
 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033   425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Eric Shields, Planning Director   
 
Date: June 3, 2008 
 
Subject: 2007 King County Buildable Lands Report / Countywide Planning Policies  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Approve the proposed resolution ratifying amendment of the King County Countywide Planning 
Policies and recognizing the 2007 King County Buildable Lands Report as complete in meeting the 
reporting requirements of RCW 36.70A.215.. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
 
On October 3, 2007, the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) adopted Motion 07-3 
approving the 2007 King County Buildable Lands Report and recommending that a copy of the 
motion be included as an appendix to the King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs).  On 
April 14, 2008, the King County Council adopted Ordinance 16056 approving and ratifying the 
recommendation of the GMPC.  
 
Pursuant to the amendment procedures established in the CPPs, amendments to the CPPs will 
become effective when ratified by ordinance or resolution, within 90 days of adoption, by 30 
percent of city and county governments representing 70 percent of the county population. The 
deadline for ratification is July 11, 2008. 
 
The Buildable Lands Report is a technical document summarizing development activity in King 
County over the period 2001-2005 and analyzing land supply/ capacity available to accommodate 
household and growth targets. Under the Growth Management Act, a buildable lands report is 
required to be prepared every five years (the previous report documented the period 1996- 2000) 
by six Washington counties.  The King County report was prepared as a collaborative effort by all 
40 King County jurisdictions. Technical assistance and project coordination was provided by the 
Suburban Cities Association in collaboration with King County. 
 
The entire report can be viewed at the following link:   
http://www.metrokc.gov/budget/buildland/bldlnd07.htm.  
 

Council Meeting:  06/17/2008
Agenda:  Other Business

Item #:  8. h. (3).



 
 
Summary of County-wide Development and Growth Capacity: 
 
o County housing growth is on track to meet growth targets – overall and within each of the 

County subareas. 
o There is an overall trend toward higher residential densities than in the previous reporting 

period. The average single family density was 6.2 units per acre, while the average multi-family 
density was 38 units per acre. 

o There was a net loss of jobs between 2000 and 2006 but there was a substantial amount of 
nonresidential floor area permitted. 

o There is land capacity to accommodate 277,000 additional households, more than twice as 
many as the additional 106,000 needed to meet the meet the 2022 growth target. 

o There is capacity for about 527,000 additional jobs, well more than the 267,000 needed to 
meet the 2022 growth target. 

 
Kirkland Development compared to Eastside Sub-area and urban King County: 

 
o Dwelling Units Permitted (Table 4.2, page IV-4)  

 
Kirkland:   1,384 (25.25% of 20 year household target) 
Eastside: 15,662 (33% of target) 
UKC: 49,270 (32% of target) 
 
Comment:  Kirkland’s rate of growth as a percentage of our target was somewhat lower than 
for the Eastside and urban King County as a whole.  Even so, our rate of growth would be 
sufficient to meet or nearly meet our target.  (Note that targets are for households not housing 
units.  Accounting for presumed housing unit vacancies, Kirkland’s 1,384 new housing units 
would accommodate 1,328 households, which is 24.2% of our target). 
 
New housing in Kirkland represented 9% of Eastside and 3% of urban King County housing 
growth.  Cities with the greatest growth were: Seattle (14,172 new units), Renton (3,494) and 
Issaquah (2,615).  9,356 new units were in unincorporated urban King County (60% of those 
in south King County). 
 

o Average Density (lots/ acre) in New Subdivisions (Table 4.5, page IV-7) 
 
Kirkland: 5.0  
Eastside: 6.0 
UKC: 6.2 
 
Comment:  The density of new single family lots created in Kirkland was somewhat less than 
for the Eastside and urban King County as a whole. Jurisdictions with the highest densities 
were Issaquah (7.9), Maple Valley (7.5), Redmond (7.4) and Shoreline (7.0). 
 



 
o Average Density (units/ acre) in New Multi-Family Developments (Table 4.9, page IV-

11) 
 
Kirkland: 46.3  
Eastside: 33.2  
UKC: 37.9 
 
Comment: The density of Kirkland’s new multi-family housing was considerably greater than 
average for the Eastside and urban King County. Other cities with high densities were: Bellevue 
(90 units/ acre), Seattle (80) and Redmond (38). 
 

o Change in Employment (Jobs) (Table 4.12, page IV-15) 
 
Kirkland:    -2,260 
Eastside: +11,371 
UKC:  -25,688 
 
Comment: The above figures are for jobs covered by employment security as reported by the 
Washington State Department of Employment Security.  The job loss in Kirkland parallels the 
overall loss throughout the County due to the recession in the early years of the reporting 
period.  The job gain on the Eastside was predominantly in Redmond (+8,388) and Issaquah 
(+3,558). 
 

o New Commercial and Industrial Floor Area Permitted (Table 4.14, page IV-18) 
 
Kirkland: 689,806 sq. ft. 
Eastside: 4.7 million sq. ft. 
UKC: 17.8 million sq. ft. 
 
