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AGENDA 
1. Welcome and Introductions – All

2. Land Capacity Methodology Assessment – Katie Bunge

3. Draft 2021 GMA Work Program – Kevin Murphy

4. Skagit 2045 Regional Transportation Plan: Population and Employment –
Mark Hamilton

5. Boundary Review Board – All

6. Regular Meeting Schedule – All

7. Roundtable (Planning Updates from Members) – All

8. Other – All

Please contact Kevin Murphy at (360) 416-7871 if there are any other items that need to 
be brought up for discussion. 
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LAND CAPACITY METHODOLOGY ASSESSMENT 

Background 
The 2020 GMA Support Work Program and Budget includes the following task: 

“GMA Task 2.1 – Growth Monitoring: 
A. Review local jurisdictions’ land capacity analysis methods. Prepare an assessment of the current land 
capacity methodologies.” 

Work on Task 2.1 began in February 2020. The GMA Technical Advisory Committee has reviewed a 
comprehensive land capacity analysis comparison at their meetings and provided feedback on the assessment. 
In addition, the cities of Sedro-Woolley and Burlington presented their land capacity analysis methodologies at 
the June 17, 2020 Growth Management Act Steering Committee meeting.  

Discussion 
CPP 1.8 calls for Skagit County, the cities and towns to use “consistent land capacity analysis methods” to 
determine the amount of undeveloped buildable urban land needed. This assessment reviewed available land 
capacity analysis methodologies from jurisdictions to understand the degree of consistency in estimating 
capacity for residential (population) and commercial or industrial (employment) growth.  

The assessment also utilized the Department of Commerce’s Review and Evaluation Program Buildable Lands 
Guidelines (2018) as an example of best practices for buildable lands analyses. Although Skagit County is not 
required to plan under the Buildable Lands statutes (RCW 36.70A.215), these guidelines were used as a 
reference/consistency point for the assessment. State laws that apply to all counties, regardless of inclusion in 
the Review and Evaluation Program, were referenced where applicable. These include RCW 36.70A.110/WAC 
365-196-310 and RCW 36.70A.115/WAC 365-196-325.  

Table 1 describes the availability of buildable lands analyses for population and employment allocations 
included in CPP 1. Overall, all four city UGAs have complete land capacity analyses for employment and 
population. Population analyses are not available for the unincorporated non-municipal UGAs, although an 
employment analysis has been completed for Bay View Ridge. Population and employment are discussed in 
town comprehensive plans with some analysis available.  

Methodologies were compared among those jurisdictions which conducted a quantitative analysis, estimating 
the ability of a jurisdiction to accommodate population and employment targets in the context of existing land 
availability and zoning.   

Table 1. Availability of Buildable Lands Analysis by 2036 Initial Growth Allocation: 
City or Rural UGA Population Allocation Employment Allocation 

Anacortes Yes Yes 
Bay View Ridge No Yes 
Burlington Yes Yes 
Concrete Yes No* 
Hamilton No* No* 
La Conner Yes No* 
Lyman No* No* 
Mount Vernon Yes Yes 
Sedro-Woolley Yes Yes 
Swinomish No No 

*A land capacity analysis did not appear to be available for these allocations, although they were discussed in comprehensive plans. 



 
Conclusion 
Similarities 

In general, for the jurisdictions whose analyses were compared, common themes emerged which were 
consistent across the methodologies:  

 Most jurisdictions utilized Skagit GIS parcel data or assessor’s data to understand land availability and 
current use;  

 Average household size was used as a metric to convert population to dwelling units; 
 Employees/acre was used as a metric to convert employment to commercial/industrial land 

utilization; 
 Deductions were applied for public facilities and critical areas; and 
 A market factor was applied which was consistent with the Buildable Lands Guidance.  

Among all the analyses, land capacity was estimated based on zoning designations: either through minimum 
lot size, maximum density allowable by zone, or a combination of these two. Although not required for non-
Buildable Lands counties such as Skagit County, GMA-implementing regulations suggest estimating land 
capacity based on historical achieved densities:  

WAC 365-196-310 (4)(b)(ii)(E) The land capacity analysis must be based on the assumption that growth will occur 
at urban densities inside the urban growth area. In formulating land capacity analyses, counties and cities should 
consider data on past development, as well as factors which may cause trends to change in the future.  

