204760
143220
283780
279170
0
227540
297690
302340
285770
315530
253850
0
0
411190
582610
669290
472360
529250
942370
775400
0
877430
0
795320

958210
1369890
290
182820
73160
316830
187030
521030
529510
156900
88280
222050
0
82200
210050
101100
182170
203830
409180
1972820
207380
193620
243300
174280
169760
696150
636460
210720
462830
666650
2516160
274710
916730
114600
854200
295330
692400
9680
114600
200600
210460
631830
9806080
618710
111450
211880
3794340
97070
169780
251320
358610
0
417560
1033960
1045100
233180
143220
283780
2177700

0
2179260
410430
445700
285770
315530
864450
0
0
1157520
6242060
1554710
1717620
2045630
8902310
1456430
0

4386420
250560
2508040

TRBLE 3 - (Table 3.a Attached Hereto has full list of included parcels.)

610
690
910
580
111
590
121
650
690
460
111
543
670
641
460
910
111
641
611
670
530
650
590
460
637
690
590
111
690
691

111
670

650
641
670
910
460
641
641
611
670
720
470

630
460

460
460

611
670

637
460

611
489

640
460

460
581

670
670

611
611
590
670
690
670
560
744
440

10,200
10,287
10,294
10,323
10,484
10,530
10,617
10,639
10,795
10,815
10,842
11,114
11,449
11,461
11,610
11,614
12,241
12,268
12,327
12,365
12,368
12,391
12,396
12,401
12,432
12,479
12,496
12,622
12,715
12,901
12,930
13,304
13,448
13,546
13,680
13,702
13,734
13,761
13,783
14,059
14,393
14,934
14,997
15,411
15,500
15,841
16,506
17,512
17,971
18,520
18,543
18,595
18,600
18,655
18,656
19,227
19,828
21,639
22,193
22,223
22,495
23,205
23,524
24,823
25,926
29,242
32,108
35,079
36,944
44,950
52,092
52,546
52,697
53,261
67,987
70,420
84,844
85,477
163,279

24,480
24,688
24,706
24,775
25,161
25,273
25,482
25,534
25,908
25,956
26,020
26,674
27,476
27,506
27,865
27,875
29,379
29,442
29,585
29,675
29,682
29,738
29,750
29,764
29,837
29,949
29,990
30,294
30,516
30,962
31,033
31,931
32,276
32,509
32,832
32,886
32,962
33,025
33,080
33,741
34,543
35,842
35,993
36,987
37,200
38,018
39,614
42,029
43,130
44,447
44,502
44,628
44,639
44,772
44,775
46,145
47,588
51,933
53,263
53,336
53,989
55,692
56,458
59,576
62,222
70,180
77,059
84,190
88,666
107,881
125,021
126,110
126,472
127,827
163,168
169,008
203,625
205,145
391,869
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12
12
12
12
13
13
13
13
13
13
13
13
14
14
14
14
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
17
17
17
17
18
18
18
19
19
20
21
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
23
24
26
27
27
27
28
28
30
31
35
39
42
44
54
63
63
63
64
82
85
102
103
196

Cpmparison of Outcomes for 2006 ULCA Update

Summary of Residential Land Capacity in Downtown Regional Center Per Appropriate Parce]
by Parcel Approach

Subtotal Developable Residential SF 7,529,986
Developable Residential Units Total 3,765
Market Factor 50%
Developable Units After Factor 1,882
Projected Population 4,141

Notes

a B w N R

60% of site area footprint x 4 stories of residential on average.

GSF converted to units @ 2,000 SF, which includes allowance for ciruclation and common space.
Market factor as consistent with Comp. Plan applied.

Residential land capacity in Center.
Converted to population at 2.2 persons per unit to account for smaller family sizes in downtown.
Note that downtown residential capacity is greater than that projected in Comp. Plan.




Table 4.a

Table 4.a

Full Table of Parcels included in Commercial Land Capacity Analysis per Appropriate Parcel by Parcel Approach

RP_ACCT_ID

1427202
1426998
2435279
1427012
2435287
1426840
1426816
1427301
1427285
1427293
1427244
1427236
2435295
1428218
1428200
1428192
1917335
1426899
2435287
1139401
1427368
1427418
1427228
1428283
1428325
1428333
1428341
1428358
1426493
1428119
1428101
1428093
1977743
1426501
1426501
1426717
1426725
1426741
1426519
1426774
1427541
1427558
1428135
1428168
1140748
1426550
1426543
1427665
1427640
1427954
1427913
1427905
1427889
1426568
1429117
1427806
1427855
1427996
2032134
1915511
1915511
1139153
1139179
1139393
1139146
1140755
1139187
1432210
2369429
1139369
2343994

ACCT_NO
3718-012-011-0009
3718-008-015-0003
3718-003-009-0200
3718-008-018-0000
3718-003-011-0206
3718-007-012-0008
3718-007-007-0005
3718-014-020-0004
3718-014-016-0000
3718-014-018-0008
3718-014-007-0001
3718-014-005-0003
132401-3-207-2007
3718-019-007-0000
3718-019-005-0002
3718-019-001-0006
3718-022-019-0000
3718-007-019-0001
3718-003-011-0206
132401-3-033-2007
3718-014-033-0009
3718-014-040-0000
3718-014-001-0007
3718-019-021-0002
3718-019-029-0004
3718-019-031-0000
3718-019-033-0008
3718-019-035-0006
3718-004-005-0004
3718-018-015-0002
3718-018-012-0005
3718-018-009-0000
3718-023-017-0109
3718-004-007-0002
3718-004-007-0002
3718-006-018-0004
3718-006-026-0004
3718-006-029-0001
3718-004-008-0001
3718-006-037-0001
3718-015-028-0003
3718-015-031-0008
3718-018-023-0002
3718-018-030-0003
132401-3-183-2005
3718-005-020-0002
3718-005-012-0002
3718-016-006-0007
3718-016-001-0002
3718-017-019-0000
3718-017-013-0006
3718-017-011-0008
3718-017-006-0005
3718-005-022-0000
3718-024-019-0006
3718-016-036-0001
3718-016-047-0008
3718-017-026-0001
3718-017-028-0108
132401-3-196-2000
132401-3-196-2000
132401-3-007-2009
132401-3-009-2007
132401-3-032-2008
132401-3-006-2000
132401-3-187-2001
132401-3-010-2004
3724-000-002-0007
3743-006-002-0209
132401-3-029-2003
3779-001-026-0100

BLDG_VALUE LAND_VALUE

127770
36330
0
201080
1404590
0
202040
37700
50650
47410
90550
99600
0
52700
0
13680
34930
138080
1404590
0
121820
0
0
0
36160
36160
750
0
0
107290
71220
0
0
0
0
1951720
0
544460
0
64520
0
43930

64420
171500
0
104160
104160
0
122510
0
261520
0
177970
397770
86190
167080
0

89270
105220
285770
145300
520590

89270

65330

98190

98190

98190

98190

36300

290
106970

95640
168490

82890
133710
520590

4840

98190
145300
315530
211880

71410

71410

71410

89270
145190
251320
133710
140270
174280
111480
111480
227540

95640
157290

76510

63760
133710

89270
283780

89270

9680

58080
302340

89270
133710

89270
251320

89270

89270
145300

98190

89270

89270

36300

89270
160230
160230

76340

34510
143220

76340
156900

28250

87110

28370

25810

76510

ASSD_VALUE

217040
141550
285770
346380

1925180

89270
267370
135890
148840
145600
188740
135900

290

159670

95640
182170
117820
271790

1925180

4840

220010
145300
315530
211880
107570
107570
72160
89270
145190
358610
204930
140270
174280
111480
111480
2179260
95640
701750
76510
128280
133710
133200
283780

89270

9680

250010
445700
89270
133710
89270
251320
89270
89270
145300
98190
89270
153690
207800
89270
264390
264390
76340
157020
143220
337860
156900
206220
484880
114560
192890

76510

PROP_CLASS

460
460
460
460
460
460
131
460
460
460
460
131
910
111
460
111
460
460
460
910
460
460
460
460
460
460
121
460
134
460
460
910
460
910
910
460
460
134
910
137
460
460
460
460
910
131
460
460
460
460
460
460
460
460
460
460
460
131
460
132
132
111
111
460
131
460
111
132
111
111
460

SHAPE_ARE

A
5938.04
6420.04

24823.32
9942.5
7442.76
6182.04
7110.64
6248.06
6126.83
6248.04
6248.42
6248.38

10294.06
8935.06
6470.9

12241.05
5986.96
8999.88

43983.72
5578.34
6239.39
9983.54

25925.81

15840.74
6172.92
6173.42
6173.88
6174.4
6601.17

18542.61
9277.18
8868.55

12401.48
9346.78
7139.06

22495.34
6142.83

12367.36
5129.98

21643.93
9327.87
6218.7

21638.81
6186.47
13760.6
5999.97

23524.33
6207.1
9310.76
6176.03

18519.79
6170.51
6167.05

10000.03
6179.04
6198.23
6198.54
6171.93
6170.61

32487.67

32668.58
7468.89
7873.69

19828.24
6280.96

10814.99
5005.89
9704.44
5999.68
6933.99
5161.08
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Table 4.a

1139138
1139286
2340115
1139120
1910827
1140680
1423441
1913375
2402923
1423201
1452879
1452887
1452895
1452903
1452911
1452929
1452937
1452945
1423433
1423383
1441245
1423425
1423391
1423342
1140599
1139625
1140524
1423409
1423334
1140425
1140664
1423417
1441260
1423276
1423177
1464296
1447440
2171395
1447432
1447424
1447416
1447408
1440684
1140656
1464270
1464270
1464312
2200426
2432466
1140649
1423508
1423466
2432458
1423490
1423458
1440718
1440809
1447267
1447291
1447309
1447341
1447358
1447366
1447374
1447382
1447390
1140136
1440452
1440387
1422393
2363695
1453083
1453075
1440502
1440379

132401-3-005-2001
132401-3-020-2002
3712-001-013-0105
132401-3-004-2002
132401-3-013-2001
132401-3-176-2004
3712-003-004-0003
3712-002-005-0004
3712-002-003-0204
3712-001-010-0009
3779-001-007-0004
3779-001-008-0003
3779-001-009-0002
3779-001-010-0009
3779-001-011-0008
3779-001-012-0007
3779-001-013-0006
3779-001-014-0005
3712-003-003-0004
3712-002-006-0003
3743-001-013-0009
3712-003-002-0005
3712-002-007-0002
3712-002-002-0007
132401-3-165-2007
132401-3-059-2006
132401-3-157-2007
3712-002-008-0001
3712-002-001-0008
132401-3-147-2000
132401-3-172-2008
3712-003-001-0006
3743-001-018-0004
3712-001-018-0001
3712-001-006-0005
3800-002-002-0000
3768-000-035-0005
132401-3-203-2001
3768-000-031-0009
3768-000-030-0000
3768-000-027-0005
3768-000-021-0001
3738-001-001-0000
132401-3- 17 1-2009
3800-001-001-0003
3800-001-001-0003
3800-002-004-0008
3738-001-008-0201
132401-3-206-2008
132401-3-170-2000
3713-002-002-0006
3713-001-002-0008
132401-3-205-2009
3713-002-001-0007
3713-001-001-0009
3738-001-005-0006
3738-002-007-0002
3768-000-001-0005
3768-000-005-0001
3768-000-006-0000
3768-000-011-0003
3768-000-012-0002
3768-000-014-0000
3768-000-016-0008
3768-000-017-0007
3768-000-019-0005
132401-3-117-2006
3737-002-006-0004
3737-001-008-0004
3705-003-007-0009
3769-001-005-0107
3780-001-002-0006
3780-001-001-0007
3737-003-006-0002
3737-001-006-0006

124710
16630
114190
117370
221100
0
148240
171860
244130
0
0
0
0
101070
196590
79550
116650
75250
137630
148890
10890
147500
57370
172470
129780
196730
95660
0
82990
59960
184480
158140
109400
157990
251240
0
0
370060
0
0
0
972870
0
85660
196860
196860
197820
84180
0
112220
91090
148230
0
186850
126680
8430
92210
0
142750
130680
88730
103240
0
0
0
0
183370
69870
246910
132490
116230
97190
119100
138630
79390

61850
27300
31390
145310
29360
114600
61850
29820
30510
22890
61210
61210
61210
27300
27300
27300
27300
134800
61850
29820
84750
61850
34120
27830
27830
28370
29440
29820
27830
37110
50820
43560
27830
36330
31590
31390
68860
101630
114600
49740
101100
278280
82890
31590
101210
101210
33850
28370
32010
26220
151100
38800
35470
61850
28370
23930
33740
57390
36300
27830
27830
27830
30510
27830
49740
76510
29970
33250
50820
28910
31590
29440
36300
35090
74210

186560
43930
145580
262680
250460
114600
210090
201680
274640
22890
61210
61210
61210
128370
223890
106850
143950
210050
199480
178710
95640
209350
91490
200300
157610
225100
125100
29820
110820
97070
235300
201700
137230
194320
282830
31390
68860
471690
114600
49740
101100
1251150
82890
117250
298070
298070
231670
112550
32010
138440
242190
187030
35470
248700
155050
32360
73160
57390
179050
158510
116560
131070
30510
27830
49740
76510
213340
103120
297730
161400
147820
126630
155400
173720
153600

121
111
111
131
122
460
111
111
161
460
910
910
460
111
111
111
111
460
111
111
111
111
111
111
111
121
111
910
111
460
131
131
111
111
123
910
460
132
460
910
910
136
460
111
111
111
123
111
910
111
131
121
910
123
111
460
111
910
131
111
910
910
910
910
460
460
111
123
131
111
111
111
131
111
111

7985.23
5170.1
5060.34
7923.67
5080.79
13783.24
7569.14
5349.13
7686.54
8819.17
5161.49
5161.62
5161.42
5161.2
5160.91
5160.78
5160.58
11610.22
6982.41
5317.84
6450
6472.71
5046.02
5696.05
5421.14
5780.46
6450
5030.41
5680.5
17511.91
6596.82
8108.67
5533.15
8817.82
8817.89
5321.04
7738.89
9276.72
13545.61
5806.2
11614.44
24139.57
5793.76
8465.45
8901.08
10177.53
7081.84
6090.37
5549.48
5524.84
6341.79
10617.33
6283.47
6767.03
5918.08
5258.39
10483.55
6511.85
5803.97
5804.6
5806.53
5807.06
7743.71
5808.61
5809.06
8649.96
7292.33
6959.92
6580.68
6414.76
8563.99
5190.5
8045.24
7930.13
6171.03
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1140169
1440577
1440361
1453091
1440486
1440478
1139518
1447507
1453109
1440585
1440460
1440593
1139724
1139989
1471010
1432293
1471036
1471002
1432269
1457704
1461391
1139104
1139765
2300499
1139252
1140078
1139096
2300481
1432624
1139955
1471127
1138908
1138916
1910801
1464874
1138965
1138973
1139021
1138866
1138833
1138825
1423524
1464908
1139013
1423516
1138809
1464882

132401-3-120-2001
3737-004-007-0009
3737-001-004-0008
3780-002-001-0005
3737-003-004-0004
3737-003-002-0006
132401-3-047-2001
3769-001-003-0000
3780-002-003-0003
3737-004-008-0008
3737-003-001-0007
3737-004-011-0003
132401-3-074-2007
132401-3-102-2003
3813-001-002-0007
3725-001-009-0007
3813-002-001-0105
3813-001-001-0008
3725-001-005-0001
3789-000-001-0000
3796-000-003-0009
132401-3-002-2004
132401-3-078-2003
3725-001-003-0102
132401-3-017-2007
132401-3-111-2002
132401-3-001-2005
3725-001-001-0104
3728-000-007-0107
132401-3-098-2009
3815-000-001-0008
132401-2-045-2005
132401-2-048-2002
132401-2-061-2004
3803-000-007-0006
132401-2-055-2002
132401-2-056-2001
132401-2-065-2000
132401-2-041-2009
132401-2-038-2004
132401-2-037-2005
3714-000-003-0008
3804-001-001-0108
132401-2-064-2001
3714-000-001-0109
132401-2-035-2007
3803-000-009-0004

88270
144280
29190
106600
100590
138110
0
121030
142550
174640
65030
38400
180200
151100
145080
103020
195970
98420
126620
150920
0
70250
231990
27950
196250
0
6300
73530
63550
54000
72510
159250
146860
68020
57640
113390
208010
157780
115500
198810
182060
192140
236890
464410
111300
81400
114500

27830
27300
68030
30510
31390
32010
26270
58080
29440
43560
32010
27300
36330
28910
56620
36300
89910
27830
36300
32010
114770
73060
34470
28370
63880
76510
67430
28370
32630
34280
29440
68030
31390
29440
27300
27300
27830
29440
74210
26760
83140
28370
29440
133090
28370
129320
27830

116100
171580

97220
137110
131980
170120

26270
179110
171990
218200

97040

65700
216530
180010
201700
139320
285880
126250
162920
182930
114770
143310
266460

56320
260130

76510

73730
101900

96180

88280
101950
227280
178250

97460

84940
140690
235840
187220
189710
225570
265200
220510
266330
597500
139670
210720
142330

111
111
111
111
111
111
460
131
111
131
121
111
111
111
131
131
121
111
131
121
460
122
131
111
131
460
111
111
111
111
119
122
122
111
111
111
123
123
121
123
122
123
111
134
111
111
123

5702.08
5150.57
5303.46
6874.4
5203.15
5471.31
7908.09
8895.86
6874.41
7321.56
5465.45
5099.56
8666.44
6071.63
6089.71
5123.84
6374.88
5483.33
6148.22
8440.87
8062.45
5501.14
7455.06
6260.28
6530.51
5296.46
5616.74
6276.01
6310.58
10841.71
7074.39
5467.04
5097.99
6871.15
5430.63
5250.28
5650.24
6664.82
6274.37
5168.54
9287.7
6117.94
6990.01
12737.52
5980.48
12622.49
5795.39



1443183
1443258
1422773
1423003
1422732
1422740
1454891

3747-001-001-0009
3747-002-001-0007
3709-002-001-0003
3709-005-010-0005
3709-001-001-0005
3709-001-002-0004
3784-002-002-0000

110110
129070
0
26430
137350
8610
89660

27300
31590
29440
33250
137360
79400
35090

81640 111 5178.6

160660 111 8856.8
29440 910 7026.89
59680 111 6512.21

274710 111 13304.47
88010 111 5754.96

124750 111 7729.59

TABLE 4 - (Table 4.a Attached Hereto has full list of included parcels.)
Comparison of Outcomes for 2006 ULCA Update

Summary of Commercial Land Capacity In Downtown Regional Center
Per Appropriate Parcel by Parcel Approach

Subtotal Commercial Site Area 1,672,59 1
Total Developable Commercial 1,254,44
GSF 8 2
Market Factor 50% 3
Commercial Capacity After
Factor 627,224
Notes

1 Total parcel area for commercial infill development on first level.
2 75% of parcel area available for commercial buildout at ground level.
3 Market factor as consistent with Comp. Plan.




POULSBO BUILDABLE LANDS ANALYSIS

Relevant Background Information

The Poulsbo Urban Growth Area Sub-Area Plan was completed and adopted by Kitsap County
and Poulsbo in 2003. Prior to 2003 a Joint Urban Planning Area (JUPA) was assigned through

the Kitsap County Comprehensive Planning process. It should be noted that the JUPA, used in

the Buildable Lands Analysis 1995-1999 for Kitsap County, is quite different from the adopted

Poulsho Urban Growth Area (UGA) in both area and density allowed.

Between the adoption of the Poulsbo UGA and the end of 2005 annexation has added over 400
acres to the city. During the January 2000 through December 2005 review period 464 single
family units (includes accessory dwelling units), 16 multi-family units, and one 105 unit senior
living facility were permitted.

A 2003 revision to Poulsbos Zoning Ordinance allows for commercial with residential above.
Projects with this mix have been approved, however, none constructed within the study period.

Methodology

This analysis melds methodologies of the Poulsbo Urban Growth Area Sub-Area Plan and the
Kitsap County 2005 Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) completed in October 2005.
ULCA methodology steps are identified with changes applicable for Poulsbo.

In adopting the Poulsbo UGA, the city and county agreed to utilize Poulsbo zoning densities in
the UGA. Residential zones and their minimum densities utilized in Poulsbo and its UGA are
Residential Low (RL) at 4 units per acre, Residential Medium (RM) at 5 units per acre, and
Residential High (RH) at 10 units per acre.

Vacant Lands
Step 1: Vacant lands identification. No variation from ULCA methodology.

Step 2: Critical Area Ordinance reduction. In adopting the Poulsbo UGA, the city and county
agreed to utilize Poulsbo ordinances, with the exception of Critical Areas Ordinance, in the UGA.
Within city limits a 22 percent reduction for critical areas was determined appropriate during the
UGA process; within the UGA, county reductions for critical areas apply.

Step 3: Sewer service constraint. This reduction is not applicable for Poulsbo. This constraint
was determined during development of the ULCA methodology based on development patterns
which do not generally occur in the vicinity of Poulsbo and its UGA. None of the UGA, or
vacant lands within Poulsbo, are far from utilities, and most parcels of land are of sufficient size
to accommaodate the costs of development including necessary utility extensions. Using 15
percent as a reduction factor for unavailable lands in step 7 is the correct methodology for
Poulsbo.

Step 4. Water service constraint. This reduction is not applicable for Poulsbo. This constraint
was determined during development of the ULCA methodology based on development patterns
which do not generally occur in the vicinity of Poulsbo and its UGA. None of the UGA, or
vacant lands within Poulsbo, are far from utilities, and most parcels of land are of sufficient size
to accommodate the costs of development including necessary utility extensions. Using 15



percent as a reduction factor for unavailable lands in step 7 is the correct methodology for
Poulsbo.

Step 5: Right-of-ways and Roads reduction. No variation from ULCA methodology. A
reduction of 20 percent is appropriate for Poulsbo based on calculations for approved projects.

Step 6: Public and quasi-public facilities. No variation from ULCA methodology. A reduction
of 15 percent is appropriate for Poulsbo based on calculations for approved projects.

Step 7: Unavailable properties during the planning horizon. A 15 percent reduction utilized for
UGA planning is appropriate for Poulsbo. Reduction of this constraint based on water and sewer
service extension needs, identified in steps 3 and 4, is not applicable for Poulsbo.

Step 8: Resultant net acres of vacant residential zoned properties. No variation from ULCA
methodology.

Step 9: Calculate housing unit and population capacity by residential zone. An appropriate
household size for Poulsho is 2.45 people per household. The Poulsbo Comprehensive Plan is
currently being updated; staff anticipates the average household size will increase from 2.24 to
between 2.4 and 2.5.

Underutilized Lands

Step 1: Identify developed but underutilized residential properties. No variation from ULCA
methodology; however, for Poulsbo, any calculations based on the footnote should be based on
the minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet, and its associated density, in the RL zone, and 6,000
square feet, and its associated density, in the RL and RH zones.

Step 2: ldentify underutilized residential properties more likely to redevelop. No variation from
ULCA methodology.

Step 3: Critical Area Ordinance reduction. In adopting the Poulsho UGA, the city and county
agreed to utilize Poulsbo ordinances, with the exception of Critical Areas Ordinance, in the UGA.
Within city limits a 22 percent reduction for critical areas was determined appropriate during the
UGA process; within the UGA, county reductions for critical areas apply.

Step 4: Sewer service constraint. This reduction is not applicable for Poulsbo. This constraint
was determined during development of the ULCA methodology based on development patterns
which do not generally occur in the vicinity of Poulsbo and its UGA. None of the UGA, or
vacant lands within Poulsbo, are far from utilities, and most parcels of land are of sufficient size
to accommodate the costs of development including necessary utility extensions. Using 15
percent as a reduction factor for unavailable lands in step 7 is the correct methodology for
Poulsbo.

Step 5: Water service constraint. This reduction is not applicable for Poulsbo. This constraint
was determined during development of the ULCA methodology based on development patterns
which do not generally occur in the vicinity of Poulsbo and its UGA. None of the UGA, or
vacant lands within Poulsbo, are far from utilities, and most parcels of land are of sufficient size
to accommodate the costs of development including necessary utility extensions. Using 15
percent as a reduction factor for unavailable lands in step 7 is the correct methodology for
Poulsbo.



Step 6: Right-of-ways and Roads reduction. No variation from ULCA methodology. A
reduction of 20 percent is appropriate for Poulsbo based on calculations for approved projects.

Step 7: Public and quasi-public facilities. No variation from ULCA methodology. A reduction
of 15 percent is appropriate for Poulsbo based on calculations for approved projects.

Step 8: Unavailable properties during the planning horizon. A 15 percent reduction utilized for
UGA planning is appropriate for Poulsbo. Reduction of this constraint based on water and sewer
service extension needs, identified in steps 3 and 4, is not applicable for Poulsbo.

Step 9: Resultant net acres of vacant residential zoned properties. No variation from ULCA
methodology.

Step 10: Calculate housing unit and population capacity by residential zone. An appropriate
household size for Poulsbo is 2.45 people per household. The Poulsbo Comprehensive Plan is
currently being updated; staff anticipates the average household size will increase from 2.24 to
between 2.4 and 2.5.



Appendix B

Land Capacity Analysis by Jurisdiction

City of Bremerton
City of Port Orchard
City of Poulsbo

Kitsap County ULCA

o0 Urban Growth Areas

=  Bremerton East UGA

Bremerton West UGA
Central Kitsap UGA
Gorst UGA
Kingston UGA
Port Orchard UGA
Poulsbo JPA
SKIA UGA
Silverdale UGA
ULID #6 UGA



City of Bremerton
2006 Buildable Lands Review
January 9, 2006

Methods Documented in City of Bremerton

ULCA Methodology Memo

{Minor modifications from Kitsap County methodology)
See Excel Tables as Submitted 1/9/06 for full data tables.

Center Designations

Commercial Residential Capacity Population Capacity
Capacity (GSF) (Units) (Residents)
Neighborhood Centers
Sylvan - Pine 6,722 45 99
Perry Ave. 8,328 56 122
Oyster Bay 43,376 289 636
Manette 27,030 180 396
Haddon Park 7,492 50 110
District Centers
Wheaton - Riddell 134,640 1,558 3,428
Wheaton - Sylvan 77,969 780 1,715
Charleston 26,928 269 592
Downtown Regional Center
Downtown Regional Center 481,264 1,925 4,235

Total Centers 813,739 5,152 11,334




Individual Centers

Sylvan - Pine Neighborhood Center

Base Net Land Area (Acres) 26.36
Non - Buildable Factor 3.95
Remainder Net Land Area 22.41
Housing Buildout @ 20 / Acre 448
Population Capacity 986
Buildable Commercial Footprint 6.72
Buildable Commercial GSF 67,218
Housing Buildout After Market Factor 45
Population After Market Factor 99
Commercial GSF After Market Factor 6,722
Perry Ave. Neighborhood Center

Base Net Land Area (Acres) 16.33
Non - Buildable Factor 245
Remainder Net Land Area 13.88
Housing Buildout @ 20 / Acre 278
Population Capacity 611
Buildable Commercial Footprint 4.16
Buildable Commercial GSF 41,642
Housing Buildout After Market Factor 56
Population After Market Factor 122
Commercial GSF After Market Factor 8,328
Qyster Bay Neighborhood Center

Base Net Land Area (Acres) 18.90
Non - Buildable Factor 2.84
Remainder Net Land Area 16.07
Housing Buildout @ 20 / Acre 321
Population Capacity 707
Buildable Commercial Footprint 4.82
Buildable Commercial GSF 48,195
Housing Buildout After Market Factor 289
Population After Market Factor 636
Commercial GSF After Market Factor 43,376
Manette Neighborhood Center

Base Net Land Area (Acres) 26.50
Non - Buildable Factor 3.98
Remainder Net Land Area 22.53
Housing Buildout @ 20 / Acre 451
Population Capacity 991
Buildable Commercial Footprint 6.76
Buildable Commercial GSF 67,575
Housing Buildout After Market Factor 180
Population After Market Factor 396
Commercial GSF After Market Factor 27,030
Haddon Park Neighborhood Center

Base Net Land Area (Acres) 29.38
Non - Buildable Factor 4.41
Remainder Net Land Area 24.97
Housing Buildout @ 20 / Acre 499
Population Capacity 1,099
Buildable Commercial Footprint 7.49
Buildable Commercial GSF 74,919
Housing Buildout After Market Factor 50
Population After Market Factor 110
Commercial GSF After Market Factor 7,492
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City of Bremerton
2006 Buildable Lands Review
January 9, 2006

Methods Documented in City of Bremerton

ULCA Methodology Memo

(Minor modifications from Kitsap County methodology)
See Excel Tables as Submitted 1/9/086 for full data tables.

Commercial / Industrial Designations

City of Bremerton 2006 Buildable Lands Review
Single Purpose Commercial and Industrial Lands

Acres

Total Underutilized C /| Lands 189
Total Vacant C /| Lands 342

Total 531
Underutilized Commercial and Industrial
Total Underutilized C /| Acres 315
ROW Deduction 63
Facilities Deduction 47
Unavailability Factor 16
Net Acres Vacant C/ | Lands 189
Vacant Commercial and Industrial
Total Vacant C /| Acres 787
Critical Areas Deduction 218
ROW Deduction 114
Facilities Deduction 85
Unavailability Factor 28
Net Acres Vacant C /I Lands 342
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Incorporated City of Port Orchard Kitsap County

FINAL Updated Land Capacity Analysis 2005
VACANT LAND UNDERUTILIZED LAND
TUTAL
MXD (Upto 12 ACREAGE BY
R45 (4.5 DwAc) | RS (8 DwAc) |R12 (12 DwAc) | R20 20 DutAc) | GB (1 Dur2.5Ac) Durhc) SUBTOTAL | R45 (1.5 DuAc) | RS @ Du/Ac) | R12 (12 Duthc) SUBTOTAL ROW
| 3 17 69 000 S . 000 907.81
|_Rede\relopement Vacant {Actual Acres) () 141.96 134.68 398 50.44 20255 0.70 534.31
Underutilized (Actual Acres) (-} 112.38 50.76 0.00 1.27 0.00 0.00 164.41 698.72
Critical Areas Vacant (Actual Acres) 9232 10943 1.89 29 06 7984 067 313.21
Includes Buffers Area of Concern (50% reduction)
Critical Area (7§% reduction)
Underutilized (Actual Acres) 7405 34.11 0.00 0.84 0.00 0.00 109.00 42221
Area of Concern (50% reduction)
Critical Area (7§% reduction)
|RoadsiROW (Future) Vacant 20% () 7386 87 .54 151 23.25 B3 87 0.53 250.57
Underutilized 20% () 59.24 ZF29 0.00 067 0.00 0.00 87.20 337.76
Public Facilities (Future) Vacant 15% (-) 6278 7441 1.29 19.76 5429 045 212.98
Underutilized 15% (-} 50.35 23.20 0.00 057 0.00 0.00 7412 287.10
Unavailable Lands Vacant 5% (-} 59.64 7069 122 18.77 51.58 043 202.33
Underutilized 15% () 4230 19.72 0.00 048 0.00 0.00 63.00 265.33
Net De pable Acres 59.64 70.69 1.22 18.77 51.58 0.43 202.33 42.80 19.72 0.00 0.48 0.00 0.00 63.00 265.33
Dwelling Unit Capacity 268 566 15 375 21 5 1250 136 115 0 8 0 0 2538 1508
2.5 pph 2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph
Population Capacity 671 1414 37 676 52 9 2858 339 287 0 14 1) 0 640 3498

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners
April 25 2005

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA)
per KCRP 1V Hearings Board Decision August 2006

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005
adopted December 1, 2005

Frepared ty Kitsap County
Commumiy Development
GI5 Division

Created Noverrber 6 2006




City of Port Orchard UGA (Incorporated) Kitsap County _
Commerical/lndustrial Updated Land Capacity Analysis 2005

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL VACANT LAND COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL UNDERUTILIZED LAND
Commercial Retail and Comm ercial Retail and TOTAL ACREAGE
Community Faeilities COffice Industrial Office SUBTOTAL Comm unity Facilities Office Industrial Office SUBTOTAL BY ROW
ota O A o 8 69 q 6 0 8 49 0 00.34 64 9 4.4 633_20
Redevelopement Yacant (Actual Acres) (-) 1.29 67.86 32.34 101.49
Underutilized {Actual Acres] (-] 0.75 27.93 0.00 28.68 13017
Critical Areas Vacant {Actual Acres) 1.11 51.76 20.57 73.43
Includes Buffers Area of Concern (50 % reduction)
Critical Area (75% reduction)
Underutilized {Actual Acres) 042 16.11 0.00 16.53 89.96
Area of Concern (50 % reduction)
Critical Area (75% reduction)
Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% (-) 0.88 41.41 16 .45 58.74
Underutilized 20% (-} 0.33 12.89 0.00 13.22 71.97
Public Facilities (Future) Vacant 15% (-} 0.75 35.20 13.98 49.93
Underutilized 15% {-) 0.28 10.96 0.00 11.24 61.17
Unavailable Lands Vacant 5% () 0.71 33.44 13.28 47.44
Underutilized 15% {-} 0.24 9.31 0.00 9.55 56.99
Net Developable Acres 0.71 32.44 13.28 47.44 0.24 9.31 0.00 9.55 56.99

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2008
Method Dire ction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners

April 25, 2005

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) -~ i‘
per KCRP IV Hearings Board Decision August 2006 K\I
Critical Area Crdinance 351-2005 18 g 57

adopted December 1, 2005 l v '

Prepared by Kitsap County Department of

Community Development

GIS Division

Created August 11, 2005 G:DCD\DATAWLCAFinal Dat a Worksheets



RESIDENTIAL

Land Capacity Analysis

Incorporated City of Poulsbo

VACANT LAND UNDERUTILIZED LAND
Residential Low | Residential High | Redevelopment Residential Low| Residential High | Redevelop
4 DWac) Medium (5 Dwae) (10 DuiAe) District SUBTOTAL @ Dwac) Medium (5 Dune) 10 DwAe) Distriet SUBTOTAL TOTAL ACREAGE BY ROW
1003.81 1222.99 1644.47
Redevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) (-) 22610 12219 63.00 10.19 421.48
Underutilized {Actual Acres) (-) 28138 33.40 37.70 0.00 352.48 773.96
Critical Areas Vacant {-22%) 176.36 95.31 49.14 785 328.75
Underutilized (-22%) 21948 26.05 2941 0.00 274.93 603.69
Sewer Availability Vacant (N/A) 176 36 95.31 49.14 7.85 328.75
Underutilized (N/A) 21948 26.05 2041 0.00 274.93 603.69
Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% (-} 141.08 78.25 39.31 8.368 263.00
Underutilized 20% (-} 17558 20.84 23.52 0.00 219.95 482.95
Public Facilities (Future) Vacant 15% (- 118.82 64.81 3342 540 223.55
Underutilized 15% (-) 149.24 1772 20.00 0.00 186.96 410.51
u ilable Lands Vacant 15% (-) 101.93 55.09 2840 459 190.02
Underutilized 15% (-) 126 88 15.08 17.00 0.00 158.91 348.93
Net Developable Acres 101.93 55.09 28.40 4.59 190.02 126.86 15.06 17.00 0.00 158.91 348.93
Dwelling Unit Capacity 408 275 284 5 a72 507 75 170 0 783 1724
245pph | 245pph | 245pph | 2.45pph 245pph | 245pph | 245pph | 2.45pph
Population Capacity 999 675 696 11 2381 1243 184 416 0 1844 4225

Updated Land Capacty Analysis (ULTA) 2005

Melhod Coreclion from the Kitsap County Board of Commissionsns

Apnl 25, 2005

Methodology provided by the City of Poulsba

Prepared by Kisap County

Comimis
4

an
Crealed Apni, 2007

'y Davelnpment

Created for Kitsap County Bulldable Land Report




COMMERCIAL

Total Gross Acres

Land Capacity Analysis
Incorporated City of Poulsbo

COMMERCIALANDUSTRIAL VACANT LAND

COMMERCIALANDUSTRIAL UNDERUTILIZED LAND

Business Park

Commercial

Light Industrial

SUBTOTAL

Business Park

Commercial

Light Industrial

SUBTOTAL

TOTAL ACREAGE BY
ROW

Redevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) (-) 34.27 147.87 29.68 211.82

Underutilized (Actual Acres) (-) 0.00 20.75 2103 4348 260.30
Critical Areas Vacant (-22%) 26.73 115.34 2345 165.22

Underutilized (-22%) 0.00 16.19 21.63 37.81 203.03
Sewer Availability Vacant (Actual Acres) (=) 26.73 115.34 23.15 165.22
Not Applicable Underutilized (Actual Acres) (-) 0.00 16.19 21.63 37.81 203.03
Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% (-) 21.38 92.27 18.52 132.18

Underutilized 20% (-) 0.00 12.85 17.30 30.25 162.43
Public Facilities (Future) Vacant 15% (-) 18.18 7843 15.74 112.35

Underutilized 15% (=) 0.00 11.01 14.71 25.71 138.06
Unavailable Lands Vacant 15% (-) 1545 66.67 13.38 95.50

Underutilized 15% (-} 0.00 5.3b 12.50 21.86 117.35

Net Developable Acres 15.45 66.67 13.38 95.50 0.00 9.35 12.50 21.86 117.35

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Wethod Direction fram the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners

Aprl 25, 2005

Wethadology provided by the City of Poulsbo

Frepared by Kitsap County
Community Develbpment
GIS Dhision

Created April, 2007

Created for Kitsap County Buildable Land Report




Bremerton East UGA (Unincorporated) Kitsap County Final
Updated Land Capacity Analysis
Board of Courity Commissioner Approved
November 6, 2006

VACANT LAND UNDERUTILIZED LAND

UrbanLow | Urban Medium | Urban High |Urban Restricted (1| *Mixed Use
SUBTOTAL | (@ Du/Ac) (10 DuAc) (19 DwAe) (10 DufAe) | SUBTOTAL | TOTAL ACREAGE BY ROW
2017 1095.44

Redevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) (-) 141.86 23 089 1263 623 188.44

Underutilized (Actual Acres) (-) 158.22 1661 2.38 0.00 g 184.36 372.80
Critical Areas Vacant (Actual Acres) 8338 20 65 061 538 393 113.96
Includes Buffers Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (76% reduction)

Underutilized {Actual Acres) 93.41 12.95 1.87 0.00 530 113.33 227.29

Area of Concern (80% reduction)

Critical Area (76% reduction)
Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% (-) 66 71 16.52 048 4.30 Sllis 9117

Underutilized 20% () 74.73 10.36 1.33 0.00 4.24 90.66 181.83
[Public Facilities (Future) Vacant 16% (-) 56.71 14 .04 041 3.66 287 77.49

Underutilized 15% {-) £63.52 8.81 1.13 0.00 360 77.06 154.56
Unavailable Lands Vacant 6% (-} 5387 13.34 039 348 254 7362

Underutilized 15% (- 53.99 749 0.96 0.00 3086 65.50 139.12

Net Developable Acres 53.87 13.34 0.39 3.48 2.54 73.62 53.99 749 0.96 0.00 3.06 65.50 139.12

1.27 153
Dwelling Unit Capacity 215 133 7 3 23 383 151 64 17 0 30 262 644
2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph
Population Capacity 539 333 13 9 M 935 377 160 kil 0 53 622 1557

*Mixed Use Zone is divided to reflect 100% Met developable acres-Residential
and 50% het developable acres-Commercial

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2008
Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners

April 25, 2006 et

i e )
Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) u
per KCRP 'V Hearings Board Decision August 2006

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005
adopted December 1, 2005

Prepared by Kitsap County
Commundy Development
G5 Division

Created November 6, 2006



Bremerton East UGA (Unincorporated) Kitsap County Final
Commericalfindustrial Updated Land Capacity Analysis
Board of County Commissioner Approved
November 6, 2006
COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL VACANT LAND COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL UNDERUTILIZED LAND
Highweay Highway
Tourist Neighborhood Regional Business Business Tourist Neighborhood Regional Business Business TOTAL ACREAGE
Commercial Commercial *Mixed Use Commercial Park Center Industrial SUBTOTAL | Commercial Commercial “Mixed Use Commercial Park Center Industrial SUBTOTAL BY ROW

Total Gross Acres

|
Iﬁed evelopement

Vacant {Actual Acres) ()

0.00

0.74 0.00 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.74

Underutilized (Actual Acres) ()

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Critical Areas

Vacant {Actual Acres)

0.00

046 0.00 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.45

|Includes Buifers

Area of Concern {(50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

Underutilized (Actual Acres)

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

o.0o

0.00

0.00

0.46

Area of Concern {(50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

Vacant 20% (-)

0.00

0.38 0.00 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.36

|Roads.rRDW (Future)
|

Underutilized 20% ()

0.00

0100

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.36

|?‘ublic Facilities (Future)

Vacant 15% ()

0.00

0.31 0.00 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.31

Underutilized 15% ()

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

031

Unavailable Lands

Vacant 5% (]

0.00

0.29 0.00 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.29

Underutilized 15% (-)

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0o

0.00

0.00

029

Net Developable Acres

0.29 1.27 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.56

0.00

0.00

1.53

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.53

3.09

*Mixed Use Zone is divided to reflect 100% Met developable acres-Residential
and 0% Met developable acres-Commercial

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kiisap County Board of Commissioners
Agpril 25, 2004

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA)
per KCRP v Hearings Board Decision August 2008 i

