snohomish County
Planning ond Development Services

Aaron Reardon
County Executive

) . ) M/S #604
(425) 388-3311 ' 3000 Rockefeller Avenue
FAX (425) 388-3670 . ' Everett, WA 982071-4046

December 2, 2009

City of Shoreline Planning Commission
17500 Midvale Ave. NE
Shoreline, WA 98133

SUBJECT: City of Shoreline’s Proposed Point Wells Subarea Plan and Pre-Annexation Zoning
Dear Commissioners:

This letter is in response to a notice inviting Snohomish County to comment on the City of
Shoreline’s proposed subarea plan and pre-annexation zoning for the lowland portion of Point
Wells, in advance of the Shoreline Planning Commission’s public hearing scheduled for
December 3, 2009.

Snohomish County would like to reemphasize that we cannot support the City of Shoreline’s
proposed subarea plan and pre-annexation zoning for the Jowland portion of Point Wells. The
city was previously sent a letter on July 1, 2009 (see attachment), which expressed the position
that county policy does not support the city’s proposed “Future Service and Annexation Area
(FSAA)” designation on properties within the county’s jurisdiction.

Point Wells is an unincorporated area within the county’s Southwest Urban Growth Area
(SWUGA). The SWUGA is comprised of nine cities, including the Town of Woodway, and
~unincorporated county land. County policy directs that urban levels of service within the
SWUGA should ultimately be provided by those nine cities. Areas eligible for annexation into
the nine cities within the county’s SWUGA are designated as Municipal Urban Growth Areas
(MUGAs). The delineation and adoption of these MUGA boundaries by the county council
allows the county to plan for the development of these urban areas in coordination with the city
they are most likely to join in the future. Point Wells is entirely within the adjacent Town of
Woodway’s MUGA. '

Speciﬁcally, Shoreline’s proposal is inconsistent with the following policies in the Countywide
Planning Policies (CPP) for Snohomish County:

Policy UG-2  Establish a subcounty éilocafsion of projected growth that is consistent

with the countywide planning policies through a cooperative planning process of
Snohomish County Tomorrow, using the following steps:
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a. Initial Growth Targets: Initial population and employment projections will be
based on the following sources:

1. The most recently published official 20-year population projection of the
Office of Financial Management (OFM) for Snohomish County;

2. The Puget Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) most recent population and
employment distribution; and

3. A further distribution of the population and employment forecasts within each
of the PSRC Forecast Analysis Zones in Snohomish County to arrive at
forecasts for cities (within current city limits) and for preliminary urban growth
areas subject to further Snohomish County Tomorrow review prior to
finalization . . .

Policy UG-17 Municipal Urban Growth Areas {MUGAs) shall be established within
the Southwest Urban Growth Area (SWUGA) and documented in county and city
comprehensive plans for the purposes of allocating population as required by GMA
and delineating future annexation areas for each of the nine cities in the SWUGA as
portrayed on the map in Appendix B. Inconsistent MUGAs may be reconciled between
the affected cities within Snohomish County and the county. For purposes of UG-17,
“affected cities” may also include cities located outside of Snohomish County only at
such time that interlocal agreements between the affected cities and Snohomish
County have been adopted by all parties pursuant to Countywide Planning Policy OD-
2!, MUGA boundaries that are congruent with the Southwest UGA boundary may be
amended by agreement and action by the County and affected cities following
consultation with the cities. MUGA boundaries that are not congruent with the
Southwest UGA boundary may be amended by agreement and action by the affected
cities following consultation by the County. Legally binding agreements executed by
the County and a city will define terms of the transfer of responsibilities for planning
and/or development.

Policy OD-12  An interlocal agreement between Snohomish County and any
jurisdiction determined necessary by the County shall be in place for proposed
annexation of unincorporated lands in Snohomish County by a city or special district
situated predominately outside of Snohomish County. This agreement shall address
and substantially resolve issues of land use, applicable development regulations,
permit processing, public service delivery, facilities financing, transportation,
concurrency management, mitigation payments, public infrastructure maintenance
improvement shortfalls and any other similar jurisdictional issues identified by the
County, the city or district proposing the annexation, and any jurisdiction affected by
the proposed annexation. Such agreement shall be approved prior to the city or district
submitting a Notice of Intention to Annex to the County Boundary Review Board or, if
not subject to Boundary Review Board review, prior to approval of the annexation to
the city or special district.