WAC 365-196-325(2)(e)(i) Periodic evaluation. Counties and cities ensure sufficient land capacity for development 
by comparing the achieved density of development that has been permitted in each zoning category to the 
assumed densities established in the land use element using existing permitting data. If existing permitting data 
shows that the densities approved are lower than assumed densities established in the land use element, counties 
and cities should review their development regulations to determine if regulatory barriers are preventing 
development at the densities as envisioned.  

Differences 
Details related to the analyses differed among jurisdictions. Some jurisdictions chose to analyze each parcel 
individually, while the City of Burlington utilized a mathematical model to estimate redevelopment potential. 
These approaches were often tailored to local community and land availability characteristics. 

The GMATAC identified some differences between the methodologies that, if addressed, could improve 
consistency among jurisdictions:  

 Agree upon definitions for vacant, semi-vacant, or undevelopable lands; and 
 Agree upon data sources/methods to be used for average household size and employees/acre.  

A more detailed description of quantitative assumptions utilized in the land capacity analyses is included in 
Appendix 1 of this memo.  

Regardless of the approach taken, the analyses utilized land use data to arrive at a conclusion of whether or 
not existing available vacant or redevelopable lands could sufficiently accommodate population and 
employment growth allocations. In this respect, those methodologies are consistent. Ensuring that all 
jurisdictions conduct such a quantitative analysis for both population and employment would increase 
regional consistency as per CPP 1.8. 



 

Appendix 1 – Quantitative Assumptions 

 The following sections describe some of the quantitative assumptions used in the buildable lands analyses. 

Market Factor 
Market supply factors, or market factors, are applied as a deduction to net developable area in order to 
account for land that will likely remain unavailable during the planning horizon. Such land may be 
unavailable because of land banking, speculative holding, or personal reasons. Table 2 describes the market 
factors included in land capacity analyses by jurisdiction:  

Table 2. Market Factors by UGA 
UGA Vacant 

Residential 
Partially Vacant 

Residential 
Commercial/ 

Industrial 
Anacortes 15% 20% 15% 
Bay View - - 25% 
Burlington 25%* 25%* 25% 
Concrete 30% 30% - 
Hamilton - - - 
La Conner 25% 25% - 
Lyman - - - 
Mount Vernon 20% 20% 15% 
Sedro-Woolley 15% 20% 25% 
Swinomish - - - 

*Only applies to multifamily residential. Single family and duplex residential had categorical deductions applied based 
on redevelopment potential. 

In the buildable lands analyses reviewed, market supply factors did not vary between incorporated and 
unincorporated UGA lands. 

The Department of Commerce’s Buildable Lands Guidance (2018) identifies a range of most commonly used 
market factors. These are displayed in Table 3 below:  

Table 3. Common Ranges for Market Factors from Buildable Lands Guidance 

Land Type Vacant 
Residential 

Under-Utilized 
Residential 

Vacant 
Employment 

Under-Utilized 
Employment 

Incorporated UGA 0% to 50% 0% to 50%  0% to 20% 0% to 40% 
Unincorporated UGA 10% to 15% 25% to 30% 10% to 20% 25% to 50% 

 

Jurisdictions may choose to apply certain market factors to account for local conditions. In general, market 
factors were higher for partially vacant lands than vacant lands, indicating the vacant lands would be more 
likely to develop within the planning horizon than those that were already partially developed. Concrete cited 
a large number of critical areas in vacant residentially zoned land, such as steep slopes and wetlands, as a 
reason for choosing a 30% market factor. Mount Vernon referenced its rural setting within Skagit County as a 
reason for choosing a 20% market factor; larger existing residential lots have not been the subject of interest for 
redevelopment. 