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005
adopted December 1, 2005

Prepared by Kitsap Coudty Depadirent of
Cairar urity De veloge et

@15 Division

Crested Novem ber & 2006




Bremerton West UGA (Unincorporated) Kitsap County Final
Updated Land Capacity Analysis

Board of County Commissioter Approved
November 6, 2006

VACANT LAND UNDERUTILIZED LAND

UrbanLow (4] Urban Medium Urban High |Urban Restricted (1] “Mized Use Urkan High |Urban Restricted (1| *Mized Use
(19 DwAgc) (10 Du/Ac) (19 Dw/Ac) Du/Ac) (10 Du/Ac) | SUBTOTAL TOTAL ACREAGE BY ROW
0.00 aoo : 5 3 ! 0.00 0.00 L 817.10

Redevelopement Vacant {Actual Acres) {-) 131.07 48.80 0.00 0.00 012 180.09

Underutilized (Actual Acres) (-} 66.72 52.81 0.00 0.00 1.16 120.69 300.78
Critical Areas Vacant (Actual Acres) 77.03 27.50 0.00 0.00 012 104.65
Includes Buffers Area of Concern {(50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

Underutilized {Actual Acres) 43.86 29.65 0.00 0.00 1.16 74.67 179.32

Area of Concern {(50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)
Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% (-} 6162 22.00 0.00 0.00 010 83.72

Underutilized 20% (-} 25109 2372 0.00 0.00 0.93 59.74 143.46
Public Facilities {(Future) Vacant 15% (-} 52.38 18.70 0.00 0.00 0.08 71.16

Underutilized 15% () 20.82 20,16 0.00 0.00 0.79 50.78 121.94
Unavailable Lands Vacant 5% (-) 4978 1777 0.00 0.00 0.08 67.60

Underutilized 15% {-} 2535 17.14 0.00 0.00 0.67 43.16 110.76

Net Developable Acres 49.76 17.77 0.00 0.00 0.08 67.60 25.35 17.14 0.00 0.00 0.67 43.16 110.78

0.04 0.34
Dwelling Unit Capacity 199 178 0 0 1 377 74 119 0 0 5 198 576
2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph
Population Capacity 498 444 0 0 1 943 186 298 0 0 8 493 1436

*Mixed Use Zone is divided to reflect 100% Net developable acres-Residential
and 50% Met developable acres-Commercial

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (JLCA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners

April 25, 2005

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) l\s@s‘r

per KCRP IV Hearings Board Decision August 2006 ‘L-__/"
T

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005
adopted December 1, 2005

Prepared by Kitsap County
Community Developiment
GI& Division

Created November 6, 2006



Bremerton West UGA (Unincorporated)
Cormunerical/industrial

Total Gross Acres

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL VACANT LAND

Updated Land Capacity Analysis

Kitsap County

Board of County Commissioner Approved
November 6, 2006

COMMERC IALJINDUSTRIAL UNDERUTILIZED LAND

Final

Highway
Tourist
Commercial

Neighborhood
Commercial

“Mixed Use

Regional
Commercial

Business
Center

Industrial

Highweay
Tourist

SUBTOTAL | Commercial

Neighborhood
Commercial

“Mixed Use
0.00

Regional
Commercial

Business

Park
0.00

SUBTOTAL

|
Iﬁedevelopem ent

Vacant (Actual Acres) {-)

TH

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

oo

949

13.93

TOTAL ACREAGE

Underutilized (Actual Acres) (-)

11.35

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

268.76

38.11

Critical Areas

Vacant (Actual Acres)

2.81

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

584

8.64

|Includes Buffers

Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

Underutilized {Actual Acres)

781

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

21.70

2951

38.15

Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

|Roadis0W (Future)
|

Vacant 20% (3

2.24

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.oo

487

6.91

Underutilized 20% {-)

6.25

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

17.36

23.61

30.52

IT'-‘uinc Facilities (Future)

Vacant 15% (-

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

397

5.88

Underutilized 15% (-)

5.31

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1476

2007

25.94

Unavailable Lands

Vacant 5% ()

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

307

5.58

Underutilized 15% ()

452

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

12,54

17.06

22.64

Net Developable Acres

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.00

3.77

5.62

4.52

0.00

0.34

0.00

0.00

0.00

12.54

17.40

23.02

*Mixed Use Zone is divided to reflect 100% Net dev elopable acres-Residential
and 50% Met developable acree-Commercial

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners

April 25,2005

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (JLCA)
per KCRP IV Hearinge Board Decision August 2008

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005
adopted December 1, 2005

Prepared iy Kitssp Caurty Departneat of

Counin urity Dee velogn et
615 Divisioa
Created November & 2006



Central Kitsap UGA (Unincorporated) Kitsap County Final
Updated Land Capacity Analysis
Board of County Commissioter Approved
November 6, 2006
YACANT LAND UNDERUTILIZED LAND
UrbanLow (4] Urban Medium Urban High |Urban Restricted (1| *Mixed-Use Urban Low (4| Urban Medium Urban High |Urban Restricted (1| “Mixed-Use
(19 DwAc) (10 DU/Ac) | SUBTOTAL Du/Ac) (10 DU/Ac) | SUBTOTAL TOTAL ACREAGE BY ROW
5 1324.44 1 g 50.00 4229.98 5554.42

Redevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) (-) 324 .81 2.00 27 89 53005 4681 931.36

Underutilized {Actual Acres) (-) 375.05 65.99 32.93 Phiea 30.46 756.75 1688.11
Critical Areas Vacant (Actual Acres) 234 55 200 19 96 203 64 28.65 588.79
Includes Buffers Area of Concern {50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

Underutilized (Actual Acres) 2O 61.08 28 50 150.54 2835 §60.75 1149.54

Area of Concern {50% reduction)

Critical Area (76% reduction)
Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% (-} 187.64 1.60 1588 24291 2282 471.03

Underutilized 20% (-) 233 .82 4887 2280 12043 2268 448 60 919.63
Public Facilities {Future) Vacant 16% (-} 159.49 1.38 13.57 2068 48 19.48 400.38

Underutilized 15% (-) 198.74 41.54 19.38 102.37 19.28 381.31 781.69
Unavailable Lands Vacant8%(-) ote2 79 12.89 196.15 18.51 380.38

Underutilized 15% (-) 168.93 Eas 16.47 87.01 16.39 32411 704.47

Net Developable Acres 151.52 1.29 12.89 196.15 18.51 380.36 | 168.93 35.31 16.47 87.01 16.39 324.11 704.47

9.25 5.19
Dwelling Unit Capacity 606 13 245 196 167 1227 523 335 294 59 157 1368 2594
2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph

Population Capacity 1515 32 441 490 300 2779 1307 838 529 148 282 3104 5882
*Mixed Use Zone is divided to reflect 100% Net developable acres-Residential
and 60% Net developahle acres-Commercial
Updated Land Capacity Analysis (JLCA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners
April 25, 2005
Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA)
per KCRP I Hearings Board Decision August 2006
Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005
adopted December 1, 2002
Prepared by Kitsap County
Community Development '@‘
GIS Division '"L__)“"
Created November 6, 2006 y



Central Kitsap UGA (Unincorporated)
Commericallindustrial

Total Gross Acres

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL VACANT LAND

Board of County Commissioner Approved

Kitsap County
Updated Land Capacity Analysis

November 6, 2006

COMMERCIAL/IINDUSTRIAL UNDERUTILIZED LAND

Finai

Highway
Tourist

Commercial

41.08

Commercial

Neighborhood

“Mixed Use
{10 DwAc)

Regional
Commercial

Business

Park
0.00

Business
Center

Industrial
000

SUBTOTAL | Commercial

Neighborhood
Commercial

“Mixed Use
(10 Dw/Ac)
0.00

Regional
Commercial

Business
Park

Business
Center

SUBTOTAL

TOTAL ACREAGE

BY ROW

|
Iﬁedevelopement Vacant {Actual Acres) (-) 47.06 T 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.83
Undertilized {Actual Acres) (-} 370 206 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 000 5.76 5459
Critical Areas Vacant {Actual Acres) 26.89 7.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 33.97
|Indludes Buifers [Area of Concern (50% reduction)
Critical Area (756% reduction)
Underutilized {Actual Acres) 308 1.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 507 39.03
(Area of Concern (50% reduction)
Critical Area (75% reduction)
|Roadis0W (Future) Vacant 20% {-) 2151 566 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2717
| Undertilized 20% () 246 1.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.05 31.23
II_’uinc Facilities (Future) Vacant 15% () 18.28 481 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 23.10
Undervtilized 15% () 209 1.35 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 344 2654
Unavailable Lands Vacant §% () 17.37 457 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21.94
Underutilized 15% () 1.78 1.15 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 000 2.93 2487
Net Developable Acres 17.37 4.57 9.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 31.19 1.78 1.15 8.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.12 42.31

*hixed Use Zone is divided to reflect 100% Met developable acres-Residential
and 50% Net developable acres-Commercial

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Cormmissioners
April 25, 2005

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA)
per KCRP Y Hearings Board Decision August 2006

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005
adopted December 1, 2005

Prepared by Hitsap County Departnentof
Gom ity Development

i Division

Crested Novem ber 6, 2006




Gorst UGA {Unincorporated)

Kitsap County
Updated Land Capacity Analysis

Board of County Commissioner Approved
November 6, 2006

VACANT LAND

UNDERUTILIZED LAND

Final

Urban Low (4| Urkan Medium Urban High |Urban Restricted (1| Urban Yillage Center {up Urban Low | Urban Medium | Urban High |Urban Restricted (1|Urban Village Center (up|
Du/Ac) (10 Du/Ac) (18 Du/ic) DwAc) to 18 DwAe) SUBTOTAL | @ Du/Ae) (10 DUsAc) (19 DwAe) DuAc) to 18 DU/Ac) SUBTOTAL | TOTAL ACREAGE BY ROW
000 000 2,77 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 37.54

Redevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) (-) 386 0.00 0.00 Dl 0.00 5.63

Underutilized (Actual Acres) {-) 9388 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.86 16.49
Critical Areas Vacant (Actual Acres) 2286 0.00 0.00 0.88 0.00 3.24
Includes Buffers [Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (756% reduction)

Underutilized (Actual Acres) 739 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 739 1063

[Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)
Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% (-} 181 0.00 0.00 0.78 0.00 2.59

Underutilized 20% () 5491 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 591 8.50
Public Facilities (Future) Vacant 156% (-) 1.54 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.00 2.20

Underutilized 15% () 503 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.03 7.23
Unavailable Lands Vacant 5% (-) 146 0.00 0.00 0.63 0.00 2.09

Underutilized 16% () 427 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.27 6.36

Net Developable Acres 1.46 0.00 0.00 0.63 0.00 2.09 4.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.27 6.36

Dwelling Unit Capacity 6 0 0 1 0 6 14 0 0 0 0 14 21

2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph

Population Capacity 15 0 0 2 0 16 35 0 0 0 0 35 51
Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners
Apnl 25, 2005

ﬁ

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) m@m

per KCRP IV Hearings Board Decision August 2006

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2003

adopted December 1, 2005

Prepared by Kitsap Couniy
Communiy Development
GIS Division

Created November B, 2006




Gorst UGA (Unincorporated)
Commerical/lndustrial

I Total Gross Acres

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL VACANT LAND

Kitsap County

Updated Land Capacity Analysis

Board of County Commissioner Approved
November 6, 2006

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL UNDERUTILIZED LAND

Finaf

Airport
0.on

Commerdial

Highway

Tourist

Neighborhood
Commercial

Urban
Commercial

Regional
Commercial

Business

Park

Business
Center

Industrial

SUBTOTAL

Neighborhood
c

Regional
F 5

Business

Park

Business
Center

Industrial

SUBTOTAL

Redevelopement

Vacant (Actual Acres) (-]

000

834

0.00

000

0.00

3136

50.50

TOTAL ACREAGE
BY ROW

Underutilized {Actual Acres) (-]

0.00

4563

000

116

000

000

000

1180

58.69

109.19

Critical Areas

Vacant (Actual Acres)

497

0.0o

4.50

0.00

000

0.0

15.92

2533

Include s Buffers

Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

Underutilized {Actual Acres)

0.00

26824

0.00

058

0.00

0.00

0.00

494

31.76

57.09

Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area {75% reduction)

Vacant 20% ()

383

000

3 60

0.00

000

000

1273

20.26

|Roadis0W (Future)

Undetutilized 20% (-}

0.00

20.89

000

046

000

000

000

385

25.41

4567

|f‘ub|ic Facilities (Future)

Vacant 15% {-)

334

0.00

3.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

10.82

17.22

Underutilized 15% (-}

0.00

1784

0.00

0.38

0.00

000

0.00

3368

21.60

38.82

Unavailable Lands

(Vacant 5% ()

317

0.00

291

0.00

0.00

0.00

10.28

16.36

Underutilized 15% (-}

0,00

16.17

0.00

0.34

0.00

0.00

0.00

286

18.36

34.72

Net Developable Acres

3.17

0.00

2.91

0.00

0.00

0.00

10.28

16.36

0.00

15.17

0.00

0.34

0.00

0.00

0.00

286

18.36

3472

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULGA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kitsap Gounty Board of Comrmissioners

Aprl 25, 2005

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA)
per KCRP IV Hearings Board Decision August 2006

Critic al Area Ordinance 351-2005

adopted December 1, 2005

Pregared by Hitsan Courty Deasrtm st of

Camarumity Dewslopm et
GIS Dhvisiar
Grested Alousir ber 6, 2006

(e}

=




KINGSTON UGA (Unincorporated) Kitsap County Final
Updated Land Capacity Analysis
Board of County Commissioner Approved
November 6, 2006

VACANT LAND UNDERUTILIZED LAND

Urban Low (4| Urban Medium | Urbhan High | Urban Cluster | Urhan Restricted
DuiAc) (10 Du/Ag (19 DuAg) | @ DUAG {1 DUAG)

51:85 3147 | ooo | 360

Urhan Low | Urban Medium
 DwAc) (10 DuAc)

*Urhan Village Center
{up to 18 DwAc) SUBTOTAL

| 660.33

Urban High | Urban Cluster
(19 DuAg) | (4 DUAG

Urhan Restricted
(1DUAG

“Urhan Village Center
{up to 18 DusAc)

SUBTOTAL | TOTAL ACREAGE BY ROW

1325.76

Redevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) () 47.74 30.08 0.00 360.39 168.87 243 609.48

Underutilized (Actual Acres) () 55.48 20.93 0.oo 0.00 2331 12.01 1173 721.21
[Critical Areas Vacant (Actual Acres) 3812 22.84 0.00 237 47 108.66 2:85 407.44
|ncludes Buffers [Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

Underutilized (Actual Acres) 41.08 17.23 .00 0.00 12.67 7.38 78.37 485.81

Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)
RoadsiROW (Future) Vacant 20% (-} 30.50 18.27 0.00 1B8.497 8533 1.88 325.95

Underutilized 20% (-) 32.87 13.78 0.00 0.00 1012 5:80 62.69 388.65
|Eub|ic Facilities (Future) Vacant 15% (- 2592 1553 0.00 16148 72.53 160 277.06

Underutilized 15% (-) 27.84 11.72 0.00 0.00 8.61 5.02 53.29 330.35
Unavailable Lands Vacant 5% (-) 2483 14 .78 0.00 153 40 6880 1.52 263.21

Underutilized 15% (-) 23.75 9.96 0.oo 0.00 7.32 4.28 45.29 308.50

Net Developable Acres 24.63 14.75 0.00 153.40 68.90 0.76 26245 23.75 9.91 0.00 0.00 7.32 3.26 44.24 306.69

152 100
Dwelling Unit Capacity 99 148 0 614 69 14 942 il 87 0 0 3 4 165 1107
25 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 2.5pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 2.5pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph
Population Capacity 246 369 0 1534 172 25 2346 178 218 0 0 3 6 410 2756

“Urban Village Centeris divided to reflect 51% Nt develap able acres-Residential
and 50% Net developable acres Commercial per Updated Land Capacity Analysis Methodology (ULCA)

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Wethad Direction from the Kitsap Gounty Board of Commissioners
Aprll 25, 2005

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA)
per KCRP 1% Hearings Board Decision August 2006

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005
adopted Decernber 1, 2005

Frapared by Kksap Counly
Community Developrert
GIS Division

Created Noverner 6, 2005



KINGSTON UGA (Unincorporated) Kitsap County Final
Commerical/industrial Updated Land Capacity Analysis
Board of County Commissioner Approved
November 6, 2006

COMME RCIALANDUSTRIAL VACANT LAND COMNERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL UNDERUTILEZED LAND

Highway
Tourist

Business
Center

0.00

Business
Pak

Business
Pak

*Urban Village
Center

TOTAL ACREAGE
BY ROW

Business
Center

“Urhan Village
Center

Neighborhood Regional Neighborhood Regional
Ci i Ci Ci i £ i

Industrial SUBTOTAL | C Industrial SUBTOTAL

Total Gross Acres 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.00 0.00 0.00

Redevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) () 18.14 0.oo o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 1047 0.00 2831

Underutilized (Actual Acres) () 12.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.96 16.04 4435
Critical Areas Vacant (Actual Acres) 17.28 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.07 0.00 2435
Includes Buffers Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

Underutilized (Actual Acres 10.78 0.00 0.00 0.0o 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.93 14.68 39.04
Area of Concern {(50% reduction)
Critical Area (75% r i

Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% (-) 13.83 000 o.on 0.00 0.00 0.00 565 0.00 19.48
Undetutilized 20% (-) 8.60 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 314 1175 31.23
I
[Fublic Facilities (Future) Vacant 15% (-) 11.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.80 0.00 16.56 |
Underutilized 15% (-) 7.31 0.00 0.a0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 267 9.98 26.54
Unavailable Lands Vacant 5% (-) T 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4 .86 0.00 15.73
Underutilized 15% (-} 621 0.0g oo 0.00 0.0g 0.o0 oog 2.27 848 24.22
1.13
18 2.13
Net Developable Acres 11.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 456 076 16.49 6.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.26 9.47 25.97

*Uthan Village Certer is divided 10 reflect 50% Net developable acres Residential
and 50% Met dev elopable acres-Commersial per Updated Land Capacity Analysis Methodology (JLCA)

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kitsap Courty Board of Cormmissioners

April 25, 2005

ﬁ
Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA)
per KCRF 1 Heatings Board Decision August 2006 m@m
Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005

adopted December 1, 2005

Frpared by itvan Gounty Decartment of
Com munty Develooment

&5 st

Created Novem ber 6, 2008



Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA (Unincorporated)

VACANT LAND

Kitsap County
Updated Land Capacity Analysis
Board of Courity Commissioner Approved
November 6, 2006

UNDERUTILIZED LAND

Urban Medium
(10 Du/Ae)

Urban Low
(4 DurAc)

Urban High |Urban Restricted (1] *Mixed Use
(19 Du/Ac) Du/Ac) (10 Du/Ac)

SUBTOTAL SUBTOTAL TOTAL ACREAGE BY ROW

1083.69 3 92 7449 4911.27

Redevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) (-) 784 73 871 239 147 48 68 68 1011.99

Underutilized (Actual Acres) (-) 929.22 6.81 052 9.95 5965 1006.15 2018.14
Critical Areas Vacant (Actual Acres) 56977 475 239 59 80 53 66 590.37
Includes Buffers Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (76% reduction)

Underutilized {Actual Acres) 711.25 6.08 0.51 3.93 38.59 760.35 1450.71

Area of Concern (80% reduction)

Critical Area (76% reduction)
Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% (-) 455.82 3.80 1.81 47 84 42.93 552.29

Underutilized 20% (-} 568.00 4 .86 0.41 314 3087 608.28 116057
Public Facilities (Future) Vacant 15% () 387.44 323 163 4066 3649 469.45

Underutilized 15% (-} 483 .65 4.13 0.35 267 26.24 517.04 986.48
Unavailable Lands Vacant 5% () 368.07 307 1.54 38.63 3466 44598

Underutilized 15% (-) 411.10 351 0.28 2.27 2231 439.48 886.46

Net Developable Acres 368.07 3.07 1.54 38.63 3466 | 445.98 | 411.10 3.51 0.29 2.27 22.3 439.48 885.46

1733 1115
Dwelling Unit Capacity 1472 H 29 39 312 1883 1319 29 5 0 201 1554 3437
2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 25 pph 1.8 pph
Population Capacity 3681 7 53 97 562 4468 3298 73 8 0 362 3742 8210

*Mited Use Zone is divided to reflect 100% Met developahle acres-Residertial
and 60% het developable acres-Commercial

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners
April 28, 2008

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA)
per KCRP IV Hearings Board Decision August 2008

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005
adopted December 1, 2005

Prepared by Kitsap County
Commundy Development
G5 Division

Created November 6, 2006

Final



Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA (Unincorporated) Kitsap County Final
Commerical/lndustrial Updated Land Capacity Analysis
Board of County Commissioner Approved
November 6, 2006
COMMERCIAL/ANDUSTRIAL VACANT LAND COMMERCIALINDUSTRIAL UNDERUTILIZED LAND
Highway
Tourist Neighborhood Regional Business Business Neighborhood Regional Business Business TOTAL ACREAGE
Commercial Commercial “Mixzed Use Commercial Park Center Industrial SUBTOTAL | Commercial Commercial “Mixed Use Commercial Park Center Industrial SUBTOTAL BY ROW

| Total Gross Acres 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.oo 0.00
Iﬁedevelnpement Vacant (Actual Acres) () 188 89 218 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 44 28 235356

Underutilized (Actual Acres) (-) 342 47 2.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.00 394.31 629.66
Critical Areas Vacant {Actual Acres) 134.07 218 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 25.38 161.61
|Includes Buifers Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

Underutilized {Actual Acres) 25558 2.57 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 23,56 287.71 44932

Area of Concern {(50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)
|Roads/ROW (Future} Vacant 20% () 107.26 1.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.29 129.29

Underutilized 20% (-) 204 48 2.06 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 2365 230.17 359.46
Public Facilities (Future) Vacant 15% (-) SRR 148 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.24 109.89

Underutilized 15% (-) 173.78 1.75 0.00 0.00 0.oo 0.00 2010 195.64 305.54
Unavailable Lands Vacant 5% (] BB .61 141 1733 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.38 12173

Underutilized 15% (-} 147.73 1.48 T 0.00 0.00 000 17.09 177.45 299.18

Net Developable Acres 86.61 1.4 17.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.38 121.73 147.73 1.49 11.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.09 177.45 299.18

*Mixed Usge Zone is divided to reflect 100% Net developable acres-Residential
and 50% Met developable acres-Commercial

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (JLCA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners

April 25, 2005

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA)
per KCRP Y Heating s Board Decision August 2008

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005
adopted Decernber 1, 2005

Prepamd by Kissn Courty Deparwent of

Gamar writy Developn ent
GIS Division
Created Movearber 6, 2006



Incorporated City of Port Orchard

FINAL

VACANT LAND

Kitsap County

Updated Land Capacity Analysis 2005

UNDERUTILIZED

AND

R45 (4.5 DutAc)

R8 (8 Du/Ac)

R1Z (12 Duifc) | R20 20 DuiAg)

50,44

GB (1 Dui2.50c)
24147

MXD (Up to 12
Du/c)

SUBTOTAL

R45 (4.5 Du/Ac)

R8 {8 Du/A)

R12 (12 DuiAc)

|_Redevelagement Vacant (Actual Acres) () 141 86 134.88 398 5044 202 55 0.70 534.31
Underutilized (Actual Acres) () 112.38 50.76 0.00 127 0.00 0.00 164.41 698.72
Critical Areas Vacant {Actual Acres) 9232 109.43 1.88 29.06 79.84 0.67 313.21
Includes Buffers Area of Concern (50% reduction)
Critical Area (75% reduction)
Underutilized {Actual Acres) 74.05 34.11 0.00 0.84 0.00 0.00 109.00 42221
Area of Concern (50% reduction)
Critical Area (75% reduction)
Roads/iROW (Future) Vacant 20% () 7386 8754 451 23.25 63.87 053 250.57
Underutilized 20% (-} 59.24 27.29 0.00 067 0.00 0.00 87.20 337.76
|I_’ublic Facilities (Future) Yacant 15% (5 6278 T4.41 1.28 19.76 54.29 045 21288
Underutilized 15% (-} 50.35 23.20 0.00 057 0.00 0.00 7412 287.10
Unavailable Lands Vacant 5% (-] 5964 7069 122 1877 51.58 043 20233
Underutilized 15%(-) 42.80 19.72 0.00 048 0.00 0.00 63.00 265.33
Net Developable Acres 59.64 70.69 1.22 18.77 51.58 0.43 202.33 42.80 19.72 0.00 0.48 0.00 0.00 63.00 265.33
Dwelling Unit Capacity 263 566 15 375 21 5 1250 136 115 0 8 0 0 258 1508
2.5 pph 2.5pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph
Pog ion Capacity 671 1414 37 676 52 9 2858 339 287 0 14 0 0 640 3498

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Methad Dire ction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners

April 25,2005

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULGA)
per KCRP IW Hearings Board Decision August 2008

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005

adopted December 1,2005

Frepared by Kitsap County
Communiyy Development
GI5 Division

Created Novernber 6, 2006




City of Port Orchard UGA (Incorporated)

Commerical/industrial

Kitsap County

Updated Land Capacity Analysis 2005

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL VACANT LAND

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL UNDERUTILIZED LAND

Commercial Retail and Commercial Retail and TOTAL ACREAGE
Comm unity Facilities Office Industrial Office SUBTOTAL Comm unity Facilities Office Industrial Office SUBTOTAL BY ROW
0 0SS A g 69.19 6.20 g 49.30 00 9 633.20
Redevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) (-) 1.29 67.86 32.34 101.49
Underutilized {Actual Acres) (-) 0.75 27.93 0.00 28.68 13017
Critical Areas Vacant (Actual Acres) 1.11 51.76 20.57 73.43
Includes Buffers Area of Concern (50 % reduction)
Critical Area (75% reduction)
Underutilized {Actual Acres) 042 16.11 0.00 16.53 89.96
Area of Concern {(50% r ion)
Critical Area {75% reduction)
Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% (-) 0.88 41.41 16.45 58.74
Underutilized 20% (-) 033 12.89 0.00 13.22 71.97
Public Facilities (Future) Vacant 15% () 0.75 35.20 13.98 49.93
Underutilized 15% () 0.28 10.96 0.00 11.24 61.17
Unavailable Lands Vacant 5% (=) 0.71 33.44 13.28 47.44
Underutilized 15% (-) 0.24 9.31 0.00 9.55 56.99
Net Developable Acres 0.71 33 13.28 47.44 0.24 9.31 0.00 9.55 56.99

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
W ethad Direction fram the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners
April 25, 2005

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA)
per KCRP 1V Hearings Board Decision August 2008

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005 18
adopted December 1, 2008

Prepared by Kitsap County Department of
Community Development
GIS Division

Created August 11, 2005 G:DCD\DATAWLCA\Final Dat a Worksheets



Poulsbo (Unincorporated)

Transition Area

Updated Land Capacity Analysis

Kitsap County

Board of County Commissioner Approved
November 6, 2008

VACANT LAND

UNDERUTILIZED LAND

Final

Residential Low | Residential Medium | Residential High | Redevelepment idential Low idential Medium | Residential High | Redevelop t
4 DulAc) {5 DulAc) {10 DulAc) Zone (1 Dufdc) | SUBTOTAL (4 DulAc) & DulAc) (10 DutAc) Zone (1DulAc) | SUBTOTAL | TOTAL ACREAGE BY ROW
174.62 553.33 727.95

Redevelopement Vacant 174 62 0.00 0.00 0.00 174.62

Underutilized 282.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 282.25 456.87
Critical Areas Vacant 22% (-) 136.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 136.20

Underutilized 22% (4 220.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 220.16 356.36
Roads/Right-of-way Vacant 20% (-) 108.96 0.00 0.00 0.00 108.96

Underutilized 20% (4 176.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 176.12 285.09
Public Facilities Vacant 15% (-) 92.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 92.62

Underutilized 15% (4 149.71 0.00 0.00 0.00 149.71 242.32
Unavailable Land Vacant 5% (-} 87.99 0.00 0.00 0.00 87.99

Underutilized 15% (5 127.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 127.25 215.24

Net Developable Acres 87.99 0.00 0.00 0.00 87.99 127.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 127.25 215.24

Dwelling Unit Capacity 352 0 0 0 352 509 0 0 0 509 861

2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph

Population Capacity 880 0 0 0 880 1272 0 0 0 1272 2152
Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners
April 28, 2005

ﬁ

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) ,E@

per KCRP |V Hearing s Board Decision August 2008

Critical Area QOrdinance 351-2005

adopted Decernber 1, 2005

Prepared by Kitsap County
Cormrunity Development
GIS Division

Created November 6, 2006




Poulsho (Unincorporated)
Transition Area

Kitsap County

Updated Land Capacity Analysis

Board of County Commissioner Approved

November 6, 2006

Commercial/industrial Vacant Commercial/industrial
Land Underutilized Land
TOTAL ACREAGE
Light Industrial| SUBTOTAL |LightIndustrial] SUBTOTAL BY ROW
Total Gross Acres 10.35 10.35 12.83 12.83 23.18
Redevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) (-) 10.35 10.35
Underutilized (Actual Acres) (-) 0.00 0.00 10.35
Critical Areas Vacant 22% (-) 8.07 8.07
Underutilized 22% (-) 0.00 0.00 8.07
Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% (-) 6.46 6.46
Underutilized 20% (-) 0.00 0.00 6.46
Public Facilities (Future) Vacant 15% (-) 5.49 5.49
Underutilized 15% (-) 0.00 0.00 5.49
Unavailable Lands Vacant 5% (-) 5.22 5.22
Underutilized 15% (-) 0.00 0.00 5.22
Net Developable Acres 5.22 5.22 0.00 0.00 5.22

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2008
Method Direction fram the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners

April 25, 2005

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA)
per KCRP 1V Hearings Board Decision August 2008

Critical Area Crdinance 351-2005
adopted December 1, 2005

Prepared by Kitsap County Deparfrment of
Communify Development

GIS Division

Creafed November 6, 2006

Final



RESIDENTIAL Land Capacity Analysis
Incorporated City of Poulsbo

VACANT LAND UNDERUTILIZED LAND
Residential Low | Residenti idential High pment High | Redevelopment
4 DuAg i (10 Duifc) i SUBTOTAL (10 DuiAD) istri SUBTOTAL | TOTAL ACREAGE BY ROW
0 1222.99 1644.47

Redevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) (-) 226,10 12219 63 00 10.19 421.48

Underutilized {(Actual Acres) () 28138 3340 37.70 0.00 352.48 773.96
Critical Areas Vacant (-22%) 176,36 95,31 4914 795 328.75

Underutilized {-22%) 21948 26.05 2941 0.00 274.93 603.69
Sewer Availability [Vacant (NfA) 17636 9531 49 14 795 328.75

Underutilized {(N/A) 21948 2605 29 41 0.00 274.93 603.69
Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% () 141.09 76.25 3931 6.38 263.00

Underutilized 20% (-) 175.58 20.84 23.52 0.00 219.95 482.95
Public Facilities {Future) [Vacant 156% (-) 11982 54.81 3342 540 223.85

Underutilized 15% {-) 149.24 1772 20.00 0.00 186.96 410.51
Unavailable Lands Vacant15% (-) 10193 55.09 28 40 4 59 190.02

Underutilized 15% (-) 126.86 15.06 17.00 0.00 168.91 348.93

Net Developable Acres 101.93 55.09 28.40 4.59 190.02 126.86 15.06 17.00 0.00 158.91 348.93

Dwelling Unit Capacity 408 275 284 5 972 507 75 170 0 753 1724

2.45 pph 245 pph 2.45 pph 2.45 pph 2.45 pph 2.45 pph 2.45 pph 2.45 pph
Population Capacity 999 675 696 11 2381 1243 184 116 0 1844 4225

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2008

Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners
April 25,2005

Methodology pravided by the City of Poulsho

Prapared by Kitsap Gounty

Community Development

GIS Division

Created Apnl, 2007 Created for Kitsap County Buildahle Land Repart



COMMERCIAL

Total Gross Acres

Land Capacity Analysis
Incorporated City of Poulsbo

COMMERCIALANDUSTRIAL VACANT LAND

COMMERCIALANDUSTRIAL UNDERUTILIZED LAND

Business Park

Commercial

Light Industrial

SUBTOTAL

Business Park

Commercial

Light Industrial

SUBTOTAL

TOTAL ACREAGE BY
ROW

Redevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) (-) 34.27 147.87 29.68 211.82

Underutilized (Actual Acres) (-) 0.00 20.75 21.73 48.48 260.30
Critical Areas Vacant (-22%) 26.73 115.34 23.15 165.22

Underutilized (-22%) 0.00 16.19 21.63 37.81 203.03
Sewer Availability Vacant (Actual Acres) (-) 26.73 115.34 23.15 165.22
Not Applicable Underutilized (Actual Acres) (-) 0.00 16.19 21.63 37.81 203.03
Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% (-) 21.38 92.27 18.52 132.18

Underutilized 20% (-) 0.00 12.95 17.30 30.25 162.43
Public Facilities (Future) Vacant 15% (-) 18.18 78.43 15.74 112.35

Underutilized 15% (-) 0.00 11.01 14.71 25.71 138.06
Unavailable Lands Vacant 15% (-) 1545 66.67 13.38 95.50

Underutilized 15% (-) 0.00 9.35 12.50 21.86 117.35

Net Developable Acres 15.45 66.67 13.38 95.50 0.00 9.35 12.50 21.86 117.35

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners

Apnil 25, 2005

Methodolagy pravided by the City of Poulsbo

FPrepared by Kitsap County
Gommunty Deveppment
GIS OWison

Created Apri, 2007

Created for Kitsap County Buildable Land Report




COMMERICIAL/INDUSTRIAL
LANDS

Kitsap County

Updated Land Capacity Analysis 2005
Revised per New CAO Ordinance

315-2005

South Kits

Industrial Park (SKIA)

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL UNDERUTILIZED LANDS

Final Worksheet for Updated Land Capacity Analysis
Revised January 11, 2006 - Incorporating CAO Analysis adopted December 1. 2005

Non-Residential Developed Parcels

Canter |

Industrial

otal Non-Fesidental Zoned Percels 253.88 1293.60 175197 3299.55
Linavailable for Non-Residential Develaprent [} 2563 AR A0 B3 A7G 5 1170 15
5 0.ou 79.12 515,12 94724
0.00 T173.85 EEL 1535 16

Developed Parcels likely to Redevelop Airpart Business Center Industrial

Total Acres

mproverment Vahie >= Land Value 0o 7655 1284 33.39 7
iprovernent Vakie >= 112 Land Vakie 000 000 1781 1784 ]
0.00 1147 30 ] 330 63 1477 83

Critical Areas [ Aiport | BusinessCemer | _ndwwia | ] | ]
TOTAL
otal Redevelopable Acres L ooo L ars L aaess ) darree )]
Unencumbered Acres o.oo 077.30 31346 1130.78 i
0.00 3497 1.76 36.73 i
[ROC 0% reduchon 0oy 507 | 5.01 007
Total Acres 0.00 97733 | 320 26 1297 68
e e 7

Sewer Availabilil

Business Center

In dustrial

0.00

Mot Applicable ooo S
Total Acras 0.00 37733 T 2025 1207 56

ater Availability

T
1287 58

ot Applicable 000 000 000
Total Acres 0.00 37733 I 52025 1297 56

Roads/ROW [Future]

0%

Business Canter |

Industrial
0%

TolET
e

T ]

Public Faclilities [Future

Airpart Business Center | Industrial

15%

18%

] 000 T17.20 043 15571
Total Acres 0.00 B84.69 I 29797 B82.36

Alrpart |  Business Center | Industrial

15%

16%

Net Available Acres

Business Center

Industrial

185.10
—

TOTAL
750.00
——

Updated Land Capacty Analysis (ULCA] 2005

Methnd Cerectinn from the Kiteap County Board of Commissioners

April 25, 2005

Cntical Arca Ordmance 251-2005
adopted December 1, 2005

Bropuard by Kils i Counly Dot of
Lommunty LDevelboment

IS Mvinion

Cregted Auguat 11, 2003

Revised Janary 11, 2006

(2HOGOOA TA 0 somp plar ipasted Land Gapacty Analysis [GACH Wiorksheets 2000



COMMERICIALINDUSTRIAL Kitsap County

LANDS Updated Land Capacity Analysis 2005
Revised per New CAO Ordinance
315-2005

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL VACANT LANDS
Final Worksheet for Updated Land Capacity Analysis

Revised January 11, 2006 - Incorporating CAO Analysis adopted December 1, 2005

[Vacant Airport | Business Center Industrial

A

[Total Non-Residential Zoned Parcels 6843 27598
Exermpt Parcels (<) 0.00 0.00 385 276.03
Total Acres 0.00 207 50 68.43 276.03 276.03

Unencumbered Acres 0.00 135.23 B4.86 200.08 200,08
j2cres covered by Critical Areas 0.00 52.28 0.00 52.29
CAO 75% reduction 0.00 13.07 0.00 13.07 2i3.18
Ascres covered by Areas of Concern 0.00 2007 357 23.64
|4 CC 50% reduction 0.00 10.04 1.78 11.82

Total Acres 0.00 158.34 66.65 224.98

Sewer Availability Airport | Business Center

Mot Applicable 0.00 0.00 22498
Total Acres .00 756,34 724 95
[Lotalfcres

Water Availability Airport | Business Center

0.00 22
Mot Applicable 0.00 0.00 224.98
Total Acres 0.00 158.34 224,98
S

Roads/ROW [Future]

0% () 0.00 77099

Total Acres 0.00 126 .67 53.32 179.88 175.99

Public Facilities [Future] Aot | Business Camr | ndusral | ] |
-1 -15% - [
0.00 126 B7 178.98

15% (-) 0.00 18.00 27.00

Total Acres 0.00 107 .67 45.32 152.99 152 99

I GE

Unavailable Land Airport Business Center

0.00 7 i52.99
2% (-) 0.00 227 74534
Total Acres 0.00 102.29 43.05 145.34 745.34

Net Acres Airport | Business Center Industrial ]
TOTAL

Net Available Acres 0.00 102.29 43.05 145.34

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005 ﬁ

Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners m@ﬂ

April 25, 2005 ‘L___,J'

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2002
adopted December 1, 2005

Frepated by Kitsap County Depatment of

Communty Development

GIS Division

Created August 11, 2005

Revised Januaiy 17, 2006 GOCDOATAVOpr coimp planiUpdated Land Capacily Analysis (CAQ) Worksheets 2008



South Kitsap Industrial Park (SKIA)

Total Gross Acres

Kitsap County

Updated Land Capacity Analysis

Board of County Commissioner Approved

November 6, 2006

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL VACANT LAND

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL UNDERUTILIZED LAND

Final

Airport

0.00

| 211.55

Business Center J

Industrial

| 68.43

SUBTOTAL

279.98

Airport
253.98

Business Center

129360

Industrial
1751.97

SUBTOTAL

3209.55

|Redevelopement

Vacant (Actual Acres) {-)

0.00

207.60

68.43

276.03

TOTAL ACREAGE |
BY ROW

3579.53

Underutilized (Actual Acres) (-)

0.00

1147.30

330.53

1477.83

1753.86

Critical Areas

Vacant (Actual Acres)

0.00

158.34

66.65

224.98

Includes Buffers

Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

Underutilized (Actual Acres)

0.00

977.33

320.25

1297.58

1522.56

Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

|Roads/ROW (Future)

Vacant 20% (-)

0.00

126.67

£3.32

179.99

Underutilized 20% (=)

781.87

256.20

1038.06

1218.05

Public Facilities (Future)

Vacant 13% (-)

0.00

107.67

45.32

152.99

Underutilized 15% (-)

664.59

217.77

882.35

1035.34

Unavailable Lands

Vacant 5% ()

0.00

102.29

43.05

145.34

Underutilized 15% (-)

564.90

185.10

750.00

£05.34

Net Developable Acres

0.00

102.29

43.05

145.34

564.90

185.10

750.00

895.34

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Wethod Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Cammissioners

April 25, 2005

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005

adopted December 1, 2005

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA)
per KCRP |V Hearings Board Decision August 2006

Prepared by Kitsap Gounty Depatment of

Community Development
GIS Division
Created November 6, 2006



Silverdale UGA (Unincorporated)

YACANT LAND

Kitsap County
Updated Land Capacity Analysis
Board of Cournty Commissioner Approved

November 6, 2006

UNDERUTILIZED LAND

Urban Low (4] Urban Medium | Urban High |Urban Restricted (1] *Mixed-Use Urban Low | Urban Medium | Urban High |Urban Restricted (1| “Mixed-Use
DWAc) (10 DUAc) (19 Du/Ac) Du/Ac) (10 DwAc) | SUBTOTAL | @ Dwac) (10 Du/Ac) (19 DuAc) DWAc) (10 Dw/Ac) | SUBTOTAL | TOTAL ACREAGE BY ROW
1092.98 3 3796.61 4889.59

Redevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) (-} 632 89 057 20 45 286 85 3598 976.74

Underutilized (Actual Acres) () 50249 536 12.08 177.83 24.25 722.01 1698.75
Critical Areas Vacant (Actual Acres) 545 02 057 18.31 184 89 1879 767.57
Includes Buffers Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

Underutilized {Actual Acres) 418.34 514 9.96 90.97 20.19 544.60 1312.17

Area of Concern {(60% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)
Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% (-) 436.02 046 14 .65 147.81 15.03 614.06