' Editor’s Note: UG-17 was added by Amended Ord. 04-007 on Mar. 31, 2004. While preparing this compilation, it
was discovered that this reference to OD-2 should actually be a reference to OD-12
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Shoreline’s proposal is inconsistent with the following policies in Snohomish County’s Growth
Management Act Comprehensive Plan — General Policy Plan (GPP):

Policy PE 1.A.4 The population and employment allocation for the
unincorporated Southwest UGA shown in Appendix D shall include subtotals for
the municipal urban growth areas (MUGAS) associated in the countywide
planning policies with each of the nine cities in the Southwest UGA.

Policy IC 1.B.4 The county shall not support any proposed annexation of
unincorporated lands in Snohomish County by a city or special district situated
predominately outside of Snohomish County unless and until an annexation
agreement has been signed by the county and said district or city. Such
agreement shall address and substantially resolve issues of land use, applicable
development regulations, permit processing, public services delivery, facilities
financing, transportation planning, concurrency management, and any other
similar jurisdictional issues identified by the county. Such agreement should be
approved prior to city acceptance of an annexation petition.

Policy IC 1.E.1  The MUGA boundaries shall be as adopted by the county and
shown in Map 3. The county and the cities within the SWUGA shall, when
necessary, modify MUGA boundaries for the purposes of allocating population
(Appendix D) as required by GMA and delineating future annexation areas for
each of the nine cities in the SWUGA.

Shoreline’s proposed Point Wells subarea plan for a portion of Woodway’s MUGA does not
address the issue of resolving a necessary reassignment of projected employment and population
growth that is currently allocated to Woodway’s MUGA. The city’s proposed subarea plan s,
therefore, inconsistent with the above identified CPP Policy UG-2 and GPP Policy PE 1.A.4.
The city’s proposed subarea plan does not identify a process for reassigning this growth to a new
MUGA whose city is entirely located outside of the county. Shoreline has not previously
participated in the Snohomish County Tomorrow (SCT) subcounty growth allocation process
and, therefore, has not been assigned 2025 growth targets within Snohomish County.

There is currently no interlocal annexation agreement between Shoreline and Snohomish County
as required by the above identified CPP Policy OD-12 and GPP Policy IC 1.B.4. The city’s draft
subarea plan does not include a provision that would require such an agreement be adopted prior
to the city submitting to the Boundary Review Board for Snohomish County a notice of intention
to annex the Point Wells lowland area. Until an interlocal annexation agreement is in place, the
county cannot support efforts by Shoreline to designate any portion of the Point Wells area as a
Future Service and Annexation Area.

The city’s proposed subarea plan does not include any consideration of potential annexation
boundary issues that would arise if the city attempted to annex the Point Wells area. It should be
noted that the Town of Woodway has a much larger shared boundary with the Point Wells
Lowland Area compared to the City of Shoreline’s shared boundary with that area. Since only a



very small portion of the unincorporated Point Wells area within Snohomish County is
contiguous to Shoreline’s city limits, any proposal by Shoreline to annex the Point Wells area is
likely to be considered a “shoestring” annexation with extremely irregular boundaries.

In summary, any proposed subarea plan, pre-annexation zoning or annexation by the City of
Shoreline for any portion of the Point Wells area would be inconsistent with the Countywide
Planning Policies for Snohomish County, the Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan and the
annexation criteria given consideration by the Boundary Review Board for Snohomish County.
Should you have any additional questions please feel free to contact Jacqueline Reid, PDS
Supervisor, at 425-388-3380.

Smcerely,

K W/ Al

Larry W."Adamson, AICP
Acting Planning and Development Services Director

cc: Brian Parry, Executive Director, Snohomish County
Bobann Fogard, TES Director, Public Works, Snohomish County
Jacqueline Reid, AICP, Supervisor, PDS, Snohomish County

Attachments: July 1, 2009 letter to City of Shoreline
Appendix B of Countywide Planning Policies
Appendix D of General Policy Plan



Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services

Azron Reardon
County Executive

M/S #8604
(425) 388-3311 3000 Rockefeller Avenye
FAX (425) 388-3670 Everett, WA 98201-4046

July 1, 2009

Mr. Steve Cohn

City of Shoreline

17544 Midvale Avenue N,
Shoreline, WA 98133-4921

RE: Shoreline’s Designation of the Point Wells area in Snohomish County as a Potential
Annexation Area

Dear Mr, Cohn:

This is in response to Mr. Tovar’s letter dated April 20, 2000 inviting Snohomish County to
comment or the comprehensive plan amendment the City of Shoreline is considering to re-
designate 61 acres of the lowland portion of the Point Wells site from a Potential Annexation
Area (PAA) to a “Future Service Area (FSA)” designation. Snohomish County cannot support
the City’s proposed comprehensive plan amendment for the reasons outlined below.

