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Introduction
The City of Anacortes has prepared this expanded SEPA Environmental Checklist to
study the potential environmental implications of the proposed 2016 Comprehensive
Plan Update. The City is using an integrated and iterative approach to conducting
environmental review, intended to help identify potential environmental issues early in
the public review process, concurrent with considerations of possible policy changes. It
is intended that the City and public will use the environmental analysis to help shape
decisions on the proposed update.
This environmental document has been prepared in a manner consistent with the
requirements of the Washington State Environment Policy Act (SEPA). The standard
Environmental Checklist form has been integrated with an expanded description and
analysis of the proposal in order to support future decision‐making. The document is
organized as follows:
1. SEPA Environmental Checklist Part A. Part A provides background information on the
proposal and proponent. Part A serves as a fact sheet, as established in WAC 197‐11‐
235(3)(b).
2. Summary. Provides a brief overview of the information considered in this
environmental document, including a short description of the proposal and findings of
the environmental issue papers. This summary fulfills the requirement for an
environmental summary established in WAC 197‐11‐235(3)(b).
3. Proposal Overview. Includes a description of the proposal, state and regional policy
framework and environmental review process.
4. SEPA Environmental Checklist Part B. Includes a statement that Part B is not required
to be completed in an integrated SEPA/GMA document.
5. SEPA Environmental Checklist Part D. Contains the questions and responses to the
SEPA Checklist Supplemental Sheet for Non‐Project Actions.

i

6. Environmental Issue Papers. Includes six issue papers that correspond to
comprehensive plan elements and discuss the potential implications of the proposed
action.
7. SEPA Environmental Checklist Part C. Contains the SEPA Checklist signature page.

ii
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SEPA Environmental Checklist:
Part A: Background
1. Name of proposed project, if applicable: City of Anacortes Comprehensive Plan Update
2. Name of applicant: City of Anacortes Planning, Community & Economic Development Department
3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person:
City of Anacortes
Planning, Community & Economic Development Department
904 6th Street / P.O. Box 547
Anacortes, WA 98221
Contact: Libby Grage, Planning Manager
(360) 299‐1986
4. Date checklist prepared: November 2014 – October 2015, updated March 2016
5. Agency requesting checklist: City of Anacortes
6. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable):
The City of Anacortes kicked‐off review of the Anacortes Comprehensive Plan Update in mid‐2014. At
about that same time, the City began public outreach and engagement on visioning and a variety of
topics related to the Comprehensive Plan. Major public outreach efforts that began in 2014 included:


Four community visioning workshops to gather thoughts on vision, land use and other topics.



Formation of a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) to review and discuss all aspects of the City’s
Comprehensive Plan. Over the course of 2014 and 2015, the CAC met approximately 25 times
at regular public meetings.



Two community surveys, with total participation by approximately 2,600 respondents .

Since the project start, the Planning Commission has met regularly to review various issues related to
the update of the Comprehensive Plan and the City has conducted ongoing public outreach. Please see
the discussion in Section 3 (Proposal Overview) for additional discussion of public outreach and
participation.
The Planning Commission is expected to make a recommendation on the draft plan to the City Council
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in early 2016. City Council action on the Comprehensive Plan is anticipated to occur by mid‐2016.
7. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected
with this proposal? If yes, explain.
The Comprehensive Plan is reviewed and amended on an annual basis to reflect changing conditions.
The plan is implemented through the City of Anacortes Municipal Code and amendments to the Code
are anticipated based on plan guidance. Each of these actions will be subject to independent SEPA
review and threshold determinations.
8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be prepared,
directly related to this proposal.
No known relevant prior environmental information.
9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other proposals
directly affecting the property covered by your proposal? If yes, explain.
The Comprehensive Plan provides policy guidance for the City of Anacortes. On an ongoing basis, the
City receives private and public proposals for land use and other actions that are within the area
covered by the Comprehensive Plan. These proposals are reviewed for consistency with the current
adopted Comprehensive Plan and implementing regulations.
10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known.



Anacortes City Council adoption
Verification of GMA compliance by WA Department of Commerce

11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size of the
project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain
aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this page. (Lead agencies
may modify this form to include additional specific information on project description.)
The proposed action is the 2016 update of the City of Anacortes GMA Comprehensive Plan in
accordance with the requirements of the Growth Management Act (GMA). In general, the proposed
update is intended to revise and refine the current GMA Comprehensive Plan policy direction to
reflect changed conditions and evolving city policy since prior plan adoption. The City’s
comprehensive plan was originally adopted in 1993 and the City has been updating and revising the
Plan and associated development regulations on an annual basis since that time. The last major
update was in 2007. The 2016 update is considered a major update to the Comprehensive Plan and
includes:


Updated growth targets. Extension of the City’s GMA planning horizon to 2036 and
adoption of new growth targets consistent with the Skagit County Countywide Planning
Policies.