Underutilized 20% (-) 334 67 4.11 7.96 7278 16.15 435.68 1049.74
Public Facilities {(Future) Vacant 15% () 37061 0.39 12.45 12572 1278 521.95

Underutilized 15% (-) 284 47 350 B.77 51.86 1878 370.33 £892.28
Unavailable Lands Vacant 5% (-) 352.08 037 11.83 119.44 12,14 495.85

Underutilized 16% (-) 24180 297 Ehio 52.58 11.67 314.78 810.63

Net Developable Acres 352.08 0.37 11.83 119.44 1214 | 495.85 | 241.80 2.97 575 52.58 11.67 | 314.78 810.63

6.07 584
Dwelling Unit Capacity 1408 4 225 119 109 1865 765 28 100 M 102 1036 2901
2.5 pph 25pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 25 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph
Population Capacity 3521 9 405 299 197 4430 1913 69 181 101 183 2447 6877

"Mixed Use Zone i3 divided to reflect 100% Net developable acres-Resicential
and 50% Met developable acres-Commercial

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners
April 25, 2005

Uptiated Land Capacity Aralysis (ULCA)
per KCRP 1Y Hearings Board Decision August 2006

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2009
adopted December 1, 2005

FPrepared by Kitsap County
Communiy Development
GIS Division

Created Movember 6, 2008

Finaf



Silverdale UGA (Unincorporated) Kitsap Cournty Final

Commericalfindustrial Updated Land Capacity Analysis
Board of County Commissioner Approved

November 6, 2006

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL VACANT LAND COMMERCIAL/IINDUSTRIAL UNDERUTILIZED LAND

Highway
Tourist

Neighborhood | *Mixed Use Regional Business Neighhorhood | *“Mixed Use Regional Business Business

TOTAL ACREAGE

Commercial Commercial (10 Du/Ac) Commercial Center Industrial SUBTOTAL | Commer cial Commercial (10 Du/Ac) Commercial Park Industrial SUBTOTAL BY ROW
| Total Gross Acres 338 4636 478 305 B0 1077.23
Iﬁedevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) (-} 2857 289 0.00 TR 0.00 46 36 32413 47928
Underutilized (Actual Acres) (-} 26.58 1.55 0.00 116.98 478 117.08 78.93 347.88 827.16
Critical Areas Vacant {Actual Acres) 22.10 255 0.00 5B.65 0.00 27.89 262.83 372.20
[Includes Buffers Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

Underutilized (Actual Acres) 16.85 1.14 0.00 84 38 353 84.29 60.08 260.24 632.44
Area of Concern (50% reduction)
Critical Area (75% reduction)

Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% () 17.68 204 0.00 45.32 0.00 2238 210.34 29776

Underutilized 20% (-) 1348 041 0.00 1548 282 B7.43 48.06 208.19 505.95
Public Facilities (Future) Vacant 15% (-) 15.02 173 0.00 38.52 0.00 19.03 176.78 253.10

Underutilized 15% (-) 1146 078 0.00 64 .18 240 5731 40.85 176.96 430.06
Unavailable Lands Vacant 5% () 14.27 1.65 0.00 36.50 0.00 16.08 168.85 240.44

Underutilized 15% (-) 9.74 (.68 0.00 5454 2.04 48.72 34.72 150.42 390.86

Net Developable Acres 14.27 1.65 6.07 36.59 0.00 18.08 169.35 246.51 9.74 0.66 5.84 54.54 2.04 48.72 34.72 156.26 402.77

*Mixed Use Zone is divided to reflect 100% Met developable acres-Residential
and 60% Met developable acres-Commercial

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2002
Method Direction from the Kilsap County Board of Commissioners

April 25, 2005

TR DO
Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) rl/-_—"ﬁﬁ
per KCRP 1Y Hearings Board Decision August 2006 18 g 57

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005
adopted Decerber 1, 2005

Frepared by Kitsap Couty Depadment of
Coaar wriity Devsiop et

GIS Division
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ULID6 UGA (Unincorporated)

Kitsap County
Updated Land Capacity Analysis
Board of County Commissioner Approved

November 6, 2006

VACANT LAND UNDERUTILIZED LAND
Urban Low (4| Urban Medium | Urban High | Urban Cluster | *Urban Village Center Urban Low | Urban Medium | Urban High | Urban Cluster | “Urban Village Center
Duw/Ac) (10 DwAg) (19 Dw/Ac) 4 DU/AQ) {up to 18 Dw/Ac) SUBTOTAL | @ Duag (10 Du/Ac) (19 Dw/Ac) {4 DUAC) {up to 18 Du/Ac) SUBTOTAL | TOTAL ACREAGE BY ROW

| 4 0.00 0 1289.51 49 0.00 34,34 0.00 2067.47
I_Redevelopement Vacant (Actual Acres) () 49553 77.95 0.00 70581 10.22 1289.51

Underutilized (Actual Acres) () 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1289.51
Critical Areas Vacart (Actual Acres) 397.73 69.26 0.00 57429 10.22 1051.49
Includes Buffers Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75%reduction)

Underutilized {Actual Acres) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1051.49

|Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75%reduction)
Sewer Availability Vacant (Actual Acres) () 397.73 69.26 0.00 574.29 10.22 1051.50

Underutilized {Actual Acres) () 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1051.50
RoadsiROW (Future) \Vacant 20% () 318.18 55.41 0.00 459 43 818 841.20

Underutilized 20% (-) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 841.20
|Public Facilities {Future) \Vacant 15% (- 27048 4710 0.00 390 52 6.95 715.02

Underutilized 15% (-) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 715.02
Unavailable Lands Vacant 5% () 266.93 44.74 0.00 370.99 650 679.27

Underutilized 16% (-) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 679.27

Net Developable Acres 256.93 44.74 0.00 370.99 3.30 675.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 675.97

6.60
Dwelling Unit Capacity 1028 47 0 1484 59 3019 0 0 0 0 0 0 3019
2.5 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph 2.5 pph 1.8 pph
Population Capacity 2569 1119 0 3710 107 7505 0 0 0 0 0 0 7505

“Urban Village Center is divided to reflect 50% Net dev elopable acres-Residential
and 50% Met developable acres-Commercial per Updated Land Capacity Analysis Methodology (ULCA)

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Method Direction frar the Kitsap County Board of Comrmissioners
April 25,2005

ﬁ
Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) m@

per KCRP 1Y Hearings Board Decision August 2006

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2008
adopted December 1, 2005

Prepared by Kitsap County
Communiy Devebprment
GI5 Oivision

Created November 6, 2008

Final



ULID& UGA (Unincorporated) Kitsap County ] Final
Commerical/industrial Updated Land Capacity Analysis
Board of County Commissioner Approved
November 6, 2006

COMMERCIAL/IINDUSTRIAL VACANT LAND COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL UNDERUTILIZED LAND
Highway
Tourist Neighborhood Urban Regional Business Business *Urhan Village Neighborhood Urban Regional Business Business TOTAL ACREAGE
Commercial | Commercial | Commercial | Commercial Park Center Industria SUBTOTAL | Commercial| Commercial | Commercial Commercial Park Center Industrial SUBTOTAL

I Tot:] Gross Acres | 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00

Redevelop ement Vacant (Actual Acres) (-) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5284 0.00 0.00 0.00 52.94

Underutilized (Actual Acres) (-) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.o0 0.00 0.00 52.94
Critical Areas Vacant (Actual Acres) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 47.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 4713
|Includes Buffsrs Area of Concern (50% reduction)

Critical Area (75% reduction)

Underutilized {Actual Acres) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 47.13
Area of Concern (50% reduction)
Critical Area (75% reduction)

Roads/ROW (Future) Vacant 20% () 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 377 0.00 0.00 0.00 37.71
Underutilized 20% (-) | 0.nd 0.00 0.0 000 0.0o 0.0n oo 0.00 37.71
I
[Public Facilities (Future) Vacant 15% (-] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3205 0.00 0.00 0.00 32.05
Underutilized 15% () 0.0 0:no o.on 0o 0.ng o.on 000 0.00 32.05
Unavailable Lands Yacant 5% () 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 3045 0.00 0.00 0.00 3045
Underutilized 15% () 0.ng 0.00 0.00 0.og o.oo 0.00 000 0.00 30.45
—
660
Net Developable Acres 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.45 0.00 0.00 3.30 33.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 33.75

*Urban Yillage Center is divided to reflect 0% Net developable acres-Residential
and 50% Net developable acres-Commercial per Updated Land Capacity Analysis Methodology (ULCA)

Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) 2005
Method Direction from the Kitsap County Board of Commissioners

Apiil 25,2005

Ty
Updated Land Caparity Analysis (ULCA) f(f—‘\‘
per KCRP 1V Hearing s Board Decision August 2006 ) g 57

Critical Area Ordinance 351-2005

adopted December 1, 2005

Frepared by itivan Courty Oepartm ert of
O ity Devetops et

&S Dhisan

Created Noverber &, 2008
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Appendix C: Reasonable Measures Review

Overview

GMA requires certain counties including Kitsap to review and evaluate whether actual development within the urban growth areas is
at urban densities and is consistent with the jurisdictions’ population growth targets and comprehensive plans. Kitsap County adopted
its first Buildable Lands Report (BLR) in August 2002. The County’s next statutorily required BLR update is due in 2007.

The 2002 BLR indicated that in some cases, urban densities were not being achieved within certain urban growth areas (UGAS).
However, the report noted that the analysis period of 1995-1999 would have only addressed one year of growth under the approved
1998 Plan. The Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board (case No. 04-3-0009c) did identify an inconsistency
between “planned” and “actual” development patterns in that more growth was occurring in rural areas than was targeted in the
Countywide Planning Policies (CPP).

In 2004, the County amended the 2002 BLR Report to identify a set of “reasonable measures” meant to help increase consistency
between actual development and that envisioned in the County’s Plan. The County recognized eighteen (18) reasonable measures
already in existing in Kitsap County Code and existing sub-area planning documents, in Resolution No. 158-2004. In 2005, the Kitsap
Regional Coordinating Council (KRCC) identified a “menu” of forty-six (46) “Reasonable Measures” to encourage urban growth and
increase residential development capacity in existing UGAs (i.e., to promote “infill”” development) for jurisdictions to consider during
their comprehensive plan updates, in compliance with RCW 26.70A.215. A measure the County put in place after the recent adoption
of the 18 reasonable measures includes allowing plats of up to nine lots through an administrative short plat process.

Preliminary growth monitoring indicates that between 2000 and 2005 Urban Low Residential plats in total achieved an average of 5.6
units/net acre which is within the Urban Low Residential density range, although this average was not uniformly achieved in all
UGAs. Adjusting zoning allowances as well as improving the availability of urban public services could help the achievement of
density goals throughout urban areas.

The County has committed to not only adopting, but also implementing adequate reasonable measures. The County includes several
new reasonable measures as part of the Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update to increase urban growth, increase efficiency in the
delivery of public services in urban areas, and to address the imbalance in urban and rural growth. These reasonable measures include
but are not limited to:

= Permit Plats of up to Nine Lots Through An Administrative Short Plat Process (adopted after 18 measures were established in Resolution 158-
2004)

= Increase Residential Densities within Existing UGA Boundaries (part of 10-Year Update)

FEIS C-1



Allow for and Monitor Alternative Sanitary Sewer Systems in Unincorporated UGAs (part of 10-Year Update)
Remove Pre-planning Allowances in UGAs (part of 10-Year Update)

Provide for Regional Stormwater Facilities in Unincorporated UGAs (part of 10-Year Update)

Strengthen and Amend Policies to Promote Low Impact Development (part of 10-Year Update)

Consolidated Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations (part of 10-Year Update)

Adopt New Mixed Use Zone (part of 10-Year Update)

Mandate Minimum Densities for New Subdivisions (part of 10-Year Update)

Increased Building Height Limits and Incentives to Exceed Height Limits (part of 10-Year Update)

Design Guidelines for Silverdale (part of 10-Year Update)

SEPA Categorical Exemptions for Mixed Use and Infill Development for Silverdale (part of 10-Year Update)
Increased Thresholds for SEPA Categorical Exemptions countywide (part of 10-Year Update)

Adopt Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Policies and Implementing Regulations (part of 10-Year Update)
Adopt Allowances for Density Bonuses in Policies (part of 10-Year Update)

Adopt Policies Addressing and Promoting Reasonable Measures (part of 10-Year Update)

Adopt Policies Addressing Association and UGA Management Agreements or “UGAMAS” (part of 10-Year Update)

These reasonable measures augment or are in addition to the 18 reasonable measures previously recognized by Kitsap County. The are
described in more detail in the “Kitsap County Evaluation of Reasonable Measures, Preliminary Draft, August 2006” that follows this
overview.

Table C-1 summarizes the KRCC reasonable measures menu, the Kitsap County reasonable measures adopted in Resolution 158-2004
and the new measures proposed in the 10-Year Update.

FEIS C-2



Table C-1 Reasonable Measure Table

KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Update Alternative
(Based on
6/13/05 draft)
1 Create In an Annexation Plan, cities identify Yes, all UGAs 7. Create annexation plans = Updated UGAMA policies
Annexation Plans  outlying areas that are likely to be in Land Use Element
eligible for annexation. The Plan (expanded)
identifies probable timing of annexation,
needed urban services, effects of
annexation on current service providers,
and other likely impacts of annexation.
2 Encourage Review and amend comprehensive Yes, all UGAs 13. Encourage = Application of a new Mixed

Transportation-
Efficient Land Use

plans to encourage patterns of land
development that encourage pedestrian,
bike, and transit travel. This policy is
typically implemented at the
development review level.

transportation-efficient land
use

Use Zone in more UGAS
than at present —
Silverdale, Central Kitsap,
East Bremerton, West
Bremerton, Port Orchard
(expanded)

= Greater density range in
commercial zones to
encourage efficient land
use (expanded)

3 Environmental
Review and
Mitigation Built
into the Sub area
Planning Process

Building environmental review and
mitigation into the sub area planning
process can address key land use
concerns at a broader geographic scale,
streamlining review and approval of
individual developments.

Yes, Kingston, Poulsho, SKIA

= Downtown Silverdale
SEPA Mixed Use/Infill
Exemption proposed
(new)

= Countywide SEPA
threshold increases (new)

= Sub-area Environmental
Review: Port
Orchard/South Kitsap and
Silverdale (expanded)

FEIS



KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Update Alternative

(Based on

6/13/05 draft)

4 Urban Growth Urban Growth Area Management Yes, Poulsho, SKIA, ULID#6  16. Urban growth = Updated UGAMA policies
Area Agreements define lead responsibility for management agreements in Land Use Element
Management planning, zoning, and urban service (expanded)

Agreements extension within these areas. The

agreements exist between various
government jurisdictions and specify
jurisdiction over land use decisions,
infrastructure provision, and other
elements of urban growth.

5 Capital Facilities
Investments

Give priority to capital facility projects
(e.g. regional storm water facilities and
sanitary sewers) that most support urban
growth at urban densities. Provide urban
services to help reduce sprawl
development and maintain the edge of
the urban growth boundary.

Yes, all UGAs

10. Targeted capital facilities

investments

Experience in other
“puildable lands” counties
that have implemented
reasonable measures
suggests that this measure is
shown to have a significant
impact on increasing UGA
capacity: Targeted capital
facility investments (e.g.,
increase sewer connection
feasibility in areas deemed
currently unfeasible for
developer extension due to
small lot sizes, critical areas,
topography, etc.) [a sewer
policy change or new public
expenditures]

= Updated Capital Facilities
sewer and stormwater
policies to support
targeted investments
(expanded)

= Removal of pre-planning
to encourage sewer
connection and urban
densities sooner (new)

6 Encourage
innovative
infrastructure
technology

Within the Urban Growth Area,
encourage individual home sewage
treatment systems that produce potable
water; green roofs and net zero storm
water equates to a $20,000 cost for each
of these on-site systems, which is easily
off set by the avoided costs of the sewer
infrastructure hook-up and monthly
sewer bills.

No

= Updates and additions to
low impact development
policies. (expanded)

FEIS



KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Alternative
(Based on
6/13/05 draft)
7 Economic Include strategy for sustainable No = Silverdale downtown
Development economic development in local mixed use (expanded) and
Strategy comprehensive plan. This strategy could design guidelines strategy
include: « A downtown revitalization (new)
program ¢ Incentives for development
that meet local goals « Transit and
transportation system upgrades ¢
Enhancement of the natural resource
base ¢ An Industrial needs assessment
sinfrastructure
8 Phasingftiering  Incorporate strategies in comprehensive ~ No = See Capital Facility
Urban Growth plans and capital facilities plans to phase investments #5 above
urban growth as a way to provide for
orderly development and encourage infill
ahead of “urban fringe” development.
9 Downtown Develop a strategy to encourage No = Silverdale downtown
Revitalization downtown vitality. Include techniques mixed use (expanded) and
such as promoting mixed residential and design guidelines strategy
commercial uses, reuse of existing (new)
buildings rather than tearing down and
rebuilding, and alternative urban
landscaping and infrastructure that
encourage pedestrian use.
10 Multifamily Provide tax incentives (e.g., property tax ~ No
Housing and Tax ~ exemption program) for multiple-unit
Credits housing for targeted areas in urban
centers.
11 Transfer/ Develop a program to encourage the No = TDR program to transfer
Purchase of purchase or transfer of development rural development rights to
Development authority in order to increase urban UGAs (new)
Rights densities and decrease non-urban

densities within UGAs.

FEIS



KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Alternative

(Based on

6/13/05 draft)

12 Implement a Many buildings sit vacant for years No

program to before the market facilitates

identify and redevelopment. This policy encourages

redevelop vacant  demolition and would clear sites, making

and abandoned them more attractive to developers and

buildings would facilitate redevelopment.

13 Creative use of

Impact Fees

Adjust impact fees so that lower feesare  No
required in the UGAs than in rural areas,

while still contributing to the cost of
development within the urban area.

14 Develop or
strengthen local

Local jurisdictions provide policies or No
incentives to encourage the

brownfields redevelopment of underused industrial
programs sites, known as brownfields. Incentives

for redevelopment of brownfields such

as expedited permitting, reduced fees or

targeted public investments can be

implemented through local zoning

ordinances.
15 Require Local jurisdictions require developersto  Yes, all UGAs = New regulation to require
Adequate Public  provide adequate levels of public urban level sewer for
Facilities services, such as roads, sewer, water, residential development in

drainage, and parks, as a condition of
development. (Requirement by Growth
Management Act)

UGAs to implement sewer
related policies (new)

FEIS



KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Update Alternative

(Based on

6/13/05 draft)

16 Promote Allow modifications to the building height ~ No = Application of a new Mixed

Vertical Growth

restrictions in the Urban Growth Areas.

Use Zone in more UGAs
than at present —
Silverdale, Central Kitsap,
East Bremerton, West
Bremerton and Port
Orchard (expanded)

= Increased heights in
several multifamily,
commercial, and mixed
use zones (new)

17 Accessory
Dwelling Units

Accessory dwelling units provide another

housing option by allowing a second
residential unit on a tax lot.

Yes, all unincorporated areas

1. Encourage Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADUS) in
single-family zones.

See following report for
identification of the number of
ADUs approved in the
existing UGAs from 2000-
2005 (two units permitted).
ADUs alone are not likely to
accommodate a significant
amount of future population
growth or significantly
increase housing unit
capacity within existing
UGAs).

FEIS



KRCC
Reasonable
Measure Title
(Based on
6/13/05 draft)

KRCC Measure Discussion

KRCC Reasonable
Measure Used in
County?

Related Kitsap County
Reasonable Measure
Resolution 158-2004

Quantified or Analyzed
for Review in 10-Year
Update

New or Expanded in 10-
Year Update Preferred
Alternative

18 Clustering

Clustering allows developers to increase
density on portions of a site, while
preserving other areas of the site.
Clustering is a tool most commonly used
to preserve natural areas or avoid
natural hazards during development.
Clustering can also be used in
conjunction with increased density to
preserve the aesthetic of less dense
development while increasing actual
density. It uses characteristics of the site
and adjacent uses as a primary
consideration in determining building
footprints, access, etc.

Yes, all unincorporated areas

2. Allow clustered residential
development

See following report
regarding the number of new
cluster lots approved in the
existing UGAs from 2000-
2005 (three single family
units). New cluster lots alone
are not likely to
accommodate a significant
amount of future population
growth or significantly
increase housing unit
capacity within existing
UGAs.

FEIS



KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Update Alternative

(Based on

6/13/05 draft)

19 Duplexes, Permit duplexes, town homes, and Yes, all UGAs 3. Allow duplexes Duplexes accounted for

Town homes, and
Condominiums

condominiums in both mixed-use and
residential districts of UGAs.

4. Allowing townhouses and
condominiums in single-
family zones

approximately 1% of all new
units permitted in
unincorporated UGAs from
2000-2005: Assuming an
average 5,000 s.f. lot,
duplexes could be estimated
to account for approximately
2-3 acres of “saved” land
accommodated by “infill”
development rather than by
UGA expansion countywide
for the next five years (i.e.,
not a significant measure to
increase capacity inside
existing UGASs).

Condominiums accounted for
approximately 3% of all new
units permitted in
unincorporated UGASs from
2000-2005: Using similar
assumptions as duplexes,
condominiums could be
estimated to account for
approximately 6-10 acres of
“saved” land accommodated
by “infill” development rather
than by UGA expansion
countywide for the next five
years (i.e., not likely a
significant measure to
increase capacity inside
existing UGAS).

FEIS



KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Update Alternative

(Based on

6/13/05 draft)

20 Density Some communities allow bonus Yes, Poulsho 14. Density bonuses in UGAs  Experience in other = Proposed policy
Bonuses densities in certain areas as an incentive (only in Poulsho UTA) “puildable lands” counties amendments support

for achieving other community values
such as affordable housing, mixed-use
developments, infill, rehabilitating
existing structures and open space
preservation.

that have implemented
reasonable measures
suggests that this measure is
shown to have a significant
impact on increasing UGA
capacity: Adopt density
bonus provisions in urban
single-family residential
zones (e.g., beyond Poulsho)
[a zoning code change]

density bonuses more
broadly in County
(expanded)

FEIS
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KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Update Alternative
(Based on
6/13/05 draft)
21 Higher Where appropriate (and supported by Yes, all UGAs 15. Increase allowable Experience in other = Increased densities in
Allowable companion planning techniques), allow residential densities “puildable lands” counties Urban H'Q_h and _
Densities more housing units per acre. that have implemented Commercial districts. New
reasonable measures mixed use zone allows
suggests that this measure is higher densities along
shown to have a significant corridors. (expanded)
impact on increasing UGA Higher allowable density
capacity: Increase residential offset to some degree by
densities (i.e., up-zones) [a the change in single-family
land use/zoning map change] minimum density from 5
County-initiated sub-area du/ac to 4 du/ac. See EIS
plan rezones since adoption section 3.2.3, Population,
of the 1998 Plan include Housing, and
Kingston Phase | and ULID Employment.
#6. Significant net gain in
density in ULID #6 due to re-
designation of land from
urban low to urban medium
and mixed use, offset to
some extent by re-
designation of urban low to
business park use. Kingston
Phase | obtained a net
increase in density by
redesignating lands from
neighborhood commercial
and urban medium to urban
village center.
22 Industrial Limit non-industrial uses in industrial Yes, SKIA
Zones zones. For example, require that any

commercial use be sized to primarily
serve the industrial needs in the zone.
Preclude residential use unless it is
accessory to the industrial use.

FEIS
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KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Update Alternative

(Based on

6/13/05 draft)

23 Minimum Zoning ordinances can establish No Experience in other = Proposed minimum
Density minimum and maximum densities in “buildable lands” counties density regulations (new)

Requirements

each zone to ensure that development
occurs as envisioned for the community.

that have implemented
reasonable measures
suggests that this measure is
shown to have a significant
impact on increasing UGA
capacity: Adopt minimum
urban densities/maximum lot
sizes in urban residential
zones [a zoning code

change].

24 Mixed Use Allow residential and commercial Yes, Kingston, Poulsho, 6. Encourage Mixed Use Many of Kitsap County’s = Application of a new Mixed
development to occur in many of the ULID#6 Development commercial zones and urban Use Zone in more UGAs
same buildings and areas within UGAs. medium to high density than at present —

residential zones allow mixed Silverdale, Central Kitsap,
use deve|0pmen’[ viaa East Bremerton, West
conditional use permit. Bremerton, and Port
However, as currently Orchard. New mixed use
applied, this measure, in and zone intended to provide
of itself, is not likely to more incentives for mixed
significantly increase capacity use development.
inside existing UGASs. (expanded)
= Application of Silverdale
SEPA exemption for
mixed use and infill
development (new)

25 Small Allow or require small lots (5,000 square ~ No Experience in other = Policy support for

Lot/Cottage feet or less) for single-family “buildable lands” counties alternative housing types.

Housing neighborhoods within UGAs. that have implemented (expanded)

reasonable measures
suggests that this measure
promotes infill development
but is not likely to have a
significant impact on UGA
capacity.

FEIS C-12



KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Update Alternative
(Based on
6/13/05 draft)
26 Transit- Encourage convenient, safe and Yes, all UGAs 18. Transit-oriented Application of a new Mixed
Oriented attractive transit-oriented development; development Use Zone in more UGAs
Development including the possibility of reduced off than at present -
street parking that could encourage Silverdale, Central Kitsap,
more efficient use of urban lands. East Bremerton, West
Bremerton, and Port
Orchard (expanded)
27 Urban Centers  Use urban centers and urban villagesto  Yes, Kingston, ULID#6 5. Encourage development of Application of a new Mixed
and Urban encourage mixed uses, higher densities, Urban Centers and Villages Use Zone in more UGAs
Villages inter-connected neighborhoods, and a than at present -
variety of housing types that can serve Silverdale, Central Kitsap,
different income levels. East Bremerton, West
Bremerton and Port
Orchard (expanded)
In Highway Tourist
Commercial areas, target
“centers” for mixed uses in
Port Orchard/South Kitsap
UGA per sub-area policies
(new)
28 Lot Size This technique is similar to clustering. If No
Averaging the zoning ordinance establishes a
minimum lot size, the land use
designation is calculated based on the
average size of all lots proposed for
development, within the range required
for urban density. Development
proposals may create a range of lot
sizes both larger and smaller provided
the average lot size is within the range
consistent with the designation.
29 Allow Co- Co-housing communities balance the Yes, all UGAs
Housing traditional advantages of home

ownership with the benefits of shared
common facilities and connections with
neighbors.

FEIS
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KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Update Alternative
(Based on
6/13/05 draft)
30 Encourage This policy seeks to maximize use of Yes, all UGAs = Application of a new Mixed
Infill and lands that are fully developed or Use Zone in more UGAs
Redevelopment underdeveloped by making use of than at present -
existing infrastructure and by identifying Silverdale, Central Kitsap,
and implementing policies that improve East Bremerton, West
market opportunities and reduce Bremerton, and Port
impediments to development in areas Orchard (expanded)
suitable for infill or redevelopment. = Proposed Silverdale Mixed
Use/Infill SEPA Exemption
(new)
31 Mandate This policy places an upper bound onlot ~ No Experience in other = Provides for minimum
Maximum Lot size and a lower bound on density in “buildable lands” counties densities (new)
Sizes single-family zones. For example, a that have implemented
residential zone with a 6,000 sq. ft. reasonable measures
minimum lot size might have an 8,000 suggests that this measure is
sg. ft. maximum lot size yielding an shown to have a significant
effective net density range between 5.4 impact on increasing UGA
and 7.3 dwelling units per net acre. capacity: Adopt minimum
urban densities/maximum lot
sizes in urban residential
zones [a zoning code
change]
32 Enact Inclusionary zoning requires developers ~ No = Updated Housing Element
inclusionary to provide a certain amount of affordable and |mplementat|on
zoning ordinance  housing in developments over a certain strategies support
fornew housing  size. Itis applied during the development (expanded)
developments review process.
33 Zone areasby  Alocal jurisdiction can alter its zoning No

performance, not
by use

code so that zones define the physical
aspects of allowed buildings, not the
uses in those buildings. This zoning
approach recognizes that many land
uses are compatible and locate in similar
building types (i.e. a manufacturing firm
may have similar

FEIS
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KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Update Alternative
(Based on
6/13/05 draft)
34 Design Design standards seek to preserve and  Yes, Kingston, Poulsho, = Proposed Silverdale
Standards enhance the character of a community or ~ ULID#6 Downtown Design
district. They are typically applied in the Guidelines (new)
project’s design phase or during site
review.
35 Develop Adopt standards to ensure compatibility ~ Yes, all unincorporated areas 8. Allow manufactured " Upde}ted HOUSi“Q_ Element
Manufactured between manufactured housing and housing development and |mplementat|on
Housing surrounding housing design standards. strategies support
(expanded)
36 Specific Work with landowners, developers, and Yes, all UGAs 11. Master planning large
Development neighbors to develop a detailed site plan parcel developments
Plans for development of an area. Allow
streamlined approval for projects
consistent with the plan. This policy
results in a plan for a specific geographic
area that is adopted as a supplement or
amendment to the jurisdictions
comprehensive plan.
37 Encourage This policy provides incentives to No

developers to
reduce off-street
surface parking

developers to reduce the amount of off-
street surface parking through shared
parking arrangements, multi-level
parking, use of alternative transportation
modes, particularly in areas with urban-
level transit service.

FEIS
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KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Update Alternative
(Based on
6/13/05 draft)
38 Implement a Streamlined permitting processes No = Countywide SEPA
process to provide incentives to developers. This threshold exemption
expedite plan & policy would be implemented at the increases, particularly in
permit approval in  development review phase. UGASs (new)
UGAs = Proposed Silverdale Mixed
Usel/Infill SEPA Exemption
(new)
= Consolidated
Comprehensive Plan
categories which could
facilitate rezones to other
densities (e.g. Urban
Medium to Urban High or
Highway Tourist
Commercial to Mixed Use)
(new)
= 9-lot short plat allowed
through administrative
process (new)
39 Narrow Streets  Encourage or require street widths that No
are the minimum necessary to ensure
that transportation and affordable
housing goals can be achieved.
40 Concentrate This policy would require critical facilities ~ Yes, all UGAs
critical services and services (e.g. fire, police, hospital)
near homes, jobs,  be located in areas that are accessible
transit by all people. For example, a hospital
could not be located at the urban fringe
in a business park.
41 Urban Identify and provide amenities that will Yes, all UGAs 9. Urban amenities = Amended density bonus
Amenities for attract urban development in UGAs and policies would support this
Increased enhance the quality of life for urban reasonable measure
Densities residents and businesses. (expanded)
FEIS C-16



KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Update Alternative

(Based on

6/13/05 draft)

42 Locate civic Local governments, like private builders,  Yes, all UGAs 17. Locate critical “public”

buildings in are tempted to build on greenfield sites services near homes, jobs

existing because it is less expensive and easier. and transit

communities However, local governments can “lead

rather than in by example” by making public

Greenfield areas investments in desired areas, or

redeveloping target sites.

43 Urban Holding
Zones

Use low intensity zoning in certain areas
adjacent to or within the UGA where
municipal services will not be available
within the near future. (For example:
Urban Reserve)

Yes, rural areas

12. Interim development
standards (e.g., urban
reserve designation)

= |ndustrial-Multipurpose
Recreational Area
designation and policies
(new)

44 Mandate Low
Densities in Rural
Resource Lands

This policy is intended to limit
development in rural areas by mandating
large lot sizes. It can also be used to
preserve lands targeted for future urban
area expansion. Low-density urban
development in fringe areas can have
negative impacts of future densities and
can increase the need for and cost of
roads and other infrastructure.

Yes, rural areas

45 Partnership
with non-
governmental
organizations to
preserve natural
resource lands

Local governments can partner with land
trusts and other non-governmental
organizations to leverage limited public
resources in preserving open space. The
two work together to acquire lands or to
place conservation easements on them.
Land trusts are natural partners in this
process and have more flexibility than
local governments in facilitating land
transactions.

Yes, all unincorporated areas

FEIS
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KRCC KRCC Measure Discussion KRCC Reasonable Related Kitsap County Quantified or Analyzed New or Expanded in 10-
Reasonable Measure Used in Reasonable Measure for Review in 10-Year Year Update Preferred
Measure Title County? Resolution 158-2004 Update Alternative

(Based on

6/13/05 draft)

46 Impose The local jurisdiction places restrictions No

Restrictions on on the type of development that can

Physically occur on vacant land. Restrictions can

Developable Land

vary in strictness, from no development
to limited development. This policy is
implemented through city limit or UGA
boundaries.

FEIS
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This report highlights several issues regarding evaluation of “reasonable measures”
adopted by Kitsap County as required by RCW 36.70A.215. This preliminary analysis
will evaluate:

e The requirements for implementing the “reasonable measures” provisions of
RCW 36.70A.215 and the recommended role of reasonable measures in the 10-
year update to the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan;

e The preliminary quantification of Kitsap County’s adopted reasonable measures
to the extent practical; and

e Preliminary growth monitoring analysis conducted to date for the period 2000-
2005, for selected indices and reasonable measures.

Reasonable Measures Requirements

RCW 36.70A.215 requires certain counties (including Kitsap) to review and evaluate
whether actual development within the urban growth areas is at urban densities and is
consistent with the jurisdictions’ population growth targets and comprehensive plans. The
review and evaluation is commonly referred to as “buildable lands” and must be
documented and reported every five years. If an “inconsistency” is found, it requires
implementing “reasonable measures” that are likely to increase consistency during the
subsequent five year period. The intent of this provision is to increase population and
employment capacity within existing Urban Growth Areas (UGA) prior to expanding the
UGA, as well as monitor their progress on an annual basis.

Kitsap County adopted its first Buildable Lands Report (BLR) in August 2002. The
County’s next statutorily required BLR update is due in 2007.

The 2002 BLR indicated that in some cases, urban densities (defined as 5 du/acre in the
1998 Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan) were not being achieved within certain UGAs.
However, the report noted that since the Growth Management Act (GMA) compliant
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan (Plan) was adopted in 1998 and the BLR used a
1995-1999 analysis period, ““...only one year of data reflects the current GMA-compliant
[Plan]. Therefore, comparing zoning from 1995-1999 is problematic. A more meaningful
analysis will be available for the next 5-year analysis period.” The 2002 BLR reported
plat densities were also influenced by “pre-GMA” low-density vested plats recorded from
1995-1999.

The Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board (case no. 04-3-0009c) did
identify an inconsistency between “planned” and “actual” development patterns in that
more growth was occurring in rural areas than was targeted in the Countywide Planning
Policies (CPP). The 2002 BLR reported that from 1995-1999, the rural areas of the
county (including Limited Areas for More Intensive Rural Developments (LAMIRD)
accounted for 57% of total new permitted residential units. The cities and unincorporated
UGAs accounted for the remaining 43% of all new permitted dwelling units. At that time,



the CPP target share of new growth was 83% urban and 17% rural. Hence the 2002 BLR
finding that more growth was occurring in rural areas than was targeted.

Subsequently, Appendix B of the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) was amended in
2004, which adopted a new 20-year population growth allocation and identified a new
target population growth share for urban and rural areas. The new target indicates that
76% of the 2005-2025 forecasted population growth in the county should be
accommodated within urban growth areas (including cities and unincorporated UGAS).
The remaining 24% future growth should occur in rural areas outside of UGAs. The 2002
BLR noted that ““...a central issue concerning rural development is that much of it occurs
on [already platted] parcels that are smaller than the prescribed density standard...Until
these...”’legacy lots™ are fully absorbed, the County may face some obstacles in its efforts
to direct most of the new growth towards urban areas”.

In 2004, the County amended the 2002 BLR Report to identify a set of “reasonable
measures” meant to help increase consistency between actual development and that
envisioned in the county’s comprehensive plan. The County recognized eighteen (18)
reasonable measures already in existing in Kitsap County Code and existing sub-area
planning documents, in Resolution No. 158-2004, including:

Encourage Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) in single-family zones
Allow clustered residential development

Allow duplexes

Allowing townhouses and condominiums in single-family zones
Encourage development of Urban Centers and Villages

Encourage Mixed Use Development

Create annexation plans

Allow manufactured housing development

Urban amenities

10. Targeted capital facilities investments

11. Master planning large parcel developments

12. Interim development standards (e.g., urban reserve designation)
13. Encourage transportation-efficient land use

14. Density bonuses in UGAs (only in Poulsbo Urban Transition Area)
15. Increase allowable residential densities

16. Urban growth management agreements

17. Locate critical “public” services near homes, jobs and transit

18. Transit-oriented development

CoNo~WNE

In 2005, the Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council (KRCC) identified a “menu” of forty-
Six (46) “Reasonable Measures” to encourage urban growth and increase residential
development capacity in existing UGAs (i.e., to promote “infill” development) for
jurisdictions to consider during their comprehensive plan updates, in compliance with
RCW 26.70A.215.



The County has committed to not only adopting, but implementing adequate reasonable
measures to help meet the urban/rural population growth target identified in Appendix B
of the CPPs. Resolution No. 158-2004 also stated *“...2. In addition to those reasonable
measures that the County has already adopted and implemented,...Kitsap County staff
should begin the process of identifying additional reasonable measures the Board of
County Commissioners should consider adopting and implementing.”

The County is considering several new reasonable measures as part of the
Comprehensive Plan 10-Year update to accommodate a greater share of urban growth,
including but not limited to, increased zoning densities in existing UGAS, requiring
minimum urban densities, and strategies to increase efficiency in the delivery of public
services. These measures will be considered and evaluated as part of the Comprehensive
Plan 10-Year update Alternatives developed for public review and comment.

Quantitative Assessment of Existing Reasonable Measures

Staff review of the adopted reasonable measures indicates that approximately seven (7) of
the eighteen (18) adopted measures can be quantified, including:

Increase in allowable residential densities

Allowing duplexes

Allowing townhouses and condominiums in single-family zones
Cluster residential lots

Accessory dwelling units

Housing units approved as part of mixed use developments
Density bonuses

NogakowhE

Staff collected and analyzed preliminary permit data from 2000-2005 for the identified
quantifiable or “measurable” reasonable measures to ascertain their effectiveness at
accommodating a greater share of urban population growth.

1. County-initiated sub-area plan rezones since adoption of the 1998 Plan
include Kingston Phase | and ULID #6

Assessment: Significant net gain in density in ULID #6 due to re-designation
of land from urban low to urban medium and mixed use, offset to some extent
by re-designation of urban low to business park use. Kingston Phase |
obtained a net increase in density by redesignating lands from neighborhood
commercial and urban medium to urban village center. See attached
“Preliminary Growth Monitoring Analysis” tables for more details.

2. Duplexes accounted for approximately 1% of all new units permitted in
unincorporated UGAs from 2000-2005

Assessment: Assuming an average 5,000 s.f. lot, duplexes could be estimated
to account for approximately 2-3 acres of “saved” land accommodated by
“infill” development rather than by UGA expansion countywide for the next



five years (i.e., not a significant measure to increase capacity inside existing
UGAS). See attached “Preliminary Growth Monitoring Analysis” tables for
more details.

Condominiums accounted for approximately 3% of all new units
permitted in unincorporated UGAs from 2000-2005. Almost all approved
condominium units were in single-family residential zones.

Assessment: Using similar assumptions as duplexes, condominiums could be
estimated to account for approximately 6-10 acres of “saved” land
accommodated by “infill” development rather than by UGA expansion
countywide for the next five years (i.e., not likely a significant measure to
increase capacity inside existing UGAS). See attached “Preliminary Growth
Monitoring Analysis” tables for more details.

Cluster residential lots created from 2000-2005 accounted for only three
(3) new single-family residential units.

Assessment: Cluster residential lots are allowed in all Kitsap County low and
medium density urban residential zones as well as by conditional use in rural
residential zones. This measure, in and of itself as currently applied, is not
likely to significantly increase capacity inside existing UGAs. See attached
“Preliminary Growth Monitoring Analysis” tables for more details.

Only two (2) accessory dwelling units (ADUs) have been permitted from
2000-2005 in the unincorporated UGAs.

Assessment: ADUs provide another housing option by allowing a second
residential unit on a tax lot. Nevertheless, this measure, in and of itself, is not
likely to significantly increase capacity inside existing UGAs. See attached
“Preliminary Growth Monitoring Analysis” tables for more details.

Only one (1) housing unit was approved as part of a mixed use
development in the unincorporated UGAs from 2000-2005.

Assessment: Many of Kitsap County’s commercial zones and urban medium
to high density residential zones allow mixed use development via a
conditional use permit. However, as currently applied, this measure, in and of
itself, is not likely to significantly increase capacity inside existing UGAS. See
attached “Preliminary Growth Monitoring Analysis” tables for more details.

Density bonuses (apart from clustered lots) are specifically authorized
only in the Poulsbo Urban Transition Area (PUTA). Permit data
indicates no density bonuses were applied for from 2000-2005 in the
PUTA.



Assessment: Density bonuses are allowed in certain areas as an incentive for
achieving other community values such as affordable housing, infill, open
space preservation, etc. This measure, in and of itself as currently applied, is
not likely to significantly increase capacity inside existing UGAs.

The seven guantifiable measures examined in this analysis are likely to account for
somewhere in the range of 1%-5% of the forecast 20-year population growth, depending
in large part on local real estate market conditions. However, assuming existing
development trends and market conditions remain relatively static, they are unlikely to
accommaodate a significant amount of future “infill” development relative to the total 20-
year forecast growth for all the unincorporated UGAs. In addition, their relative
acceptance by developers and the real estate market is likely to vary by UGA.