Snohomish County does not have or recognize the designation of either a PAA or an FSA for
unincorporated property within the County. Areas eligible for annexation into jurisdictions
within the County’s Southwest Urban Growth Ares (SWUGA) are designated as Municipal
Urban Growth Areas (MUGAS). In the case of Point Wells, the entire site is located within the
Town of Woodway’s MUGA. o

Policy ¥/G-17 in the Snohomish County Countywide Planning Policies states:

UG-17 Municipal Urban Growth Areas (MUGAs) shall be established within the
Southwest Urban Growth Area (SWUGA) and documented in county and city comprehensive
plans for the purposes of allocating population as required by GMA and delineating future
annexation areas for each of the nine cities in the SWUGA as portrayed on the map in
Appendix B. Inconsistent MUGAs may be reconciled between the affected cities within
Snohomish County and the county. For purposes of UG-] 7, “affected cities” may also include
cities located outside of Shohomish County only af such time that interfocal agreements
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Letter to City of Shoreline
July 1, 2009

between the affected cities and Snohomish County have beer adopted by all parties pursuant
to Countywide Plamning Policy OD-2', MIUGA boundaries that are congrucnt with the
Southwest UGA boundary may be amended by agreement and action by the County and
affected cities following consultation with the cities. MUGA boundaries that are not congruent
with the Southwest UGA boundary may be amended by agreement and action by the affected
cities following consultation by the County. Legally binding agreements exécuted by the
County and & city will define terms of the transfer of responsibilities for planning and/or
development. (Added Mar. 31, 2004 — Amended Ord. 04-007).

OD-12 An interlocal agreement between Snohom ish County and any jurisdiction determined
necessary by the County shall be in place for proposed annexation of unincorporated lands in
Snohomish County by a city or special district situated predominately outside of Snohomish
County. This agreement shall address and substantially resolve issues of land use, applicable
development regulations, permit processing, public service delivery, facilities financing,
transportation, concurrency management, Initigation payments, public infrastructure
maintepance/improvement shortfalls and any other similar jurisdictional issues identified by
the County, the city or district proposing the annexation, and any jurisdiction affected by the
proposed arnexation. Such agreement shall he approved prior 1o the city or district submitting
a Notice of Intention to Annex to the County Boundary Review Board or, if not subject to
Boundary Review Board review, prior to approval of the annexation to the city or special
district. (Added Jan 19, 2000 — Amended Ord. 99-120)

Snohomish County’s General Policy Plan Interjurisdictional Coordination Section includes the
following requirement for any proposed cross-county annexation:

ICPolicy 1.B.4 The county shall not Support any proposed annexation of
unincorporated lands in Snohomish County by a city or special district situated
predominately outside of Snohomish County unless and unti} an annexation agreement
has been signed by the county and said district or city. Such agreement shall address and
substantially resolve issues of land use, applicable development regulations, permit
processing, public services delivery, facilities {inancing, transportation plaming,
concurrency management, and any other similar jurisdictional issues identified by the
county. Such agreement should be approved prior to city acceptance of an annexation
petition.

Additionally, the boundary around the area of Point Wells is .71 miles. Of this area, 53 percent
1s contiguous with the Town of Woodway’s corporate limits, while less than 3 percent Is |
contiguous with the City of Shoreline’s corporate limits. Since such a-small percentage of the
area is contiguous to Shoreline’s City limits, any annexation proposal to the City for the Point
Wells area is likely to be considered a “shoestring™ annexation with extremely irregular
boundaries.

Any proposed annexation by the City of Shoreline into the Point Wells area would therefore be
inconsistent with the Countywide Planning Policies, the Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan

" Bditor’s Note: UG-17 was added by Amended Ord. 04-007 on Mar, 31,2004. While preparing this compiiatios, it
was discovered that this reference to OD-2 should actually be a reference to OD-12

S1\Planming'Annexations\City of Shoreline Point Wells\Lty of Respanse to Designation of Point Wells Site as FSA 7-1-09.doc



Tetter to City of Shoreline
July 1, 2009

and other areas that may be given consideration by the Washington State Boundary Review
Board for Snohomish County.