Comment: New commercial and industrial floor area in Kirkland was approximately 15% of 
the new floor area permitted on the Eastside and 4% permitted within urban King County. 
Kirkland’s percentage of jobs was larger than our percentages of residential growth, as noted 
under item 1 above. 
 

o Residential (dwelling units) Growth Capacity (Table 5.3, page V-4) 
 
Kirkland:     4,761  
Eastside:   58,029 
UKC: 289,179 
 
Comment: Kirkland’s residential capacity is sufficient to accommodate 4,569 additional 
households.  However, our capacity exceeds our target by only 417 households, suggesting 
that we will be challenged to find additional capacity when new targets are allocated in 2010.  
The Eastside capacity exceeds targets by 23,225 households, while urban King County has an 



excess capacity of 170,895 households.  
 

o Employment (jobs) Capacity (Table 5.6, page V-10) 
 
Kirkland:   12,607   
Eastside: 124,705 
UKC: 527,720 
 
Comment: Kirkland’s job capacity exceeds our target of 8,800 by 3,807.  Within the Eastside, 
there is an excess job capacity of 40,151, while urban King County as a whole is able to 
accommodate 260,413 more jobs more than its target. 
 

o Jobs/ Housing Ratio (Kirkland & Eastside jobs from Table 4.12, page IV- 15; Kirkland & 
Eastside housing from State Office of Financial Management; King County and Regional jobs 
and housing from KC 2008 Land Use Benchmarks report.) 
 
                    Jobs          Housing Units  Ratio 
Kirkland                32,047       23,720  1.35 
Eastside (cities only)      294,475     160,814  1.83 
KC (urban & non-urban)  1,125,197     803,268  1.40 
Region (4 counties)   1,698,934  1,348,148  1.26 
 
Comment: Kirkland’s proportion of jobs to housing is somewhat greater than for the region as 
a whole, making it a net importer of employees. However, our proportion of jobs is slightly 
lower than for the County as a whole and considerably lower than the average for all Eastside 
cities.  The Eastside is a major importer of employees. 

 
Details on Kirkland’s development activity, land supply and capacity are shown on pages VII 50 – 
53 of the report. 
 
 
Attachments: 

1. Proposed resolution 
2. Letter and supporting materials from King County 
3. Resolution 

 
 
 
   



EC/$U\Y/E 

MAY 07' 2000 
AM PM 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
l3Y -- 

May 2,2008 

The Honorable James Lauinger 
City of Kirkland 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033-61 89 

Dear Mayor Lauinger: 

We are pleased to fonvard for your consideration and ratification the enclosed 
amendment to the King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPP). 

On April f 4,2008, the Metropolitan King County Council approved and ratified 
the amendment on behalf of unincorporated ~ i n g  County. Copies of the King 
County Council staff report, ordinance and Growth Management Planning 
Council motion are enclosed to assist you in your review of this amendment. 

Ordinance No. 16056, GMPC Motion No. 07-3 by the Growth 
Management Planning Council of King County recognizing the 2007 King 
County Buildable Lands Report and its findings. (available on line at 
w . r n e t r o  kc.govlbudgetJbuiIdlandlbld1ndO7. htm) 

In accordance with t h e  Countywide Planning Policies, FVV-I, Step 9, 
amendments become effective when ratified by ordinance or resolution by at 
least 30 percent of the city and county governments representing 70 percent of 
the population of King County according to the interlocal agreement. A city will 
be deemed to have ratified the amendments to the Countyrvide Planning Policies 
unless, within 90 days of adoption by King County, the city takes legislative 
action to disapprove the amendments. Please note that the 90-day deadline 
for this amendment is July 1 3,2008. 



If you adopt any legislation relative to this action, please send a copy of the 
legislation by the close of business, July 3 I, 2008, Its Anne Naris, Clerk of the  
Council, W 1039 King County Courthouse, 51 6 Third Avenue. Seattle, WA 98104. 