Kitsap County must carefully document consideration of both existing and potential new
reasonable measures as part of the 10-Year Plan update. The likely impact or effect of
implementing reasonable measures (including consideration of adopting additional
measures) should be evaluated and documented through the Draft and Final
Environmental Impact Statements for the 10-Year Comprehensive Plan update.

Preliminary Growth Monitoring Analysis

Kitsap County must also initiate a growth monitoring program under RCW 36.70A.215
(already underway) to evaluate the efficacy of those “reasonable measures” at achieving
the goals of the Plan and meeting the CPP requirements—including achieving the
adopted urban/rural population growth goal. The attached set of tables in the
“Preliminary Growth Monitoring Analysis” contains the detailed analysis for each factor
and/or adopted “quantifiable” reasonable measure identified to date*. Brief analysis
comments are also noted on each table as applicable.

Growth monitoring analysis, to date, has identified the following trends and indices:

e Table 1—Achieved Densities in Kitsap County Unincorporated UGA Final Long
Plats (2000-2005)
Table 2—Single-Family Residential Unit Permits (2000-2005)
Table 3—New Residential Lots Created by Urban/Rural Land Class (2000-2005)
Table 4—Unincorporated UGA “Citizen-Initiated” Rezones (2000-2005)
Table 5—Unincorporated UGA “County-Initiated” Rezones (2000-2005)*
Table 6—Duplexes Permitted in Unincorporated UGAs (2000-2005)*
Table 7—Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) Permitted in Unincorporated UGAs
(2000-2005)*
e Table 8—Cluster Development Building Permits in Unincorporated UGAs (2000-
2005)*
e Table 9—Mixed Use Residential Building Permits in Unincorporated UGAs
(2000-2005)*
e Table 10—Townhouses & Condominiums Permitted in Single-Family Zones
within Unincorporated UGAs (2000-2005)*



The preliminary growth monitoring analysis indicates development trends from 2000-
2005 with particular focus on data related to development issues documented in the 2002
BLR.

Urban Densities

Table 1 examined final approved plats approved from 2000-2005 in the unincorporated
UGAs. This preliminary analysis is meant to ascertain whether the County’s actual
achieved urban densities are consistent with the “planned” or zoned densities in its
unincorporated UGAs (based on development approved since the original 2002 BLR
analysis period). The results from Table 1 indicate that the County is achieving its
minimum “planned” urban densities in the unincorporated UGAs. That preliminary
analysis will be more fully documented in the 2007 BLR update, including consistency
analysis between achieved and planned densities for the cities.

Rural/Urban Growth Targets

Table 2 identifies single-family residential (SFR) building permits approved from 2000-
2005 in unincorporated Kitsap County. According to the preliminary data, approximately
73% of new unincorporated residential permits over the past six years have been issued in
rural areas (primarily in the rural residential zone and secondarily in the rural protection
zone) while 27% of county-issued SFR permits were for new development in the
unincorporated UGAs. This table identifies only Kitsap County issued SFR building
permits for new construction. It does not include new SFR permits issued by the cities.
Therefore, the data in Table 2, in and of itself, cannot be evaluated against the 76%/24%
urban-rural population growth allocation goal adopted in the CPPs. Additional building
permit data from the cities must be included before a comparable analysis with the
adopted CPP allocation target can be performed. City building permit data is intended to
be collected as a part of the BLR update prepared in 2007.

The preliminary data in Table 3 indicates that approximately 50% of all new lots created
in the unincorporated county in the last five years were in unincorporated UGASs. This is
an important early indicator of a growing trend towards accommodating a greater share
of future growth in urban areas compared to historic rural development activity. In
addition, as the supply of pre-GMA rural non-conforming or “legacy lots” diminishes, the
share of future growth within UGAs will increase. City subdivision data will be analyzed
as a part of the Buildable Lands Report update prepared in 2007. Adding the new
incorporated urban lots created from 2000-2005 to the unincorporated UGA totals will
present a clearer picture of the increasing trend toward urbanization countywide.

The County considered other reasonable measures to encourage urban growth and
increase UGA development capacity in its 10-Year Plan update process. Experience in
other “buildable lands” counties that have implemented reasonable measures suggests
that those measures most likely to increase UGA capacity (in lieu of UGA expansion),
include:



1. Rezone existing UGA parcels from lower to higher density zones (i.e.,
up-zones) [land use/zoning map change]

2. Increase allowable densities in urban residential zone [zoning code
change]

3. Adopt minimum urban densities/maximum lot sizes in urban
residential zones [zoning code change]

4. Adopt density bonus provisions in urban single-family residential
zones (e.g., beyond Poulsbo) [zoning code change]; and

5. Targeted capital facility investments (e.g., increase sewer feasibility in
areas deemed currently unfeasible for developer extension due to small
lot sizes, critical areas, topography, etc.) [sewer policy change or new
public expenditures]

Recommended Reasonable Measures

Alternative 2 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and the Preferred
Alternative of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) recommend
implementation of several existing as well as new measures to increase UGA
development capacity and accommodate a greater share of future population growth
within urban areas. These measures are specifically intended to increase consistency with
the urban and rural population growth target identified in Appendix B of the Countywide
Planning Policies. FEIS Table C-1 identifies which measures are new or expanded in
comparison to adopted reasonable measures. Proposed new reasonable measures
identified and discussed in more detail in the DEIS/FEIS include:

Increase Residential Densities within Existing UGA Boundaries (expanded
measure). Rezones of specific parcels within the existing UGASs to higher
densities and increasing the range of allowable densities in some of the County’s
urban residential zones are both proposed as part of Alternative 2/Preferred
Alternative. The parcel-specific “up-zones” and proposed code changes to allow
for a higher range of allowable densities have been off-set, in some cases,
however, by the proposal to decrease the minimum urban density required in the
Urban Low and Urban Cluster Residential zones. The change from 5 units/acre to
4 units/acre minimum was based on significant public participation and used to
maintain and enhance the diversity of community character. Nevertheless, the
proposed 4 unit/acre density minimum in the Urban Low and Urban Cluster
Residential zones is still GMA compliant* and the maximum allowed densities in
the higher density zones have been significantly increased.

The proposed changes to the range of allowable zoning densities in Alternative
2/Preferred Alternative are presented in the following table:

! According to the CPSGMHB, “Generally, any residential pattern of four net dwelling units per acre, or
higher, is compact urban development and satisfies the low end of the range required by the [GMA]".
[Bremerton I, 5339¢, FDO, at pg. 50]



Zones Existing Allowable Proposed Allowable
Density Range (Alt. 1) Density Range (Alt.
2/Pref Alt)
Urban Low 5-9 units/acre 4-9 units/acre
Urban Cluster 5-9 units/acre 4-9 units/acre
Urban High 19-24 units/acre 19-30 units/acre
Neighborhood 10-24 units/acre 10-30 units/acre

Commercial *

Highway Tourist
Commercial *

10-24 units/acre

10-30 units/acre

Regional 10-24 units/acre 10-30 units/acre
Commercial*
Mixed Use None 10-30 units/acre

*Note: Residential uses are encouraged but not required in these commercial
zones

Impacts to the overall population capacity of the existing individual UGAs from
the proposed parcel-specific zone changes and changes to the allowable density
ranges are documented in Section 3.2.3 (Population, Housing & Employment) of
the EIS.

Allow for Alternative Sanitary Sewer Systems in Unincorporated UGAs (new
measure) to ensure urban-level sewer or equivalent wastewater service in all
UGA s for the 20-year planning horizon. New proposed policies would allow for
alternative systems such as package plants, membrane systems and community
drain fields in areas where other sewer provision is not financially feasible,
provide significant benefit to aquifer recharge and would enable Kitsap County to
monitor and maintain those facilities to ensure their long-term effectiveness.

Remove Pre-planning Allowances in UGAs (new measure). Development
regulations have allowed subdivisions to “shadow plat” and show how urban
densities can be achieved in the future and how sanitary sewer can be
accommodated to serve all lots when fully developed. In the meantime, portions
of the “shadow plat” can be developed with on-site septic systems. To increase
the incentive for sewer provision and urban densities, removal of the pre-planning
regulations is proposed in Alternative 2/Preferred Alternative.

Provide for Regional Stormwater Facilities in Unincorporated UGAS
(expanded measure) to increase development feasibility on small and/or
development constrained parcels. New policy would allow for funding and
construction of regional stormwater treatment facilities in areas where individual
on-site treatment facilities are not financially feasible.

Strengthen and Amend Policies to Promote Low Impact Development
(expanded measure). Policies support clustered development with surface water



features that allow for minimal site disturbance. This could allow for innovative
infrastructure resulting in more efficient use of developable land.

Consolidated Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations (new measure)
will make it easier to rezone urban parcels in the future without the additional
time and expense of a comprehensive plan amendment process.

Adopt New Mixed Use Zone (expanded measure) for the Silverdale, East and
West Bremerton and Central Kitsap, and Port Orchard UGAS to promote more
transit-oriented urban development and increase residential development capacity
within existing UGA boundaries.

Mandate Minimum Densities for New Subdivisions (new measure) to ensure
that any new urban lots created through the subdivision process meet the
minimum urban densities specified in their respective zones.

Increased Building Height Limits and Bonus Height Incentives (new
measure) to accommaodate higher density residential development, increase
residential development capacity within existing UGAs and promote more
efficient development patterns in areas appropriately zoned to accommodate such
development with supporting urban services and amenities.

Design Guidelines for Silverdale (new measure) to promote pedestrian and
transit-friendly development and increased aesthetic appeal to encourage more
efficient and higher density residential development within the Downtown core of
the Silverdale UGA.

SEPA Categorical Exemptions for Mixed Use and Infill Development &
Increased Thresholds for SEPA Categorical Exemptions (new measure) to
streamline the development review process and encourage more efficient
development within existing UGA boundaries.

Adopt Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Policies and Implementing
Regulations (new measure) to allow for the transfer of development capacity
from rural parcels to UGAs in order to encourage more efficient development
patterns countywide.

Adopt policies encouraging the allowance of density bonus provisions
(expanded measure) for new development in urban residential and mixed use
Zones.

Adopt Policies Addressing and Promoting Reasonable Measures (new

measure) to increase efficient use of UGASs by requiring consideration of
reasonable measures prior to any proposed UGA expansion.
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Adopt UGA Management Agreements (expanded measure) between 2007-
2008 to address transformance of governance issues such as delivery of urban
services, annexation plans, applicable development regulations and standards,
etc., for unincorporated UGAs, including Bremerton East and West, Central

Kitsap, South Kitsap Industrial Area, Gorst, ULID #6/McCormick Woods and
Port Orchard/South Kitsap.
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PRELIMINARY GROWTH MONITORING ANALYSIS TABLES
[ATTACHED]

Table 1— Achieved Densities in Kitsap County Unincorporated UGA Final Long
Plats (2000-2005)

Table 2—Unincorporated Single-Family Residential Unit Permits (2000-2005)

Table 3—New Residential Lots Created by Urban/Rural Land Class (2000-2005)

Table 4—Unincorporated UGA “Citizen-Initiated” Rezones (2000-2005)

Table 5—Unincorporated UGA “County-Initiated” Rezones (2000-2005)

Table 6—Duplexes Permitted in Unincorporated UGAs (2000-2005)

Table 7—Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) Permitted in Unincorporated UGAS
(2000-2005)

Table 8—Cluster Development Building Permits in Unincorporated UGAs (2000-
2005)

Table 9—Mixed-Use Residential Building Permits in Unincorporated UGAs (2000-
2005)

Table 10—Townhouses & Condominiums Permitted in Single-Family Zones within
Unincorporated UGAs (2000-2005)
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Table 1

Kitsap County

Achieved Urban Densities in Final Long Plats, Unincorporated County, 2000-2005

MINIMUM
. Pfiﬁﬁgm TOTAL AVERAGE NET
GROSS ZONE UNITS/ACRE DENSITY
PLAT PLAT DWELLING DWELLING  GROSS NET PLATTED  PLATTED RECORDED | NET DENSITY DENSITY ACHIEVED (URBAN
NUMBER  YEAR PLAT NAME JURISDICTION ZONE  UNIT MIN UNITMAX  ACRES ACRES DENSITY  DENSITY LoT (LOTSIACRE) | ACHIEVED 2 LOW ZONE)
5412 2000 ILLAHEE NORTH DIV II CENTRAL KITSAP UGA UL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 5.83 5.81 0.21 0.21 28 482 No 5.60
5428 2001 SYDNEY MANOR CENTRAL KITSAP UGA uL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 3.14 3.04 017 017 18 593 Yes
5442 2002 MOSHER CREEK DIV Il CENTRAL KITSAP UGA UR 1 DUIAC 5 DU/AC 9.40 2.45 0.14 0.04 66 26.94 NA
5371 2002 CANYON ESTATES 11 CENTRAL KITSAP UGA uL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 9.14 541 0.35 0.21 26 4.80 No
5463 2004  BROWNSVILLE STATION DIV 2 CENTRAL KITSAP UGA uL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 275 2.39 0.13 0.11 21 8.80 Yes
5464 2004 AMBLESIDE PHASE Ill CENTRAL KITSAP UGA uL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 6.47 4.36 0.36 0.24 18 413 No
5477 2005 ESQUIRE HILLS DIV 3 CENTRAL KITSAP UGA uL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 18.67 9.51 0.25 0.13 76 7.99 Yes
5478 2005 VAN BEYNUM CENTRAL KITSAP UGA uL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 2.45 215 0.24 0.21 10 4.66 No
5475 2005 HAMAR CENTRAL KITSAP UGA uL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 3.15 279 0.35 0.31 9 3.23 No
5423 2001  APPLE TREE COVE MEADOWS KINGSTON UGA uL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 4.26 3.44 0.16 0.13 27 7.85 Yes
5424 2001 APPLE COVE KINGSTON UGA uL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 157 0.79 0.17 0.09 9 11.36 Yes
5430 2001  NORTH LAKE AT MCCORMICK MCCORMICK WOODS UGA uL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 33.56 13.62 0.93 0.38 36 2,64 No
5416 2000 DEL TORMEY PORT ORCHARD UGA uL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 421 3.69 0.21 0.18 20 543 Yes
5441 2002 COVINGTON PLACE PORT ORCHARD UGA uL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 10.53 10.16 0.16 0.15 66 6.49 Yes
5479 2005 TURTLE COVE PORT ORCHARD UGA uL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 10.26 172 0.45 0.07 23 13.40 Yes
5413 2003 THACKERY HILLS 2 SILVERDALE UGA uL 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 3.34 271 0.24 0.19 14 517 Yes
5440 2002 BRECKENRIDGE DIV I SILVERDALE UGA UH 19 DU/AC 24 DUIAC 425 2.82 0.11 0.07 40 14.19 No
5422 2001 WOODS & MEADOWS DIV 4 UNINCORPORATED KITSAP CO RR 1DU/SAC  1DUI5AC 37.32 15.91 1.01 0.43 37 2.32 Rural
5427 2001 ZACHARIASEN UNINCORPORATED KITSAP CO RR 1DU/SAC  1DU/5AC 5.80 5.25 0.64 0.58 9 1.72 Rural
5429 2001 LAREE ESTATES UNINCORPORATED KITSAP CO RP 1DU/AOAC  1DUMOAC  17.90 9.04 1.99 1.00 9 1.00 Rural
5436 2002 PRESIDENT POINT UNINCORPORATED KITSAP CO RR 1DU/SAC  1DUI/5AC 8.43 453 0.70 0.38 12 2.65 Rural
5417 2002 SOUTHWORTH RIDGE UNINCORPORATED KITSAP CO RR 1DU/SAC  1DUI5AC 16.09 12.67 3.22 253 5 0.39 Rural
5457 2003 EVERGREEN RIDGE DIV 3 UNINCORPORATED KITSAP CO RR 1DU/SAC  1DU/5AC 26.74 18.68 0.76 0.53 35 1.87 Rural
5444 2003 KELLI ANN COMMONS UNINCORPORATED KITSAP CO RR 1DU/SAC  1DU/5AC 11.76 244 1.96 0.41 6 2.46 Rural
5454 2003 NEWBERRY WOODS DIV | UNINCORPORATED KITSAP CO RP 1DU/MOAC  1DUMAOAC 2675 9.08 1.41 0.48 19 2.09 Rural
5431 2004 SOUTH LAKE RIDGE PUD UNINCORPORATED KITSAP CO RP 1DU/0AC  1DUMOAC 4113 17.17 0.88 0.37 47 2.74 Rural
5467 2004 NEWBERRY WOODS DIV 2 UNINCORPORATED KITSAP CO RP 1DU/I0AC  1DU/I0AC  22.06 14.90 0.61 0.41 36 242 Rural
5460 2004  GIG HARBOR NORTH AIRPARK  UNINCORPORATED KITSAP CO IND 0 0 2231 18.51 117 0.97 19 1.03 Rural
5473 2005 WHITEHORSE UNINCORPORATED KITSAP CO IRF 1DU0AC  1DU20AC 44869  176.42 5.98 2.35 75 0.43 Rural
5419 2005 LEXINGTON PHASE | UNINCORPORATED KITSAP CO RR 1DU/5AC  1DU/5 AC 11.47 3.83 1.43 0.48 8 2.09 Rural
Comments:

Analysis of final long plats approved by Kitsap County from 2000-2005 indicates that, on
average, long plats approved in the Urban Low (UL) zone (which account for almost all

approved urban long plats) met the minimum "planned" urban density of 5 dwelling units
per acre. Actual or observed densities in these plats averaged 5.60 units per net acre--as
envisioned in the comprehensive plan.

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, Growth Management Consultant




Table 2
Kitsap County

Single Family Residential (SFR) Building Permits, Unincorporated County, 2000-2005

| Zoning

Year Total SFR Permits Issued (2000
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2005)
Total No. Percent of Total
URBAN
Unincorporated UGA 230 273 299 280 330 246 226 1,884 27%
Other 9 2 1 4 3 0 3 22 0%
Subtotal Urban 239 275 300 284 333 246 229 1,906 27%
RURAL
Unincorporated Rural 819 671 661 651 693 726 696 4,917 70%
LAMIRDs 29 41 33 36 40 39 33 251 4%
Subtotal Rural 848 712 694 687 733 765 729 5,168 73%
Total SFR Permits Issued 1,087 987 994 971 1,066 1,011 958 7,074 100.0%
Percentage of Total SFR Building
Permits Issued by Year
Urban 22% 28% 30% 29% 31% 24% 24%
Rural 78% 72% 70% 71% 69% 76% 76%

Comments:

This table identifies only Kitsap County issued SFR building permits for new construction. It does not
include new SFR permits issued by the cities. Therefore, the analysis in this table, in and of itself, cannot
be measured against the 76%/24% urban/rural population growth allocation goal adopted in the CPPs.
Additional building permit data from the cities must be included before a comparable analysis with the

adopted CPP allocation goal can be performed. City data is intended to be collected as a part of the

buildable lands report update conducted in 2006-2007. Similar reported data from the PSRC has been
requested for validation. Approximately 73% of new unincorporated residential permits over the past six
years have been issued in rural areas, primarily in the rural residential zone and secondarily in the rural

protection zone.

Notes: (1) Analysis does not include city-issued new single-family residential building permits from 2000-2005.

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, Growth Management Consultant




Table 3
Kitsap County

New Residential Lots Created, Unincorporated County, 2000-2005

Area/Type of Plat Year Total New Lot Creation Share
2000 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 (2000-2005)
Total No. Percent of Total
Unincorporated Urban
Long Plat Lots 48 90 198 14 39 118 507 37.2%
Short Plat Lots 27 36 18 35 35 19 170 12.5%
Large Lots 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0.1%
Subtotal Urban 75 126 218 49 74 137 679 49.8%
Unincorporated Rural
Long Plat Lots 0 55 17 60 83 83 298 21.8%
Short Plat Lots 60 46 a7 33 12 14 212 15.5%
Large Lots 14 17 29 36 29 50 175 12.8%
Subtotal Rural 74 118 93 129 124 147 685 50.2%
Total New Lots Created 149 244 311 178 198 284 1,364 100.0%
Percentage of Total Lots Created by
GMA Land Class by Year
Urban 50.3% 51.6% 70.1% 27.5% 37.4% 48.2%
Rural 49.7% 48.4% 29.9% 72.5% 62.6% 51.8%

Comments:

This table examines new lot creation (subdivisions) as another means to measure how and where new
growth is planned to be accommodated. It identifies only Kitsap County final approved long plats, short
plats and large lot subdivisions. It does not include new plats approved and recorded by the cities in the
incorporated UGAs. Additional final plat data from the cities will be identified and analyzed as a part of

the buildable lands report update conducted in 2006-2007. The preliminary data indicate that, unlike

building permits, new lot creation has been occurring at essentially the same rate in both urban and rural
unincorporated areas of the county. Once the final plats approved in the incorporated UGAs are added to
this analysis, however, the result will certainly indicate a preponderance of new lots created in UGAs

countywide relative to rural areas.

Notes: (1) Analysis excludes new commercial/industrial lots; (2) Analysis does not account for net loss of parent parcel from a development capacity standpoint.

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, Growth Management Consultant



Table 4

Kitsap County

Unincorporated UGA "Citizen-Initiated" Rezones, 2000-2005

APPLICATION PLAN TOTAL NET ZONING ZONING
APPLICANT YEAR # DESIGNATION APPROVED DESIGNATION CHANGE ACREAGE JURISDICTION INCREASE MIN MAX MIN MAX COMMENTS
Bill Schourup 2003 03-09633 Urban Low Industrial 0.93 Bremerton West UGA n/a Map Correction
Bill Schourup 2001 010525-009 Business Park Highway Tourist Commercial 3.06 Central Kitsap UGA n/a Site Specific
Brian Ferguson 2001 010611-021 Urban Medium Neighborhood Commercial 5.34 Central Kitsap UGA n/a Site Specific
Steve Steinman 2001 010430-001 Urban Medium Neighborhood Commercial 1.02 Central Kitsap UGA n/a Map Correction
Big O Development 2003 03-08185 Urban Low Highway Tourist Commercial 0.15 Central Kitsap UGA n/a Map Correction
Steve Steinman 2003 03-08284 Urban Medium Highway Tourist Commercial 1.12 Central Kitsap UGA n/a Map Correction
D.L. Bradley Group 2001 010621-027 Urban Medium Highway Tourist Commercial 6.00 Kingston UGA n/a Site Specific
Jean Sherrard 2004 04-16508 Urban Medium Urban High 5.74 Kingston UGA 5.74 19 DU/AC| 24 DU/AC 109 138 Site Specific
Dennis Wardwell 2001 010507-005 Urban Low Highway Tourist Commercial 0.50 Port Orchard UGA n/a Site Specific
Pat Penaranda 2001 010611-015 Urban Low Highway Tourist Commercial 4.38 Port Orchard UGA n/a Site Specific
Eric Kvinsland 2001 010525-010 Urban Low Highway Tourist Commercial and Urban High 9.05 Port Orchard UGA 4.00 19 DU/AC| 24 DU/AC 76 96 Site Specific
Brass Ring 2003 03-09560 Urban Low Highway Tourist Commercial 0.30 Port Orchard UGA n/a Map Correction
Lewis 2004 04-15938 Urban Low Highway Tourist Commercial 0.60 Port Orchard UGA n/a Site Specific
Home Depot 2004 04-16522 Urban Medium Highway Tourist Commercial 2.17 Port Orchard UGA n/a
WinMar Co 2001 010608-014 Urban High Regional Commercial 5.00 Silverdale UGA n/a Site Specific
Cascade Evergreen 2001 010608-005 Urban Low Urban High 1.17 Silverdale UGA 1.17 19 DU/AC| 24 DU/AC 22 28 Map Correction
Sue Sehmel 2003 03-09638 Urban Low Highway Tourist Commercial 0.55 Silverdale UGA n/a Map Correction
Olmsted Land 2003 03-06327 Business Park Neighborhood Commercial 7.29 Silverdale UGA n/a Map Correction
FW Outlook Apts 2003 03-09576 Urban Low Urban High 11.77 Silverdale UGA 11.77 19 DU/AC| 24 DU/AC 224 282 Map Correction
Ridgetop 2003 03-09520 Urban High Urban Low 26.00 Silverdale UGA n/a
Ridgetop 2003 03-09520 Urban Medium Urban Low 10.00 Silverdale UGA Map Correction
Notes

Citizen-initiated UGA rezones from 2000-2005 are sorted first by jurisdiction (UGA) and then by year.

Red text indicates parcels rezoned from urban residential to urban non-residential (Total = 33.1 acres)

Blue text indicates parcels rezoned from a higher to a lower urban residential density (Total =36.0 acres)

Green text indicates parcels rezoned from a lower to a higher urban density (Total = 22.6 acres)

Black text indicates parcels rezoned from one urban non-residential designation to another (Total = 10.35 acres)

Comments:

From a "reasonable measures" evaluation standpoint, these are "market-driven" or citizen-initiated rezones--not

County-initiated rezones made specifically to increase UGA residential capacity. They are more an indicator of
how well the "market" has responded to the existing adopted UGA subarea plan land use designations. In that
vein, one might say that the "market" is pretty content with the existing UGA plan designations--insofar as the
planned land use pattern is concerned anyway, not necessarily considering the size of UGAs--in that only about
100 acres of UGA land in the last five years (out of thousands of acres) has changed designation, at property-
owner request. Those designation changes include both "up-zones" as well as "down-zones". Overall, the net
effect of these citizen-initiated rezones over the past five years is likely to indicate a net loss in UGA residential
capacity, though not a significant one.

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, Growth Management Consultant




Table 5
Kitsap County
Unincorporated UGA "Subarea Plan-Initiated" Rezones, 2000-2005

YEAR ADOPTION 1998 COMP PLAN TOTAL NET ZONING ZONING
SUB-AREA PLAN PROPOSED DATE DESIGNATION APPROVED DESIGNATION CHANGE ACREAGE JURISDICTION INCREASE MIN MAX MIN MAX COMMENTS
Kingston Sub-Area Plan Phase | 2004 10/25/2004
Rural Residential Urban Restricted 241.43 Kingston UGA 241.43 1DU/AC 5DU/AC 241 1207
Rural Residential Urban Restricted / PARK 67.82 Kingston UGA 67.82
Rural Residential Urban Low 94.12 Kingston UGA 94.12 5 DU/AC 9 DU/AC 471 847
Rural Residential Urban Medium 10.13 Kingston UGA 10.13 10 DU/AC 18 DU/AC 101 182
Neighborhood Commercial Urban Village Center 21.22 Kingston UGA 21.22 1 DU/AC 18 DU/AC 21 382
Urban Medium Urban Village Center 7.81 Kingston UGA 7.81 1 DU/AC 18 DU/AC 8 141
Urban Low Urban Restricted 12.50 Kingston UGA 12.50 1DU/AC 5DU/AC 13 63 Shoreline
ULID #6 2003 12/8/2003
Urban Reserve Urban Cluster Residential 579 McCormick Woods 579 5DU/AC 9 DU/AC 2895 5211
Urban Reserve Urban Medium 40.00 McCormick Woods 40.00 10 DU/AC 18 DU/AC 400 720
Urban Low Urban Medium 38.00 McCormick Woods 38.00 10 DU/AC 18 DU/AC 380 684
Urban Low Urban Village Center 10.00 McCormick Woods 10.00 1 DU/AC 18 DU/AC 10 180
Urban Low Business Park 52.00 McCormick Woods 52.00 n/a n/a
Urban Low Urban Cluster Residential 326.00 McCormick Woods 326.00 5DU/AC 9 DU/AC 1630 2934

Notes

UGA Subarea Plan-initiated rezones from 2000-2005 can, from a "reasonable measures" standpoint, be evaluated to determine the net acres of
"internal" UGA lands rezoned since adoption of the initial 1998 Kitsap County Comp Plan. This analysis must exclude new "external" lands (e.qg., formerly
rural lands) added to the 1998 UGA boundary as a consequence of adoption of the subsequent subarea plan.

Red text indicates "UGA expansion parcels” rezoned from rural to urban (i.e., not a reasonable measure to increase development capacity inside existing UGAs)

Blue text indicates parcels rezoned from a higher to a lower urban residential density (i.e., not a reasonable measure)

Plum text indicates parcels rezoned from an urban residential designation to an urban non-residential designation (i.e., not a reasonable measure to increase UGA residential capacity)

Black text indicates parcels rezoned from an urban residential designation to an urban mixed-use designation or to a similar density residential designation (i.e., may or may not be a reasonable measure)
Green text indicates parcels rezoned from a lower to a higher urban density (i.,e., a reasonable measure!)

Comments:

Adoption of the ULID #6 Subarea Plan in 2003 probably achieved the greatest potential "internal” increase in urban densities (and therefore
capacity for additional growth without expansion) of all UGA subarea plan's adopted to date since 1998. The Kingston Subarea Plan (in Phase
1) designated new mixed use (Urban Village Center) areas converted from both pre-existing urban medium residential and neighborhood
commercial parcels resulting in a net increase in "internal" UGA residential capacity. Both the Kingston and ULID #6 subarea plan's "up-
zones" constitute a "reasonable measure" to increase existing UGA residential growth capacities.

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, Growth Management Consultant




Table 6
Kitsap County

Duplexes Permitted in Unincorporated UGAs, 2000-2005

ACCOUNT ISSUED PERMIT PLAN CODE ZONING
NUMBER PERMIT NO APPLICANT SITUS ADDRESS TYPECODE  STATUS DATE PROJECT NAME VEAR JURISDICTION 2 P DESCRIPTION
222401-4-098-2006| 05 28656 White Thomas E 816 MERRILLPLW  |R-MULTI-DUPX| ISSUED | 12/20/2005 | COMVersion of SFRIALQ | 554 | BREMERTON WEST | Urban Low iz Lo
to Duplex UGA Residential Residential
352501-2-105-2005| H-02 00088270|  Golden Lee & Donna 6203 PINE RD NE R-MULTI-DUPX| FINALED | 5/13/2002 DUPLEX 2002 SIS Ui e Wizt ey
UGA Residential Residential
352501-2-104-2006| 02 04879 Golden Lee & Donna 6189 PINE RD NE R-MULTI-DUPX| FINALED | 2/21/2003 | COnVersion of SFRIALQ | 555 SIS U Uiz e Wizetn s
to Duplex UGA Residential Residential
352501-2-098-2004| 04 19353 Boag Larry & Tina 531 NE MCWILLIAMS RD |R-MULTI-DUPX| FINALED | 12/1/2004 | CONVersion of SFRIALQ | 550, CEHIRAL AP Witz (Lo WizzTn (Lermy
to Duplex UGA Residential Residential
272501-3-047-2004| 0421440 | Vergeer Gerald S Jr & Shirley | 6782 TIBARDIS RDNW  |R-MULTI-DUPX| ISSUED | 2/24/2005 | COnversion of SFRIALQ | 5555 S Uiz e iz Lo
to Duplex UGA Residential Residential
352501-2-019-2000| 05 24333 Cox Jack 559 NE MCWILLIAMS RD |R-MULTI-DUPX| FINALED | 5/12/2005 DUPLEX 2005 e Ui e Wizt ey
UGA Residential Residential
262702-4-027-2004| H-00 00082898 Heart Homes 26193 BARRETT RDNE  |R-MULTI-DUPX| FINALED | 5/26/2000 DUPLEX 2000 KINGSTON UGA Uiz e Wizetn e
Residential Residential
262702-4-030-2009| 05 26463 Fladgard Mark A 26187 BARRETT RDNE |R-MULTI-DUPX| FINALED | 9/19/2005 | Conversion of SFRIALQ | 5545 KINGSTON UGA Witz (Lo aaniion
to Duplex Residential Residential
4808-001-024-0105| 03 06936 Golden Lee & Donna 3186 SECOLVEADR  |R-MULTI-DUPX| FINALED | 3/20/2003 DUPLEX 2003 [REIR CIRERR Uiz e iz e
UGA Residential Residential
RURAL KITSAP - -
4643-003-007-0002| H-98 00078462 Cloud Dean 984 PERU AVE E R-MULTI-DUPX| FINALED | 6/1/1999 1999 R OUNTY Rural Residential | Rural Residential
4643-003-007-0101| H-98 00078463 Cloud Dean 976 PERU AVE E R-MULTI-DUPX| FINALED | 12731099 | COMVersion of SFRIALQ | gqq RURAL KITSAP | & ral Residential | Rural Residential
to Duplex COUNTY
' RURAL KITSAP . -
082401-3-219-2000| H-01 00086143 Robinson Bruce 2476 RIDGEWAY DR NW  |R-MULTI-DUPX| FINALED | 4/8/2002 DUPLEX 2002 COUNTY Rural Residential | Rural Residential
092501-4-058-2000| 03 11889 Golden Lee NO ADDRESS FOUND  |R-MULTI-DUPX| FINALED | 9/24/2003 Duplex 2003 SILVERDALE UGA Uiz e iz e
Residential Residential
092501-4-089-2003| 05 23404 Golden Lee E & LucyJ | 11971 RIDGEPOINT DR NW |R-MULTI-DUPX| FINALED | 3/18/2005 DUPLEX 2005 SILVERDALE UGA Ui e Wiz ey
Residential Residential

Notes

Net new duplex units permitted in unincorporated UGAs from 2000-2005= 17
Duplexes accounted for approximately 1% of total dwelling units permitted in unincorporated UGAs from 2000-2005

Comments:

The allowance of duplexes in single family residential zones is a reasonable
measure adopted by Kitsap County to increase capacity within existing UGAs.
Variation exists between and among different unincorporated UGAs as to how
many new housing starts on an annual average basis are accounted for by
duplexes. Countywide, however, duplexes can be estimated to account for
approximately 1% of all new permitted dwellings, on an annual basis, in
unincorporated UGAs. Their overall contribution to the current urban housing

supply is de minim

is.

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, Growth Management Consultant




Table 7
Kitsap County
Assessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Building Permit Data 2000-2005

| Zoning Year Total ADU Permits Issued (2000-
1999 [ 2000 | 2001 [ 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 2005)
Total No. Percent of Total
URBAN
Central Kitsap UGA 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 13%
Subtotal Urban 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 13%
RURAL
Unincorporated Rural 0 1 0 1 3 3 5 13 87%
Subtotal Rural 0 1 0 1 3 3 5 13 87%
Total SFR Permits Is 0 1 1 2 3 3 5 15 100.0%
Percentage of Total
ADU Building
Permits Issued by
Year
Urban 0% 0% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0%
Rural 0% 100% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Kitsap County DCD



Table 8
Kitsap County

Cluster Development Building Permits 2000-2005

Zoning Year Total Cluster Development
1999 [ 2000 | 2001 [ 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 Permits Issued (2000-2005)
Total No. Percent of Total
URBAN
Central Kitsap UGA 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 33%
Kingston UGA 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 17%
Subtotal Urban 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 50%
RURAL
Unincorporated Rural 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 50%
Subtotal Rural 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 50%
Total Cluster Permits 0 0 0 1 2 2 1 100.0%
Percentage of Total
Cluster
Development
Building Permits
Issued by Year
Urban 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 50% 100%
Rural 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 50% 0%

Source: Kitsap County DCD




Table 9
Kitsap County
Mixed-Use Residential Building Permits 2000-2005

Zoning Year Total Mixed-Use Permits Issued
1999 [ 2000 | 2001 [ 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 (2000-2005)
Total No. Percent of Total
URBAN
Silverdale UGA 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 100%
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Subtotal Urban 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 100%
RURAL
Unincorporated Rural 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Subtotal Rural 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Total Mixed-Use Perr 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 100.0%
Percentage of Total
Mixed-Use Building
Permits Issued by
Year
Urban 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rural 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Source: Kitsap County DCD



Table 10

Kitsap County

Condominiums and Townhouses Permitted in Unincorporated UGAs, 2000-2005

ACCOUNT PERMIT _ PLAN CODE ZONING
Noan  PERMITNO APPLICANT SITUS ADDRESS TYPE CODE  STATUS PROJECT NAME A DEechibon JURISDICTION
H-01 10701 NE KINGSTON MEADOW Urban Medium Urban Medium "
8131-001-001-0002| o M0 N K Investments e C-MULTI 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASE | 2001 e e Kingston UGA
H-01 10695 NE KINGSTON MEADOW Urban Medium Urban Medium .
8131-001-002:0001 [ HO% N K Investments s C-MULTI 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASE | 2001 o e o e Kingston UGA
H-01 10693 NE KINGSTON MEADOW Urban Medium Urban Medium "
8131-001-003-0000 o M0 N K Investments e C-MULTI 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASE | 2001 e e Kingston UGA
H-01 10687 NE KINGSTON MEADOW Urban Medium Urban Medium .
8131-001-004-0009| ( 01 N K Investments i C-MULTI 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASE | 2001 o e o e Kingston UGA
H-01 10685 NE KINGSTON MEADOW Urban Medium Urban Medium "
8131-001-005-0008| (b0 N K Investments e C-MULTI 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASE | 2001 e e Kingston UGA
H-01 10669 NE KINGSTON MEADOW Urban Medium Urban Medium .
8131-001-006-0007| (01 N K Investments e C-MULTI 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASE | 2001 o e o e Kingston UGA
H-01 10671 NE KINGSTON MEADOW Urban Medium Urban Medium "
8131-001-007-0006| o M0 N K Investments e C-MULTI 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASE | 2001 e e Kingston UGA
H-01 10677 NE KINGSTON MEADOW Urban Medium Urban Medium .
8131-001-008-0005| ( 01 N K Investments s C-MULTI 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASE | 2001 o e o e Kingston UGA
8134-002-016-0000| 0203271 | Central Sound Construction INC | 10843 NE KINGSTON MEADOW |~ ;1 7 34 | FinALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASE 2 2002 \iiEDn (4T U (4RI Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential
8134-002-017-0009| 0203270 | Central Sound Construction INC | 10641 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | - yyiyy 1y 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASE 2 2002 i (e i (e Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential
8134-002-018-0008| 0203283 | Central Sound Construction INC | 10835 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | 1 7 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASE 2 2002 \iEDD (4T U (4RI Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential
8134-002-019-0007| 0203272 | Central Sound Construction INC | 10633 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | - yyiyy 1y 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASE 2 2002 Ui I Ui G Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential
8134-002-021-0003| 0203266 | Central Sound Construction INC | 10825 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | ;1 7 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASE 2 2002 e (4 ST Ui (Rl Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential
8134-002-020-0004| 0203279 | Central Sound Construction INC | 10627 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | - yyiy, 1y 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASE 2 2003 Wi G Ui G Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential
8136-003-022-0008| 0306766 | Central Sound Construction inc | -0819 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | ;1 7 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 e (4 ST R Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential
8136-003-023-0007| 0306768 | Central Sound Construction Inc | -0617 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | - yyiyy 1 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 Wi G Wi G Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential
8136-003-024-0006| 0306738 | Central Sound Construction inc | -0811 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | ;1 7 34 | FinALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 e (4 ST U (R Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential
8136-003-025-0005| 0306762 | Central Sound Construction Inc | 06° NE KINGSTONMEADOW | - yyiyy 1y 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 Wi G Wi G Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential
8136-003-026-0004| 0306764 | Central Sound Construction inc | -0803 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | ;1 7 34 | FinALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 e (4 ST U (4RI Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential
8136-003-027-0003| 030670 | Central Sound Construction inc | -0°97 NE KINGSTONMEADOW | - yyiyy 1 34 | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 Wi G Ui I Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential
8136-003-028-0002| 0306743 | Central Sound Construction inc | -09% NE KINGSTON MEADOW | ;1 7 34 | FinALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 \WiiEDn (4T Ui (4RI Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential
8136-003-020-0001| 0306745 | Central Sound Construction Inc | -0°89 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | - yyiyy 1 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 Ui I Ui I Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential
8136-003-030-0008| 0306747 | Central Sound Construction inc | -087 NE KINGSTON MEADOW |~ ;1 7 34 | FinALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 e (4 ST Ui (2RI Kingston UGA

CIRCLE

Residential

Residential

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, Growth Management Consultant