Policy and text amendments. Revisions associated with changes to state and regional
guidance; updates to reflect evolving city policy; rewrite and editorial changes to policies to
increase readability, clarify direction and remove redundancies; and addition of new or
updated information since adoption of the current Comprehensive Plan.
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Future Land Use Map amendments. Proposed amendments to provide greater capacity
and flexibility for residential and commercial development. The Future Land Use Map is a
policy map that shows how the City plans to distribute residential, commercial, industrial,
open space and other uses throughout the City. The land use designations shown in the
Future Land Use Map are implemented through the City’s official zoning map and zoning
code (AMC Title 17).

12 Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to understand the precise location
of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township, and range, if
known. If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or boundaries of the site(s).
Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and topographic map, if reasonably available. While
you should submit any plans required by the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or
detailed plans submitted with any permit applications related to this checklist.
The City of Anacortes is located on Fidalgo Island in Skagit County. Anacortes borders Puget Sound
and the San Juan Islands to the north and west, Padilla Bay to the east and unincorporated Fidalgo
Island to the south. Total city area comprises about 15.5 square miles, of which 11.75 miles are land
area and 3.8 miles are water area. Please see Figure 1 Vicinity Map.

1‐3

Figure 1

Anacortes Vicinity Map
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Summary
This chapter provides a brief overview of the information considered in this
environmental document, including a short description of the proposal and findings of
the environmental issue papers. Please consult the balance of this environmental
document for more information on these topics.

Proposal
The proposed action is the 2016 update of the City of Anacortes’ 2012 Comprehensive
Plan in accordance with the requirements of the Growth Management Act (GMA). In
general, the proposed update is intended to revise and refine the current GMA
Comprehensive Plan policy direction to reflect changed conditions since prior plan
adoption. The City’s Comprehensive Plan was originally adopted in 1993 and has been
reviewed and amended on an annual basis to allow for review of citizen requests for
amendments and to address changed requirements or conditions. On a schedule
established by the GMA, the City has also conducted major updates that extend the
planning horizon, update growth targets and reflect updated state and regional
guidance and changed local conditions. The last major update was conducted in 2007.
The 2016 update is considered a major update to the Comprehensive Plan. The update
includes (1) updated growth targets; (2) policy and text amendments; and (3) Future
Land Use Map amendments. Each of these is discussed below.
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Updated growth targets. Extension of the City’s GMA planning horizon to 2036 and
adoption of new growth targets consistent with the Skagit County countywide planning
process.1



Policy and text amendments. Revisions associated with changes to state and regional
guidance and to reflect evolving city policy; language and editorial changes to policies to
increase readability, clarify direction and remove redundancies; and addition of new or
updated information since adoption of the current Comprehensive Plan.



Future Land Use Map amendments. Proposed amendments to provide greater capacity

Formal adoption of countywide growth targets is pending.
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Future Land Use Map amendments. Proposed amendments to provide greater capacity
and flexibility for residential and commercial development.

For additional information on the proposal, please see Chapters 1 and 3.

Environmental Analysis
The issue papers contained in Chapter 6 document the environmental analysis of proposed
amendments to all applicable elements of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. For each element, the papers
provide a review of existing and proposed policy changes, and an analysis of potential environmental
implications associated with proposed new or amended policies. The comprehensive plan elements and
the corresponding issue papers are shown below.
Relationship between issue papers and Comprehensive Plan elements
Issue paper

Comprehensive Plan elements

Environment

Environment & Conservation

Land Use and Economic Development

Land Use
Economic Development

Housing

Housing

Transportation

Transportation

Parks and Recreation

Parks, Recreation & Open Space

Capital Facilities and Utilities

Capital Facilities
Utilities

Summary Table
A summary table that highlights key issues and related SEPA implications is shown at the beginning of
each issue paper. These summary tables have been compiled into a single summary table, below. For
additional information on each of these topics, please consult Chapter 6.
Table 1 Key issues and potential impacts
KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

ENVIRONMENT
Sustainability and Sustainable Building
Practices

How do policies promote sustainability?

The draft element includes new and continued policy
guidance on this topic. Policies address public
education, regional collaboration, sustainable
construction practices and energy conservation. The
environmental impacts of these policies would likely
be positive.
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KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Natural Hazards

The draft element expands upon existing policy
guidance regarding natural hazards. New policies
provide additional emphasis on geologic and flood
hazards areas. The environmental impacts of these
policies would likely be positive.