IF you have any  questions about the amendments or ratification process, please 
contact Paul Reiten bach, Senior Policy Analyst, King County Department of 
Development and Environmental Services, at 206-296-6705, or Rick Bautista, 
King County Council Staff, at 206-296-0329. 

Thank you for your prompt attention te this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Julia Patterson, Chair 
Metropolitan King County Council King County Executive 

cc!Aing County City Planning Directors 
Suburban Cities Association 
Stephanie Warden, Director, Department of Development and Environmental 

Services (DDES) 
Paul Reitenbach, Senior Policy Analyst, ODES 
Rick Bautista, Council Staff, Growth Management & Natural Resources 

Committee (GMBNR) 



King County, 

KING COUNTY IZO Kil~g ~01111ty CO~IITP~MIH: 

5 16 -!111rd Avcnuc 
Scnnlc, IVA 981 04 

Signature Report 

April 14,2008 

Ordinance 16058 

Proposcrl No. 2008-0074.2 Spo~isors Gossezl 

AN ORDINANCE rali fy ing Tor unincorpora led King 

County an aclion by tI~c GrowiR Management l'lanning 

Coundl to adopt the 2007 Buildable Lands Report; and 

amemling Ordinance t 0450, Scclion 3, as an~etldcd, and 

K.C.C. 20. I 0.030 and Ordinance 1 0450, Scction 4, as 

amended, and K.C.C. 20.10.040. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNW 

SECTIO- findings: ' the cou~lcil malccs the hllowing findings: 

A. Thc Crsowfh Managcma~l Act ("GMA") requires King County and its cilics to 

implement a revicw and cvalualion program, corn tnonly referred to as "Ruildablc Lands" 

al~r l  rcquircs colli~detion of an cvaluatioll reperl cvcry five years. Tile first King Coat~ly 

Builtlablc Lands Report ("BLR") was submilla1 to the slate in 2002. 

8. RCW 36.70A.2 15 establishes thc rcquircd clemcnts of that I>rogram to 

include: 

I .  Annual data 011 land dcveloptncn!; and 
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2. Pcrjadic analyses to idcntj fy "land suitable for dcvelopmen ttYor ant icipatcd 

residential, commercial, and indus~rirh uscs. 

C .  Based UII tF~c f ind ing  of Ihc five-year evalua~fon, n courlty or city may be 

required to iakc remedial actions {i.e. reasonable measures) to cnSurc sufficient capacity 

for grow111 nccds and to address inconsistencies belwccn actual development and adopted 

policics and regulations. 

D. The 2007 BLR contained data on: 

I .  Building pennits and subdivision plats for the ycars 2001-2005; 

2. Land supply and capacity as of 2006; and 

3. Comparisons with growth targets cstablishetl by the Growth Mar~agmncnt 

Plannirlg Council (GMPC) in 2002 for the planning period 200 1-2022, 

E. The major findings of the 2007 BLR include the foilowitlg: 

1 . X-lousing growth has been on [rack with twcnty-two-ycar growth targets; 

2. Dcnsit ics acllievcd in new housing have increased cornpard to the previous 

five years; 

. 3. Commercial-it~dustrial conslruction has continued dcspite thc recession of 

200 1 -2004; and 

4. King County's Urban Growth Arca, and each of four subareas of the county, 

has sufficient land capacily to accommodate lhc residential and employmer~t growth 

forecaster1 by 2022. 

F. Wlsiie llae GMA rcquircs King Coul~ry slid irs citics to in~plnnent a review and 

evaluiition program, as noted above, t lei tiler tlie GMA nor Lhc CnzinIywidc Planning 
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Policies ("CPPs"') establishes a requirement or a process for adoption of the RLR as an 

alncndrnelzt 20 the CPPs. 

G, Jtl August 2002, the King Cour~ly BLR was submiltcd to the state prior to the 

statutory deadline of Septetnber I for "completion" of tile Ijvc-year evalua~ion. I-Iowcvcr, 

in December, 2004, the Se;ittlc-King County as so cia ti or^ of Realtors filed a pcti tion wit11 

the Central Pugel Sound Growth Ma~~agerner~t Heari n p  Board ("the boanl"') to appeal Ihr: 

2002 BLR 

H. King County argued that the appeal ofthe BLR was untimely, falling outside 

the sixty-day appcal period for GMA actions. The board n~fed  that the appeal was in fact 

timely, since no legislative actio~~ llarl been taken lo "aclopt" the BLR tllal would have 

dcfined a shrt atld ending point for a sixty-day appeal period. 