In summary, the County does not support the comprehensive plan amendment to re-designate the
Point Wells area proposed by the City of Shoreline. Should you have any additional questions
please feel free to contact me at 425-388-3122.

Sincerely,

Craig Ladiser
Director, Planning and Development Services

ce: Councilmember Mike Cooper, Snohomish County Council Chair
Brian Parry, Executive Director
Larry Adamson, Manager
Joseph Tovar, City of Shoreline Planning Director

S:\Planning‘Annexadons\City of Shoreline Point Wells\Lir of Response to Designation of Point Wells Site as FSA 7] -(9.doc



APPENDIX B, Table 1 : 2025 Population Growth Targets for Cities, UGAs and the Rural/Resource Area
Recommended by the SCT Planning Adviscry Committee and SCT Steering Comndtles, and Adopted by
the Snohdmish County Coundii .

. 2002 - 202G P‘ugu Slien oy aan
002 Reconciled

Eglimatad 2025 Popuiation Pet of Total

Arog Popuiation Targets Amount County Growh
Hon-$.W., County UGK RECRTE 216,?5:34 92,683 32.6%
Attington UGA 13820 27,000 13,080 5%
Ardington Gty . 12280 18,150 4870 1.7%
Unineorporated Bdd 8,850 8,213 2B8%
Darrington UGA 1,468 24250 857 0:2%
Damington Town 1,335 1,910 575 0.2%
Unincprporated 133 s B2 0:8%
Geid Bar UGA 28171 asn 683 0.2%
Gold Bar City 2,085 L2487 442 0.2%
Unincorporated L Co1heT O3S A%
Granile Falls UGA 2;'90'9 6470 4,061 14%
Granite Falls ity 2,780 4770 2010 0.7%
Unincorporated 149 Z.200 2054 2.7%
index UGA {inpomarated} BT 3 tag 30 0.5%
Lake Blevens UGA -26.628 48,175 18,267 H9%
Lake Stevens Gity 4,540 B.360 1720 0.6%
Unincorporated 20,188 1 37785 41577 8,2%
Malthy LIGA dmincomporated) NA NAY - MA NA
Marysvifie UGA. 50,628 79,800 29,972 10.3%
Harysvilfe City 27,580 P o 9,187 3.3%
Unincorpdrdted 23,248 1. 43,063 185813 7.0%
Maorroe UGA 18,240 F 26590 10,35¢ 3%
fonroe City 14,678 - 2540 5870 2%
Unincorporated 1,870 6050 4ABG 1.8%
Snohomish UGA . 4538 4,341 1.5%
Snahomish City G881 1406 0.5%
Unincorparated 4554 2936 1.0%
Stariwood UGA 8640 4,361 1.5%
Stahwood City 5,650 1,568 3.6%
Urincorporated 3,160 2,798 1.0%
Sudtan UGA 11,4187 6,851 4%
Sultn City 8,190 4,289 1.5%
Unficorporated 28048 581 9.9%
SW. County UGA 533128 152,546 54.2%
facomurated S, 03,227 a7y 21.6%
Bothell City fpart} 22,000 7.510 7%
Brier Clty. 7,740 1,345 0:5%
Edmands Chty : 44880 S 1.8%
Everett Chy 123068 26,850 9.6%
Lymriwood City 4378z §782 3.8%
Wil Sreek City 15,089 4,034 1.4%
Mtlake Temace City 22458 1,486 0%
Mukitgo Clty 22000 3480 1.2%
Woodway Town 1,170 180 G1%
Unincorporated 4. 136,088 226,888 91,808 326%
UGA Totat 514.ﬂé0 758,818 248,738 B87.4%
Clry Total 327540 420,202 82,862 33.9%
Unincorporated UGA Total 187140 3877 182577 54.2%
TDR Poputation Reserve A, 4300 4500 1.7%
Fotentiai LiGA total 514,680 Te4818 [ 250,130 85.9%
Non-UGA Total * IREE L 144.({34 3314 11.1%

Rural Unincomorated)

| Couinty Tatal sashy afogssl . 081 463 100,05

TOR = Transfer of Davelopmert Rights;” da = Not applicabla - T . )
* -~ Rure 2002-202% population growdh i5 based on ssfimaled rural pbpulation-growdh since 2002, plus10% of counfywice pepiialion growth after 2088,
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THIS PAGE REPLACES PAGE 20