April 14, 2006



10581 NE KINGSTON MEADOW

Urban Medium

Urban Medium

8136-003-031-0007| 0306749 | Central Sound Construction Inc C-MULTI 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 ' Med ' Med Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-003-032-0006| 0306751 | Central Sound Construction inc | 10°79 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | vy 1) 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 Wi (St Siaieoin Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-003-033-0005| 0306754 | Central Sound Construction inc | ~0°73 NE KINGSTON MEADOW |~ 1 7 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 Wiewn (GGl Wiewn (S Gl Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-003-034-0004| 0306756 | Central Sound Construction inc | 10271 NE KINGSTON MEADOW |~ vy 1) 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 Siaieoin Siaieoin Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-003-038-0000| 0306758 | Central Sound Construction inc | ~0810 NE KINGSTON MEADOW |~ 1 7 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 Wi (Sl Wi (Sl Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-003-039-0009| 0306760 | Central Sound Construction inc | 10612 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | \yj; 1) 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 Wi (St Siagieoin Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-003-040-0006| 0306736 | Central Sound Construction inc | ~0818 NE KINGSTON MEADOW |~ 1 7 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2003 Wi (Sl Wi (Sl Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-035-0001| 0415767 | Central Sound Construction inc | 10743 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | vy 1) 34+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Wi (it Siaieoin Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-036-0000| 0415769 | Central Sound Construction inc | ~024% NE KINGSTON MEADOW |~ i 7 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Wiewn (SISl Wiewn (Sl Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-037-0009| 0415759 | Central Sound Construction inc | 10527 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | \yij; 1) 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Siaieotin Saieoiin Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-041-0003| 0415711 | Central Sound Construction inc | ~0°%4 NE KINGSTON MEADOW |~ ;1 7 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Wi (SR Wi (Sl Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-042-0002| 0415756 | Central Sound Construction inc | 10988 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | vy 1) 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Wi (St Wi (St Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-043-0001| 0415836 | Central Sound Construction inc | ~0°86 NE KINGSTON MEADOW |~ 1 7 34 | FinALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Wiewn (GGl Wiewn (GGl Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-044-0000| 0415844 | Central Sound Construction inc | 10911 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | vy 1) 34+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Siaieoin Siaieoin Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-045-0009| 0415783 | Central Sound Construction inc | ~0%13 NE KINGSTON MEADOW |~ 1 7 34 | FinALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Wiewn (Sl Wiewn (Sl Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-046-0008| 0415785 | Central Sound Construction inc | 10919 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | vy 1) 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Siaieoin Wi (it Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-047-0007| 0415804 | Central Sound Construction Inc | ~0°2% NE KINGSTON MEADOW |~ ;1 7 34 | FinALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Wi (SR Wiewn (Sl Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-048-0006| 0415807 | Central Sound Construction Inc | 10921 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | 1y 1) 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Siaieoin Siagieoiin Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-049-0005| 0415811 | Central Sound Construction inc | ~0°33 NE KINGSTON MEADOW |~ 1 7 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Wi (Sl Wiewn (Sl Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-050-0001| 0415813 | Central Sound Construction inc | 10935 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | iy 1) 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Wi (St Wi (S Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-051-0000| 0415774 | Central Sound Construction inc | ~0%49 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | - 1 7 34 | FiNALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Wi (Sl Wi (Sl Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-052-0009| 0415776 | Central Sound Construction inc | 10951 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | 1y 1) 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Wi (¥ Saieoin Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-053-0008| 0415771 | Central Sound Construction inc | ~0°57 NE KINGSTON MEADOW |~ ;1 7 34 | FinALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Wiewn (Gl Wiewn (Sl Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-054-0007| 0415839 | Central Sound Construction inc | 10963 NE KINGSTON MEADOW | vy 1) 34+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Wi (St Wi (St Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

8136-004-055-0006| 04 15841 | Central Sound Construction Inc NE KINGSTON MEADOW | ¢~ \yijy 7 3+ | FINALED KINGSTON MEADOWS PHASES 3 & 4 2004 Wiewn (Sl Wiewn (GGl Kingston UGA
CIRCLE Residential Residential

4316-035-013-0002| 02 00423 Carver Richard O 26190 PENNSYLVANIA AVE NE | C-MULTI 3+ | FINALED PENNSYLVANIA AVE TRIPLEX 2002 Urban Village Center|Urban Village Center| Kingston UGA

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, Growth Management Consultant
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352501-1-047-2008| 03 14416 Downeast Development Lic 6000 CAYMANS PL NE C-MULTI 3+ | FINALED DOWNEAST TRIPLEX 2004 Wi (SISl Wiiewn (SISl Central Kitsap UGA
Residential Residential
262501-1-004-2000( 05 23697 Bartimaeus Cohousing Comm Lic 7741 BEACON PL NE C-MULTI 3+ | ISSUED Bartimaeus Co-Housing- 'G' 2005 Urban Restricted Urban Restricted Central Kitsap UGA
262501-1-004-2000( 0523698 | Bartimaeus Cohousing Comm Llc 7741 BEACON PL NE C-MULTI 3+ | ISSUED Bartimaeus Co-Housing-'F' 2005 Urban Restricted Urban Restricted Central Kitsap UGA
262501-1-004-2000( 05 23699 Bartimaeus Cohousing Comm Lic 7741 BEACON PL NE C-MULTI 3+ | ISSUED Bartimaeus Co-Housing -E 2005 Urban Restricted Urban Restricted Central Kitsap UGA
262501-1-004-2000( 0523700 | Bartimaeus Cohousing Comm Llc 7741 BEACON PL NE C-MULTI 3+ | ISSUED Bartimaeus Co-Housing-D 2005 Urban Restricted Urban Restricted Central Kitsap UGA
262501-1-004-2000( 05 23701 Bartimaeus Cohousing Comm Lic 7741 BEACON PL NE C-MULTI 3+ | ISSUED Bartimaeus Co-Housing-C 2005 Urban Restricted Urban Restricted Central Kitsap UGA
262501-1-004-2000( 0523703 | Bartimaeus Cohousing Comm Llc 7741 BEACON PL NE C-MULTI 3+ | ISSUED Bartimaeus Co-Housing-B 2005 Urban Restricted Urban Restricted Central Kitsap UGA
202501-3-024-2008| 04 18955 Prisk Linda M 4667 NWWALGRENDR | C-MULTI 3+ | ISSUED NEWBERRY CONDO 2 2005 ErbanhcHie ErbanhcHie Silverdale UGA
Residential Residential
. . Urban Medium Urban Medium q
202501-3-024-2008( 04 18956 Prisk Linda M 4667 NW WALGREN DR C-MULTI 3+ | ISSUED NEWBERRY CONDO 3 2005 a a a a Silverdale UGA
Residential Residential
012301-1-024-2007| 04 16473 Park Vista 2944 SE LUND AVE SuETE: | EaE || PSR RS i & ASEH LN FEE || ey isionboriood isionboriood Port Orchard UGA
FKA, (Senior Housing) Commercial Commercial
172501-1-060-2002| 05 27705 Vintage At Silverdale Lic 3320 NW RANDALL WAY C-MULTI 3+ | ISSUED VINTAGE AT SILVERDALE 2005 Urban High Urban High Silverdale UGA
Residential Residential

Notes

Net new condo units permitted in unincorporated UGAs from 2000-2005= 60 (57 of which were permitted in single family zones (i.e., Urban Restricted
and Urban Medium residential zones)
Condos and townhouses accounted for approximately 3% of total dwelling units permitted in unincorporated UGAs from 2000-2005

Comments:

The allowance of condos and townhouses in single family residential zones is a

reasonable measure adopted by Kitsap County to increase capacity within existing
UGAs. Variation exists between and among different unincorporated UGAs as to

how many new housing starts on an annual average basis are accounted for by
condos and townhouses. The Kingston Unincorporated UGA accounted for the
vast majority of all permitted condos and townhouses from 2000-2005.
Countywide, however, these types of units can be estimated to account for
approximately 3% of all new permitted dwellings, on an annual basis, in

unincorporated

There were 3 recorded Condominiums in Unincorporated Kitsap County:

UGAs.

Kingston Meadows Phase 1
Building square feet - 14657
Zoning - Urban Medium
Number of Units - 9

Year - 2001

Kingston Meadows Phase 2

Building square feet - 18299
Zoning - Urban Medium
Number of Units - 12
Year - 2002

Kingston Meadows Phase 3 and 4
Building square feet - 29318
Zoning - Urban Medium
Number of Units - 34
Year - 2003

Sources: Kitsap County DCD; Mark Personius, Growth Management Consultant
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Chapter 1. Overview

1.1. Purpose

The Growth Management Act (GMA\) requires that urban growth areas (UGAS) and
the densities permitted within UGAs be reviewed and revised as necessary, at least
every ten years, to ensure that the population forecast for the succeeding twenty-year
period can be accommodated. The Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council (KRCC)
has adopted a countywide population forecast of 99,602 for the period from 2000 to
2025. The forecast is based on the intermediate countywide forecast promulgated by
the Washington State Office of Financial Management. The countywide forecast and
individual forecasts for each city and UGA and for the non-UGA portions of the
county are included in Appendix B of the adopted Kitsap County Countywide
Planning Policies (CPPs).

Although not mandated by GMA, Kitsap County developed twenty-year employment
targets as well. These targets, derived from trend forecasts with policy adjustments,
are not adopted in the CPPs but serve as the basis in the ten-year update to the
Comprehensive Plan (10-Year Update) for determining 20-year employment land
needs. Sufficient capacity must be identified to accommodate the forecast job growth
or the policy assumptions underlying the forecast must be revised.

The methodology of allocating population and employment forecasts is two-fold.
First, the capacity within existing UGA boundaries and land use designations must be
determined to ascertain whether and to what extent changes to densities or to the
urban growth boundaries are required to accommodate the forecast growth. Second,
forecast growth must be disaggregated to the transportation analysis zone (TAZ)
level to evaluate the land use plan alternatives for public services including
transportation modeling. A TAZ map follows the conclusion of this report.

1-1
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Kitsap County Forecast Allocation Methodology

Chapter 2. TAZ Allocations

2.1.1. Residential Capacity

The allocation methodology used for the 10-Year Update employed capacity analyses
conducted by Kitsap County. Through the County’s geographic information system
(GIS) County staff applied the assumptions and methodology in their 2005 Updated
Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA):. Capacity was analyzed at the TAZ level in
residential units. A factor for persons per household (pph) was applied based on
whether, according to allowed densities, units were likely to be multi-family (1.8
pph) or single family (2.5 pph), resulting in a population capacity for each TAZ. The
GIS capacity analysis distinguished between portions of TAZs located within
unincorporated UGAs, cities, and rural areas. At the direction of the City of Poulsbo,
22% of the acreage in the Poulsbo Urban Transition Area (PUTA) was assumed to be
undevelopable due to critical areas, rather than the parcel-level critical areas analysis
used in other UGAs.

TAZ-level capacity was not identified for rural designated areas. The ULCA
demonstrated at a countywide scale that the rural designated areas have more total
capacity than is required to accommodate the CPP allocation for rural area growth
through 2025. Additionally, the County had already completed a TAZ allocation
based on the Puget Sound Regional Council’s 2025 population forecast.

2.1.2. Alternative 1 (No Action)

Population Allocation

Forecasts

The CPPs provide population forecasts for each city, each UGA except the South
Kitsap Industrial Area (SKIA) UGA, which has no residential component, and the
rural area for the period from 2000 to 2025. To reconcile the 2000 baseline in the
CPP allocations with the 2003 transportation model baseline and to achieve greater
consistency with the 2005 development data used in the ULCA, each allocation was
reduced by three years’ growth according to the assumed average annual rate of
growth documented in the CPPs. Due to the constant rate calculation, the 2003
population estimate differs from the 2003 County-wide and city population estimates
from the Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM). State
population estimates could not be used, since the OFM does not provide population
estimates at the UGA level. Additionally, there is a small divergence between the

1 Kitsap County Updated Land Capacity Analysis, October 2005
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sum of the individual UGA and city population estimates and the County-wide
estimate for 2003. This is due to the varying growth curves of the UGAs, cities and
rural area.

The City of Poulsbo has experienced significant annexation activity since 2000.
Therefore, a portion of the allocation for the PUTA was transferred to the City’s
allocation so that the remaining PUTA allocation was generally consistent with

capacity.

Existing TAZ allocations for the rural areas were modified proportionally to be
consistent with the adjusted non-UGA allocation in the CPPs.

Capacity

For the UGAs, ULCA-derived population capacities for individual single family and
multi-family zones were aggregated by TAZ. The capacity analyses for UGAs
included a sewer factor, i.e., a deduction from capacity based on the distance of a
parcel from the closest sewer line.2

Capacity analyses of city TAZs were used to allocate growth for the cities of Poulsho
and Port Orchard. Allocations for the cities of Bremerton and Bainbridge Island
were based on accepted city assumptions and assumed to be consistent with available
capacity.

The City of Bremerton had allocated an estimated forecast by County TAZ in the
City’s 2004 Comprehensive Plan update. The City used a base year of 2000 and
a planning horizon of 2023. At the direction of City staff, the difference between
the City’s forecast 2023 population and the 2025 population in the CPPs was
allocated to the centers identified in the Bremerton Comprehensive Plan. The
forecast change from 2000 to 2025 for each TAZ was then reduced
proportionately so that the sum of all TAZs was equal the City’s CPP allocation
adjusted for the 2003 to 2025 period.

With the concurrence of City of Poulsbo staff, the County conducted a capacity
analysis for incorporated Poulsbo, using the ULCA methodology adjusted for the
City’s 22 percent critical area reduction assumption. As noted, a portion of the
PUTA was reallocated to the City to account for annexations that have occurred
since the 2000 base year CPP allocation. As a result, the City’s capacity is about
423 people less than the revised allocation.

2 Subsequent to the TAZ allocations, the Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board indicated that
the sewer factor deduction should not be used in the ULCA method. This means that Alternative 1 would have
more capacity for growth. As the transportation modeling addresses Countywide total population over the entire
network, comparing the growth of Alternative 1 with and without the sewer factor results in 1.27% difference which
is minimal. If considering only unincorporated population the difference is 1.4%.

2-3
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Kitsap County Forecast Allocation Methodology

= The County conducted a capacity analysis for the City of Port Orchard, using the
ULCA methodology. The calculated capacity of 3,245 was sufficient to
accommodate the adjusted CPP forecast of 3,237, therefore no adjustments were
made.

= At the direction of City of Bainbridge Island staff, 50 percent of the City’s CPP
population forecast was allocated to Winslow (TAZ 411), 5 percent was allocated
to the City’s Neighborhood Center designations, and the remaining 45 percent
was allocated evenly among TAZs 408, 409 and 410. No data was available to
correlate allocation to capacity.

2003 Baseline

The 2003 baseline population data was adjusted proportionately for each TAZ to be
consistent with the countywide annual growth rate assumed in the CPPs. The
cumulative increase was from 241,528 to 242,129 persons, a change of less than 0.3
percent.

Allocations

For Alternative 1, UGA forecasts were allocated first to single family capacity.
Remaining forecast growth was allocated to multi-family capacity. With the
exception of the transfer of forecast growth from the PUTA to the City of Poulsbo,
allocations for each UGA were limited to the UGA’s capacity.

The CPPs forecast population growth of 73 persons for the Gorst UGA. Since the
UGA has no residential capacity in Alternative 1, no population was allocated.

The Port Orchard UGA Expansion Study Area forecast was combined with the Port
Orchard UGA forecast for allocation purposes.

Employment Allocation

Forecasts

The “No Action” Alternative employment forecast by sector was derived by
extrapolating the 2017 forecast, from the adopted Comprehensive Plan, at a constant
rate of change. For consistent categorization of employment sectors among the
County forecast, the County 2003 employment baseline, and the cities” employment
targets, modifications to the sectoral divisions in the 2004 Comprehensive Plan were
necessary. A comparison of the 2017 forecast sectors and the PSRC sectors used in
the cities’ forecasts and the County’s 2003 baseline is in Table 2-1. The County
forecast sectors used in this analysis, as adjusted to achieve consistency with other
sector definitions, is also in Table 2-1.

Kitsap County [



Table 2-1. Employment Sector Comparison

2017 Forecast Sectors

PSRC Sectors

Adjusted Forecast Sectors

Manufacturing

Mining and Miscellaneous

Construction

Transportation and Utilities

Wholesale and Retail Trade

Finance, Insurance and
Real Estate

Services

Government

Manufacturing

Construction/Resources

Warehousing, Transportation and Utilities (WTU)

Retail Trade

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate and Services
(FIRES)

Government/Education

Manufacturing

Construction/Resources: Mining and
Miscellaneous combined with
Construction

WTU: Transportation and Utilities
combined with Wholesale (6.7% of
Wholesale and Retail Trade)

Retail Trade: 60% of Wholesale and
Retail Trade

FIRES: Finance, Insurance and Real
Estate combined with Services and
33.3% of Wholesale and Retail Trade
(restaurant component)

Government/Education: Government

After reconciling the employment sector categories, the net employment growth for
the unincorporated portion of the County was determined by deducting the cities’
projected employment growth from the countywide total by employment sector.

Employment targets for the cities were derived as follows:

= The City of Bremerton forecast employment by TAZ and by employment sector
for the period from 2000 to 2023 in the City’s 2004 Comprehensive Plan. At the
direction of City staff, additional employment targets were distributed to the
City’s centers, but were not identified by sector. For the County’s employment
allocations, the additional centers employment was assumed to be 50% FIRES

and 50% retail.

Using the constant rate of change from the City’s 2000 employment baseline to
the 2023 forecast, the baseline was advanced to 2003 and the horizon year to
2025 for consistency with the 2003 countywide baseline and the County’s 2025
forecast year. The City’s TAZ forecasts were adjusted for TAZs straddling the
City boundary proportionate to the percentage of the TAZ within the City.

= Poulsho did not have an employment forecast in the City’s adopted
Comprehensive Plan that could be extrapolated to the 2025 forecast year.
Therefore, a 2025 employment target by sector was derived from the mid-point
of the PSRC 2020 and 2030 employment forecasts for Poulsbo. To calculate the
increment of change, 2004 Employment Security sectoral data was reduced by

2-5
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Kitsap County Forecast Allocation Methodology

one year to a 2003 baseline using the constant rate of change, by sector, to the
interpolated PSRC forecast.

= The methodology for Port Orchard was the same as that for the City of Poulsbo,
except that the 2025 forecast for all sectors was increased to be consistent with
the 2,800 total jobs identified in the draft Port Orchard/South Kitsap Sub-Area
Plan.

= The City of Bainbridge Island’s employment target was taken from the mid-point
of the PSRC 2020 and 2030 forecasts by sector. PSRC forecast data is available
for Kitsap TAZ 411 and aggregated for the remaining TAZs within the City. The
distribution of the forecast by sector for TAZs 408, 409, and 410 was assumed to
be proportionately the same as in 2003.

Capacity
Net developable acreage by land use designation was calculated by the County for

each UGA. No sewer deduction was applied to employment capacity. These acres
were then converted to employment capacity according to the following assumptions:

= Lot coverage for industrial buildings: 38%

= Lot coverage for commercial buildings: 32%

= Industrial building square footage per employee: 969

= Commercial building square footage per employee: 500
= Commercial market factor: 1.25

= Industrial market factor: 1.5

= Estimated proportions of employment sectors locating in industrial or
commercial buildings (using the sector categories in the adopted Comprehensive
Plan) are in Table 2-2:

Table 2-2. Estimated Proportion Locating in Industrial or Commercial
Buildings, by Sector

Employment Sector Industrial Percent Commercial Percent
Manufacturing 95% 5%
Mining and Miscellaneous 15% 0%
Construction 15% 85%
Transportation and Utilities 30% 70%
Wholesale and Retail Trade 25% 75%
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 10% 90%
Services 20% 80%
Government 5% 0%
[ 26 |
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Source: Kitsap Comprehensive Plan, Economic Development Appendix

The factors in the table above were applied to the 2017 growth by sector forecast in
the adopted Comprehensive Plan. Employment totals in each sector were then
aggregated by industrial and commercial jobs and by commercial and industrial
zones where they would occur, e.g., commercial buildings were assumed to occur in
commercial designations. From this, percentage assumptions were derived for
commercial employees in commercial and industrial designations and industrial
employees in commercial and industrial designations.

The factors above — lot coverage, square feet per employee, market factor, and
percentage of commercial or industrial jobs by land use designation - were applied to
the net developable acreage in TAZs within each UGA for commercial and industrial
designations to derive the commercial and industrial employment capacities.

Allocations

Jobs were allocated to TAZs in each UGA according to the ratio of individual
forecast commercial sector jobs to the total of all forecast commercial jobs and the
percentage of individual forecast industrial sector jobs to the total of all forecast
industrial jobs. The result of maintaining the assumptions in the adopted
Comprehensive Plan is that each UGA has the same percentage distribution of jobs
by employment sector.

Due to both the lack of accounting for construction and resource employment in the
PSRC forecasts and the fact that such employment is not building dependent, an
alternate method for allocating these jobs was required. Therefore, forecast
construction and resource jobs were allocated on a percentage basis to the location of
these jobs in the 2003 baseline data. Employment data by TAZ was then aggregated
according to the jurisdiction in which the TAZs occur. Where TAZ boundaries
straddle city boundaries, allocations to the city and county were calculated according
to the percentage of the TAZ within each jurisdiction.

The Government/Education sector was also problematic, as the total projected sector
growth countywide exceeded the estimated 2003 baseline by 300 jobs. Under the
assumption that individual city forecasts would be accommodated in the countywide
forecast, the unincorporated portion was a net loss of 3,196 Government/Education
jobs. Government/Education jobs were deducted proportionally from baseline jobs
by TAZ for the unincorporated areas to offset the additional allocation to cities.

Consistent with the GMA concept of directing growth to urban areas, no
employment, except Resource/Construction, was allocated to the rural area.

Data Reconciliation

When the employment sector forecasts were totaled by TAZ countywide, several
TAZs contained negative forecasts. This was attributable to differences between the
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Kitsap County Forecast Allocation Methodology

2000 baseline data used by the City of Bremerton and the 2003 baseline data used by
Kitsap County. In some instances, the City’s baseline showed significantly more
manufacturing jobs than the County baseline. Coupled with the City’s forecast
decline in manufacturing employment, the discrepancy resulted in negative numbers
for future jobs. Since the underlying assumptions could not be fully reconciled under
the scope of this project, negative 2025 forecasts were adjusted upward to reflect zero
employment growth for particular sectors in specific TAZs. The result was that the
transportation model tested a higher intensity of use than the original allocation
predicted and therefore a greater “worst case” scenario.

Additionally, several additional adjustments were made to specific TAZs according
to knowledge of local conditions by Kitsap County staff.

2.1.3. Alternative 2

Forecasts

Alternative 2 population forecast adjustments are the same as described for
Alternative 1, except that the allocation for the PUTA was revised upward to 2,344 to
be more consistent with the Alternative 2 capacity. The allocation for the City of
Poulsho was revised correspondingly downward.

Capacity
Capacity methodology for UGAs and cities is the same as used for Alternative 1,

except that the sewer deductions apply only to existing UGAs and not to expansion
areas.: Population capacity was evaluated for Gorst under Alternative 2.

Allocations

TAZs in each UGA were allocated population up to the capacity limit rather than
stopping at the UGA forecast as was done for Alternative 1. This was done to test
impacts of a greater amount of growth, consistent with capacity, than under
Alternative 1. To better reflect actual development capacity within the Manchester
local area of more intense rural development (LAMIRD) population forecasts for
TAZs surrounding Manchester were reduced by half and transferred to TAZs
intersecting the LAMIRD boundaries.

3 3Subsequent to the TAZ allocations, the Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board indicated that
the sewer factor deduction should not be used in the ULCA method. This means that Alternative 2 would have
more capacity for growth. As the transportation modeling addresses Countywide population over the entire
network, comparing the growth of Alternative 2 with and without the sewer factor results in 0.53% difference which
is minimal. If considering only the unincorporated total population, the difference would be 0.72%, still less than
1.0%.
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Employment Allocation

Forecasts

The Alternative 2 employment allocation uses a trend-based, countywide
employment forecast modified by the policy direction established in the adopted
Comprehensive Plan. As in Alternative 1, the cities’ share was deducted from the
countywide forecast to determine the unincorporated area’s share. Where the
forecast decline in unincorporated Government/Education jobs was maintained in the
Alternative 1 allocation, the net loss of jobs was raised to zero under Alternative 2, as
this was perceived to be a more realistic assumption.

Capacity
Capacity methodology for UGAs and cities is the same as Alternative 1, except that

the percentages of commercial and industrial jobs in commercial and industrial
designations were revised to reflect the updated 2025 forecast.

Allocations
Employment allocations follow the same methodology as Alternative 1.

Data Reconciliation

The TAZ forecast adjustments conducted for Alternative 1 were carried forward to
Alternative 2.

2.1.4. Alternative 3

Population Allocation

Forecasts

Alternative 3 population forecast adjustments are the same as described for
Alternative 1, except that the allocation for the PUTA was revised upward to 2,379 to
be more consistent with the Alternative 3 capacity. The allocation for the City of
Poulsho was revised correspondingly downward.

Capacity
Capacity methodology for UGAs and cities is the same as Alternative 1, except that

no sewer deduction was applied for a worst case analysis. As in Alternative 2,
population capacity was evaluated for Gorst under Alternative 3.

Allocations

Each UGA was allocated population up to the capacity limit as in Alternative 2.
Differences between the Alternative 3 allocations and those for Alternatives 1 and 2
included a 35 person allocation to SKIA to test a residential land use reclassification
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request and a reallocation of residential growth in the rural areas to test the draft
Rural Wooded Incentive Program policies and implementation.

As drafted, the Rural Wooded polices would allow additional density in the Rural
Wooded designation as an incentive to maintain a portion of the site in resource use
or open space. To evaluate the impacts of the draft program, 30% of the non-UGA
forecast was re-allocated to parcels designated as Rural Wooded within concentric
one-mile rings around two UGAs (northwest Bremerton and ULID # 6) and one
LAMIRD (Port Gamble). The first ring starts at a point along the boundary of the
UGA or LAMIRD and the Rural Wooded designated parcels and extends one mile
into the Rural Wooded lands. The second ring extends one mile beyond the first ring
into the Rural Wooded lands. Rural Wooded designated lands in the first ring
received up to 50% of the forecast population re-allocation, those in the second ring
received up to 25% of the re-allocation and the remaining Rural Wooded designated
areas in the County received the final 25% of the re-allocation.

In all other respects, the Alternative 3 population allocation followed the
methodology in Alternative 1.

Employment Allocation

Forecasts

The Alternative 3 employment forecasts for the County and cities are the same as
under Alternative 2.

Capacity
As in Alternatives 1 and 2, employment capacity was based on the application of the
ULCA methodology.

Allocations

Employment allocation methodology for Alternative 3 was the same as for
Alternative 2.

Data Reconciliation
The TAZ forecast adjustments in Alternatives 1 and 2 were repeated in Alternative 3.

2.1.5. Preferred Alternative

Population Allocation

Forecasts

The Preferred Alternative population forecast adjustments are the same as described
for Alternative 1.
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Capacity
Capacity methodology for UGASs and cities is the same as Alternative 1, except that

no sewer deduction was applied for a worst case analysis. As in Alternatives 2 and 3,
population capacity was evaluated for Gorst under the Preferred Alternative.

Allocations

Each UGA was allocated population up to the capacity limit as in Alternative 2.
Differences between the Alternative 2 allocations and the Preferred Alternative
include a reallocation of residential growth in the rural areas to test the draft Rural
Wooded Incentive Program policies and implementation similar to Alternative 3.

In all other respects, the Preferred Alternative population allocation followed the
methodology in Alternative 2.

Employment Allocation

Forecasts

The Preferred Alternative employment forecasts for the County and cities are the
same as under Alternative 2.

Capacity
As in Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, employment capacity was based on the application of
the ULCA methodology.

Allocations

Employment allocation methodology for the Preferred Alternative was the same as
for Alternative 2.

Data Reconciliation

The TAZ forecast adjustments in Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 were repeated in the
Preferred Alternative.
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Attachment A Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-year Update Alternative

Population by TAZ: Alternative 1 Population by TAZ: Alternative 2 Population by TAZ: Alternative & Population by TAZ: Preferred
Alternative Alternative Alternative
1: 2003- 2: 2003- 3: 2003- Preferred:
Alternative 2025 2025 Alternative 2025 Preferred 2003-2025
1 Total 2003 Pop | Allocated Alternative | 2003 Pop | Allocated 3 Total 2003 Pop | Allocated Total 2025( 2003 Pop | Allocated
2025 Pop- | Baseline | Population 2 Total 2025| Baseline | Population 2025 Pop- | Baseline | Population Pop- Baseline |Population
TAZ ulation | (Adjusted)| Change Pop-ulation| (Adjusted) | Change ulation (Adjusted)| Change ulation |(Adjusted)] Change
1 560 397 163 560 397 163 500 397 103 499 397 102
2 899 637 263 899 637 263 814 637 177 812 637 176
8] 1,051 783 268 1,051 783 268 973 783 190 971 783 188
4 2,662 1,865 797 2,662 1,865 797 2,451 1,865 587 2,446 1,865 581
5 340 252 88 340 252 88 409 252 157 408 252 157
6 237 204 33 237 204 33 275 204 72 275 204 72
7 745 494 251 745 494 251 704 494 209 702 494 208
8 2,214 1,786 428 2,214 1,786 428 3,270 1,786 1,483 3,270 1,786 1,483
9 289 206 83 289 206 83 309 206 103 308 206 103
10 567 426 141 567 426 141 534 426 108 533 426 107
11 2,539 1,758 781 2,595 1,758 837 2,523 1,758 765 2,498 1,758 740
12 1,429 1,233 196 1,429 1,233 196 1,383 1,233 150 1,381 1,233 148
13 901 773 128 901 773 128 854 773 81 853 773 80
14 1,373 473 900 1,373 473 900 1,308 473 835 1,307 473 834
15 1,049 912 136 1,049 912 136 998 912 86 997 912 85
16 457 362 95 457 362 95 428 362 66 427 362 65
17 423 253 170 463 253 211 496 253 243 443 253 190
18 663 487 176 666 487 179 723 487 236 707 487 220
19 124 107 17 124 107 17 158, 107 51 158 107 50
20 538 471 67 538 471 67 513 471 42 513 471 41
21 450 369 82 450 369 82 420 369 51 420 369 51
22 1,990 198 1,791 1,723 198 1,525 2,288 198 2,089 1,791 198 1,593
23 865 575 290 854 575 278 877 575 301 937 575 362
24 361 270 92 361 270 92 368 270 99 368 270 98
25 648 591 57 648 591 57 627 591 36 627 591 35
26 593 538 55 593 538 55 573 538 35 573 538 34
27 562 495 67 562 495 67 537 495 42 537 495 41
28 510 397 113 510 397 113 468 397 71 467 397 70
29 780 621 160 780 621 160, 721 621 101 720 621 99
30 1,181 378 803 1,181 378 803 1,171 378 793 1,171 378 793
31 5,814 5,814 0 5,814 5,814 0 5,814 5,814 0 5,814 5,814 0
32 1,349 1,121 228 1,349 1,121 228 1,264 1,121 144 1,263 1,121 142
33 1,403 1,099 304 1,403 1,099 304 1,331 1,099 233 1,329 1,099 231
34 449 364 85 449 364 85 438 364 74 438 364 74
35 525 450 75 525 450 75 525 450 75 525 450 75
36 2,451 2,140 311 2,451 2,140 311 2,336 2,140 196 2,334 2,140 194,
37 1,086 745 341 1,086 745 341 960 745 215 957 745 212
38 226 189 37 226 189 37 213 189 23 212 189 23
39 603 213 390 603 213 390 648 213 436 588 213 375
40 620 218 402 620 218 402 620 218 402 620 218 402
41 1,217 967 250 1,217 967 250 1,125 967 157 1,123 967 155
42 527 37 490 527 37 490 527 37 490 527 37 490
43 524 346 178 513 346 167 453 346 107 463 346 117
44 1,695 897 797 1,897 897 1,000 1,889 897 992 1,686 897 789
45 2,641 2,103 537 2,641 2,103 537 2,641 2,103 537 2,641 2,103 537
46 638 271 367 638 271 367 610 271 339 609 271 339
47 1,347 1,245 101 1,347 1,245 101 1,347 1,245 101 1,347 1,245 101
48 1,698 1,237 461 1,698 1,237 461 1,697 1,237 460 1,697 1,237 460
49 1,232 806 426 1,232 806 426 1,232 806 426 1,232 806 426
50 172 120 51 172 120 51 172 120 51 172 120 51
51 198 186 12 198, 186 12 194 186 7 194 186 7
52 47 44 3 47 44 3 47 44 3 47 44 3
53 965 933 31 965 933 31 965 933 31 965 933 31
54 838 789 49 838 789 49 838 789 49 838 789 49
55 1,149 588 561 1,149 588 561 1,149 588 560 1,149 588 560
56 281 202 80 281 202 80 252 202 50 251 202 50
57 473 400 73 473 400 73 446 400 46 446 400 46
58 440 290 151 440 290 151 426 290 137 426 290 136
59 561 532 28 561 532 28 561 532 28 561 532 28
60 814 704 110 814 704 110, 778 704 74 777 704 73
61 393 376 17 393 376 17 386 376 10 386 376 10
62 938 812 126 938 812 126 892 812 80 891 812 79
63 264 228 37 264 228 37 251 228 23 250 228 23
64 364 273 92 364 273 92 330 273 58 330 273 57
65 542 402 140 542 402 140, 490 402 88 489 402 87
66 437 374 63 437 374 63 914 374 540 413 374 39
67 152 112 40 366 112 254 883 112 771 351 112 239
68 238 196 42 238 196 42 1,307 196 1,111 222 196 26
69 560 535 25 560 535 25 551 535 16 551 535 16
70 804 797 7 1,022 797 225 1,104 797 307 1,020 797 223
71 629 469 160 629 469 160, 570 469 101 569 469 99
72 2,087 1,930 157 2,162 1,930 232 2,692 1,930 762 2,242 1,930 312
73 636 526 110 636 526 110, 595 526 69 595 526 68
74 305 214 92 305 214 92 271 214 58 271 214 57
75 159 134 25 159 134 25 150, 134 16 150, 134 16
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Attachment A Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-year Update Alternative

Population by TAZ: Alternative 1 Population by TAZ: Alternative 2 Population by TAZ: Alternative & Population by TAZ: Preferred
Alternative Alternative Alternative

1: 2003- 2: 2003- 3: 2003- Preferred:
Alternative 2025 2025 Alternative 2025 Preferred 2003-2025

1 Total 2003 Pop | Allocated Alternative | 2003 Pop | Allocated 3 Total 2003 Pop | Allocated Total 2025( 2003 Pop | Allocated
2025 Pop- | Baseline | Population 2 Total 2025| Baseline | Population 2025 Pop- | Baseline | Population Pop- Baseline |Population

TAZ ulation | (Adjusted)| Change Pop-ulation| (Adjusted) | Change ulation (Adjusted)| Change ulation |(Adjusted)] Change
76 512 445 67 512 445 67 487 445 42 487 445 41
77 216 174 42 216 174 42 239 174, 64 200 174 26
78 336 280 57 336 280 57 315 280 36 315 280 35
79 212 183 29 216 183 33 250 183 66 207 183 24
80 2,096 1,203 893 2,205 1,203 1,002 3,119 1,203 1,916 2,294 1,203 1,091
81 1,088 745 343 961 745 216 1,052 745 307 963 745 218
82 2,106 1,658 448 2,107 1,658 448 2,445 1,658 787 2,221 1,658 562
83 821 761 60 828 761 67 828 761 67 828 761 67
84 2,195 2,084 110 2,084 2,084 0 2,084 2,084 0 2,084 2,084 0
85 1,900 1,595 306 2,168 1,595 573 2,168 1,595 573 2,168 1,595 573
86 463 393 70 763 393 370 687 393 294 787 393 394
87 514 490 24 495 490 4 495 490 4 495 490 4
88 22 6 16 6 6 0 6 6 0 6 6 0
89 2,107 2,031 76 2,120 2,031 89 2,125 2,031 94 2,123 2,031 92
90 2,890 2,681 210 2,864 2,681 183 2,952 2,681 272 2,867 2,681 186
91 343 224 119 224 224 0 224 224 0 224 224 0
92 42 27 15 104, 27 77 59 27 32 59 27 32
93 1,892 1,425 468 1,756 1,425 331 1,992 1,425 568 1,830 1,425 405
94 967 926 41 951 926 25 961 926 35 951 926 25
95 411 156 255 648 156 491 439 156 283 649 156 492
96 32 6 26 186, 6 180, 32 6 26 186 6 180
97 45 42 3 86 42 44 62 42 20 42 42 0
98 823 696 128 759 696 63 874 696 178 762 696 67
99 1,014 651 364 1,235 651 584 1,014 651 364 1,208 651 557
100 292 11 281 382 11 371 292 11 281 382 11 371
101 392 304 88 326 304 23 431 304 127 318 304 14
102 813 581 231 746 581 165 1,002 581 421 693 581 112
103 714 557 156 636 557 78 656 557 98 606 557 49
104 1,128 1,031 97 1,128 1,031 97 1,128 1,031 97 1,128 1,031 97
105 779 409 370 779 409 370 779 409 370 779 409 370
106 947 806 141 877 806 71 895 806 89 850 806 44
107 958 595 363 958 595 363 958 595 363 958 595 363
108 457 412 45 457 412 45 457 412 45 457 412 45
109 317 286 31 317 286 31 317 286 31 317 286 31
110 259 228 31 259 228 31 259 228 31 259 228 31
111 131 38 93 131 38 93 131 38 93 131 38 93
112 645 500 145 645 500 145 645 500 145 645 500 145
113 643 581 61 643 581 61 643 581 61 643 581 61
114 1,064 958 105 1,064 958 105 1,064 958 105 1,064 958 105
115 1,047 612 435 1,047 612 435 1,047 612 435 1,047 612 435
116 686 619 67 725 619 107 725 619 107 725 619 107
117 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
118 958 522 435 958 522 435 958 522 435 958 522 435
119 2,240 866 1,374 2,240 866 1,374 2,240 866 1,374 2,240 866 1,374
120 695 641 54 695 641 54 695 641 54 695 641 54
121 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0
122 1,441 895 546 1,441 895 546 1,441 895 546 1,441 895 546
123 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
124 300 226 75 300 226 75 300 226 75 300 226 75
125 1,000 896 103 1,000 896 103 1,000 896 103 1,000 896 103
126 449 329 120 449 329 120, 449 329 120 449 329 120
127 679 509 170 1,664 509 1,155 1,857 509 1,347 1,388 509 879
128 366 57 308 366 57 308 366 57 308 366 57 308
129 679 356 324 679 356 324 679 356 324 679 356 324
130 566 480 86 566 480 86 566 480 86 566 480 86
131 669 605 64 669 605 64 669 605 64 669 605 64
132 2,124 2,113 11 2,124 2,113 11 2,124 2,113 11 2,124 2,113 11
133 158 7 151 158 7 151 158 7 151 158 7 151
134 352 345 7 352 345 7 352 345 7 352 345 7
135 119 113 6 119 113 5 119 113 6 119 113 5
136 82 75 7 82 75 7 82 75 7 82 75 7
137 337 302 35 337 302 35 337 302 35 337 302 35
138 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
139 709 636 74 708 636 72 709 636 74 708 636 72
140 230 230 0 308 230 78 230 230 0 308 230 78
141 644 321 323 787 321 466 892 321 571 692 321 371
142 1,644 1,500 144 1,970 1,500 470 1,960 1,500 460 1,960 1,500 460
143 580 548 32 590 548 41 582 548 34 590 548 41
144 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0
145 994 964 29 993 964 28 993 964 29 992 964 27
146 302 302 0 302 302 0 302 302 0 302 302 0
147 233 233 0 296 233 63 233 233 0 296 233 63
148 1,087 1,087 0 1,157 1,087 71 1,087 1,087 0 1,157 1,087 71
149 1,302 1,250 52 1,302 1,250 52 1,302 1,250 52 1,302 1,250 52
150 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Attachment A Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-year Update Alternative

Population by TAZ: Alternative 1 Population by TAZ: Alternative 2 Population by TAZ: Alternative & Population by TAZ: Preferred
Alternative Alternative Alternative

1: 2003- 2: 2003- 3: 2003- Preferred:
Alternative 2025 2025 Alternative 2025 Preferred 2003-2025

1 Total 2003 Pop | Allocated Alternative | 2003 Pop | Allocated 3 Total 2003 Pop | Allocated Total 2025( 2003 Pop | Allocated
2025 Pop- | Baseline | Population 2 Total 2025| Baseline | Population 2025 Pop- | Baseline | Population Pop- Baseline |Population