I. The board went on to state ". . . io establish a timefmnze for appeals to the 

Board, Ihc completion o f  !he BLR should be acknowledged Ihrouglr legislative aclion and 

thc atloption of a resolution or o~-dinance finding that the review and cvalualion has 

occurred and noting i ts  major disdings. " 

J .  As a response to the board decision, GMPC staff rccornmendcd the GMPC 

considel- Icgislativc action to: 

1 .  EstabIish a clmr appeal pcriod Tor thc BLR; and 

2. Empl~asize tlie I-ecognition and atlthosiiy of Ihc 2007 BLR as the technical 

basis ror subscqucnt countytvide policy decisions as well as local decisions that arc 

consistent will1 h e  countywidc policy tlircction. 

K. As a coordirlatcd cour~tytvide GMA documeni, the BLR falls within Elle 

purview of GMPC. I'W 1 Step 5(b$ estahlishcs t llc review ;lnd evaluation ~ > ~ * o g a i i ~  
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E. The Phase II Amendments to ll~e King County 201 2 - Countywide Planning 

Policies arc nmended, as shown hy Attachments 1 through 4 to Ordinance 1 34 I 5 .  

F. Thc Phase 11 Amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywidc Planning 

Policies are amcnrfcd, as shown by Attachments 1 Lhl-ough 3 to Ordinance 13858. 

G. Thc Phasc I1 Amendments to the King County 201 2 - Cozmtywide Planning 

Policies arc amendcd, as shown. by Attachment t lo Ordinance 1 4390. 

11. The Phasc II An~endmcnts to the King County 201 2 -- Countywide Planning 

Policics arc arnended, as shown by Attachment 1 to Ordinance 1 439 1.  

T. 'The Phase IJ Amendments to thc King County 201 2 - Countpide Planning 

Policics arc amended, as sl~owll by Altaciiment 1 lo Ordinm~ce 14392. 

J. The Phasc FI Amcndrncnls to Ll~e King County 2012 - Cou~~tywide Planning 

Policies are amcnded, as shown by Attachment 1 to Ordit~ancc: 1 4552. 

K. The Phasc I I  Amcndnncnts to rhc King County 20 12 - Countywidc Planning 

Policies are amenrlcd, as sl~own by Altacl~~nents 1 LlzrougI~ 3 to Ordinnncc 14653. 

I,. 'The Phase II  Atnemlmcnls lo the King County 20 1 2 - Counlywide Planning 

Policies are nmendcd, as sl~owll by Attacl~menl 1 lo Ordiiiar~ce 14654. 

M. The Phase 11 Amendments lo tl~c King County 20 12 - Coutltywide Planning 

Policics am amended, as shown by ALlaclm~ent I la Ordinance 1 4655. 

N. The Phase 91 Amendmenls lo lI~c King Cou~ly  20 12 - Countywide Planning 

Policics are amenrled, as shown by Attackmcnts I and 2 lo Ordinance 1 41556. 

0. Thc Phase I1 amelvlmcnts lo [he King County 201 2 - Countywidc Planning 

Policies are amended, as sllown hy At tachrncnt A 10 Orclinalce 14844. 

P. Thc Phasc 11 Amcndincnts to ~ h c  King Counly 207 2 - C o ~ r ~ ~ y ~ v i d e  Plonr~ing 
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Policies are amendcd ns show11 by A1tacl1ments A, B and C lo Ordinar~ce 15 121. 

Q. The Phase II  Amc~~dments to the King County 201 2 - Countywide Planning 

Policics are amended, as shown by Attachment A co Ordinance 1 5 122. 

R. The Phase 11 Amcndrncnts to the King County 201 2 - Countywide Planning 

Policies are amended, as shoxvn by Attachment A to Ordinance 15 1 23. 

S. Phase 13 Amendments to the King Cout~ty 201 2 - Countywide Plarming 

Policies are amended, as shown by Attachments A and B to Ordinance 1 5426. 

T. Phase 11 Anlend~nm~ts to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning 

Policies arc amended, as shewn by Attachments A, 8 and C to Ordinance 15709, 

U. Phasc I1 Ama~dme~lls to the King County 20 1 2 - Countwide Planning 

Policics are an~ended. as shown by Attacl~rnenls A to Illis ordinance. 

SECTION 3. Orrlinance 10450, Section 4, as amended, and K.C.C. 20.10.040 are 

eacf~ lrcreby amended to read as follows: 

A. Cauntywide Planning Policics aclopted by Ordinance 1 0450 for the purposes 

spcci fied arc hereby ratified on bchal f of the population o f  unincorporated King County. 