  



 
Population and Employment Metrics 
Table 4. Population and Employment Metrics by UGA 

UGA 
Average 
HH Size 

Average HH 
Size Source 

Employees/Acre 
Commercial 

Employees/Acre 
Industrial 

Employees/Acre 
Source 

Anacortes 2.25 2010 Census 21.8, 15.0 7.8 - 
Bay View - - - 7.2 Medium density 

scenario based on 2012 
University of Oregon 

research 
Burlington 2.629 American 

Community 
Survey 

17 8 Averages from ESD 
Employment data 

Concrete 2.35 2010 Census - - - 
Hamilton 2.83 - - - - 
La Conner Varies by 

housing 
type 

Office of 
Financial 

Management 
(OFM) 

- - - 

Lyman - - - - - 
Mount 
Vernon 

2.76 2010 Census Varies by 
employment type 

Varies by employment 
type 

ESD Employment data 

Sedro-
Woolley 

2.59 OFM 20 (includes 
government) 

6.5 1995 Skagit County 
OEDP and 2003 

countywide 
allocations 

Swinomish - - - - - 

Infrastructure/Public Facilities Deductions 
Table 5. Infrastructure and Public Facility Deductions by UGA 

UGA Vacant 
Residential 

Partially 
Vacant 

Residential 
Commercial/Industrial 

Anacortes 10% 5% 10% 
Bay View - - 15% 
Burlington 15% 15% 15% 
Concrete 20% 20% 20% 
Hamilton - - - 
La Conner 7% 7% 7% 
Lyman - - - 
Mount 
Vernon 

5-25%* 5-25%* 20% 

Sedro-
Woolley 

25% 25% 25% 

Swinomish - - - 
*5% deductions for short plat single family and multi-family residential; 25% deduction for long plat 
residential areas.  

Infrastructure and public facilities deductions may vary by jurisdiction. Such deductions typically account for 
streets and utility corridors to serve the new or existing development. Mount Vernon chose to assign different 
deductions based on the size of new residential developments, and the difference in anticipated need for 
services to those areas. La Conner noted that existing roads already serve most vacant land within the town, so 
a smaller infrastructure deduction is adequate.   



DRAFT – October 1, 2020 

2021 Growth Management Act (GMA) Support Work Program and Budget 

 

As per the GMA support agreement, SCOG will continue to provide administrative support and 
coordinate Growth Management Act Steering Committee (GMASC) activities and work program.  
Staff has estimated the work to include administrative and technical support.  Annually the 
GMASC will establish a work program and budget. 

GMA Task 1 - Administrative Support: 

Provide administrative support and coordinate efforts of the Growth Management Act Steering 
Committee.  Provide administrative support as needed to conduct meetings of the GMASC and 
the GMATAC.  Anticipated activities include preparing agendas, minutes of the GMASC, 
resolutions and maintaining related supporting materials. 

Estimated cost $12,000 

GMA Task 2 - Technical Support: 

Task 2.1 - Growth Monitoring 

A. Participate in and coordinate with the TAC regarding growth allocations and reconciliation 
process if needed.  SCOG staff will coordinate and provide an objective review of the 
methods, assumptions and coordinate the reconciliation process.  No work on 
reconciliation is planned for 2021. 

B. Prepare the annual Growth Monitoring Report based on the methodology agreed to in 
2018 as described in Countywide Planning Policies.  Coordinate with jurisdictions on 
collection and reporting of data.  Focus for 2021 will be on updating the baseline report, 
no new information is anticipated. 

Estimated cost $20,000 

GMA Task 3 – Policy Support: 

Task 3.1 – Boundary Review Board 

Continue discussions started in 2020 regarding the dissolution of the Boundary Review Board 
with County and City/Town staff in context with CPP 12.17.  This work will be led by the GMA 
TAC. The GMA TAC anticipates gathering information from various special purpose districts to 
inform analysis and options for consideration by the GMA SC or other agencies. SCOG staff 
would assist in the information gathering. 

Estimated cost - $5,000 



Cost Allocation: As per the interlocal agreement regarding staffing service for GMA support 
costs are to be share among the 2002 Framework Agreement participates based on their 
respective share of population annual reported by the Office of Financial Management (OFM), 
see table. 

Allocation based on 2020 population estimates from OFM. 
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