TAZ ulation | (Adjusted)| Change Pop-ulation| (Adjusted) | Change ulation (Adjusted)| Change ulation |(Adjusted)] Change
151 84 64 20 84 64 20 82 64 18 81 64 17
152 933 741 192 905 741 164, 987 741 247 897 741 156
153 673 528 144 662 528 134 671 528 143 662 528 134
154 1,125 944 181 1,111 944 167 1,114 944 170 1,111 944 167
155 304 264 40 701 264 438 828 264 564 686 264 423
156 170 165 4 170, 165 4 170, 165 4 170, 165 4
157 878 750 128 936 750 186 1,033 750 283 887 750 138
158 224 207 18 224 207 18 224 207 18 224 207 18
159 177 152 25 177 152 25 177 152 25 177 152 25
160 938 938 0 1,085 938 146 938 938 0 1,085 938 146
161 30 28 2 30 28 2 30 28 2 30 28 2
162 215 195 20 215 195 20 215 195 20 215 195 20
163 342 54 288 342 54 288 342 54 288 342 54 288
164 1,195 548 647 1,195 548 647 1,195 548 647 1,195 548 647
165 231 229 3 231 229 3 231 229 3 231 229 3
166 415 375 40 415 375 40 415 375 40 415 375 40
167 1,030 779 251 1,111 779 332 1,162 779 383 1,134 779 355
168 116 76 40 115 76 39 116 76 40 115 76 39
169 1,191 513 677 1,191 513 677 1,191 513 678 1,189 513 676
170 349 332 18 349 332 18 349 332 18 349 332 18
171 57 52 5 57 52 5 57 52 5 57 52 5
172 24 16 8 24 16 8 24 16 8 24 16 8
173 969 682 288 936 682 254 964 682 283 936 682 254
174 398 295 103 367 295 72 537 295 242 372 295 77
175 2,136 2,028 108 2,124 2,028 96 2,109 2,028 81 2,125 2,028 97
176 3,097 3,075 23 3,087 3,075 12 3,135 3,075 60 3,086 3,075 12
177 595 467 128 662 467 195 1,044 467 577 629 467 162
178 1,631 1,338 293 1,485 1,338 146 1,523 1,338 184, 1,430 1,338 91
179 15 15 0 15 15 0 15 15 0 15 15 0
180 655 585 70 655 585 70 655 585 70 655 585 70
181 87 73 13 86 73 13 86 73 13 86 73 13
182 298 92 205 269 92 177 320 92 228 287 92 195
183 428 287 141 428 287 141 1,116 287 829 382 287 96
184 373 325 48 373 325 48 478 325 153 403 325 78
185 35 35 0 35 35 0 35 35 0 35 35 0
186 266 266 0 266 266 0 266 266 0 266 266 0
187 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
188 1,179 172 1,007 1,102 172 929 1,287 172 1,115 1,132 172 960
189 4 4 0 4 4 0 4 4 0 4 4 0
190 212 167 45 212 167 45 196 167 29 196 167 29
191 739 269 470 827 269 558 946 269 678 796 269 528
192 342 216 126 279 216 63 295 216 80 255 216 39
193 724 611 113 724 611 113 682 611 71 681 611 70
194 1,212 1,046 167 1,212 1,046 167 1,212 1,046 167 1,212 1,046 167
195 427 352 75 427 352 75 427 352 75 427 352 75
196 1,740 1,421 319 1,740 1,421 319 1,622 1,421 201 1,619 1,421 199
197 96 57 39 96 57 39 96 57 39 96 57 39
198 190 185 4 185, 185 0 185, 185 0 185, 185 0
199 161 156 5 163, 156 7 163 156 7 163 156 7
200 229 156 73 205 156 49 222 156 66 205 156 49
201 233 171 62 233 171 62 966 171 795 210 171 38
202 2,072 1,675 397 2,072 1,675 397 2,072 1,675 397 2,072 1,675 397
203 791 418 373 724 418 306 1,097 418 679 839 418 421
204 599 444 155 580 444 136 536 444 92 599 444 155
205 1,437 1,233 204 1,366 1,233 133 1,473 1,233 240 1,402 1,233 169
206 463 393 70 463 393 70 733 393 340 697 393 304
207 499 409 90 499 409 90 466 409 57 465 409 56
208 53 53 0 53 53 0 72 53 19 72 53 19
209 1,691 1,363 327 1,590 1,363 227 1,915 1,363 552 1,666 1,363 302
210 558 447 111 706 447 259 823 447 376 700 447 252
211 640 518 121 1,259 518 741 1,899 518 1,380 1,229 518 711
212 65 41 24 65 41 24 61 41 20 61 41 20
213 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
214 1,762 1,317 444 1,762 1,317 444 1,597 1,317 280 1,594 1,317 277
215 5,998 1,581 4,417 4,148 1,581 2,568 4,793 1,581 3,212 4,150 1,581 2,569
216 2,049 105 1,943 3,666 105 3,561 4,750 105 4,644 3,997 105 3,801
217 345 264 82 694 264 430 760 264 496 1,203 264 940
218 2,595 2,470 125 4,295 2,470 1,825 4,936 2,470 2,466 4,592 2,470 2,122
219 1,063 840 223 1,533 840 693 1,626 840 786 1,449 840 609
220 259 249 10 261 249 13 259 249 11 258 249 9
221 211 167 43 266 167 98 264 167 97 252 167 84
222 487 402 85 487 402 85 455 402 53 455 402 53
223 258 214 45 258 214 45 242 214 28 242 214 28
224 46 19 27 46 19 27 36 19 17 36 19 17
225 242 211 32 242 211 32 230 211 20 230 211 20
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Attachment A Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-year Update Alternative

Population by TAZ: Alternative 1 Population by TAZ: Alternative 2 Population by TAZ: Alternative & Population by TAZ: Preferred
Alternative Alternative Alternative

1: 2003- 2: 2003- 3: 2003- Preferred:
Alternative 2025 2025 Alternative 2025 Preferred 2003-2025

1 Total 2003 Pop | Allocated Alternative | 2003 Pop | Allocated 3 Total 2003 Pop | Allocated Total 2025( 2003 Pop | Allocated
2025 Pop- | Baseline | Population 2 Total 2025| Baseline | Population 2025 Pop- | Baseline | Population Pop- Baseline |Population

TAZ ulation | (Adjusted)| Change Pop-ulation| (Adjusted) | Change ulation (Adjusted)| Change ulation |(Adjusted)] Change
226 1,283 1,084 200 1,283 1,084 200 1,209 1,084 126 1,208 1,084 124
227 1,320 1,140 180 1,320 1,140 180, 1,254 1,140 114 1,253 1,140 113
228 536 446 90 536 446 90 503 446 57 502 446 56
229 901 821 80 1,564 821 743 1,803 821 982 1,573 821 752
230 199 167 32 199 167 32 187 167 20 187 167 20
231 1,006 783 223 1,006 783 223 1,396 783 613 1,394 783 611
232 7 7 0 7 7 0 7 7 0 7 7 0
233 213 184 28 213 184 28 202 184, 18 202 184, 18
234 289 236 53 289 236 53 269 236 34 269 236 33
235 224 172 52 224 172 52 575 172 402 574 172 402
236 263 202 62 263 202 62 240 202 39 240 202 38
237 1,443 1,250 193 1,443 1,250 193 1,372 1,250 122 1,370 1,250 120
238 1,291 1,112 180 1,291 1,112 180, 1,225 1,112 113 1,224 1,112 112
239 673 473 200 673 473 200 599 473 126 598 473 124
240 2,069 1,944 125 2,069 1,944 125 2,022 1,944 79 2,022 1,944 78
241 592 464 128 592 464 128 545 464 81 544 464 80
242 490 359 131 490 359 131 442 359 83 441 359 82
243 1,092 917 175 1,092 917 175 1,027 917 110 1,026 917 109
244 236 162 73 236 162 73 323 162 160 322 162 160
245 724 628 96 724 628 96 736 628 108 735 628 108
246 1,028 871 156 1,028 871 156 970 871 98 969 871 97
247 886 550 336 886 550 336 990 550 440 988 550 437
248 1,041 838 203 1,041 838 203 998 838 160 996 838 158
249 205 153 52 205 153 52 186 153 32 186 153 32
250 446 368 78 446 368 78 417 368 49 417 368 49
251 810 659 151 810 659 151 754 659 95 753 659 94
252 225 170 55 225 170 55 205 170, 35 205 170 34
253 374 288 87 374 288 87 342 288 54 342 288 54
254 889 726 163 889 726 163 828 726 103 827 726 102
255 406 316 90 406 316 90 372 316 57 372 316 56
256 986 843 143 986 843 143 933 843 90 932 843 89
257 340 249 92 340 249 92 306 249 58 306 249 57
258 1,069 922 146 1,165 922 243 1,358 922 435 1,110 922 187
259 790 755 35 790 755 35 2,219 755 1,464 777 755 22
260 115 91 23 115, 91 23 357 91 266 106 91 15
261 1,047 706 341 959 706 254 1,039 706 333 959 706 254
262 433 376 57 433 376 57 412 376 36 411 376 35
263 569 529 40 973 529 443 2,285 529 1,756 958 529 428
264 270 259 12 455 259 197 568 259 310 443 259 184,
265 1,037 753 284 976 753 223 1,032 753 279 976 753 223
266 307 284 23 603 284 319 573 284 289 594 284 310
267 3,140 2,979 161 3,140 2,979 161 3,142 2,979 163 3,140 2,979 161
268 325 216 110 325 216 110, 285 216 69 284 216 68
269 661 646 15 740 646 95 854 646 208 735 646 90
270 609 534 75 609 534 75 592 534 58 581 534 47
271 90 81 8 198, 81 117 224 81 142 195, 81 114
272 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
273 1,055 1,054 1 1,054 1,054 1 1,055 1,054 1 1,054 1,054 1
274 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
275 3 3 0 3 3 0 3 3 0 3 3 0
276 138 96 42 351 96 255 453 96 357 198 96 102
277 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
278 1,027 802 225 1,027 802 225 990 802 188 989 802 187
279 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
280 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
281 166 110 55 174 110 63 179 110 69 179 110 69
282 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
283 8 8 0 8 8 0 8 8 0 8 8 0
284 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
285 917 654 264 928 654 275 928 654 275 928 654 275
286 2,414 1,854 561 2,402 1,854 548 2,610 1,854 756 2,406 1,854 552
287 500 268 232 438 268 171 519 268 252 435 268 167
288 850 676 175 850 676 175 798 676 123 797 676 121
289 1,273 1,190 83 1,268 1,190 78 1,273 1,190 83 1,268 1,190 78
290 5 5 0 5 5 0 5 5 0 5 5 0
291 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
292 120 48 72 121 48 73 160, 48 111 166 48 118
293 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
294 8] 3 0 8] 3 0 3 3 0 8] 3 0
295 355 355 0 355 355 0 355 355 0 355 355 0
296 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
297 442 357 85 442 357 85 410 357 53 410 357 53
298 253 253 0 253 253 0 253 253 0 253 253 0
299 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
300 26 26 0 26 26 0 26 26 0 26 26 0
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Attachment A Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-year Update Alternative

Population by TAZ: Alternative 1 Population by TAZ: Alternative 2 Population by TAZ: Alternative & Population by TAZ: Preferred
Alternative Alternative Alternative

1: 2003- 2: 2003- 3: 2003- Preferred:
Alternative 2025 2025 Alternative 2025 Preferred 2003-2025

1 Total 2003 Pop | Allocated Alternative | 2003 Pop | Allocated 3 Total 2003 Pop | Allocated Total 2025( 2003 Pop | Allocated
2025 Pop- | Baseline | Population 2 Total 2025| Baseline | Population 2025 Pop- | Baseline | Population Pop- Baseline |Population

TAZ ulation | (Adjusted)| Change Pop-ulation| (Adjusted) | Change ulation (Adjusted)| Change ulation |(Adjusted)] Change
301 687 410 277 623 410 213 629 410 219 623 410 213
302 580 502 77 606 502 104, 651 502 148 632 502 130
303 2,050 1,480 571 1,863 1,480 383 2,112 1,480 633 1,903 1,480 423
304 1,499 1,433 67 1,449 1,433 17 1,495 1,433 62 1,456 1,433 24
305 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
306 320 257 63 383 257 126 522 257 265 359 257 102
307 32 32 0 32 32 0 32 32 0 32 32 0
308 656 438 218 656 438 218 684 438 246 683 438 245
309 13 13 0 13 13 0 13 13 0 13 13 0
310 176 176 0 177 176 0 176 176 0 177 176 0
311 191 127 64 195, 127 68 214 127 87 195, 127 68
312 476 340 136 476 340 136 433 340 93 432 340 93
313 877 785 92 860 785 75 877 785 92 852 785 67
314 574 464 110 574 464 110, 633 464 169 632 464 168
315 17 17 0 17 17 0 17 17 0 17 17 0
316 173 134 38 173 134 38 210 134, 75 209 134, 75
317 701 460 241 701 460 241 615 460 155 613 460 153
318 480 463 17 786 463 323 925 463 462 799 463 335
319 614 522 92 1,369 522 847 1,895 522 1,372 1,340 522 817
320 419 280 139 380 280 101 512 280 233 433 280 153
321 959 584 375 806 584 221 926 584 342 844 584 260
322 1,324 1,172 152 1,260 1,172 88 1,284 1,172 112 1,260 1,172 88
323 158 91 67 158, 91 67 337 91 246 336 91 245
324 525 379 146 1,519 379 1,140 2,181 379 1,802 1,464 379 1,085
325 586 554 31 581 554 27 693 554 139 631 554 76
326 604 565 39 913 565 347 841 565 275 923 565 358
327 200 165 35 200 165 35 187 165 22 187 165 22
328 1,635 1,418 218 1,635 1,418 218 1,555 1,418 137 1,553 1,418 136
329 221 181 40 221 181 40 271 181 90 271 181 90
330 399 309 90 399 309 90 365 309 57 365 309 56
331 246 223 23 250 223 27 274 223 52 241 223 18
332 159 112 47 159 112 47 142 112 30 142 112 30
333 702 359 343 702 359 343 879 359 520 876 359 518
334 229 174 55 229 174 55 754 174 580 754 174 580
335 972 900 72 972 900 72 949 900 49 945 900 45
336 608 450 158 608 450 158 653 450 203 652 450 202
337 650 548 101 650 548 101 670 548 122 669 548 121
338 203 194 8 203 194 8 200 194, 5 200 194 5
339 564 298 267 493 298 196 809 298 511 662 298 364
340 1,378 1,047 332 1,555 1,047 508 1,580 1,047 533 1,570 1,047 523
341 842 784 58 853 784 69 859 784 75 853 784 69
342 866 0 866 866 0 866 866 0 866 866 0 866
343 1,500 572 928 1,500 572 928 1,500 572 928 1,500 572 928
344 1,172 1,063 109 1,186 1,063 124 1,183 1,063 120 1,128 1,063 65
345 1,071 924 146 1,351 924 426 1,388 924 464 1,295 924 371
346 117 107 10 117 107 10 114 107 6 113 107 6
347 366 271 95 366 271 95 518 271 247 517 271 246
348 966 838 128 966 838 128 966 838 128 966 838 128
349 773 738 36 773 738 36 773 738 36 773 738 36
350 3,422 3,234 188 3,422 3,234 188 3,422 3,234 188 3,422 3,234 188
351 1,029 960 69 1,029 960 69 1,013 960 52 1,012 960 52
352 1,473 1,087 386 1,473 1,087 386 1,897 1,087 811 1,895 1,087 808
353 708 639 70 708 639 70 708 639 70 708 639 70
354 1,659 1,500 160 1,645 1,500 145 1,657 1,500 157 1,645 1,500 145
355 841 748 93 788 748 40 986 748 238 831 748 83
356 422 385 37 422 385 37 408 385 23 408 385 23
357 1,190 1,040 150 1,190 1,040 150, 1,190 1,040 150 1,190 1,040 150
358 1,340 355 985 1,339 355 984 1,340 355 985 1,339 355 984
359 864 615 249 893 615 278 862 615 248 895 615 280
360 535 499 36 547 499 48 546 499 47 550 499 51
361 645 582 62 645 582 62 645 582 62 645 582 62
362 956 5 951 956 5 951 956 5 951 956 5 951
363 229 209 20 227 209 18 229 209 20 227 209 18
364 299 273 26 299 273 26 289 273 17 289 273 16
365 505 461 43 559 461 98 507 461 46 560 461 99
366 886 668 218 886 668 218 926 668 258 924 668 256
367 954 811 143 933 811 122 979 811 168 948 811 137
368 1,380 1,245 135 1,380 1,245 135 1,380 1,245 135 1,380 1,245 135
369 1,243 1,226 17 1,243 1,226 17 1,243 1,226 17 1,243 1,226 17
370 34 31 3 34 31 3 34 31 3 34 31 3
371 46 41 5 46 41 5 46 41 5 46 41 5
372 527 504 23 527 504 23 527 504 23 527 504 23
373 859 743 117 882 743 139 857 743 114 882 743 139
374 19 17 2 19 17 2 19 17 2 19 17 2
375 235 151 84 235 151 84 235 151 84 235 151 84
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Attachment A

Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-year Update Alternative

Population by TAZ: Alternative 1 Population by TAZ: Alternative 2 Population by TAZ: Alternative & Population by TAZ: Preferred
Alternative Alternative Alternative

1: 2003- 2: 2003- 3: 2003- Preferred:
Alternative 2025 2025 Alternative 2025 Preferred 2003-2025

1 Total 2003 Pop | Allocated Alternative | 2003 Pop | Allocated 3 Total 2003 Pop | Allocated Total 2025( 2003 Pop | Allocated
2025 Pop- | Baseline | Population 2 Total 2025| Baseline | Population 2025 Pop- | Baseline | Population Pop- Baseline |Population

TAZ ulation | (Adjusted)| Change Pop-ulation| (Adjusted) | Change ulation (Adjusted)| Change ulation |(Adjusted)] Change
376 570 538 32 570 538 32 570 538 32 570 538 32
377 668 507 161 632 507 125 681 507 174 637 507 130
378 809 736 73 809 736 73 809 736 73 809 736 73
379 923 833 90 923 833 90 923 833 90 923 833 90
380 879 815 64 879 815 64 879 815 64 879 815 64
381 295 256 39 333 256 77 335 256 80 320 256 64
382 322 287 35 336 287 49 330 287 43 329 287 42
383 675 0 675 675 0 675 750 0 750 750 0 750
384 1,067 979 88 1,067 979 88 1,065 979 85 1,065 979 85
385 483 347 137 483 347 137 701 347 354 700 347 353
386 77 54 23 77 54 23 69 54 15 69 54 15
387 396 285 112 396 285 112 442 285 158 442 285 157
388 258 236 22 258 236 22 258 236 22 258 236 22
389 2 0 2 2 0 2 299 0 299 299 0 299
390 700 659 41 700 659 41 700 659 41 700 659 41
391 328 298 30 328 298 30 328 298 30 328 298 30
392 451 374 77 550 374 176 552 374 178 548 374 174
393 467 446 21 467 446 21 467 446 21 467 446 21
394 1,281 1,068 213 1,307 1,068 239 1,307 1,068 239 1,307 1,068 239
395 260 235 26 260 235 26 260 235 26 260 235 26
396 545 474 70 545 474 70 545 474 70 545 474 70
397 473 254 220 473 254 220 1,026 254 772 1,024 254 771
398 405 368 37 405 368 37 405 368 37 405 368 37
399 647 570 77 647 570 77 647 570 77 647 570 77
400 632 571 61 632 571 61 632 571 61 632 571 61
401 366 257 109 339 257 82 382 257 125 348 257 92
402 227 206 21 236 206 30 236 206 31 236 206 30
403 141 141 0 141 141 0 141 141 0 141 141 0
404 239 195 43 324 195 128 339 195 144 341 195 146
405 178 98 80 161 98 62 188| 98 89 163 98 65
406 756 49 707 756 49 707 743 49 694 743 49 694
407 30 27 3 30 27 3 30 27 3 30 27 3
408 5,763 4,766 997 5,763 4,766 997 5,763 4,766 997 5,763 4,766 997
409 5,037 3,966 1,071 5,037 3,966 1,071 5,037 3,966 1,071 5,037 3,966 1,071
410 7,814 6,135 1,679 7,814 6,135 1,679 7,814 6,135 1,679 7,814 6,135 1,679
411 10,098 6,350 3,748 10,098 6,350 3,748 10,098 6,350 3,748 10,098 6,350 3,748
Total 315,704 242,129 73,574 326,076 242,129 83,947 346,031 242,129 103,902 327,813 242,129 85,684
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Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-Year Update Alternative

2003 Baseline 2025 Totals: No Action 2025 Totals: Alternative 2

Total Total Total
TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Govt/Ed 2003 TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Govt/Ed | 2025 TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Govt/Ed | 2025
1 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
2 0 0 2 15 0 6 0 0 2 15 0 5 0 0 2 15 0 6
=l 2 1 0 1 9 0 2 i 0 i 12 0 2 i 0 i 17 0
4 4 2 0 7 11 0 4 4 4 2 0 7 15 0 4 4 2 0 7 21 0 4
5 0 0 0 2 1 0 3 5 0 0 0 2 i 0 5 0 0 0 2 2 0 4
6 0 0 0 10 7 337 354 6 0 0 0 10 10 242 2 6 0 0 0 10 13 337 360
7 0 0 0 4 20 0 24 7 0 0 0 4 28 0 7 0 0 0 4 38 0 42|
8 25 6 18 22 80 0 151 8| 25 6 18 22 110 0 181 8 25 6 18 22 153 0 224
E 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 9 0 0 0 i 4 0 ';'-:I 9 0 0 0 i 6 0 7
10 29 4 101 46 18 0 198 0| 29 4 101 46 25 0 205 0| 29 4 101 46 34 0 214
11 25 11 124 183 24 230 597 46 14 141 326 3 165 726 37 11 128 392 4 230 844
12 0 2 0 6 38 0 46 0 2 0 2 0 0] 0 2 0 7 0 81
13 0 0 10 2 7 0 19 0 0 10 0 0 2 0 0 10 1 0 ’EI
14 10 2 0 41 13 56 122 4 22 6 16 125 8 71 258 4 25 4 16 128 25 71 268
15 0 0 0 5 10 0 15 5 0 0 0 5 4 0 9 5 0 0 0 g 0 4
16 0 0 10 25 4 77 116 6 0 0 10 25 6 55 6 6 0 0 10 25 8 77 120
17 0 0 0 22 3 252 277 7 0 0 0 22 4 181 207] 7 0 0 0 22 6 252 280
18 15 8 9 148 25 0 20! 8| 68 17 31 338 4 0 488 8| 65 9 15 417 48 0 553
19 40 22 7 2 58 0 13! &l 40 22 7 2 0 0 161 9| 40 22 7 2 AL, 0 192
20 209 67 14 0 10 79 42! 0| 209 67 14 0 4 57 411] 0| 209 67 14 0 g 79 438
21 0 3 0 8 41 0 72 0 3 0 8 7 0 8 0 3 0 8 78 0 109
22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23 0 0 0 7 5 0 0 0 0 7 7 0 4 0 0 0 7 0 0 17
24 1 0 5 3 17 0 4 i 0 5 3 23 0 2 4 i 0 5 3 3 0 42|
25 0 0 0 5 7 0 25 0 0 0 5 10 0 EI 25 0 0 0 5 3 0 8
26 0 3 1 14 3 0 26 0 3 i 14 4 0 él 26 0 3 i 14 6 0 4
27 0 33 0 3 7 0 4 27 33 38 4 39 10 0 125 27 30 33 i 34 13 0 112]
28 9 3 0 6 21 0 3 28 9 3 0 6 29 0 47| 28| 9 3 0 6 40 0 8
29 0 0 0 8 6 0 14 &l 0 0 0 8 8 0 6 &l 0 0 0 8 11 0 9
30 16 6 0 2 5 139 168 0| 25 12 217 1,057 7 177 1,495 0| 25 12 217 1,057 10 177 1,498
31 0 0 0 277 2 4,102 4,381 0 0 0 277 3 2,947 3,227 0 0 0 277 4 4,102 4,383
32 0 0 1 13 9 5 8 0 0 i 13 12 4 0] 0 0 i 13 17 5 6
33 0 0 0 4 29 0 3 0 0 0 4 40 0 44 0 0 0 4 55 0
34 0 0 9 6 2 0 7 4 0 0 9 6 3 0 18 4 0 0 9 6 4 0
35 0 22 0 7 63 88 180 35| 0 22 0 7 87 63 17 35 0 22 0 7 121 88 2
36 0 4 17 54 42 0 117 6| 0 4 17 54 58 0 13: 6| 0 4 17 54 80 0 155|
37 0 0 0 5 3 0 8 7| 0 0 0 5 4 0 7| 0 0 0 5 6 0 11
38 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 8| 0 0 0 i 0 0 1 8| 0 0 0 i 0 0 1
39 0 2 57 22 27 21 129 9| 0 2 57 22 37 27 145' 9| 0 2 57 22 52 27 160
40 0 0 28 8 0 0 36 40 0 0 35 42 0 0 77 40 0 0 35 42 0 0 77
41 2 1 8 4 20 3 38 4 2 i 8 4 28 2 45| 4 2 i 8 4 38 3 56
42 0 26 22 85 0 0 133 4 2 27 26 103 0 0 157, 4 2 27 26 103 0 0 57
43 0 0 0 80 2 0 82 4 0 0 0 80 3 0 3 4 10 0 0 90 4 0 05|
44 0 9 291 320 14 0 634 44 0 9 323 474 i) 0 825 44 0 9 323 474 27 0 3
45 67 1 329 1,451 96 345 2,289 45 67 i 418 1,882 132 439 2,939 45 67 i 418 1,882 184 439 2,99
46 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 46 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 46 0 0 0 6 0 0
47 24 0 3 16 15 0 58 47 24 0 3 16 21 0 4] 47 24 0 3 16 29 0 7
48 0 5 0 8 5 186 204 48 0 5 0 8 7 237 256 48 0 5 0 8 10 237 9
49 6 105 197 299 78 35 720 49 6 105 424 1,402 108 44 2,088 49 6 105 424 1,402 149 44 2,
50 0 1 67 485 1 0 554 0| 0 i 78 540 0 621] 0| 0 i 78 540 2 0
51 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0
52 0 0 0 169 5 0 174 0 0 213 0 2 0 0 213 0 0 2 2
53 0 0 2 39 8 7 56 0 0 57 11 9 0 0 57 5 9 7
54 0 0 7 64 35 103 209 4 0 0 73 48 131 2 4 0 0 73 7 131 280
55 0 1 0 2 3 240 246 55 0 i 0 2 4 305 3 55 0 i 0 2 6 305 314
56 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 56 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 56 0 0 4 0 0 0 4
57 0 1 4 4 0 0 9 57 0 i 4 4 0 0 9 57 0 i 4 4 0 0 9
58 0 0 0 36 5 0 41 58 0 0 0 36 7 0 43| 58 0 0 0 36 10 0 46|
59 0 0 0 35 23 0 58 59 0 0 0 35 32 0 7 59 0 0 0 35 44 0 79
60 11 0 0 12 22 0 45 0| Ll 0 0 12 30 0 3 0| 11 0 0 12 42 0 65|
61 51 3 0 13 1 0 68 Sl 3 0 13 i 0 8 51 3 0 13 2 0 69
62 4 0 1 3 0 0 8 4 0 i 0 0 8 4 0 i 3 0 0 8
63 0 1 0 9 4 0 14 0 i 0 6 0 0 i 0 9 8 0 8
64 0 2 0 7 2 0 11 4 0 2 0 3 0 4 0 2 0 7 4 0 3
65 0 0 0 31 0 556 587 65 0 0 0 31 0 400 4 65 0 0 0 31 0 556 587
66 0 0 0 24 2 59 85 6| 0 0 0 24 3 42 6| 0 0 0 24 4 59 7
67 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 7| 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 7| 0 0 0 0 6 0 6
68 0 0 0 6 5 0 1 8| 0 0 0 6 7 0 23 8| 0 0 0 6 10 0 26
69 6 0 3 0 4 0 3 9| 6 0 3 0 6 0 (%l 9| 6 0 3 0 8 0 67
70 0 0 14 0 6 0 0 0| 0 0 14 0 8 0 32| 0| 0 0 14 0 11 0 Z’El
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Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-Year Update Alternative

2003 Baseline 2025 Totals: No Action 2025 Totals: Alternative 2
Total Total Total

TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2003 TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025 TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025
71 0 0 0 18 4 0 2 7 0 0 0 18 6 0 4 7 0 0 0 18 8 0 6,
72 0 0 18 0 0 3 7 0 0 18 0 0 3 i 0 0 18 0 0
73 0 0 0 26 0 8 7 0 0 0 36 0 8 7 0 0 0 50 0
74 0 0 0 0 33 4 74 0 0 0 0 24 25| 74 0 0 0 0 33 4
75 0 0 1 39 10 0 0 75 0 0 1 39 14 0 54 75 0 0 1 39 19 0 9
76 0 1 3 0 0 7 76 0 1 3 0 0 7 76 0 1 3 0 0 7
77 0 5 0 0 0 6 77 0 5 0 0 0 6 77 0 5 0 0 0 6
78 0 0 0 4 11 78 0 0 0 6 8 14 78 0 0 0 8 11 20
79 0 1 4 46 0 0 79 0 1 4 46 0 0 51 79 0o 4 46 0 0 51
80 0 1 0 32 0 0 35 7 6 85 0 43 176] 0| o 0 32 0 0 3
81 0 1 0 7 2 0 1 0 7 3 40 51 0 0 7 4 8
82 0 0 0 15 10 0 0 0 5 4 7 66 0 0 0 19 6,
83 0 0 0 40 16 78 3 0 2 0 2 15 103 3 0 1 31 152)
84 0 3 4 61 21 0 9 4 0 3 4 1 9 0 7, 4 0 3 4 40 0 108|
85 0 0 0 35 0 64 9 85| o0 0 0 35 0 46 1 85 0 0 0 35 0 64 99
86 0 0 0 2 0 0 6 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 6| 4 0 1 85 0 0 90
87 0 0 0 1; 0 0 7 3 0 1 0 0 6, 7| 4 0 2 8 0 0 92
88 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 8 7 1 8 0 0 102| 8 o 0 0 4 0 0 42
89 1 3 2 9 0 9 3 7 12 0 35] 9 1 3 2 17 0 4
90 1 0 0 6 1 0 8 0 0 6 1 0 18 0 1 0 0 6 2 0 1
o1 0 0 2 9 0 0 1 1 6 59 0 0 70 0 0 2 9 0 0 3
92 0 0 332 839 0 0 1,171 1 337 884 0 0 1,228 2 0 333 871 0 0 1,20
93 1 0 0 6 0 0 7 1 0 0 6 0 0 7 1 0 0 6 0 0
94 0 0 0 10 0 62 72 4 0 0 0 10 0 45 55| 4 0 0 0 10 0 62 72
95 20 9 124 163 8 0 324 95| 47 13 145 347 11 0 564 95 34 9 129 399 15 0 586
96 0 53 28 41 0 0 122 6| 20 56 43 173 0 0 293 6 7 53 30 157 0 0 247
97 0 0 0 39 0 0 39 7o 0 0 39 0 0 9 7|0 0 0 39 0 0 9
98 0 0 0 1 18 0 19 8 o 0 0 2 25 0 7 8 0 0 0 2 34 0 6,
99 0 0 29 208 1 0 238 o] 23 4 47 364 0 4 9 o9 0 32 370 2 0 414
100 33 0 303 525 2 37 990 00| 45 2 402 604 26 1,0 00[ 150 2 308 762 4 37 1,353
101 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 8
102 0 0 0 48 0 7 55 0. 0 0 0 48 0 5 0. 1 0 0 58 0 7 6,
103 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 0. 0 0 0 0 27 0 7
104 1 1 0 172 4 68 246 04 1 88 0 228 6 74 3 04 1 88 0 228 8 74 399
105 0 0 0 6 1 0 7 05 o 0 45 52 1 0 8 o I 0 45 52 2 0 99
106 0 0 8 24 10 0 42 0 0 0 8 24 14 0 46 0 0 0 8 24 19 0 51
107 10 0 2 65 5 0 2 0 10 5 59 117 7 0 197 0 10 5 59 117 10 0 200
108 0 2 0 6 0 12 0 0 0 2 0 7 0 13 2 0 0 2 0 7 0 13 2
109 0 0 4 9 5 0 8 0 0 0 4 9 7 0 0 0 0 0 4 9 10 0 3
110 0 0 15 391 19 154 79 0 9 25 445 26 163 8| 0 9 25 445 36 163 8|
111 3 27 25 3 29 0 07 3 29 49 8 40 0 9| 3 29 49 8 55 0 05|
112 0 3 118 4 0 55 40 0 3 171 0 55 1] 0 3 171 0 55 21
113 0 0 3 0 2 0 35 0 0 12 0 47 0 0 12 4 0 48
114 0 0 8 0 2 0 80 4 0 0 18 0 111)] 4 0 0 18 4 0 112)
115 8 8 19 323 1 29 388 5] 8 40 230 548 44 872 5| 8 40 230 548 2 44 872
116 1 0 0 30 3 0 4 1 0 6 34 4 2 47 1 0 6 34 6 2 48
117 0 0 0 0 0 21 1 0 0 0 0 0 15 15 0 0 0 0 0 21 21
118 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 5 207 261 0 0 473 0 5 207 261 0 0 473
119 0 0 8 1 0 82 151 0 0 303 375 0 89 767 0 0 303 375 0 89 767
120 24 1 39 4 0 0 88 21 1 50 77 0 0 14 21 1 50 77 0 0 14
121 29 6 59 8 16 456 624 29 6 80 77 22 468 68 29 6 80 77 31 468 69
122 0 0 1 4 1 764 770 0 0 1 4 1 549 55 0 0 1 4 2 764 77
123 0 0 0 0 0 280 280 0 0 0 53 0 280 0 0 0 53 0 280 3
124 2 0 43 81 2 4 132 4 2 3 105 3 4 B 4 2 3 105 4 4 99
125 0 0 12 74 0 0 25 0 2 103 0 8 5| 25 0 2 103 0 8 35|
126 2 0 13 7 0 0 26 1 4 26 0 0 2 26 0 4 26 0 0 3
127 0 0 0 12 1 0 27l 0 0 0 12 1 0 3 27 0o 0 0 12 2 0 4
128 1 4 o1 708 3 9 816 28] 41 39 280 1,086 4 10 1,378] 28 0 39 280 1,086 6 10 1,421
129 3 0 8 342 0 242 595 o 2 1 177 624 0 266 1,070 of 2 1 177 624 0 266 1,070
130 0 0 0 19 0 0 19 oo 0 7 38 0 0 45 0| o 0 7 38 0 0 45|
131 0 0 0 74 0 0 74 0 0 1 146 0 0 147 0 0 1 146 0 0 47|
132 0 0 0 1,044 87 9,568 10,689 -1,011 2 1 1,459 120 10,913 10,584 0 2 1 1,459 166 10,913 12,541
133 2 0 1 154 0 142 299 2 11 4 276 0 142 25 2 11 94 276 0 142 25
134 0 0 8 15 0 0 23 4] 29 14 2 49 0 0 03 4 0 9 8 18 0 0 35
135 0 0 17 30 14 0 61 35 7 1 6 79 19 0 2| 35 7 0 23 156 27 0 3]
136 0 0 0 101 0 0 101 0 0 0 134 0 0 4 0 0 0 134 0 0 4
137 0 0 9 8 0 269 286 0 0 11 0 308 8| 0 0 11 0 308 8|
138 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
139 0 14 4 6 0 60 84 0 22 22 0 67 11 0 22 22 0 67 116
140 0 0 0 0 2 6 8 40 0 0 0 0 3 4 4] o0 0 0 0 4 6 10
141 1 45 0 79 24 140 289 41 2 57 4 91 33 143 330 41 s 57 5 185 46 143 478
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Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-Year Update Alternative

2003 Baseline 2025 Totals: No Action 2025 Totals: Alternative 2
Total Total Total
TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2003 TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025 TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025
142 0 108 249 51 27 15 450 42 3 121 258 56 37 11 486 42 1 121 258 54 52 15 501
143 0 0 0 25 0 0 25 43 2 0 1 31 0 0 4 43 21 0 1 57 0 0 79
144 0 0 118 0 0 0 118 44 0 0 118 0 0 0 118] 44 0 0 118 0 0 0 118|
145 1 4 54 52 30 0 141 45 3 5 57 65 41 0 171 45 2 5 56 75 57 0 195)
146 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 6 6
147 0 0 0 23 11 3 7 4 0 0 0 23 15 2 40 4 0 0 0 23 21 3 47
148 0 0 0 5 0 54 9 4¢ 0 0 0 5 0 39 44 4 0 0 0 6 0 54 60
149 0 2 0 10 3 0 5 4 0 2 0 10 4 0 16, 4 11 2 4 195 6 0 218
150 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
151 0 0 4 8 4 4 20 2 2 9 25 6 47 61 3 10 117 8 4 01
152 1 0 0 1 5 269 76 1 0 0 1 7 193 02 1 0 0 1 10 269 81
153 0 1 123 84 31 9 48 0 1 123 84 43 57 0 1 123 84 59 9 76|
154 0 20 1 85 20 254 80 4 0 20 1 86 28 183 17| 4 0 20 1 85 38 254 08|
155 0 0 0 1 0 0 55 0 0 0 0 0 1' 55 0 0 0 0 0 1|
156 6 17 22 82 0 0 127 56| 8 126 109 532 0 0 779 56| 8 126 109 532 0 0 775
157 3 4 7 107 51 0 172 57 26 8 25 264 70 0 94| 57 37 5 19 691 98 0 49
158 0 0 13 65 0 5 83 58 0 0 15 83 0 6 04| 58 o0 0 15 83 0 8 05
159 3 0 87 85 1 0 176 o 3 0 209 309 1 0 2| 59 3 0 209 309 2 0 2
160 0 0 1 10 1 0 12 oo 0 1 10 1 0 2 0o 0 1 10 2 0 3
161 10 0 15 130 21 0 176 11 0 31 398 29 0 469 11 0 31 398 40 0 480
162 13 0 9 29 15 0 13 0 14 61 21 0 109) 13 0 14 61 29 0 117,
163 0 0 0 8 3 0 0 0 0 34 4 0 8 0 0 0 34 0 9
164 0 11 0 7 4 0 4 0 88 0 618 6 0 712 4 0 88 0 618 0 714
165 0 0 0 7 1 733 771 65 0 0 0 40 1 872 913 65| o0 0 0 40 872 914
166 0 0 0 4 0 31 45 0 0 0 15 0 25 40 0 0 0 15 0 34 49
167 0 2 51 283 1 0 337 13 4 61 369 1 0 448 8 2 54 428 2 0 95|
168 0 0 118 302 1 106 527 1 0 119 308 1 76 505 0 0 118 310 2 106 537
169 0 0 0 13 7 0 20 0 0 0 15 10 0 25| 0 0 0 15 13 0 9
170 0 0 0 19 0 33 52 0 0 0 36 0 97 133| 0 0 0 36 0 97 133
171 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 7 0 0 lI 7 0 0 0 7 0 0 7
172 0 0 21 13 7 0 41 7. 0 0 22 14 10 0 45 7 0 0 22 14 13 0 4
173 2 0 85 100 19 0 206 7 2 0 85 100 26 0 213 7 2 0 85 00 36 0
174 0 0 56 90 0 0 146 74 0 0 o1 0 0 148] 74 2 0 7 3 0 0
175 0 2 19 52 7 270 350 75] 6 5 57 0 194 412) 75] 1 2 3 4 270
176 0 4 50 183 8 79 324 76, 7 7 94 1 57 448 76, 8 4 7 49 79
177 0 6 1 2 11 0 0 77 3 10 55 5 0 222 77 4 6 24 0 89
178 0 0 0 77 4 0 1 78 0 0 0 77 6 0 83 78 7 0 6 8 0 99
179 0 8 0 8 8 0 4 79| 11 10 6 40 11 0 78 79 4 8 56 15 0 97
180 0 0 0 21 0 6 o o 0 0 7 29 0 36, o o 0 0 7 40 0 47
181 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0
182 0 0 7 112 5 0 124 1 2 7 196 7 0 34| 7 0 10 239 10 0
183 62 0 51 25 43 14 195 6 0 1 25 59 10 07, 282 3 56 256 82 14
184 0 0 38 23 0 0 61 4] 4 7 3 93 0 0 4 4 4 0 46 86 0 0
185 0 5 3 0 7 0 15 85| 5 6 7 35 10 0 85| 6 5 5 102 13 0
186 0 0 3 1 0 319 323 0 0 3 1 0 229 2 0 0 3 1 0 319
187 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
188 0 0 45 30 0 0 75 3 0 49 51 0 0 104 286 4 56 480 0 0 827
189 0 0 16 0 0 0 16 2 0 17 13 0 0 32 1 0 16 17 0 0 34
190 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 4 0 4
191 0 0 0 2 0 10 12 2 0 1 16 0 7 Fi| 4 0 2 74 0 10 89
192 0 0 0 2 5 0 7 0 0 0 2 7 0 _9| 0 0 0 2 10 0 12
103 0 0 0 16 4 1 81 0 0 0 16 6 44 65, 0 0 0 16 8 61 85
194 0 0 0 75 1 3 99 4 0 0 0 257 1 4 400) 4 0 0 0 257 2 42 401
195 0 4 16 277 0 7 384 95 0o 5 18 339 0 2 49 95 o0 5 18 339 0 28 490
196 0 0 0 44 21 150 215 0 0 0 44 29 0 18 0 0 0 44 40 50 234|
197 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4
108 0 0 39 2 0 0 41 7 1 44 48 0 0 10 6 0 41 104 0 0 152)
199 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
200 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0
201 0 0 4 20 0 111 135 0 0 0 4 20 0 79 0. 0 13 0 9 4 0 111 7.
202 0 0 37 307 20 0 364 0. 0 0 37 07 28 0 7. 0. 0 0 37 0 38 0
203 0 0 15 57 7 0 79 0. 48 8 53 81 10 0 00| 0. 33 27 2 13 0
204 3 2 344 214 0 0 563 04 15 4 353 92 0 0 64 04| 14 348 9 0 0 8|
205 0 1 0 10 1 0 2 05 6 2 5 50 1 0 64| 05 0 0 10 2 0 3
206 0 0 2 11 4 0 7 06| 938 151 120 1,029 6 0 2,245| 06| 872 13 i 928 8 0 1,842
207 0 0 10 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 10 0 0 5| 0 0 0 0 0 0 5|
208 0 0 0 35 45 0 0 08| 3,076 497 387 3,374 62 0 7,397 08| 4,258 65 4 4513 86 0 9,017
209 0 0 8 78 22 0 108 0 32 33 295 30 0 397 0 21 0 5 435 42 0 514
210 0 0 53 4 2 0 59 o 4 56 32 3 0 6 o 2 0 4 46 4 0 106
211 0 0 0 16 21 77 114 11 o 0 0 16 29 55 100) 1 50 1 8 868 40 77 1,054
212 0 1 48 11 0 0 60 2| 6 2 o1 70 0 0 169) 2] 26 1 7 483 0 0 608
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88
92)
26
17
59)
35)

Total
2025
856
1,74
1,83
376)
10:.
4,020
146
117|

51
68
90
62
53
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44
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19
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0
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36
10
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FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed
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22
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65|
il
305
176|
29

11]
125
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2,5
1,48

56
61
69
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88

161
48

252

10
21
57
90
166
63
21

04
75
42

Retail
52
233
38
129
24
42

96
70
30

WTU

Man
360
78
75
16
11
1,924

25
26
27
28
35|

<

2025 Totals: Alternative 2
TAZ

12|
87|

707
68
90

372
543
36
24
209
3,504
207
119
40|

Total
2025

37
49
65
45
38
45

32
0
15
26

10

229
10
79

218
157
22
28
49

1,603
94
44
39
19
14

FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed
12

29
30
10
11
13
288
10
1,750
25
15
15
274
40
757
138
33
607
355
42
251
811

36
15
364
19
15
985
422
247

11
11
51

12
28
16
722
7
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699
15
10

65|
75]
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78
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25

25.