B. Thc amend~ncn ts to tlre Countywi~le Planning Policies adoptcd by Ortli nance 

10840 are hereby mti ficd on bcE~al T of the populalio~l of uriincorporatccl King County. 

C. TIic a~netidme~~ts to Ihe Countywidc Planning Policies adopred by Ordinance 

1 1061 are Ilcreby ratificd on behalf of the population of unincorporated King County. 

D. 'Ihc Phase A amendments to the King County 20 1 2 CounEywide Planning 

lroIicies dopfed by Qrdirmnce 1 1446 arc hereby ra t i f id  on behalf of tl~c pol>ulatiol~ of 

unincorporated King County. 
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E, The arncndmcnts lo the King County 201 2 - Cot~ntywitlc Planning Policies, as 

shown by Attachtncnt 1 to Ordinance 12027 arc hereby ratified on behalf of the 

population of unincorpo~-ated King County. 

F. The amcndme~~ts to the King County 201 2 - Countywide Planning Policies, as 

shown by Attacl~rncnt F to Orclilinancc 12422, arc hereby ratified on bebalfof the 

population of unincorporatcd King County. 

G,  The amendments to the King Cout~ty 201 2 - Countywide Plat~ning Policies, as 

show11 by Attachments 1 and 2 to Ordinance 1 3260, arc hereby ratified on behalf of the 

popu1:ifion o f  unincorporatcd King Cout~ty. 

H. The amendments to the King County 201 2 - Countywide Planning Policies, as 

shown by Attachment 1 through 4 to Ordinance I341 5 ,  arc I~creby ratified on behalr of 

the populalion of nnincorporated King County. 

3 .  Tlle amendrnerlts lo thc King County 20 12 - Countywide Planning Policies, as 

shown by Attachments 1 tl~mugh 3 to Ordinance 13858, are hcrcby ratified on behat f of 

~ h c  populatiorl of uninco~porarcd King Corrnty. 

J .  The arner~dmcnls to Ihc King County 20 I2 - Countywide Planning Policies, as 

sl~own by Attacll~nenl 1 to Ordinance 14330, are hercby ralificd on behalf of the 

popu latior1 of ut~incorporatotl King Counry. 

K. The ame~ld~ncnts to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planni~rg Policies, as 

shown by Attachment I to Ordinance 14331, are I~ercby ratified on behalf of !he 

popnlalion of unincorporatctl King Cout'tly. 
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L. Tl~e amenrlrnents to the King County 201 2 - Counfywidc Planning Policies, as 

shown by Attachment 1 to Ordinance 14392, are hcreby ratified on behalf of thc 

populatiaiz of unincorporated King County. 

M. The amendrncnts to the King County 20 12 - Coulllywide Planning Policies, as 

shown by AttacIlmcnt I to Ordinance 14652, are llereby ratified on behalf or  the 

populalio~~ of uni~lcorpora~cd King County. 

N. Tl~e amendmenis ta the King County 20 12 - Counrywide Planning Policies, as 

slrown by Attachments I tl~rough 3 to Ordinance 14653, arc hcreby ratified on behalf o f  

the populatiol~ of utlincorpol-aicd King County. 

0. The amcndmc~lts to the King County 201 2 - C o u n t y  ide Planning Policies, ,as 

shown by Altacl~ment 1 to Ordinance 14654, are l~ereby rati ficd on behalf of the 

population of unincorporated King Cour~ty. 

P. TIre arncndrnenls to the King County 201 2 - Cou~tywide Planning Policies, as 

shown by Altachmen! 1 10 Ordinance 11 4655, are hercby ratified on bchal f of the 

populatiot~ of  unincorporstcd King Coun~y. 

Q. 'The ame~ldmcnts lo the King Coui~ty 201 2 - Coun tywide Planoing Politics, as 

sllown by Attachments 1 am1 2 to Ordinance 1 4656, are hemby ratified on behalf of the 

populalion orunincotporatcd King County. . 

R. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Cou~~tywide Planning Policies, as 

shown by Attachment A to Ordinance 14844, are hcreby ratified on behalf of (hc 

popula(ion of  uninco~-polatctl King Counly. 
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S. The amcndnlents to tlre King County 201 2 - Countyw ide Planning Policies, as 

sllown by A~tnchments A, B and C lo Ordinance 15121, arc hcreby ratified on behalf of 

thc population of uni~~corporatcd King County. 