APPENDIX B, Table 3 - Reconciled 2025 Population Growth Targets for Unincorporated MUSAs
Recommended by the SCT Planning Advisory Committee (April 13, 2006} and SCT Steering
Comimittee {May 24, 2006}, as Modifled and Adopted by the Snohomish County Council on

Daecernber 20, 2006,
2002 2025 2002-2025

Unincorporated MUGAs Estimated Population Numeric
within SW UGA: ‘Popldation Targe! Change
Solhsl 18,424 29,565 13,444
Siier 28T 3245 1,138
omonds 3,518, 4,465 BB
Eversit 38,205 80,210 14.008
Lynhmwond 149,768 34,338 14,877
il Creek 28528 56,232 27,708
rioustiake Tetrdcs a2 105 23
Lukiles 10,862 14,910 4,248
Paing Field 34 - {324)
VWoodway - 170 174
Dvatlas area: _
Larch Way (batween Mill Greek & Lyntwaod) 2118 4380 231
SAss: B
Lake Stickney 4,148 10,820 8,708
Morma Beaach 2,826 3,320 494
Bilver Firs 11,878 18,080 5,405
Unlacorporated MUGA total 138:089 228,858 91 808

Unincarporated RUGAS _‘wené defined vsing April 2002 oity boundaries, )
The porion of the: iningorporated SW DGA norih.of the City of Everelt Is not includad within & MUGH.

29
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THIS PAGQR%EPLACES‘TPAGE 30

APPERDIX B, Table 4 - Reconcilled 2025 Eﬁ‘i[ﬁ!oyment Growth Targets for Unincorporated MUGAs
Recommended by the SCT Planning Advisory Committee (Aprit 13, 2008} and SCT Steering
Commiittoe (May 24, 2006}, Adopled by the Snobomish County Councll on December 26, 2006,

- 2002 2025 2002:2025
Unincorporated MUGAs . Esfimated Employment Numeric
within SW UBA ~Employment, Tamget. Chafige
Botheil 752 1,540 788
Brier 137 134 7
Edmands 18% 444 218
Everell 5,160 G520 1,336
Lnnwond 2,347 o E400 30683
Wit Gresk 2,568 4375 1,487
Hountiaks Taracs 18 20 x
Mukiteo 2,807 £080 2,273
Paine Field 3730 8,547 5117
Woadway 3§ 820 607
Cverian areq;
Larch Way (hetwesn Ml Creek & Lynnwood) 1,488 1,884 L)
Lake Slickney . 820 660 A
Noma Beach i) 90 -
Siver Firs 473 3,424 2851
Unincorporated MUGA joia! T30 35,078 18,340

Unincarporated MUGAY Wé\ré deiined using Apﬁ;?‘_ﬁ)i}z Cify houndaries,
The partion of the unincotporated SW USAanth of the Gty of Eversitis notinciuded within 3 MUGA,
MUGA = fdnicipal Urban Grwih Afea
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Appendix B

Technical Notes to Accompany Reconmled 2025 Populatmn and Employment Growth Targets
{Adopted by the S‘nohomrsh ‘County Council-on December 20, 2006)

Countywide Planning Policy UG-2 calls for the use of the Puget Sound Regional Council's (PSRC) population and
empleymeni forecasts at the forecast analysis zone (FAZ) level ‘'as a starting point for allocating the Office of
Financial Management (OFM) forecasi to subareas (cities, UGAs and the rural/resources area) within the County.

The new OFM forecasts for Snchomish County, released early in 2002, included a countywide low population
forecast (795,725) and a high population forecast (1,062,903} for ihe year 2025. During the 10-year comprehensive
plan updates, jurisdictions in Snohomish County, were collectively required under the GMA to plan for the
accommodation of population growth somewhere between the low and high extremes. Given the magnitude of the
difference between population under the low and high alternatives (i.e., more than a quarter million population
difference between the twe), the SCT Planning ‘Advisory Committee (PAC) recommended that a smaller range
around the intermediate (or “most likely™) OFM population forécast for Snehomish County (929,314) be used as the
basis for development of the subcounty low-high growth ranges. :For purpeses of the developing the drafl initial
growth target ranges for cities and UGAs, half of the OFM low-high population growth range for 2025 {centered on
the intermediate forecast) was used as a countywide control fotal, resulting in a low population for 2025 of 862,500
and a high poputation for 2025 0f 996,200,

During the fall of 2002, the PSRC began development of updated population and employment forecasts at the FAZ
level for the years 2010, 2020 and 2030, using retemly obtained information from the Census 2000 and other
sources, The PAC reviewed and commented on these forecasts as they were developed during the fall. Official

“working draft” forecasts were released by the PSRC on DLLLmbCl 18, 2002 and were used by the PAC to develop
the drafl initial growth target ranges.