254
255
256
257,
259

18
65,

1og|
5
138]
271]
61]
620)
92|
1,110]

48
45
48
43

1,59

40
44
50
46
63

116
34

181

10

37
11
15
41
65

120
45
15

Retail
11
33

218
34
130
23
186
11

108

71
238
14

WTU

Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-Year Update Alternative

Man
290
kil
16
1,477
86

25|
26
27
28
35
44

2025 Totals: No Action
TAZ

Total
2003
500
86
89
263
427
32
18
21
45
103
15
30
45
139
15
76
16
15
126
10
95

51
68
90
62
53
62

23
28
61
10
16
10
24
17
38
27
11
22
10
19
24

132
10
79

142
65
22
28
49
2
44
39
19
14

FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed

Retail
24
207
93
23

94
69

WTU

Man
200

TAZ
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253

2003 Baseline
243

29
30
10
Ll
13
271
10
294
25
15
103
70
248
15
74
00
40
51
33
577
355
35
229
783

29
14
365
19
80

991
436
255

35
10
102
53

12
28
216
74
58
643
19

48
65|
75]
76
77
78

25
25
25
25
251
255|
256
257
258
259

44
47
105
271
78
74
39
15
49
14
44
138
85
1,505
355
264
494
990

56
61
69
64
88

161
48

0

252

27
11
30
47
87
33
11

30

29
10
11
13
271
10
41
25
15
35
239
15
274
33
138
33
510
355
12
76
691

364
19
983
418
244

51

12
28
12
11

254
255
256
257
258
259
261
263
264
265
266
267
268
269
270
271
272
273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281
282
283

FEIS




Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-Year Update Alternative

2025 Totals: Alternative 2

Total

2025

276|

04
06
77,

88|

40.
57.

16.
55.
63:

276|

40

120
130]

5|
170)

20
14

30|
143

96

38|

46

13|

94

57|
700
1,564

34

67|

74
34
08|
401]

76|

36
158

124

87

63

39
94
493

136

150

14

66

50

284

28
32
295
147

13
75

10

38

11

13

40

33
23

15

11

11

29

11

10

11

23

57

29

65
25

FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed

106
166
350

153
71

19

80

81

34
25
316
46

233

105

23

61

61

14

24
52

19

14

23
20

357
795

26

247
173
12
162
11

11

141

Retail

170

64
33

210

106

32

19

69
29

11

23

13

16

13

334
411

92

38

62

15

WTU

14

18

72

33

Man

161

11

298

11

54
40

TAZ

84

85|

95|

05]

25|
26
27
28

35|

45|

4

2025 Totals: No Action

Total

2025

276

55|

106

451

2|
35

125

408|

123

114

126

27|

74

79

5|
18

700
1,564

10]

8
65|

74
18]
08|

157]

89

62

45

28
68
355

98

108

10

47

36

284

28
32
295
147

10
54

28

10

29

23
17

11

21

17

41

21

47

18

FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed

154
71

66
01

25
406

92

34
26
118
56

263
105

26
53

14

22

19

23
20

357
795

61

247
173
12

162
lil

lil

141

Retail

170

18

64
33

223

113
32

23

72

29

11

13

27

12

12

16

13

334
411

92

38

62

15

WTU

19

18

19

17

72

33

Man

110

22

13

106

17

21
31

TAZ

84

85|

95|

05]

25|
26
27
28

35|

45|

4€

344

35
35.
35.

35.

354

2003 Baseline

Total

2003

276
97

244

124

304
106

87

660
151
250
414

63

92

46

39

145
541

94
493

41

11
264

95
13

11

136

136

34

167
15
14

150

14

22

86

66

91

50

13

244
996

281

316
236
257
379
45

23

32

249

143

22

136

39

20

21

17
12

15

12

30

15
34
13

FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed

106
85
7

153
71

40
79

420

88
92

34
25

39

225

83

19

14

18

19

23

20

47

130
536

220

164

158
11

122

Retail

170

64
33

206

103
29

18

67
26

11

23

12

16

13

97
158

66
10

59

13

WTU

14

18

20

Man

11

17

TAZ
284
285
286
287
288
289
290
291
292
293

294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301
302
303

304
305
306
307
308
309

310
311
312
313

314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321
322
323

324
325
326
327
328
329
330
331
332
333

334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
342
343

344
345
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353

354

November 2006

11

FEIS



Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-Year Update Alternative

2003 Baseline 2025 Totals: No Action 2025 Totals: Alternative 2
Total Total Total

TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2003 TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025 TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025
355 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 355 0 0 0 1 0 1 355 0 0 0 2 0 22
356 0 5 4 4 56 0 9 356 0 5 4 4 77 0 110) 356 o0 5 4 4 107 0 140)
357 0 0 20 5 2 53 0 357 0 0 30 9 3 74 136) 357 0 0 30 9 4 74 137,
358 0 0 0 2 0 129 211 358 0 0 105 186 0 138 429 358 0 0 105 186 0 138 429
359 19 0 2 116 0 12 149 350 24 1 9 139 0 12 185 350 20 0 7 138 0 12 177,
360 0 0 0 26 2 0 28 oo 0 0 26 3 0 0 1 0 0 36 4 0 41
361 0 3 8 229 29 0 269 0 3 11 269 40 0 3 0 3 11 269 55 0 338
362 0 0 103 11 0 127 241 3 3 222 136 0 127 484 0 3 222 136 0 127 487
363 0 0 0 1 5 54 60 0 0 0 4 7 61 0 0 0 4 10 61 75|
364 0 0 13 51 0 40 104 4 0 0 13 52 0 41 101 4 0 0 13 52 0 41 106
365 12 0 0 41 0 0 53 65| 15 1 1 52 0 0 6 65| 13 0 0 64 0 0 78
366 0 0 0 4 2 0 6 0 0 0 4 3 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 8
367 0 0 0 14 0 0 14 0 0 0 14 0 0 14| 0 0 0 14 0 0 14
368 0 0 0 43 1 0 44 0 0 0 60 1 0 61] 0 0 0 60 2 0 62
369 0 0 0 196 0 0 196 0 0 0 203 0 0 203 0 0 0 203 0 0 203
370 0 0 0 30 0 0 30 0 0 0 32 0 0 32 0 0 0 32 0 0 32
371 0 0 0 14 0 0 14 7 0 0 0 15 0 0 15| 7 0 0 0 15 0 0 15|
372 0 0 0 7 0 0 7 7. 0 0 0 9 0 0 7 0 0 0 9 0 0 9
373 0 14 4 21 7 0 46 7 3 29 14 43 10 0 9 il 1 29 13 43 13 0 98
374 0 0 7 29 0 0 305 74 0 0 8 463 0 0 47 74 0 0 8 463 0 0 471
375 0 1 43 1,463 0 0 1,507 75 0 33 56 1,979 0 0 2,068 75 0 33 56 1,979 0 0 2,068
376 0 0 6 6 0 116 731 76 0 0 22 765 0 130 916 76 0 0 22 765 0 130 916
377 0 0 0 0 0 770 o 0 0 4 0 0 4 77 0o 0 0 4 0 0 4
378 0 0 0 134 0 28 2 78] 0 0 0 189 0 29 9| 78] 0 0 0 189 0 29 9|
379 0 0 0 4 0 153 7 79 o 0 0 6 0 153 8| 79 0o 0 0 6 0 153 8|
380 0 0 9 140 7 0 6 oo 0 31 171 10 0 2| 0| o 0 31 171 13 0 5|
381 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 8 0 0 0 4 6 0 0
382 0 0 0 2 9 0 13 0 0 0 4 12 0 16, 0 0 0 4 17 0 1
383 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
384 1 0 0 37 15 9 62 4 1 1 9 42 21 11 84| 4 1 1 9 42 29 11 92
385 0 0 0 54 10 0 64 85| 0 0 0 54 14 0 68 85| 0 0 0 54 19 0 73
386 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
387 0 0 0 0 79 0 79 0 0 0 0 109 0 109) 0 0 0 0 151 0 151]
388 0 33 6 2 0 0 41 0 57 6 2 0 0 65| 0 57 6 2 0 0 65
389 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o]
390 7 0 12 14 68 0 01 2 10 2 17 94 0 135] 2 10 2 17 130 0 171
301 0 0 10 148 4 218 80 0 0 3 8 218 435 0 0 3 8 218 437
392 0 0 54 112 4 50 20 0 0 0 3 50 229 0 0 0 3 50 231
303 0 0 23 277 4 0 04 0 0 7 0 0 342 0 0 7 0 0 344
394 0 0 3 15 2 0 20 4 0 0 7 0 52 4 0 0 7 4 0 53
395 0 0 0 8 0 791 799 95 0 0 0 0 884 895 95 0 0 0 0 884 895|
396 0 0 42 12 0 0 54 0 0 61 0 0 76, 0 0 61 0 0 76
397 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
308 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 10| 0 0 0 10 0 0 10
399 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 8 0 0 11] 0 0 3 8 0 0 11
400 0 0 0 0 0 40 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 40 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
401 0 53 0 9 0 0 92 40 0 74 0 46 0 0 119) 40 0 74 0 46 0 0 119
402 0 0 0 8 0 0 18 40 0 0 0 22 0 0 2 40 0 0 0 22 0 0 22
403 0 89 83 0 25 0 277 40 0 126 83 87 34 2 332) 40 0 126 83 87 48 2 345
404 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 404 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 404 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
405 0 26 52 0 0 0 78 205 0 53 72 24 0 0 49| 205 0 53 72 24 0 0 49|
406 0 110 0 24 0 2 3 40 0 143 0 28 0 2 72 40 0 143 0 28 0 2 72
407 0 122 204 97 14 161 9 40 9 247 4 7 9 70 47 40 0 247 4 7 27 70 4
408 111 8 33 09 49 66 7 40 120 19 3 0. 8 44 9 40 120 19 3 0 94 44 9
409 207 71 30 44 58 122 40 224 168 2 0 68 1,20 40 224 168 2 1 6 1,234
410 16 20 18 99 100 107 0 410 7 47 75 4 138 35 80 410 17 47 75 4 1 3 9
411 45 138 601 2,115 241 776 3,916 411 93 204 1,849 2,644 332 43 6,064 411] 93 204 1,849 2,644 4 4 6,193

Totals | 1,558 1,801 9,679 | 30,282 | 3,761 | 28,667 75,748 | Totals | 7,366 2,097 | 15,994 | 52,054 | 5186 | 28,367 | 113,063 Totals | 12,530 | 3,021 | 15,140 | 64,256 | 7,194 | 31,563 | 133,705

FEIS 12
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Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-Year Update Alternative

2025 Totals: Alternative 3 2025 Totals: Preferred Alternative
Total Total
TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025 TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025
0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
0 0 2 15 0 6 0 0 2 15 0 6
2 1 0 1 17 0 2 1 0 1 17 0
4 4 2 0 7 21 0 4 4 4 2 0 7 21 0 4
5 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 5 0 0 0 2 2 0 4
6 0 0 0 10 13 337 360) 6 0 0 0 10 13 337 360)
7 0 0 0 4 38 0 42 7 0 0 0 4 38 0 42
8 25 6 18 22 153 0 224| 8 25 6 18 22 153 0 224|
o o 0 0 1 6 0 7 o o 0 0 1 6 0 7
o 29 4 101 46 34 0 214 o 29 4 101 46 34 0 214
38 11 129 415 46 230 869 40 11 129 437 4 230 893
0 2 0 73 0 1 0 2 0 7 0 1
0 0 10 13 0 0 0 10 i 0 25
4 25 4 16 128 25 71 268 4 25 4 16 128 25 71 268
5 0 0 0 19 0 4 5 0 0 0 19 0 4
6 0 0 10 25 8 77 0| 6 0 0 10 25 8 77 0|
7 0 0 0 22 6 252 0| 7 0 0 0 22 6 252 0|
8| 64 9 14 394 48 0 8| 8] 66 9 15 436 48 0 4
o 40 22 7 2 111 0 2| o 40 22 7 2 111 0 92
0] 209 67 14 0 19 79 438 0] 209 67 14 0 19 79 438
0 3 0 8 78 0 109) 0 3 0 8 78 0 109)
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 7 0 0 17, 0 0 0 7 0 0 17,
4 1 0 5 3 3 0 42 4 1 0 5 3 3 0 42
25 0 0 0 5 3 0 8 25| o0 0 0 5 3 0 8
26 0 3 1 14 6 0 4 26 o 3 1 14 6 0 4
27| 30 33 1 34 13 0 112] 27| 30 33 1 34 13 0 112
28 o9 3 0 6 40 0 8 28 9 3 0 6 40 0 8
o o 0 0 8 11 0 9 o o 0 0 8 11 0 9
0 25 12 217 1,057 10 177 1,498 0 25 12 217 1,057 10 177 1,498
0 0 0 277 4 4,102 43 0 0 0 277 4 4,102 4,383
0 0 1 13 17 5 0 0 1 13 17 5 6
0 0 0 4 55 0 0 0 0 4 55 0
4 0 0 9 6 4 0 4 0 0 9 6 4 0
35 0 22 0 7 121 88 2 35 o0 22 0 7 121 88 2
6 o 4 17 54 80 0 155] 6 o 4 17 54 80 0 155)
7 o 0 0 5 6 0 1 7 o 0 0 5 6 0 11]
8 o 0 0 1 0 0 1 8 o 0 0 1 0 0 1
o o 2 57 22 52 27 160) o o 2 57 22 52 27 160)
40 0 0 35 42 0 0 77, 40 0 0 35 42 0 0 77,
4 2 1 8 4 38 3 56, 4 2 1 8 4 38 3 6
4 2 27 26 103 0 0 157| 4 2 27 26 103 0 0 157
4 10 0 0 90 4 0 105) 4 0 0 0 80 4 0 4
44 0 9 323 474 27 0 83 44 0 9 323 474 27 0 8
45 67 1 418 1,882 184 439 2,99 45 67 1 418 1,882 184 439 2,9
46 0 0 0 6 0 0 46 0 0 0 6 0 0
47| 24 0 3 16 29 0 7. 47| 24 0 3 16 29 0 7.
48 0 5 0 8 10 237 9| 48 0 5 0 8 10 237 9|
49 6 105 424 1,402 149 44 2, 49 6 105 424 1,402 149 44 2,
oo 1 78 540 2 0 0o 1 78 540 2 0
0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
0 0 213 10 0 232| 0 0 213 0 0 232|
0 0 57 15 9 7 0 0 57 5 9 7
4 0 0 73 67 131 280 4 0 0 73 7 131 280
55| 0 1 0 2 6 305 314 55| o0 1 0 2 6 305 314
56 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 56 0 0 4 0 0 0 4
57 0 1 4 4 0 0 57 0 1 4 4 0 0 9
58 0 0 0 36 10 0 4 58 o0 0 0 36 10 0 46
59 0 0 0 35 44 0 7 59 o0 0 0 35 44 0 79
o 11 0 0 12 42 0 65| o 11 0 0 12 42 0 65|
51 3 0 13 2 0 69 51 3 0 13 2 0 69
4 0 1 0 0 8 4 0 1 3 0 0 8
0 1 0 8 0 18 0 1 0 9 8 0 8
4 0 2 0 4 0 13 4 0 2 0 7 4 0 3
65 o 0 0 31 0 556 587 65| o 0 0 31 0 556 587,
6o 0 0 24 4 59 87, 6 o 0 0 24 4 59 7
7o 0 0 0 6 0 6 7o 0 0 0 6 0 6
8 o 0 0 6 10 0 26, 8 o 0 0 6 10 0 26,
o 6 0 3 0 8 0 67, o 6 0 3 0 8 0 67,
oo 0 14 0 11 0 35] 0o 0 14 0 11 0 35)
FEIS 13
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Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-Year Update Alternative

2025 Totals: Alternative 3 2025 Totals: Preferred Alternative
Total Total
TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025 TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025
7 0 0 0 18 8 0 7 0 0 0 18 8 0
7. 0 0 18 0 0 7. 0 0 18 0 0
7 0 0 0 50 0 7 0 0 0 50 0
74 0 0 0 0 33 % 74 0 0 0 0 33 4
75 0 0 1 39 19 0 9 75 0 0 1 39 19 0 9
76] 0 1 3 0 0 7 76] 0 1 3 0 0 7
770 5 0 0 0 6 77l 0o 5 0 0 0 6
780 0 0 8 11 0| 78] 0 0 0 8 11 20|
79 1 4 0 0 9 79 o0 4 46 0 0 51
] ) 0 0 0 3 o o 0 32 0 0 3
1 0 4 0) 0 0 7 4 8
0 0 0 15 19 6 0 0 0 19 6
3 0 1 95 31 152 3 0 1 31 152
4 0 3 4 61 40 0 108 4 0 3 4 40 0 108
85 0o 0 0 35 0 64 85| o0 0 0 35 0 64 99
6 4 0 1 7 0 0 6 4 0 1 85 0 0 90|
7 4 0 2 6 0 0 7 4 0 2 8| 0 0 92
& ) 0 0 42 0 0 4 8 o 0 0 4 0 0 42
o 1 3 2 7 17 0 4 o 1 3 2 17 0 40|
o 1 0 0 6 2 0 o 1 0 0 2 0 9
0 0 2 9 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1
5 0 334 923 0 0 1,262 2 0 333 879 0 0 To15|
1 0 0 6 0 0 7 1 0 0 6 0 0 7
4 0 0 0 10 0 62 72 4 0 0 0 10 0 62 72
95 37 9 130 452 15 0 643] 95 34 9 129 399 15 0 586
6| 12 53 32 249 0 0 347] 6 7 53 30 157 0 0 247
7o 0 0 39 0 7o 0 0 39 0 0 9
80 0 0 2 34 0 8o 0 0 2 34 0 6
o 16 0 35 483 2 0 5 o 10 0 33 388 2 0 433
00| 42 0 396 681 4 37 1,1 00 40 0 396 647 4 37 1,124
0 0 0 0 0 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 8
0: 0 0 0 48 0 7 55| 0: 0 0 0 48 0 7 55|
0. 0 0 0 0 27 0 7 0. 0 0 0 0 27 0 27
04 1 88 0 228 8 74 399) 04 1 88 0 228 8 74 399)
05 o 0 45 52 2 0 9 ] I 0 45 52 2 0 99
0 0 0 8 24 19 0 1 0 0 0 8 24 19 0 51
0 10 5 59 117 10 0 200) 0 10 5 59 117 10 0 200)
0! 0 2 0 7 0 13 2 0! 0 2 0 7 0 13 2
0! 0 0 4 9 10 0 3 0! 0 0 4 9 10 0 3
0 9 25 445 36 163 8| 0 9 25 445 36 163 8|
3 29 49 8 55 0 05| 3 29 49 8 55 0 05|
0 3 171 0 55 21] 0 3 171 0 55 21
0 0 12 4 0 48 0 0 12 4 0 48
4 0 0 18 4 0 112 4 0 0 18 4 0 112
5] 8 40 230 548 2 44 872] 5] 8 40 230 548 2 44 872
1 0 6 34 6 2 8| 1 0 6 34 6 2 48
0 0 0 0 0 21 21 0 0 0 0 0 21 21
0 5 207 261 0 0 473 0 5 207 261 0 0 473
0 0 303 375 0 89 767| 0 0 303 375 0 89 767
21 1 50 77 0 0 14 21 1 50 77 0 0 14
29 6 80 77 31 468 69 29 6 80 77 31 468 69
0 0 1 4 2 764 77 0 0 1 4 2 764 77
0 0 0 53 0 280 0 0 0 53 0 280 3
4 2 3 105 4 4 9| 4 2 3 105 4 4 99|
25 0 2 103 0 8 5| 25 0 2 103 0 8 35|
0 4 26 0 0 3 26] 0 4 26 0 0 3
0 0 0 12 2 0 4| 27 o0 0 0 12 2 0 4|
0 39 280 1,086 6 10 1,421 28] o0 39 280 1,086 6 10 1,421
2 1 177 624 0 266 1,070 o 2 1 177 624 0 266 1,070
0 0 7 38 0 0 45 00 0 7 38 0 0 45|
0 0 1 146 0 0 47] 0 0 1 146 0 0 47|
0 2 1 1,459 166 10,913 12, 44 0 2 1 1,459 166 10,913 12, ﬂ
11 4 76 0 142 5| 11 4 76 0 142 25|
4] 110 11 0 4 0 0 5| 4] 110 11 0 4 0 0 65|
35] 0 3 6 27 0 3] 35] 0 3 6 27 0 3]
0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 4
0 0 11 0 308 8| 0 0 11 0 308 8|
0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 2
0 22 22 0 67 116 0 22 22 0 67 116
40 0 0 0 0 4 6 0| 40 0 0 0 0 4 6 10|
41 155 59 8 305 46 143 715] 41 a1 57 5 185 46 143 478|
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Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-Year Update Alternative

2025 Totals: Alternative 3 2025 Totals: Preferred Alternative
Total Total
TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025 TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025
42 1 121 258 54 52 15 501 42 1 121 258 54 52 15 501
43 20 0 1 57 0 0 79 43 21 0 1 57 0 0 79
7] ) 0 118 0 0 0 118 44 0 0 118 0 0 0 118
45 2 5 56 72 57 0 19 45 2 5 56 75 57 0 195)
4 0 0 0 0 0 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 6 6
4 0 0 0 23 21 3 4 4 0 0 0 23 21 3 47,
4 0 0 0 5 0 54 59 4 0 0 0 6 0 54 60|
4 11 2 4 195 6 0 218| 4 0 2 0 10 6 0 18
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
61 3 10 117 8 4 0 61 3 10 117 8 4 01
1 0 0 1 10 269 8 1 0 0 1 10 269 81
0 1 123 84 59 9 7 0 1 123 84 59 9 76|
4 0 20 1 85 38 254 98| 4 0 20 1 85 38 254 98|
55 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 55 0 0 0 1 0 0 1|
56| 8 126 109 532 0 0 775 56| 8 126 109 532 0 0 775)
57| 47 5 23 857 98 0 1,028 57 18 4 13 370 98 0 03]
58] 0 0 15 83 0 8 105 58] 0 0 15 83 0 8 05|
o 3 0 209 309 2 0 522] 59 3 0 209 309 2 0 2
3 ) 0 1 10 2 0 3 o o 0 1 10 2 0 3
11 0 31 398 40 0 480) 11 0 31 398 40 0 480)
13 0 14 61 29 0 117 13 0 14 61 29 0 117
0 0 0 34 0 9 0 0 0 34 0 9
4 0 88 0 618 0 714 4 0 88 0 618 0 714
65 0 0 0 40 872 914 65| o0 0 0 40 872 914
0 0 0 15 0 34 49 0 0 0 15 0 34 49
8 2 54 419 2 0 485 8 2 54 428 2 0 95|
2 0 119 333 2 106 5 0 0 118 310 2 106 537
0 0 0 15 13 0 0 0 0 15 13 0 9
0 0 0 36 0 97 1 0 0 0 36 0 97 133
7 0 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 7 0 0 7
7. 0 0 22 14 13 0 4 7. 0 0 22 14 13 0 4
7 2 0 85 00 36 0 2. 7 2 0 85 00 36 0
74 9 0 59 9 0 0 0 74 2 0 7 3 0 0
75| 14 2 24 4 270 18 75| 11 2 3 4 270
7 9 4 57 2 79 88| 76, 8 4 7 49 79
7 0 6 353 0 409) 77, 4 6 6 24, 0 89|
7 7 0 368 8 0 399) 780 0 0 77 8 0 85|
7 4 8 56 15 0 97 79| 14 8 3 56 15 0 97
0 0 0 7 40 0 47, o o 0 0 7 40 0 47,
0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0
15 0 1 365 10 0 402] 7 0 10 239 10 0
284 3 5 258 82 14 7] 282 3 56 256 82 14
4 4 0 4 86 0 0 6| 4 4 0 46 86 0 0
85| 6 5 5 102 13 0 1] 85| 6 5 5 102 13 0
1 0 3 12 0 319 4 0 0 3 1 0 319
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
282 4 55 407 0 0 748| 286 4 56 480 0 0 827
1 0 16 17 0 0 34 1 0 16 17 0 0 34
0 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 4 0 4|
4 0 2 74 0 10 8 4 0 2 74 0 10 89
0 0 0 2 10 0 12 0 0 0 2 10 0 12
0 0 0 16 8 61 85 0 0 0 16 8 61 85
4 0 0 0 257 2 42 401 4 0 0 0 257 2 42 401
95 0o 5 18 339 0 28 490) 5[ o0 5 18 339 0 28 490)
0 0 0 44 40 50 234 0 0 0 44 40 50 234
0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 4|
6 0 41 104 0 0 152 6 0 41 104 0 0 152
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0! 0 0 0 0 8 0 8 0! 0 0 0 0 8 0
01 193 3 8 2 0 111 537] 0 13 0 9 241 0 111 7
0: 0 0 37 0 38 0 383 0: 0 0 37 308 38 0
0. 33 27 13 0 702] 0. 41 30 765 13 0 0|
04 18 349 4 0 0 837 04| 14 348 395 0 0 8|
05| 2 1 45 2 0 1| 05 0 0 10 2 0 3
06] 828 13 0 882 8 0 1,7 ;I 06] 872 13 1 928 8 0 1,842
0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5|
08| 4,344 67 6 4,604 86 0 9,1 zI 08[ 4,258 65 4 4,513 86 0 9,017
0! 30 0 19 587 42 0 678| 0! 26 0 7 524 42 0 610)
o o 0 53 4 4 0 61 o 2 0 4 46 4 0 106
1 42 1 15 738 40 77 913] 1 50 1 8 868 40 77 1,054
2 26 1 97 483 0 0 608| 2 26 1 7 483 0 0 608|
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Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-Year Update Alternative

2025 Totals: Alternative 3 2025 Totals: Preferred Alternative
Total Total
TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025 TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025
3[__380 97 4 322 44 51 898 3] 360 96 4 300 44 51 856
4 o 5 0 10 6 68 8 a0 5 0 10 6 68 88
5 o 6 1 79 6 0 2 5] 0 6 1 79 6 0 92
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
78 70 52 1,488 54 0 1,742 38 70 38 788 54 0 98|
64 3 2 1,135 117 90 1,638 28 2 217 519 117 90 97
0 0 0 22 19 0 4 0 0 0 22 19 0 4
0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 2 0 0 1 0 3 0 2 0 0 1 0 3
16 0 38 30! 7 0 37, 16 0 38 305 7 0 376|
4| 402 13 9 45, 9 0 8 % 5 7 0 33 9 0 4
25 11 0 129 2. 0 0 3 25 11 0 129 222 0 0 3
0 2 0 1 0 26] 0 2 0 1 0
0 0 0 4 0 27 0 0 0 4 0
0 0 0 8 3 0 28] 0 0 0 8 3 0
3 7 24 3 7 62 2 o 2 7 24 7 62 20
3 5 1 4 T 0 0) o 19 5 0 T 0 6!
0 0 0 49 52 0 101 0 0 0 4 52 0 10
1,962 30 43 2,064 0 0 4,099 1,924 30 42 2,024 0 0 4,020)
0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
% 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
35] 3,326 51 73 3,499 2 0 6,9 35 0 0 0 1 2 0 3
0 1 0 4 21 0 0 1 0 4 21 0 26
0 0 1 12 4 0 0 0 1 12 4 0 17
0 4 3 44 4 53 146 0 4 3 44 4 53 146
1 0 0 39 0 59 1 0 0 39 0 59
4 0 0 3 19 0 35| 4 0 0 3 19 0 35|
4 0 0 0 7 0 2 4 0 0 0 7 0 2
4 0 4 4 0 8 0 6 4 0 4 4 0 8 0 6
4 0 0 0 14 36 0 0| 4 0 0 0 14 36 0 0|
44 0 0 0 0 10 0 0| 44 0 0 0 0 10 0 0|
45 0 0 6 0 8 0 4 45 0 0 6 0 8 0 4
4 0 3 0 6 46 62 117 4 0 3 0 6 46 62 117
4 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 4 0 0 0 0 3 0 3
4 0 0 0 0 0 8 4 0 0 0 0 0 8
4 0 0 0 2 0 4 4 0 0 0 2 0 4
25| 3 8 0 5 0 4 25| 3 8 0 5 0 4
25 0 0 0 4 56 65| 25 0 0 0 4 56 65|
25 0 0 0 0 0 1 25 0 0 0 0 0 1
25 12 0 0 29 6 0 47, 25 12 0 0 29 6 0 47,
254 0 5 3 30 10 4 5. 254 0 5 3 30 10 4 5.
255 0 1 0 4 0 255] 0 1 0 4 0
256] 0 0 0 6 0 256] 0 0 0 6 0
257 0 0 1 21 0 4 257 0 0 1 21 0 4
258] 0 0 0 57 61 120 258] 0 0 0 57 61 120
259 0 3 0 10 4 69 6 259 0 3 0 10 4 69 6
] ) 0 0 11 0 0 11 o o 0 0 11 0 0 11
28 0 0 7 90 0 125] 28 0 0 7 90 0 125)
0 0 0 4 2 0 6 0 0 0 4 2 0 6|
5 0 0 13 166 0 184 5 0 0 13 166 0 184
4 0 0 0 271 0 0 27 4 16 0 0 288 0 0 305)
65| 1 0 0 10 6 64 81 65| 1 0 0 10 6 64
757 12 36 1,758 63 0 2.627| 722 11 36 1,750 63 0 2,5
0 1 2 25 21 0 49| 0 1 2 25 21 0 4
0 0 0 2 0 0 gl 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
0 0 0 15 0 0 5 0 0 0 15 0 0 5|
77 1 04 4 0 188 77 1 04 4 0 188
71 128 15 75 0 0 5. 71 128 15 75 0 0 520)
7. 0 364 42 0 88 70 7. 0 364 42 0 88 701
7 0 0 0 15 0 161 17 7 0 0 0 15 0 161 176
74 0 0 19 274 0 0 29 74 0 0 19 274 0 0 29
75 2 0 1 40 0 0 4 75 2 0 1 40 0 0 4
76] 666 10 14 722 0 0 1,41 76] 810 12 18 874 0 0 1,714
7 0 0 0 138 0 0 138 770 0 0 138 0 0 138
7 2 0 2 33 0 48 85| 78 2 0 2 33 0 48 85|
7 15 2 985 607 2 0 1, g' 79 15 2 985 607 2 0 1, g'
0 0 0 355 0 0 55| o o 0 0 355 0 0 55|
0 0 0 12 0 252 4 2 0 1 42 0 252 7
10 0 422 251 0 0 3] 10 0 422 251 0 0 3]
9 51 247 811 4 0 1,122 9 51 247 811 4 0 1,122
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Total
2025

737

13
75

06

66
64

FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed

Retail
170

WTU

Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-Year Update Alternative

Man

84

85|

November 2006

5|

170]

16

46
16.
55.
63:

304
106
97
888
23
40
47
04
276|
40|
120
130)
20
14
30
143
96
24
46
13
94
57
700
1,564
12
67
74
34
08
401
76
36
158

87
63
39
94
493
136
150
14
66
50
284
28
32
295
147

10
38
13
33
23
15
29
10
23
65
25
17

11
11
11
11
11
57
29

40

153
71
90

15
29
80

427

81
34
25

316
46

233

105
23
61
61
14
24
52
19
23
20

357

795
61

247

173
12

162
11
11

141

64
33
210
106
30
19
69
29
11
23
13
16
13
334
411
92
38
62
15

14
18
72
33

11
0
298
11
54
40

05
26
27
28
35|

2025 Totals: Preferred Alternative
TAZ

276

=1y

Total
2025

13
75

06

66
64

FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed

Retail
170

WTU

Man

84

85|

4

5|

170]

304
106
20
14
30
143
96
40|
12
67
74
34
08

121
136
120
130]

88
23
40.
47.
16.
55.
63:
700
1,564
158

87
63
39
94

493

136

150
14
66
50

284
28
32

295

147

10
38
11
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40
33
23
15
kil
kil
29
kil
10
Ll
23
57
29
65
25

71
80
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81

34
25

316
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61
14
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23
20
61
11
11

141

46

15

12
162

153
247
107
357
795
247
173

64
33
210
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30
19
69
26
kil
23
10
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16
13
334
411
92
38
62
15

14
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33

il
0
298
12
54
40

35|

05

2025 Totals: Alternative 3
TAZ

344
45|
35
35
35
35
354

FEIS




Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions by 10-Year Update Alternative

2025 Totals: Alternative 3 2025 Totals: Preferred Alternative
Total Total
TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025 TAZ Man WTU Retail FIRES |Const/Res| Gov't/Ed 2025
355 0 0 0 2 0 22 365 0 0 0 2 0 22
356 0 5 4 4 107 0 140) 356 o0 5 4 4 107 0 140)
357 0 0 30 9 4 74 137] 357 o0 0 30 9 4 74 137
358 0 0 105 186 0 138 429 358 0 0 105 186 0 138 429
350 20 0 7 141 0 12 181 350 20 0 7 138 0 12 177
oo 0 0 26 4 0 0 o 1 0 0 36 4 0 41
0 3 11 269 55 0 338 0 3 11 269 55 0 338
0 3 222 136 0 127 487 0 3 222 136 0 127 487,
0 0 0 2 10 61 5| 0 0 0 2 10 61 75|
4 0 0 13 52 0 41 106) 4 0 0 13 52 0 41 106)
65| 13 0 0 57 0 0 70| 65| 13 0 0 64 0 0 78
0 0 0 4 4 0 8 0 0 0 4 4 0 8
0 0 0 14 0 0 14| 0 0 0 14 0 0 14|
0 0 0 60 2 0 62 0 0 0 60 2 0 62
0 0 0 203 0 0 203 0 0 0 203 0 0 203
0 0 0 32 0 0 32 0 0 0 32 0 0 32
7 0 0 0 15 0 0 15| 7 0 0 0 15 0 0 15|
7. 0 0 0 9 0 0 9 7. 0 0 0 9 0 0 9
7. 1 29 13 48 13 0 104 7 1 29 13 43 13 0 98
74 0 0 8 463 0 0 471] 74 0 0 8 463 0 0 471]
75 0 33 56 1,979 0 0 2,068 75 0 33 56 1,979 0 0 2,068
7 0 0 22 765 0 130 916 76 o0 0 22 765 0 130 916
7 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 770 o 0 0 4 0 0 4
7 0 0 0 189 0 29 9| 78] o0 0 0 189 0 29 9|
7 0 0 0 6 0 153 8| 79 o 0 0 6 0 153 8|
0 0 31 171 13 0 5| o o 0 31 171 13 0 5|
0 0 0 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 4 6 0 0
0 0 0 4 17 0 1 0 0 0 4 17 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 1 1 9 42 29 11 92 4 1 1 9 42 29 11 92
85| 0 0 0 54 19 0 73 85] 0 0 0 54 19 0 73
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 151 0 151 0 0 0 0 151 0 151
0 57 6 2 0 0 65, 0 57 6 2 0 0 65,
0 0 0 0 0 0 of 0 0 0 0 0 0 )]
2 10 2 17 130 0 17;] 2 10 2 17 130 0 17;]
0 0 3 8 218 437 0 0 3 8 218 437,
0 0 0 3 50 231] 0 0 0 3 50 231]
0 0 7 0 0 344 0 0 7 0 0 344
4 0 0 7 4 0 53 4 0 0 7 4 0 53
95 0 0 0 0 884 895 95 0 0 0 0 884 895|
0 0 61 0 0 76| 0 0 61 0 0 76,
0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
0 0 0 10 0 0 10| 0 0 0 10 0 0 10|
0 0 3 8 0 0 11] 0 0 3 8 0 0 11]
40 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 40 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
40 0 74 0 46 0 0 119) 40 0 74 0 46 0 0 119)
40 0 0 0 22 0 0 22 40 0 0 0 22 0 0 22
40 0 126 83 87 48 2 345 40 0 126 83 87 48 2 345
404 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 404 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
405 0 53 72 24 0 0 49| 205 0 53 72 24 0 0 49
40 0 143 0 28 0 2 72| 40 0 143 0 28 0 2 72
40 0 247 4 7 27 70 4 40 0 247 4 7 27 70 4
408|120 19 3 0. 94 44 9| 408|120 19 3 0 94 44 9
400 224 168 2 1 68 1,234 400 224 168 2 1 6 1,234
410 17 47 75 4 1 35 9| 410 17 47 75 4 1 3 9
411 93 204 1,849 2,644 4 43 6,193 411 93 204 1,849 2,644 4 4 6,193
Totals | 16,662 | 3,084 | 15235 | 68,767 | 7,194 | 31,563 | 142,505 12,523 | 3,021 | 15,097 | 62,194 | 7,194 | 31,563 | 131,592
FEIS 18

November 2006



| oW | W T RIE

I = )

KITSAP COUNTY
Washington

JEFFERSON

COUNTY —

=

; N
- }) ‘/,,’ /
1 NG
T = S

T Ty

[

/[ MAsoN coUNTY
g

State Route

= Principal Arterial
—— Secondary Arterial/Collector

Transportation Analysis Zone

Scale of Miles

§eve | @

<

B

Transportation Analysis Zones






\E
0\1 S

% Kitsap Regional
0:)5' Coordinating Council
S

t‘f
%

Ogn e
Reasonable Measures:
A Desktop Reference Guide:

(for use by Kitsap County jurisdictions)

The WA State Growth Management Act requires that jurisdictions take steps to attract residential population to Urban
Growth Areas, in particular before Urban Growth Areas are expanded. These steps, called Reasonable Measures, are not
specifically prescribed by the GMA nor by local ordinance in Kitsap County. Instead, through the Kitsap Regional
Coordinating Council, the County, the Cities, and Tribes have collaborated on this list of possible Reasonable Measures
that might be effectively used within a jurisdiction to enhance its community character while attracting people to live within
its urban area.

Growth Management and effective community planning are based upon substantive interaction with the community,
through dialogue that attempts to build consensus around the type, amount, and location of future development. Such
community visioning considers Reasonable Measures that would be desirable and compatible in the specific community.
The formal process is typically undertaken at the beginning of a comprehensive planning exercise, used to update plan
goals and objectives. When some measure of consensus can be reached, it can reduce challenges and delays to
development, facilitate certain types of development, and add certainty to the development review process.

Each of the 46 Reasonable Measures briefly described here has been identified by Kitsap County and the four Cities
(Bremerton, Bainbridge Island, Poulsbo, Port Orchard) as to its current use (as of July 1, 2005) within that jurisdiction.
Other useful footnotes are shown as well. The Measures are grouped in six general categories:

At the Plan Level Page 2 Design Standards Page 11
Fiscal Strategies Page 3 Community Focus Page 13
Zoning for Additional Density Page 6 Outside the UGA’s * Page 14

Excerpt from the Kitsap Countywide Planning Policies: Section 4a, page 11, as adopted November 11, 2004

“The County and the Cities recognize that the success of this development pattern requires not only the rigorous support of Kitsap
County in the rural areas, but also Cities’ comprehensive plans being designed to attract substantial new population growth.”

Reasonable Measures  September 19, 2005 Page 1



Kitsap Regional
Coordinating Council

At the Plan Level

Reasonable

Kitsap County Legend

1- All UGAs

2- Outside UGAs
3- Kingston UGA
4- Poulsbo UGA
5- Silverdale UGA

6- Port Orchard UGA

7- South Kitsap Industrial

Area

8- ULID#6/McCormick

UGA

As of

Measure Description Potential Benefits Julyl, 2005
1 In an Annexation Plan, cities identify outlying areas that Prioritizes areas for future city boundary BR: pending
are likely to be eligible for annexation. The Plan expansions. BI: no
Create identifies probable timing of annexation, needed urban Allows for efficient provision of urban Pbo: no
Annexation services, effects of annexation on current service services and encourages efficient urban PO: pending
Plans providers, and other likely impacts of annexation. patterns. KitCo: yes- 1
2 Allows denser development with less .
. . . . BR: yes
Review and amend comprehensive plans to encourage traffic congestion, reduces dependence on ,
; i . BI: yes
Encourage patterns of land development that encourage pedestrian, single occupancy vehicles (SOV), and Pbo: os
Transportation- | bike, and transit travel. ~ This policy is typically provides transportation options for -y
. . . - PO: yes
Efficient Land implemented at the development review level. broader segments of the population who KitCo: yes- 1

Use

cannot drive.

3

Environmental
Review and
Mitigation Built
into the Sub area
Planning Process

Building environmental review and mitigation into the
sub area planning process can address key land use
concerns at a broader geographic scale, streamlining
review and approval of individual developments.

This approach expedites a project’s
permitting decisions while ensuring that
infrastructure and environmental
considerations are addressed during the
planning phase.

BR: Future activity

Bl: no
Pbo: no
PO: no

KitCo: yes- 3,5,8

4

Urban Growth
Area
Management
Agreements

Urban Growth Area Management Agreements define lead
responsibility for planning, zoning, and urban service
extension within these areas. The agreements exist
between various government jurisdictions and specify
jurisdiction over land use decisions, infrastructure
provision, and other elements of urban growth.