T. TIE a~ncndrncnts to the King County 201 2 - Countywide Planning Policies, as 

shown by Attacllment A to Ordinance I 5 1 22, are hereby rat ilied on be11 alf of tllc 

population or z~nincorporated King Cov~~ty .  

U. 'The amcndmen ts to the King Coul~ly 20 12 - Corrnty\vidc I'lant~ing Policics, as 

s11ow11 by Artnchmcnt A to Orriinanec 15 123, are hcreby r a t i f i d  on beltal i of  tllc 

popuialion of t~nincorporalcti Kitlg County. 

V.  The amcr~dments to ihc King County 2012 - Counlywide Planning Policies, :a 

shown by Allachmenls A and R to Ortlinance I 5426, are I~creby ratificd on bcllalf of the 

population of u~zinco~-parated King Cot~nty. 

W. The nme~~dmcnts to the King County 20 I2 - Cortntywide Plaoning Policics, 

as sl~own by Attnchmenls A, B and C to 0rdIn;lncc 1 5709, are hcrcby ratified 011 behalf 

or Illc population of l~nincorpoi+atcd King Courlty. 

X. The amcndmcnts to thc Kina Countv 201 2 - Countywiclc Planning Policics, its 
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188 ~ I I O W I I  by Altad~ment A to this ordinance, are hcreby ratified on behalf of the population 

189 of u~lil~corporated King Counly. 

Ordinance 1G056 was itltroduced on 3/10/2008 and passed by the Metropolitan King 
County Council on 41 14/2008, by the folIowing vote: 

Yes: 5 - Ms. Patterson, Mr. Collstantine, Mr. Ferguson, Mr. Gossett and Mr. 
PhilIips 
No: 4 - Mr. Dunn, Ms. Lambcrt, Mr. von Reichbauer and Ms. Fiague 
Excused: 0 

KING couwry COUNCII. 
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

~ulib&terson, Chair 

c/ 
Annc Noris, Clcrk of tbc Cwncil 

APPROVIIII ~tjis d a y  or,+el,,b .. 2008. 

I<on Sims, Cot~nty Executive 

Altacllnlents A. Motion No. 07-3 



ATTACHMENT A 
Dated 3-1 8-08 

October 3,2007 
S p o d  By: Executive Committee 

MOTION NO. 07-3 

A M ~ I O N  by the Growth Management Planning Councif of King 
County recognizing the 2007 King County Buildable Lands Report 
and its findings 

WHEREAS, in accordance with RCW 36.70A.215, King County and its cities are required 
to implement a review and evaluation program, commonlyrefmed to as the Buildable 
Lands program, and 

WEREAS FW-1 Step 5(b) of the Countywide PIanning Policies r e q w  a h e w  and 
evaluation program consistent with the requirements of RCW 36.70A.215, and 

WHEREAS, in aocordsnce with RCW 36.70A.2 1 5, the. review and evaluation program 
shall encumpass annual collection of data on urban and rural I d  use and development, 
critical area, and capital facilities to the extent n- to determine the quantity and 
type of land suitable for development, both for residentid and cmpfoyment-based 
activities, and 

WIEIIEAS, in aoc~dancc: with RCW 36.70A.215, !he review and evduatim must 1) 
determine whether there is sufficient land suitable for development to accommdate 
population projections for the county by the state Office of Financial Management and . 
subsequent allocations to cities pursuant to RCW 36.70A. 1 10,2) determine the achral 
density of housing and the actual density of I d  consumed for commercial and iadustn'sl 
uses, 3) based on the actual density of development, determine the amount of land needed 
for residential, commercial, and industrial uses for the m a i n d e r  of the 20-year planning 
period, and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with RCW 36.70A.215, King County and its cities are required 
to complete an updated evaluation report mery five years with the next reprt due by 
September 2007, and 

WHEREAS, King County and its cities have completed this review and evaluation and 
have published its findings in the 2007 King County BuiJdable Lands Report, 

WHEREAS, the finding of the rcview and evaluation include the following: - Housing gmwth has been on track with 22-year househald growth targets; - Densities achieved in new housing have increased, cornparod to the previous five 
years; - Cornmemid and industrial construction has continued, despite the recession of 
2001 -2004; 



- King County's Urban Growth Area, and each of its four urban subareas, has 
sufficient capacity to acwmdate the residential and employment @ 
forecasted by 2022, 

THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNMG COUNCIL OF ICING COUNTY 
HEREBY MOVES AS FOLLOWS: 

1. The attached 2007 King County Buildable Lands Report is race* as 
final and wmplete in responding to the evaluation reqw'rernents of RCW 
36.70A.215, and its findings are recognized as the basis for any fi~ture 
measures that the county or cities may neod to adopt in order to comply 
with tbis section. . . 