The PSRC FAZ population and employment forecasts were used to develop the draft initial city and UGA growth
target ranges in the following way. The PSRC total population forecasts for Snohomish County for the years 2020
and 2030 were interpolated to arrive at a 2025 populauon forecast of 922,677. Growth to the year 2025 for each
FAZ was also inferpolated using the individual FAZ-level 2020 and 2030 forecasts. A relationship between FAZ
and ¢ity/UGA geography was established to deterfine the 2025 forecasts by cities and UGAs. For those FAZs split
by city or UGA boundaries, the relative share 01 year 2000 population and employment located within the
incorporated or UGA portion of the FAZ was used ;o help develop the 2025 jurisdictional or UGA forecasts.

In order to develop growth target ranges that maiched the narrower SCT low-to-high countywide population range
for 2025 described above, PSRC forecasted growth to 2025 was adjusted downwards by 19% for the low population
target and upwards by 23% for the high populatien target. The saime percentage adjustments were used to develop
the low-high employment ranges for 2025, '

The PAC sent out the draft initial 2025 target ranges for jurisdictional review on January 9, 2003. The PAC began
reviewing city feedback on specific tavget preferences in April and continued to receive and review local feedback
throughout the summer. Summing the initial preferences indicated by jurisdictions results in a total countywide
population of 899,200 for 2025. These initial tafge}s represented a commitment among jurisdictions in Snohomish
County to evaluate plan updates during the subsequent two years that would aliow for accommodation of this amount
of countywide population growth -- well within thé 795,700 (low) and 1,062,900 (high) OFM population forecast
range required by the GMA.

Countywide Planning Policy UG-2b calls {or a préoés,s invelving Szi()homish County Tomorrew to reconcile any city
vs. county differences in adopted growth targets following local 10-year plan updates. Work at SCT to resolve
differences in locally adopted growth targets began at the SCT Planning Advisory Committee meeting in January
2006. The PAC recommended a reconciled 2025 populatlon and employment growth target allocation on April 13,
2006. The SCT Steering Committee reviewed the PAC’s recommendation on April 26, 2006 and approved it for
transmittal to the Snohomish County Council at f.heir meetmg on May 24, 2006.

Note that for all tables in Appendix B, estlmates-‘and forecasts for incorporated and unincorporated areas were
developed using constant city boundaries {(as of April 1, 2002) over time.

29 CURRENT Countywide Planning Policies: Last Updated Effective September 13, 2009
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APPENDIX D, Table D-1 - 2025 Population Growth Targets for Cities, UGAs and the RuralfResource Area
Recommended by the SCT Planning Advisory Committee and SCT Steering Commiittee and Adopted by
’ the Snohomish County Council.

2002 - 2025 Population Growth

TBR = Transfer of Development Rights; NA = Not applicatle :
* -~ Rural 20022025 population growth is based on eslimated rurd! population growth since 2002, pius 10% of countywide population growth after 2008,