These agreements can reduce sprawl by
ensuring new development is contiguous
to existing development.

Results in better coordinated planning and
implementation.

BR: pending
BI: no

Pbo:  yes

PO: yes

KitCo: yes-4,7,8

Reasonable Measures

September 19, 2005

Page 2




Fiscal Strategies

Reasonable

Kitsap Regional
Coordinating Council

As of

An Industrial needs assessment

Measure Description Potential Benefits Julyl, 2005
» Phased, infill development is more cost -
effective than sprawl and helps retain
5 rural and natural resource lands. BR: es
Give priority to capital facility projects (e.g. regional » Adequate infrastructure to support h Y
it ) . BI: yes/no
. storm water facilities and sanitary sewers) that most compact urban growth will help UGAs be
Capital o . . . Pbo:  yes/no
i support urban growth at urban densities. Provide urban livable, attractive places. ,
Facilities services to help reduce sprawl development and maintain | > Outside UGAs, rural lifestyles can be PO: yes
Investments P P P o X Sty KitCo: yes-1
the edge of the urban growth boundary. maintained better when infrastructure
investments provide for rural needs
without encouraging urban encroachment.
6 Within the Urban Growth Area, encourage individual .
BR: no
home sewage treatment systems that produce potable T . . _
» Eliminating the requirement for regional BI: no
Encourage water; green roofs and net zero storm waterequates.to a
. - infrastructure makes the cost of urban Pbo: no
innovative $20,000 cost for each of these on- te sys WhIC is J .
. =tefElopment more attractive. PO: no
infrastructure easily off set by the avoided costs KitCo: no
technology infrastructure hook-up and month wer,b J
Include strategy for sustainable Mﬂliﬁlﬁmﬁt |ﬂ
local comprehensive plan. This aQy in€lude: . _ .
7 o A downtown revitalization program > AJ;V\;eII-developed econonp]lc ﬂﬁvelopment EII? partial
. o Incentives for development that meet local goals stralegy can encourage a healthy economy no
Economic . . over the long term. Pbo: no
e Transit and transportation system upgrades . . : .
Development Enh t of the natural b » A good strategy will help implement the PO: partial
Strategy y nhancement of the natural resource base community vision. KitCo: no
[ ]
[ ]

Provisions for timely infrastructure

Reasonable Measures

September 19, 2005

Page 3
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Kitsap Regional
Coordinating Council

03 2
Reasonable — . . As of
Measure Description Potential Benefits Julyl, 2005

Phasing urban growth promotes
development near existing urban services,
reduces sprawl development, and reduces

BR: no need

8 Incorporate strategies in comprehensive plans and capital “ ” )
o . hop-scotch” development. BI: yes/no
facilities plans to phase urban growth as a way to provide . L .
o . It also reduces capital spending, increases | Pbo: no
Phasing/tiering for orderly development and encourage infill ahead of L . L X s .
. LA efficiency in providing capital facilities, PO: no
Urban Growth urban fringe” development. ; o
promotes more orderly and cost-effective | KitCo: no
growth, and promotes more efficient use
of scarce land resources.
Develop a strategy to encourage downtown vitality. (F:r(t)ivolr(ilses housing and employment BR: o
9 Include techniques such as promoting mixed residential P ' . o y
. L L Reduces sprawl development by reusing BI: yes
and commercial uses, reuse of existing buildings rather -
. o . land within developed areas and where Pbo:  yes
Downtown than tearing down and rebuilding, and alternative urban . ; _
o . . : services are already provided. PO: yes
Revitalization landscaping and infrastructure that encourage pedestrian . -
Increases economic opportunities and KitCo: no
use. : L
contributes to more efficient use of land.
Providing tax incentives encourages
increased and improved residential
10 opportunities yv!thln urba}n centers where BR: pending
. . . . there is insufficient housing. ,
Provide tax incentives (e.g., property tax exemption . . Bl: no
A X ; ! . It is intended to stimulate new
Multifamily program) for multiple-unit housing for targeted areas in e . . Pbo: no
. multifamily housing construction as well _
Housing and Tax | urban centers. 2 L PO: yes
. as rehabilitation of existing vacant and
Credits KitCo: no

under-utilized buildings for multifamily
housing targeting both renters and
OWners.

Reasonable Measures

September 19, 2005

Page 4
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Kitsap Regional
Coordinating Council

03 °«©
Reasonable — . . As of
Measure Description Potential Benefits Julyl, 2005
TDR techniques can protect rural resource
11 lands and reduce sprawl outside UGAs. .
Iy BR: no
Develop a program to encourage the purchase or transfer They also may be used to protect critical BI: o
Transfer/ of development authority in order to increase urban areas while still allowing development on Pbb' %0
Purchase of densities and decrease non-urban densities within UGAs. lots that contain unbuildable areas. PO'. no
Development They encourage the more efficient use of KitCO' o
Rights land and promote densities where they ’
can be provided most cost effectively.
12 Reduces sprawl development by reusing
- . land within developed areas.
Many buildings sit vacant for years before the market . . BR:  yes
Implement a 1 X .
P facilitates redevelopment. This policy encourages Wh_ere SETVICES are already pr0\_/|c_jed, the BI: no
program to i”» . . policy contributes to a more efficient use
identi d demolition and would clear sites, making them more . ) . Pbo: no
identify an . . of land, although it doesn’t necessarily ,
redevelop vacant attractive to  developers and would facilitate lead to higher density development on PO: no
development g v P KitCo: no
and abandoned | ™ ' individual sites. '
buildings Increase readily developable sites.
BR: no
13 Adjust impact fees so that lower fees are required in the Increases cost of development outside the | BI: no
Creative use of UGAs than in rural areas, while still contributing to the urban growth area, thereby encouraging Pbo: no
Impact Fees cost of development within the urban area. more efficient use of land within. PO: no
KitCo: no
14 Local jurisdictions provide policies or incentives to BR: no
encourage the redevelopment of underused industrial Brownfields provide redevelopment BI'- o
Develop or sites, known as brownfields. Incentives  for opportunities. Many brownfields are y
. . X . Pbo: no
strengthen local | redevelopment of brownfields such as expedited large sites that can be master planned in PO: e
brownfields permitting, reduced fees or targeted public investments ways consistent with other policies. KitCo: 3:10
programs can be implemented through local zoning ordinances. '
15 Local jurisdictions require developers to provide adequate Ensure that public facilities are sufficient SIR yeess/no
Require levels of public services, such as roads, sewer, water, to accommodate impacts of development. Pbo: yes
Adequate Public drainage, and parks, as a condition of development. Increases cost of development, thereby PO: zes
Facilities (Requirement by Growth Management Act) encouraging more efficient use of land KitCo: yes- 1

Reasonable Measures

September 19, 2005

Page 5




Kitsap Regional
Coordinating Council

Zoning for Additional Density

Reasonable Measure

Description

Potential Benefits

As of

Julyl, 2005
16 While view conservation and fire | BR:  yes
Allow modifications to the building height protection ~—access . W',I,I require | B . no
. s consideration, building “up” rather than | Pbo:  no
Promote Vertical restrictions in the Urban Growth Areas. . . . . :
out” provides additional density on the | PO:
Growth . o
same land footprint. KitCo: no
ADU’s preserve neighborhoods as local
17 residents age and give them a smaller | BR:  pending
Accessory dwelling units provide another housing place to live while allowing them to stay | BI: yes
Accessory option by allowing a second residential unit on a tax in their neighborhood. Pbo: yes
Dwelling lot. Densities are increased within existing PO: yes
Units developed areas with minimal visual KitCo: yes- 1,2
disruption.
Clustering may allow more efficient use
Clustering allows developers to increase density on of land in addition to providing open
portions of a site, while preserving other areas of the space.
site. Clustering is a tool most commonly used to Clustering provides some additional .
. . - P . BR: yes
18 preserve natural areas or avoid natural hazards during flexibility that can infill without creating BI: e
development. Clustering can also be used in pressure to reduce critical area protections . y
. . . L . . Pbo:  yes
Clustering conjunction with increased density to preserve the or reduce necessary buffer width. PO os
aesthetic of less dense development while increasing Clustering encourages a neighborhood Kit.CO' ))//es- 12

actual density. It uses characteristics of the site and
adjacent uses as a primary consideration in
determining building footprints, access, etc.

feeling.

It allows critical areas to be protected
while still permitting both urban and rural
development.

Reasonable Measures

September 19, 2005

Page 6
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Reasonable — . . As of
Measure Description Potential Benefits Julyl, 2005
Permitting duplexes, town homes, and
condominiums in both mixed-use and
primarily single-family residential . .
19 districts of UGASs helps to provide SF ngdlng
Permit duplexes, town homes, and condominiums in both additional housing choice. " y
Duplexes, Town : ; L . . . Pbo:  yes
mixed-use and residential districts of UGAs. A wider range of housing types provides ,
homes, and - ) : PO: yes
. additional affordable hosing options and o
Condominiums KitCo: yes-1

generally allows more residential units
than would be achieved by detached
homes alone.

Some communities allow bonus densities in certain areas

Bonuses can increase densities in urban
areas and create an incentive for

BR: Centers only

20 as an incentive for achieving other community values providing neighborhood amenities. Bl:  yes
. such as affordable housing, mixed-use developments, They can also be used as receiving zones | Pbo:  yes
Density e AR o : .
infill, rehabilitating existing structures and open space to preserve resource lands by buying or PO: no
Bonuses . . ; o
preservation. transferring development rights from rural | KitCo: yes- 4
to urban areas.
Higher densities, where appropriate,
21 provide more housing, a greater variety of | BR:  yes
. Where appropriate (and supported by companion planning housing options, and a more efficient use | B: . yes
Higher techniques), allow more housing units per acre of scarce land resources. Pbo:yes
Allowable ques), g P ' Higher densities also reduce sprawl PO:  yes
Densities development and make the provision of KitCo: yes-1
services more cost effective.
22 Limit non-industrial uses in industrial zones. For I . . L BR: pending
X . . Limits on non-industrial uses in this zone | BI: no
example, require that any commercial use be sized to . . ]
. R . ; . help ensure that industrial land can be Pbo:  yes
Industrial primarily serve the industrial needs in the zone. Preclude . . .
- " . . saved for future industrial needs. PO:  yes
Zones residential use unless it is accessory to the industrial use. KitCo: yes- 7

Reasonable Measures

September 19, 2005

Page 7
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Reasonable — . . As of
Measure Description Potential Benefits Julyl, 2005
Minimum densities promote
developments consistent with local
comprehensive plans and growth
93 assumptions. BR:  pending
. . . - . They reduce sprawl development, ,
Zoning ordinances can establish minimum and maximum L B S BI: no
. L2 eliminate under building in residential
Minimum densities in each zone to ensure that development occurs . - Pbo:  yes
. . - areas, and make provision of services .
Density as envisioned for the community. . PO: yes
. more cost effective.
Requirements . KitCo: no
They promote a more consistent
neighborhood fabric, reduce street costs,
create areas with amore pedestrian scale,
and are more transit-friendly.
Mixed use development can provide a
broader variety of housing options,
allowing people to live, work, and shop in
nearby areas. BR: pending
24 S . Mixed uses in the same area encourage BI: yes
Allow residential and commercial development to occur . SO
in many of the same buildings and areas within UGASs more pedestrian and transit-friendly Pbo: ~ no
Mixed Use y g ' access, reduces the demand on PO:  yes
transportation services and facilities, KitCo: yes- 3,4,8
makes goods and services accessible to
non-drivers, and reduces peoples’
dependence on vehicles for mobility.
Small lots limit sprawl, contribute to the
25 more efficient use of land, and promote BR: pending
Allow or require small lots (5,000 square feet or less) for densities that can support transit. . BI: yesino
Small sinale-familv neiahborhoods within UGAS Small lots also provide expanded housing | Pbo:  yes
Lot/Cottage g y heig ' ownership opportunities to broader PO: pending
Housing income ranges and provide additional KitCo: no

variety to available housing types.

Reasonable Measures  September 19, 2005
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Reasonable — . . As of
Measure Description Potential Benefits Julyl, 2005
Transit allows denser development with
less traffic congestion, reduces
dependence on single occupancy vehicles, BR: o
26 Encourage convenient, safe and attractive transit-oriented and provides transportation options for a y
- : - ; BI: no
development; including the possibility of reduced off broader segments of the population who
o . . ; Pbo: no
Transit-Oriented | street parking that could encourage more efficient use of cannot drive. PO: o
Development urban lands. Transit-oriented development allows y
. . KitCo: vyes-1
people to more easily use transit systems
and helps businesses near transit stations
be more accessible.
Urban centers and villages provide
locally-focused shopping opportunities
and urban amenities (parks, schools, civic
buildings, etc.) together with increased
densities which increase livability and .
27 . . . BR: yes
Use urban centers and urban villages to encourage mixed reduce the dependence on single Bl e
uses, higher densities, inter-connected neighborhoods, and occupancy vehicles. y
Urban Centers . . . . L. Pbo: yes
and Urban a variety of housing types that can serve different income They are a more efficient use of land, N PO: o
. levels. encourage more transportation or mobility
Villages . X . KitCo: yes- 3,8
options and provide for urban services
more cost-effectively.
Centers and villages create integrated,
more complete, and inter-related
neighborhoods.
This technique is similar to clustering. If the zoning
ordinance establishes a minimum lot size, the land use May allow more efficient use of land in .
. T . o . BR: no
28 designation is calculated based on the average size of all order to protect critical areas and provide BI: o
lots proposed for development, within the range required more open space. Pho: )r/w
Lot Size for urban density. Development proposals may create a Lot size averaging can provide an PO: no
Averaging range of lot sizes both larger and smaller provided the opportunity for a variety of housing KitCo: no

average lot size is within the range consistent with the
zoning designation.

options within a single development.

Reasonable Measures

September 19, 2005
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Reasonable — . . As of
Measure Description Potential Benefits Julyl, 2005
Provides another choice in a variety of .
. . BR: no
29 . . . housing options. )
Co-housing communities balance the traditional : . BI: yes
L . This option can also be used to preserve .
advantages of home ownership with the benefits of shared Pbo: no
Allow Co- L . . . open space. .
. common facilities and connections with neighbors. : PO: no
Housing Co-housing can be used as an affordable N
. . KitCo: vyes-1
housing option.
30 This policy seeks to maximize use of I_ands that are ful.ly Can reduce sprawl development by BR: yes
developed or underdeveloped by making use of existing . o .
. L X . reusing land within developed areas and BI: yes
. infrastructure and by identifying and implementing . . )
Encourage Infill o . o where services are already provided. Pbo:  yes
policies that improve market opportunities and reduce . ; _
and : . . . L Infill and redevelopment can increase PO: yes
impediments to development in areas suitable for infill or . o
Redevelopment density of development. KitCo: yes-1
redevelopment.
Ensures minimum densities in residential
This policy places an upper bound on lot size and a lower zones by limiting lot size. . .
31 A . A BR: pending
bound on density in single-family zones. For example, a Places bounds on building at less than BI: o
residential zone with a 6,000 sqg. ft. minimum lot size maximum allowable density. . y
Mandate ; . R . . Pbo:  yes
X might have an 8,000 sq. ft. maximum lot size yielding an Maximum lot sizes can promote _
Maximum Lot . . . . L . PO: no
. effective net density range between 5.4 and 7.3 dwelling appropriate urban densities, efficiently N
Sizes . L KitCo: no
units per net acre. use limited land resources, and reduce
sprawl development.
32 Provides affordable housing on an BR: no
Inclusionary zoning requires developers to provide a incremental basis. v
Enact . L Bl: yes
. . certain amount of affordable housing in developments Can reduce the need for government- )
inclusionary o X : . . . Pbo:  yes
. ; over a certain size. It is applied during the development assisted housing. .
zoning ordinance . . PO: no
. review process. Encourages affordable housing types to o
for new housing KitCo: no

developments

be dispersed throughout the community.

33

Zone areas by
performance, not
by use

A local jurisdiction can alter its zoning code so that zones
define the physical aspects of allowed buildings, not the
uses in those buildings. This zoning approach recognizes
that many land uses are compatible and locate in similar
building types (i.e. a manufacturing firm may have similar
space requirements as a print shop.)

Zoning areas by building type can ensure
continuity in the types of structure and
provides flexibility to building owners in
leasing.

BR: In the future

BI: no
Pbo: no
PO: no
KitCo: no

Reasonable Measures

September 19, 2005
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Kitsap Regional
Coordinating Council

Design Standards

Reasonable _ . . As of
Measure Description Potential Benefits Julyl, 2005
34 Design standards help ensure BR: pending
Design standards seek to preserve and enhance the development is attractive, safe, and Bl:  yes
. character of a community or district. They are typically consistent with neighborhood character, Pbo: yes
Design S S . NN . S ; . .
Standards applied in the project’s design phase or during site review. historic preservation, or other desired PC_). no
features. KitCo: yes- 3,4,8
Manufactured housing tends to be
35 smaller than other housing types, and can | BR: yes
Adopt standards to ensure compatibility between be built to a higher density. BI: no
Develop manufactured housing and surrounding housing design Manufactured housing is an affordable Pbo:  yes
Manufactured standards, to help modulate the GMA mandate. housing type for many households and PO: yes
Housing expands housing choices for low-income | KitCo: yes-1,2
residents.
Work with landowners, developers, and neighbors to Allows > mall-area specnflg plans that are BR: Comp Plan
36 . . responsive to local conditions.
develop a detailed site plan for development of an area. . . enables
. ; : ; Allows a local vision for a site to be .
- Allow streamlined approval for projects consistent with . . ; Bl:  yes
Specific . . . e developed in a coordinated fashion. .
the plan. This policy results in a plan for a specific ; . Pbo: yes
Development . . Can be used to increase density, create _ .
geographic area that is adopted as a supplement or - . PO: pending
Plans ST X mixed-use development, preserve critical S
amendment to the jurisdictions comprehensive plan. S KitCo: yes- 1
natural areas, as well as other objectives.
37 This policy provides incentives to developers to reduce . . BR: yes
. Reduces surface parking — a major use of _
the amount of off-street surface parking through shared . BI: no
Encourage . . . land. Less land used for parking can )
parking arrangements, multi-level parking, use of . . . Pbo:  yes
developers to . : . . - improve the overall land holding capacity, ,
alternative transportation modes, particularly in areas with . . PO: no
reduce off-street . X particularly for commercial lands. o
urban-level transit service. KitCo: no

surface parking

Reasonable Measures

September 19, 2005
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Measure Description Potential Benefits Julyl, 2005
38
Can help direct the type and location of BR: pending
Implement a Streamlined permitting processes provide incentives to growth. BI: no
process to developers. This policy would be implemented at the Can also facilitate growth in urban Pbo: no
expeqne plan & | development review phase. markets where conditions are marginal for | PO: no
permit approval success. KitCo: no
in UGAs
Narrowing street widths can significantly
expand the achievable density of BR: not yet
39 Encourage or require street widths that are the minimum development parcels, BI: yes/no

Narrow Streets

necessary to ensure that transportation and affordable
housing goals can be achieved.

They also slow neighborhood traffic,
encourage pedestrian activity, enhance the
sense of neighborhood, lower capital and
maintenance costs and create less urban
run-off.

Pbo: under CC
review

PO: no
KitCo: no

Reasonable Measures

September 19, 2005
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Coordinating Council

Community Focus

Reasonable

As of

Measure Description Potential Benefits Julyl, 2005
Makes critical services more accessible
40 o ) .
. . . . I . and can reduce automobile trips. BR: partial
This policy would require critical facilities and services L o . . .
. . . : Maintaining critical services near existing | BI: no
Concentrate (e.g. fire, police, hospital) be located in areas that are L _
- . . . development helps maintain viable Pbo: no
critical services | accessible by all people. For example, a hospital could . . . . .
o . residential and business districts, PO: no
near homes, not be located at the urban fringe in a business park. S o
. ; minimizing demand for new KitCo: yes- 1
jobs, transit .
developments at the urban fringe.
41 Amenities, such as parks, trails, BR:  yes
. . . . waterfront access, and cultural centers, ,
Identify and provide amenities that will attract urban Lo Bl:  yes
- ) X - enhance livability in denser areas. i
Urban Amenities | development in UGAs and enhance the quality of life for o X . Pbo: yes
. . Amenities contribute to the overall design .
for Increased urban residents and businesses. . . PO:  yes
Densities vision of the community and promote KitCo: ves- 1
livability in UGAs. Y
42
. Local governments, like private builders, are tempted to Civic buildings provide an anchor for BR:  yes
Locate civic . : . . ! )
buildings in build on greenfield sites because it is less expensive and other development and can form the core | BI: yes
1laing easier.  However, local governments can “lead by of a community. Pbo:  yes
existing " . L . . P, .
. example” by making public investments in desired areas, Civic buildings can encourage other PO:  yes
communities . X . N
or redeveloping target sites. desired development types. KitCo: yes-1

rather than in
Greenfield areas

Reasonable Measures

September 19, 2005
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Coordinating Council

Outside the UGA'’s to Increase Efficient Use of Land within UGA’s

Reasonable _— . . As of
Measure Description Potential Benefits Julyl, 2005
43 Use low intensity zoning in certain areas adjacent to or Land in sizes suitable for future urban BR' N/A
o S . : . BI: no
within the UGA where municipal services will not be scale development is protected from .
. . o . - Pbo:  N/A
Urban Holding available within the near future. sprawl development until municipal PO: no
Zones (For example: Urban Reserve) services are available to the site. o
KitCo: yes- 2
44 This policy is intended to limit development in rural areas Lower densities outside urban areas ) .
. . protect resource lands and promote BR: Cities N/A
by mandating large lot sizes. It can also be used to s .
. development within urban areas where Bl:  yes
Mandate Low preserve lands targeted for future urban area expansion. : . . .
e . S services will be available and are cost Pbo: N/A
Densities in Low-density urban development in fringe areas can have . ! .
S i, . effective to provide. It can reduce sprawl | PO: N/A
Rural Resource negative impacts of future densities and can increase the . . o
Lands development, thereby reducing reliance KitCo: yes- 2

need for and cost of roads and other infrastructure.

on cars for transportation.

45

Partnership with

Local governments can partner with land trusts and other
non-governmental organizations to leverage limited public

The measure protects open space land
from development, thus constraining

BR: Cities N/A

resources in preserving open space. The two work Bl:  yes
non- . ; urban development to other areas. It ,
together to acquire lands or to place conservation Pbo: no
governmental . preserves open space and natural resource ,
. easements on them. Land trusts are natural partners in . ; PO: no
organizations to ; - lands for long term sustainable use in N
this process and have more flexibility than local : - KitCo: yes- 1,2
preserve natural . . X desired locations.
governments in facilitating land transactions.
resource lands
46
The local jurisdiction places restrictions on the type of . - - BR: no
— This policy increases land use efficiency ,
Impose development that can occur on vacant land. Restrictions L ; Bl:  yes
- . . - by limiting the supply of buildable land. _
Restrictions on can vary in strictness, from no development to limited . Pbo: no
. : A . Increases the cost of land, encouraging ,
Physically development. This policy is implemented through city denser development PO:
Developable limit or UGA boundaries. P ' KitCo: no
Land

Reasonable Measures

September 19, 2005
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Kitsap County Procedures for Collecting and Monitoring Data

Introduction

This procedures report is intended to provide guidelines for Kitsap County and its cities and
towns to meet the data collection and analysis requirements of the Buildable Lands program.
The guidelines contained in this report are intended to provide both a process and format for
collecting and reporting data. Data from the Land Information System (LIS) and Geographic
Information System(GIS) of the County and Cities will be the primary source of information.
This report will also address the data collection necessary for the evaluation of “reasonable
measures”.

Background

In 1997 the GMA was amended to include a review and evaluation program now referred to as
the Buildable Lands Program (RCW 36.70A.215). The purpose of the review and evaluation
program is to:

1. Determine whether a county and its cities are achieving urban densities within urban
growth areas by comparing development assumptions, targets and objectives with actual
development.

2. Identify reasonable measures, other than adjusting urban growth areas, that will
accommodate the forecasted population growth.

The program also requires the County and cities to include industrial and commercial capacity in
their analysis. The ultimate goal is to determine the amount and ability of buildable land to
accommaodate future growth and the steps that may be necessary to address inconsistencies
between local plans and the actual amount and density of growth as observed through the
monitoring program. Although GMA places the responsibility to meet the requirements on the
County, coordination and cooperation from the cities and towns is necessary to gather all the
relevant information.

The Buildable Lands Program requires evaluation of the data collected every five years. Kitsap
County produced its first Buildable Lands Report in 2002. The next report is due in 2007 and
will evaluate data from 2000 through 2005. At a minimum, the evaluation is required to:

1. Determine whether there is sufficient suitable land to accommodate the county-wide
population projection (RCW 36.70A.215(3)(a))

2. Determine the actual density of housing that has been constructed and the actual amount
of land developed for commercial and industrial uses within urban growth areas (RCW
36.70A.215 (3)(b))

3. Determine the amount of land needed for commercial and industrial uses and for housing
by type and density, based on the data collected over the previous five years (RCW
36.70A.215 (3)(c))

4. Adopt and implement measures (“reasonable measures”) to achieve consistency between
growth objectives and actual development (RCW 36.70A.215(4))
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Kitsap County Procedures for Collecting and Monitoring Data

5. Annually monitor the effectiveness of these measures (RCW 36.70A.215 (4))

Kitsap County adopted a list of eighteen “reasonable measures” in 2004 and added them as an
addendum to the Kitsap County Buildable Lands Report dated 2002.

Purpose
The purpose of collecting and analyzing development data is to:

= Determine if urban land is being developed at urban densities and whether the County
and its cities and towns are meeting target densities identified in the Countywide
Planning Policies and local comprehensive plans;

= Reflect development trends outside UGAS;

= Test previous assumptions by the County and cities and towns about growth and
capacity;

= Assess whether the County and cities and towns have adequate land capacity (supply) to
meet future housing, employment, and other land needs (demand).

= Determine the effect of adopted “reasonable measures”.

Procedures
The following procedures address four components of data:

1. Parcel-Specific Data Collection System (including data needed to evaluate the effect of
adopted “reasonable measures™)

2. Urban Land Capacity Analysis

3. Future Land Needs

4. Preparation of a Buildable Lands Analysis and Report

The data collected will include only those activities governed by local jurisdictions (County and
its cities and towns). Development data for federal or Indian Trust lands will not be collected.

1. Parcel-Specific Data Collection System

The County will collect data from finaled building permits, residential platting activity, and other
sources regarding residential, commercial, and industrial development, including public
facilities. The County will work with each of its cities to collect data in suitable electronic or
hardcopy format. In addition to collecting the information from the cities, the County will
collect and compile the same type of information for the urban and rural areas within
unincorporated areas of the County.

The County could use this information to develop an annual report concerning:
1. Number of new housing units (Urban, Rural, Incorporated)
2. Number of new housing units by type (Mobile Home, Single -family, Duplex, Multi-

family)
3. Net and gross residential densities for each plan/zoning designation.
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4. Recorded formal plat activity including number of lots created in Urban, Rural and
Incorporated areas.

5. Amount of land consumed by commercial and industrial activity.

In addition to the information collected and reported annually, specific information is needed in
order to evaluate the effectiveness of adopted “reasonable measures”. The evaluation and
conclusions drawn from the analysis of the data collected will be reported in the Buildable Lands

Report.

Data collection specific to each of the County’s adopted “reasonable measures” is outlined in the
table below.(Note: This table is a draft and currently being revised)

Measure Process Monitoring Interval Data Source
Permit Type: Accessory Reported Annually/ collected Handcount data prior to 2006 as
Dwelling Unit Semi-Annually for internal required. DCD LIS to populate
LIS Query: monitoring purposes data fields in the details tab
List final ADU permits starting 2006.
countywide.
Tagging: DCD GIS assist IS to ID urban

1. Encourage
Accessory Dwelling
Units (ADUs) in
Single-family zones

Tag final ADU permits as Urban
(Unincorporated UGA) or Rural.
Report: Generate table showing
number of ADUs in
unincorporated UGAs and
number of ADUs outside UGAS,
per interval.

vs. rural.

IS to tag parcels and create
report format.

2. Allow Clustered
Residential
Development

Permit Type: ?

LIS Query:

e Does the final plat have
clustering? Yes/no

e How many lots created?
(number)

e  What is the required density
minimum and maximum?
(d.u./acre)

e  What is the actual density
on the final plat? (net
d.u./acre and gross
d.u./acre)

Tagging:

Tag final plats as Urban

(Unincorporated UGA) or Rural.

Report: Generate table showing

final plats with clustering

separated for urban and rural;
number of lots created; required
density; actual net density and
actual gross density, per interval.

Reported Annually/ collected
Semi-Annually for internal
monitoring purposes

Handcount data prior to 2006 as
required. DCD LIS to populate
data fields in the details tab
starting 2006.

DCD GIS assist IS to ID urban
vs. rural.

IS to tag parcels and create
report format.

Page 4
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Measure

Process

Monitoring Interval

Data Source

3. Allow Duplexes

Permit Type: Duplex

LIS Query:

List final permits issued for
duplexes countywide.

Tagging:

Tag final duplex permits as
Urban (Unincorporated UGA) or
Rural.

Report: Generate table showing
number of final duplex permits
issued in unincorporated UGAs
and number of final duplex
permits issued outside UGAs,
per interval.

Reported Annually/ collected
Semi-Annually for internal
monitoring purposes

Handcount data prior to 2006 as
required. DCD LIS to populate
data fields in the details tab
starting 2006.

DCD GIS assist IS to ID urban
vs. rural.

IS to tag parcels and create
report format.

Permit Type: Townhouse,
Condominium, Zero Lot Line
Single-family residential.

LIS Query:
o List final permits issued for
Townhouses,

Condominiums and zero lot
line single-family

Reported Annually/ collected
Semi-Annually for internal
monitoring purposes

Handcount data prior to 2006 as
required. DCD LIS to populate
data fields in the details tab
starting 2006.

DCD GIS assist IS to ID urban
vs. rural.

residential. IS to tag parcels and create

4. Allow Town e List number of units per report format.
houses and project.
Condominiums in Tagging:
Single-family zones Tag final permits as Urban

(Unincorporated UGA) or Rural.

Report: Generate table showing

number of final permits, by type,

issued in unincorporated UGAs

and number of final permits, by

type, issued outside UGAS per

interval.
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Measure

Process

Monitoring Interval

Data Source

5. Encourage
Development of
Urban Centers and
Urban Villages

Permit Type: ? (Need all

permits issued for projects in the

Urban Center and Urban Village

Center designation.)

LIS Query:

e List total final permits
issued in UC or UVC during
interval

e  List total number of acres
per permit issued.

e  List total square feet of
commercial.

e  List number of residential
units.

e List density of residential
development within UC and
UVC zones.

Tagging:

Report: Generate table showing

number of final permits issued in

UC or UVC including number of

acres in project, square feet of

commercial, number of
residential units, type and
density.

Reported Annually/ collected
Semi-Annually for internal
monitoring purposes

Handcount data prior to 2006 as
required. DCD LIS to populate
data fields in the details tab
starting 2006.

DCD GIS assist IS to ID urban
vs. rural.

IS to tag parcels and create
report format.

6. Encourage Mixed
Use Development

Permit Type: ?

LIS Query:

o List total final permits with
mixed use issued in all
zones during interval.

e  List number of square feet
of commercial.

e  List number of residential
units and type (single-
family, duplex, multi, etc.).

Tagging:

Report: Generate table showing

number of final permits issued

for mixed use projects, number
of square feet of commercial and
number of residential units.

Reported Annually/ collected
Semi-Annually for internal
monitoring purposes

Handcount data prior to 2006 as
required. DCD LIS to populate
data fields in the details tab
starting 2006.

DCD GIS assist IS to ID urban
vs. rural.

IS to tag parcels and create
report format.
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Measure Process Monitoring Interval Data Source

Data Collection: Reported Annually/ collected DCD GIS to calculate total

e  Calculate total number of Semi-Annually for internal number of acres annexed to
acres annexed to cities monitoring purposes cities each year.
annually.

e  Planning Staff to review Annexation Checklists submitted
annexation plans to identify by Cities to the County for
provision of infrastructure review.
and impacts of annexation.

7. Create e Planning Staff identifies the

Annexation Plans

number of unincorporated
UGA’s identified in City
Annexation Plans and
number of unincorporated
UGA'’s not identified in City
Annexation Plans.

Report: Generate table showing

total number of acres annexed to

cities.

8. Affordable and
Manufactured
Housing
Development/zoning

Permit Type: Manufactured
Housing, Single-Family Home
Query:

e List total final permits
issued for Manufactured
Housing during interval.

e List lot size.

e  List total number of single-
family homes for the same
interval.

Tagging:

e Tag final manufactured
housing permits as Urban
(Unincorporated UGA) or
Rural.

e  Tag final single-family
residential permits as Urban
or Rural.

Report: Generate table showing

number of final manufactured

housing permits issued inside

UGAs and outside UGAS per

interval. Compare to number of

single-family permits for the
same interval.

Reported Annually/ collected
Semi-Annually for internal
monitoring purposes

Handcount data prior to 2006 as
required. DCD LIS to populate
data fields in the details tab
starting 2006.

DCD GIS assist IS to ID urban
vs. rural.

IS to tag parcels and create
report format.
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Measure Process Monitoring Interval Data Source
Gls: Reported Annually/ collected DCD GIS to identify acreage
e List total UGA acreage per | Semi-Annually for internal totals.

9. Urban Amenities

interval.
e  List total Park acreage
within UGA per interval.
e List total open space
acreage within UGA per
interval.
Note: DATAIS
INCOMPLETE, WOULD
NEED A SURVEY TO
PROVIDE A MORE
COMPLETE PICTURE OF
URBAN AMENITIES IN
UGAs.

monitoring purposes

10. Targeted Capital
Facilities
Investments

Data Collection:

Track 6 yr Capital Facility

Projects including Roads, Sewer,

Water and Stormwater facilities.

e Track project location
(Urban or Rural)

e  Track project cost.

e Review all Capital Facility
Project funding criteria and
process for effectiveness.

Report:

Generate tables with data

showing locations (indication of

Urban or Rural) and cost of 6

year Capital Facility Projects for

Roadways (County & State),

Sewer, Water and Stormwater

facilities. Update information

annually.

Reported Annually/ collected
Semi-Annually for internal
monitoring purposes

Coordinate with Public Works,
Municipalities, and PUD to
provide GIS and tabular data for
tracking.
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Measure

Process

Monitoring Interval

Data Source

11. Master Planning
for Large Parcel
Development

Permit Type: ?

Query:

e List final permits issued for

plats in a Master Planned

development.

List total plat acres

List total units in plat

List type of units

List number of lots created

per acre.

e  List number of lots created
in UGA'’s per acre.

Tagging:

Tag final permits as Urban

(Unincorporated UGA) or Rural.

Report: Generate table showing

final permits issued in a Master

Planned development with total

project acres, total units, type of

units(SF, MF), number of lots

and average density.

Reported Annually/ collected
Semi-Annually for internal
monitoring purposes

Handcount data prior to 2006 as
required. DCD LIS to populate
data fields in the details tab
starting 2006.

DCD GIS assist IS to ID urban
vs. rural.

IS to tag parcels and create
report format.

12. Interim
Development
Standards

Permit Type:

Query:

e  List total number of permits
(Residential/Commercial)
issued in Urban Reserve per
interval.

e List allowed density and
actual density per permit.

e Calculate average density
for UR designation per
interval.

Report: Generate table showing

the number and types of permits

issued in the Urban Reserve
designation, the allowed density
and actual density, and the
average density for UR
designation.

Reported Annually/ collected
Semi-Annually for internal
monitoring purposes

Handcount data prior to 2006 as
required. DCD LIS to populate
data fields in the details tab
starting 2006.

DCD GIS assist IS to ID parcels
in Urban Reserve designation.

IS to tag parcels and create
report format.
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Measure Process Monitoring Interval Data Source
Data Collection: Reported Annually/ collected DCD/Kitsap Transit staff
e Calculate average density in | Semi-Annually for internal identify transit stops.

13. Encourage
Transportation-
Efficient Land Use

Y, mile radius from each
existing transit stop location
in UGAs, per interval.

e Calculate miles of sidewalk
in UGAs, per interval.

e  Calculate miles of bike
lanes in UGAs, per interval.

Report: Generate table showing
average density from identified
transit stops, miles of sidewalks
and miles of bike lanes in UGAs

monitoring purposes

DCD GIS calculates avg.
densitiy in ¥ mile radius from
identified locations.

PW provides data on miles of
sidewalks and bike lanes using
County Road Information
System (CRIS).

14. Density Bonuses
in the UGA

per interval.
Permit Type: Reported Annually/ collected City of Poulsho to provide
Query: Semi-Annually for internal specific permit information.

e  List number of permits
issued utilizing density
bonus, per interval, in
Poulsbo Urban Transition
Avrea.

e  List gross density before
bonus and after density
bonus.

e List total additional number
of units.

Report: Generate table showing

number of permits, gross density

before and after density bonus
and number of additional units
per interval.

monitoring purposes

DCD LIS to compile data from
monthly Poulsbo LIS reports.

15. Increase in
Allowable
Residential Densities

Data Collection:

e Track applications for
density increase (ie change
in zoning to allow higher
density) during interval.

e  Track before/after gross
density.

e Track total additional
number of units.

Report: Generate table showing

land-use/zoning changes to

allow a higher density, include
gross density allowed before and
after change and total number of
additional units.

Reported Annually/ collected
Semi-Annually for internal
monitoring purposes

City of Poulsbo to provide data.

DCD to compile data for report.
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Measure

Process

Monitoring Interval

Data Source

16. Urban Growth
Management
Agreements

Data Collection:

e Review of Urban Growth
Area Management
Agreements

e  List total number of acres
annexed to cities during
interval.

Report:

Table with data from KRCC

Annexation Progress Chart.

Reported Annually/ collected
Semi-Annually for internal
monitoring purposes

DCD GIS calculates
unassociated UGA acres
annexed to cities.

KRCC Annexation Progress
Chart to provide acreage totals
for Cities with associated UGAs
and County UGA totals.

17. Critical Services
Near Homes, Jobs,
and Transit

Data Collection:

e Track location of all critical
facilities (fire, police,
hospital).

e Track location of all critical
facilities within Urban
Avreas (Unincorporated
UGA’s).

e Calculate concentric service
area densities from facility,
(1/4 mile, 1 mile, 5, mile, 10
mile, etc)

Report: Map?

Reported Annually/ collected
Semi-Annually for internal
monitoring purposes

DCD GIS identifies location of
critical facilities and calculates
density.

18. Transit-Oriented
Development

Data Collection:

e  Track development of
Transit Oriented
Development in
coordination with Kitsap
Transit.

e GIS: Calculate average
density in ¥ mile radius
from each TOD location.

Report: Map?

Reported Annually/ collected
Semi-Annually for internal
monitoring purposes

.DCD GIS/Kitsap Transit
identify TODs

DCD GIS to calculate average
density % mile from each TOD.

1. Conduct a Land Capacity Analysis

The County updated its land capacity analysis in 2005. The purpose of the Updated Land
Capacity Analysis (ULCA) is to establish an objective approach by which to determine the
current supply of land and how much population and development Kitsap County can expect to
accommodate under current zoning and development regulations. The updated ULCA includes a
capacity analysis for urban residential, commercial and industrial lands as well as a capacity
analysis for rural and resource lands and Limited Areas of More Intense Rural Development

(LAMIRDs).

The analysis includes a parcel-specific inventory of buildable lands, including vacant and
underutilized parcels, adjusted for critical areas, infrastructure constraints, land unavailable for
development or planned for public uses or facilities. This inventory will be updated through the
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annual collection of building permit data and platting activity data. It does not include federal
military lands or tribal lands.

County-wide Planning Policies call for each jurisdiction to use consistent methodology in
calculating capacity. The Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council has reviewed the updated Land
Capacity Analysis recently completed by the County and the Cities have indicated they are
willing to provide the necessary data to support it.

2. Project Future Land Needs

Population, housing, and employment need projections are determined for the County and each
of its cities. Population projections are determined through a cooperative process of the Kitsap
Regional Coordinating Council (KRCC) utilizing data from the Office of Financial Management
(OFM) and the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC). Population distribution is reviewed
through the KRCC process every five years. The review includes analysis of the Cities and
County’s progress in achieving target distributions. The current target for urban/rural
distribution of population is 76% directed towards UGAs and 24% for rural areas. If the target
for new population growth and the overall population targets are met or exceeded, the target for
new population will revert to five sixths (83% for UGAs). Population allocations are adopted
by the County and included in the Comprehensive Plan. The Population allocation is also
endorsed by the KRCC Board and incorporated into the appendix of the Countywide Planning
Policies.

Housing and employment need projections have been included in the County’s 1998

Comprehensive Plan. Employment land needs were also included in the 2002 Buildable Lands
Analysis and utilized a process similar to the 1998 Comprehensive Plan.

3. Prepare Buildable Lands Report

The data collection and monitoring outlined in this document will be used to prepare the
Buildable Lands Report. The buildable lands analysis and report provides information on
densities and land supply over a five-year period. It evaluates whether land supply is adequate
for forecasted demand (utilizing the data collection in steps 1-4) and intends to show whether the
County and cities are achieving urban densities within city limits and UGAs, as well as
development trends in rural areas.
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