2. This motion shall be attached to the Couatywide Planning Policies as an 
appendix for future reference. 

3. The attached 2007 King County Buildable Mds Report is recommatdcd to 
the Metropolitan King County Council and the Cities of King County for 
' adoption of a motion recognizing the comp1,etion of the Report and noting 
its major conclusions. 

ADOPTED by the Growth Management Planning Council of King County on Octok 3, 
2007 in open session and signed by the chair of Ihc: GMPC. 

~a&%ms$hair~wth Management PIanning,Council 

Attachmart: 
1. 2007 King County Buildable Lands Report 



King County 

Metropolitan King County Council 
Growth Management and Natural Resources Committee 

Revjsed Staff Report 

Agenda Item: Name: Rick Bauiista 
Proposed Ord: 2008-0074 (ratifying GMPC Motion 07-3) Date: March 18,2008 

SUBJECT: 
Substitute Ordinance ratifying Ihe adoption of the 2007 King County Buildable Lands Report by 
the Growth Management Planning Council, 

BACKGROUND: 
The Growth Management Planning Council (GIVIPC) is a formal body comprised of elected 
officials from King County, Seattle, Bellevue, the Suburban Cities, and Special Districts. The 
GMPC was created in 1992 by interlocal agreement, in response to a provision in the 
Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) requiring cities and counties to work 
together to adopt CPPs. 

Under the GMA, the CPPs serve as the framework for each individual jurisdiction's 
comprehensive plan. This is to ensure countywide consistency with respect to land use 
planning efforls. 

As provided for in the interlocal agreement, the GMPC developed and recommended the CPPs, 
which were adopted by the King County Council and raiified by the cities. Subsequent 
amendments to the CPPs follow the same process: recommendation by 1Re GMPC, adoption 
by the King County Council, and ratification by the cities. 

Amendments to the CPPs become effective when ratified by ordinance or resolution by at least 
30% of the city and county governments representing at least 70% of the population of King 
County. 

NOTE: A cily is deemed to have ratified an amendment to tlte CPPs unless it has taken 
legislative action f o disapprove within 90 days of adopl ion by King Counfy. 

SUMMARY: 
Proposed Substilule Ordinance 2008-0074 would ratify GMPC Motion 07-3, which adopts and 
affirms Ihe findings contained in the 2007 King County Buildable Lands Report as final and 
complete as the basis lor any further measures fhat Ihe county or cities may need to adopt in 
order lo comply wilh in responding to the requirements of RCW 36.70A.215. 

GMA Requirements 

The GMA requires King Couniy and its cities to implement a review and evaluation program, 
commonly referred lo as "Buildable Lands" and requires completion of an evaluation report 
every 5 years. The first King County Buildable Lands Report (BCU) was submitted to the state 
in 2002. 



RCW 36.7OA.215 establishes the required elements of that program to include: 
o Annual data on land development, and 
o Periodic analyses to identify "land suitable for development" for anticipated residential, 

commercia I, and industrial uses. 

Based on the findings of the 5-year evaluation, a county or city may be required to fake 
remedial actions (i.e. reasonable measures) to ensure sufficient capacity for growth needs and 
lo address inconsistencies between actual development and adopted policjes and regulations. 

The GMPC was briefed an the findings of the 2007 BLR in June and Sepfernber 200'1 and 
adopted the 2007 BLR in December 2007. The 2007 BLR contained data on: 

o Building permits and subdivision plats for the years 2001-2005, 
o Land supply and capacity as of 2006, and 
a Comparisons with growth targets established by t h e  GMPC in 2002 for the planning 

period 2001 -2022. 

The major findings of the 2007 BLR include the following: 
o Housing growth has been on track with 22-year growth targets. 
o Densities achieved in new housing have increased compared to the prevfous five years. 
Q Cammexciat-industrial construction has continued despite the recession of 2001-2004. 
o King County's Urban Growth Area, and each of four subareas of the county, has 

sufficient land capaciZy to accommodate the residential and employment growth 
forecasted by 2022. 

Effect of G MPC Action 

Whib the GMA requires King County and its cities to implement a review and evaluation 
program, as noted above, neither the GMA nor the CPPs establishes a requirement or a 
process for adoption of the BLR as an amendment lo the CPPs. 