2002 Reconciled
Estimated 2025 Popuitation Pot of Total

Area Population Targets Amount County Growth
Non-8.W. County UGA 134,101 [ 226,794 92,693 32.9%
Aringlon UGA 13,520° 27.000 13,080 46%
Avlington Cily 13,280 18,180 4,870 1.7%
Unincorporated B40 § - 8350 8,210 2.8%
Darringlon UGA 1,468, 2,128 657 0.2%
Darrington Town 1,335 1,910 575 0.2%
Unincorporated 1334 215 82 0.0%
Gold Bar UGA 2,817 | 3,500 683 0.2%
Gold Bar City 2,085 2,487 442 0.2%
Unincorporated 762 1,003 241 0.1%
Granite Falis UGA 2,908 . 5,970 4,061 1.4%
Granite Falls City 2,780 4,770 2,010 0.7%
Unincorporated 1494 2,200 2,051 0.7%
index UGA (incorporated) 160 180 kle 0.0%
Lake Stevens UGA 26,828 48,125 19,287 6.9%
Lake Stevens City 6640 8,360 1,720 0.6%
Unincarporated 201884 37,765 17,577 6.2%
Maliby UGA (unincorporated) NA NA NA NA
Marysville UGA 50,828 78,800 28972 10.3%
Marysvilte City 27,580 4. 36,737 9,157 3.3%
Unincorporated 23,248 | 43,063 19,815 7.0%
Morroe UGA 16,240.] 26,660 10,350 3.7%
Monroe City 14,670 § 20,540 5,870 2.1%
Unincorporated 1,570 8,050 4,480 1.6%
Snohormish JGA 10,194 3. - 14,835 4 341 1.5%
Snchemish City 8,575 2,981 1,406 G0.5%
Unincorparated 16193 4,554 2,935 1.0%
Stanwood UGA 4,479 8,840 4,361 1.5%
Stanwood City 4,085 5650 1,565 0.6%
Unincorporated 394 3,180 2,796 1.0%
Sultan UGA 4,258 | 11,1148 6,861 2.4%
Sultan City 3.810 [ 8,190 4,280 1.5%
Unincorporated 348 2,929 2,581 0.9%
S.W. County UGA 380,579. 533,125 162,548 54.2%
Incorporated S.W. 242490 303,227 80,737 21.6%
Bothelt City {part) 14,490, - 22,0060 7,510 2.7%
Brier Clty 6,445 |- 7,780 1.345 0.5%
Edmonds City 38,460 44,880 5,420 1.9%
Everett City 96,070 123,060 26,880 9.6%
Lynnwood City 33,990 43,782 9,792 3.5%
Milt Creek City 12,055 16,089 4,024 1.4%
Milake Terrace City 20,47_0' - - 22456 1,886 0.7%
Mukittea City 18,520-4° 22,000 3480 1.2%
Woodway Town 990 1170 180 0.1%
Unincorporated S.W. 138,089, 224,898 91,809 32.6%
UGA Total £14 880. . 758,919 245,239 87.1%
City Total 327 540 420,202 92,662 32.9%
Unincorporated UGA Total 187,1?0' .- 338,717 182,877 54.2%
TDR Poptilation Reserve NA | - 4,800 4,900 1.7%
Patential UGA total 514,680 7634,819 250,138 88.9%
MNon-UGA Total* 113,320 1 144,634 31,314 11.1%

(Rural Unincorporated) .

County Total 628 DOb L 909 453 281,453 100 0%




APPENDIX D, Table D-2: Reconciled 2625 Employme_ht Growth Targets for Cities, UGAs and the Rurai/Resource Area
Recommended by the SCT Planning Advisory Committee (April 13, 2006) and SCT Steering Commitiee (May 24, 2008).

Adopted by the Snohomish:County Councii on December 20, 2005,

- 2002 - 2025 Employment Growth
2002 Reconciled
Estimated 2025 Employment Pct of Total

Area Empioyment Targets Amount County Growth
Non-8.W. County UGA 43,105 80,628 37.523 28.0%
Arlington UGA 8,103 15,360 7.257 5.0%
Arlington City 7,928 14,350 8,422 4.4%|
Unincorporated 175 1,010 B35 0.6%
Darrington UGA LTl 535 164 0.1%
Darrington Town 371 415 44 0.0%
Unincorporated - ) 115 11& 0.1%
Goid Bar UGA 175 210 35 0.0%
Gold Bar City 172 210 38 0.0%
Unincorporated 2 . - (2} 0.0%|
Granite Fafls UGA 802 2,200 1,398 1.0%
Granite Falls Gity 802 2,109 1,307 £.9%
Unincorperated - - 91 gt 0.1%
Index UGA (incorporated) 44 . 70 26 0.0%
Lake Stevens UGA 3,798 6,615 2,816 1.8%
l.ake Stevens City 1,164 1,808 841 0.4%
Unincorporated 2,636 4,810 2174 1.5%
Maliby UGA {unincarporated) 2,107 4,960 2,863 2.0%
Marysvile UGA ‘ 11,202 24,008 12716 8.8%|
Marysville Gity © 8,369 16,851 7,482 8.2%
Unincorporated 1,923 7.157 5234 3.6%,
Monroe UGA 7,627 12,390 4,763 3.3%
Monroe City 7,508 11,800 4,294 3.0%,
Unincorporated 121y . gao 489 0.3%
Snohomish UGA 4,842 6,730 1,888 1.3%
Snohemish City 4,015 4,300 8BS 0.6%
tUnincorporated 827 1,830 1,003 0.7%
Stanwood UGA 3,081 5,550 2469 1.7%
Stanwood City 2,856 4790 1,834 1.3%
Uningorporated 225 7580 535 0.4%
Sultan UGA 880 2,000 1,140 0.8%
Suitan City 843 1,870 1,127 0.8%
Unincorporated 18 ’ 30 i2 0.0%
SW. County UGA Y 183,204 259,577 96,373 66,7%
incorporated S.W. 142,477 219473 76,296 53.3%
Bothelt City (part) 11,247 15,840 4,693 3.2%
Brier City 300 430 130 0.1%
Edmonds City 10,300 12,180 1,880 1.3%
Everett City 80,493 130,340 49,847 34.5%
Lynnwood Gity 22,878 38,550 15,674 10.8%
Milt Creek City 2,890 4 544 1,654 11%
Mtiake Terrace City 7,869 8,038 170 0.1%
Mukilteo City 6,448 . 9450 3,001 2.1%
Woodway Town 53 . 80 37 8.0%
Unincarporated S.W, 20721 40,104 19,377 13.4%
UGA Total | 206,309 340,205 133,896 892.7%
Cliy Totad 177,548 278,743 101,185 70.0%
Unincorporated UGA Total 28,761 61,462 32,701 22.6%
Non-lIGA Total * 7,568 18,150 10,584 7.3%