Do policies limit the risks posed by natural
hazards to people, property and the
environment?
Fish and Wildlife Habitat
Do policies protect fish and wildlife habitat?

Water Quality
Do policies protect surface water quality and
provide support for stormwater management
best practices?

The draft element contains new and expanded policy
guidance seeking to protect fish and wildlife habitat.
Draft policies seek to preserve habitat areas, participate
in regional species protection efforts, encourage the
removal of invasive species and limit stream alterations.
The environmental impacts of these policies would likely
be positive.
A new goal focuses on protection and enhancement of
water quality, including sustainable use of water
resources, a drainage basin approach to maintaining and
restoring hydrologic function, protection of groundwater
quality, protection/preservation of wetlands, streams
and waterbodies. Existing policy guidance calling for
protecting the functional integrity of the City’s water
courses, wetlands, bodies of water and their shores is
carried forward. The environmental impacts of these
policies would likely be positive.

Marine Waters and Shorelines
Do policies provide for protection of marine
waters and shorelines and consistency with the
City’s Shoreline Master Program?

Policies for marine waters and shorelines are carried
forward and include recognition of the goals and policies
in the adopted Anacortes Shoreline Master Program. The
environmental impacts of these policies would likely be
positive.

Air Quality and Climate Change

New climate change guidance includes support for
Anacortes as a regional leader in mitigating and adapting
to climate change, including a multi‐pronged approach to
climate change adaptation and mitigation. New air
quality policies seek to maintain high air quality through
coordinated land use and transportation planning, and to
reduce the amount of airborne particulates. The
environmental impacts of these policies would likely be
positive.

Do policies provide support for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions and other air
pollutants?

Tree Retention
Do policies provide support to ensure that the
City’s tree canopy is maintained over time?

The draft element maintains and strengthens policy
concepts from the current element that support tree
retention. The environmental impacts of these policies
would likely be positive.
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KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Other Emerging Issues

Other issues addressed in the draft Environment &
Conservation Element include noise, light pollution and
food security. Noise policies seek to limit noise to levels
that protect public health. Light pollution measures
support “dark sky” approaches and seek to minimize
ambient light levels to protect ecological systems and
public health. Draft food security policies promote
increased access to locally growth foods and strategies to
increase food resilience. The environmental impacts of
these policies would likely be positive.

What other emerging environmental issues
are addressed in the draft element?

LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
LAND USE
Residential Land Capacity
Is the supply of vacant and redevelopable land
sufficient to accommodate the 20‐year planned
population/housing growth?
Employment Land Capacity
Is the supply of vacant and redevelopable land
sufficient to accommodate the 20‐year planned
employment growth?
Land Use Compatibility
Do the City’s planned land uses impact
compatibility?

Community Character
Do planned land use patterns enhance
community character?

Health
Do planned land use patterns promote
community health?

Historic and Cultural Resources
Does planned population/housing growth pose a
threat to the City’s historic and cultural
resources?

With the proposed changes to the Future Land Use Map,
the supply of vacant and redevelopable land is sufficient
to accommodate 20‐year planned population/housing
growth. No significant impacts would occur.
The supply of vacant and redevelopable land is sufficient
to accommodate 20‐year planned employment growth.
No significant impacts would occur.
Proposed amendments to the Future Land Use Map are
not expected to impact land use compatibility. No
significant impacts would occur. Policy language in the
draft Land Use Element and regulations in the City code
would help to mitigate any minor compatibility impacts
associated with growth and development.
Proposed changes to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use
Map are not expected to result in impacts to community
character. The draft Land Use Element includes policy
language for enhancing City character through other
aspects of land use patterns, such as allowable uses,
natural features and design elements. No significant
negative impacts of these policies are anticipated.
The draft Land Use Element includes policies that support
active transportation, safe and attractive non‐motorized
connectivity between uses and amenities, development
regulations that encourage integration of recreation
space within multifamily development, public
recreational facilities that are accessible to all Anacortes
residents, and increased access to healthy foods. No
significant negative impacts of these policies are
anticipated.
Policy language in the draft Land Use Element and City
code seeks to protect and preserve historic, cultural and
archeological resources in Anacortes. No significant
negative impacts of these policies are anticipated.
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KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Economic Development

Do the proposed economic development
policies promote desired economic diversity
and vitality?

HOUSING
Housing Supply
Is the supply of vacant and redevelopable land
sufficient to accommodate the 20‐year planned
population/housing growth?
Housing Affordability
Do policies support and encourage the provision
of housing for a variety of household incomes,
including low income?
Housing Character
Do policies support community character?
Housing Diversity
Do policies support a range of housing types
that meet the community’s needs?
Special Needs Housing
Do policies address changing housing needs
associated with an aging population and the
problem of homelessness?