In August 2002, the King County BLR was submitted to the State prior to the statutory deadline 
of September 1 for "completion' of the 5-year evaluation. However, in December, 2004, the 
Seattle-King County Association of Realtors filed a petition with the Central Puget Sound 
Growth Management Hearings Board to appeal the 2002 BLR. 

King County argued that the appeal of the BLR was untimely, falling outside the 60-day appeal 
period for GMA actions. The Hearings Board ruled that the appeal was in fact timely, since no 
iegistafive action had been taken to "adopt" the BLR that would have defined a start and ending 
paint for a 60-day appeal period. 

The Board went on to state "...to establish a timeframe for appeals to the Board, the completion 
of the BCR should be acknowledged lhrough legislative action and the adoption of a resolution 
or ordinance finding that the review and evaluation has occurred and noting its major findings." 

As a response to the Hearings Board decision, GMPC staff recommended Ihe GMPC consider 
legislative action to: 

o Establish a clear appeal period for the BLR, and 
o Emphasize Ihe recognition and authority of the 2007 BLR as the technical basis for 

subsequent countywide policy decisions as well as local decisions that are consistent 
with the countywide policy direction. 

As a coordinaled countywide GMA document, the BLR falls within the purview of GMPC. FW"I 
Step 5(b) eslablishes I he review and evalualion program pursuant to RCW 36.70A.2 15, but 
does not specify a procedure for formal adoption. The CPPs do set forth a process whereby 
GMPC takes formal action on CPPs through: 



o A motion to recommend a CPP amendment for adoption by the King County Council, 
and 

o Rafification by at least 30% of the cities containing at least 70% of the population. 

While the BLR is not a poticy action, following an equivalent track for countywide action on the  
8tR appears to be Ihe best vehicle for formalizing the "adoption" of the report through 
legislative action !hat represents the endorsement of both the county and cities. 

ATTACHMENTS: None 



RESOLUTION R-4711 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RATIFYING 
AMENDMENTS TO THE KING COUNTY COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES AND 
RECOGNIZING THE 2007 KING COUNTY BUILDABLE LANDS REPORT IN 
MEETING THE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS OF RCW 36.70A.215. 
 

WHEREAS, the King County Council adopted the original King County 
Countywide Planning Policies in July 1992; and; 
 
 WHEREAS, the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) was 
established by interlocal agreement in 1991 to provide collaborative policy 
development of King County Countywide Planning Policies; and 
 

WHEREAS, the 1991 interlocal agreement requires ratification of  the 
King County Countywide Planning Policies and amendments to the Countywide 
Planning Policies by 30% of the jurisdictions representing at least 70% of the 
population of King County, within 90 days of adoption by the King County 
Council; and 

 
WHEREAS, the King County Growth Management Planning Council 

passed motion 07-3 on October 3, 2007 recognizing the 2007 King County 
Buildable Lands Report as final and complete in responding to the evaluation 
requirements of RCW 36.70A.215 and recommending that the motion be 
included as an appendix to the King County Countywide Planning Policies; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on April 14, 2008, the Metropolitan King County Council 
adopted Ordinance 16056 amending the King County Countywide Planning 
Policies as recommended by the Growth Management Planning Council; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Kirkland has completed a review and 
evaluation consistent with the requirements of RCW 36.70A.215, and  

WHEREAS, the findings of the review and evaluation for the City of 
Kirkland have been published in the 2007 King County Buildable Lands 
Report, and 

WHEREAS, the findings of the 2007 King County Buildable Lands 
Report indicate that the City of Kirkland has sufficient capacity, based on 
actual densities achieved during the most recent 5-year review period, to 
accommodate household and job growth targeted for the remainder of the 
current 20-year planning period, and 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 

Kirkland as follows: 
 

Council Meeting:  06/17/2008
Agenda:  Other Business

Item #:  8. h. (3).



                                                                                                                     R-4711 

 Section 1. The Kirkland City Council hereby ratifies King County 
Ordinance 16056 amending the King County Countywide Planning Polices. 

 Section 2.  The Kirkland City Council recognizes the 2007 King 
County Buildable Lands Report as complete in meeting the countywide 
and city reporting requirements of RCW 36.70A.215. The findings of the 
report are recognized as the basis for any measures that the City of 
Kirkland may need to adopt in order to comply with the requirements of 
RCW 36.70A.215. 

 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 
this 17th day of June, 2008. 
 
 

__________________________________ 
Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________________ 
City Clerk 
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