(Rural Unincorporated)

County Total 213,875 . 358,355 144 480 100.0%

Includes all full- and part-time wage and salary workers and self-ermployed

construction sectors.

persons, excluding jobs within the resource (agricu

ture, forestry, fishing and mining) and

* -~ Non-UGA total includes employment forecast information provided by Tulalip Tribes to the year 2020, extrapolated by to 2025 by Snohomish County Tomorrow,
Assumes a tofal of 12,300 jobs on Tulalip Reservation by 2025 {up from 2,880 total jobs in 2000},




APPENDIX D, Table D-3: Reconciled 202.5.P:opulatior‘1-Gr;owth Targets for Unincorporated MUGAs
Recommended by the SCT Planning Advisory Committee (April 13, 2006) and SCT Steering
Committee {May 24, 2006), as Modified and Adopted by the Snohomish County Council on

Becember 20, 2006.

... 2002 2025 2002-2025

Unincorporated MUGAs - Estimated Population Numeric
within SW UGA: ~ - Population Target Change
Botheil 16,121 28,565 13,444
Brier 2,157 3,285 1,138
Edmonds 3,516 4,466 950
Everett 36,205 50,210 14,005
Lynnwood 19,758 34335 14,577
Mill Creek 28,529 56,232 27,703
Mountlake Terrace 82 108 23
Mukiiteo 10,662 14,910 4,248
Paine Fisid 324 - (324)

codway - 170 170
Overlap area:
Larch Way {(between Mill Creek & Lynnwood) 2,119 4,380 2,271
Gaps: .
Lake Stickney 4,115 10,820 6,705
Normea Beach 2,826 3,320 494
Silver Firs 11,675 18,080 6,405
Unincorporated MUGA total 138,089 229,898 91,809

Unincorporated MUGAs weré.defirzeé using Aprit 2002 city boundaries.
The pertion of the unincorperated SW UGA north of the City of Everett is not included within a MUGA.

MUGA = Municipal Urban Growth Area




APPENDIX D, Table D-4: Reconcilled 2025 Em‘-faloyment Growth Targets for Unincorporated MUGAs
Recommended by the SCT Planning Advisory Committee (April 13, 2006) and SCT Steering
Committee (May 24, 2006}. Adopted by the Snohomish County Council on December 20, 2006.

S 2002 2025 2002-2025
Unincorporated MUGAs - - Estimated Employment Numeric
within SW UGA: " Employment Target Change
Bothell 752 1,540 788
Brier 117 134 17
Edmonds 199 414 215
Everett 5,190 6,520 1,330
Lynnwood 2,347 5,400 3,053
Milt Creek 2,888 4,375 1,487
Mountiake Terrace 18. 20 2
Mukilteo 2,807 5,080 2,273
Paine Field 3,730 8,847 5,117
Woodway 13 620 607
Qverlap area;
Larch Way (between Mill Creek & Lyrnwood) 1,486 1,955 469
Gaps: :
Lake Stickney - 820 660 40
Norma Beach ©e0 80 -
Silver Firs 4737 3,424 2,951
Unincorporated MUGA total 20,730 39,075 18,345

Unincorporated MUGAs were defined using April 2002 city boundaries.
The portion of the unincorporated SW UGA horth of the City of Everett is not included within a MUGA.

MUGA = Municipal Urban Growth Area