TRANSPORTATION
Level of Service Standards
Are the transportation level of service standards
in the Transportation Element consistent with
the overall policy direction provided by the
Transportation Element?

Proposed policy language focuses on measures to
strengthen a sustainable and diverse economy in
Anacortes. Many of the new policies address
programmatic measures to support economic
development in Anacortes. In general, programmatic
measures do not have any direct implications for the
natural or built environment. To the extent that any of
the policies might support or lead to physical
development, any future project‐level proposals would
be subject to project‐level environmental review. No
significant adverse environmental impacts are
anticipated.
The supply of vacant and redevelopable land is sufficient
to accommodate 20‐year planned population/housing
growth. No significant impacts are anticipated.
The draft Housing Element expands upon existing policy
concepts that support and encourage provision of
affordable housing, but the City’s ability to control the
cost of housing is limited.
The draft Housing Element carries forward existing policy
language that supports community character. No
significant adverse environmental impacts are
anticipated.
The draft Housing Element expands on existing policy
concepts that support housing diversity. From an
environmental perspective, adverse impacts of these
new policies are not expected to be significant, but
specific impacts will depend on implementation.
The draft Housing Element contains new policies in
support of providing for people with special needs. New
policies support housing and services for older adults,
persons with disabilities, those in need of drug/alcohol
rehabilitation and the homeless. From an environmental
perspective, adverse impacts of these new policies are
not expected to be significant, but specific impacts will
depend on implementation.
The level of service standards support the Transportation
Element’s objectives of developing and operating an
efficient transportation system that supports growth and
provides safe facilities for all users. No major changes to
level of service standards are proposed in the draft
Element, thus no significant environmental impacts are
anticipated. Given the draft Element’s focus on increasing
mobility options, the City will consider alternative
methods for level of service standards that consider all
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KEY ISSUES

Consistency with Land Use Assumptions
Do existing and planned transportation facilities
support the land use patterns outlined in the
Land Use Element?

Safety and Mobility
How are safety and mobility considered for all
modes of transportation?

Operations, Maintenance, and Management
Is effective use of existing facilities prioritized
over expansion?
Sustainability
How the natural environment and human health
addressed with respect to increased demand for
transportation?

PARKS AND RECREATION
Access to Park and Recreation Facilities
Will future park and recreation facilities
adequately serve future growth?

Shoreline Access
Will shoreline access continue to be provided?
Environmental Stewardship

Do policies address the need to preserve
environmental resources and natural
habitat areas?
Anacortes Community Forestlands

Do proposed policies support preservation
of the Anacortes Community Forestlands?

POTENTIAL IMPACTS
travel modes, including vehicles, transit, bicycles and
pedestrians as part of future Comprehensive Plan
implementation.
The draft Element carries forward current policy
guidance supporting consistency between transportation
and land use. The travel demand forecasts used to
determine the capital faculties necessary to support
planned growth are based upon the growth assumptions
in the Land Use Element. The draft Element also adds
new policy language to support the regional growth
strategy. The impacts of the updated policy language
would likely be neutral or positive.
The draft Element adds policies with an emphasis on
mobility choices beyond the single occupant vehicle.
Safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and the disabled are
include to promote a more multi‐modal transportation
system. The impacts of the updated policy language
would likely be neutral or positive.
The draft Element adds policies that support the
utilization of existing facilities to the greatest extent
possible before expansion of existing facilities or
construction of new facilities. The impacts of the updated
policy language would likely be neutral or positive.
New polices encourage the design and management of
the city’s transportation system to minimize the negative
impacts of transportation on the natural environment, to
promote public health and safety, and to achieve
optimum efficiency. The impacts of the updated policy
language would likely be neutral or positive.
Proposed goals and policies support park and recreation
facilities that serve all age groups, recreational interests
and ability levels. Overall, implementation of these goals
and policies are likely to result in a higher quality of life
and potential health improvements. The potential for
significant adverse impacts would be related to specific
project‐level implementation, but is likely low.
Existing shoreline access goals and policies are carried
forward. Because no significant changes are proposed to
shoreline access policies, no significant adverse impacts
are anticipated.
Proposed policies seek to ensure that park facilities and
programs are conducted with sensitivity to the
protection and restoration of environmental resources
and natural habitats. Implementation of these policies is
likely to result in benefits to the natural environment.
Updated goals and policies carry forward concepts in
existing goals and policies. Because no significant
changes are proposed to ACFL policies, no significant
adverse impacts are anticipated.

2‐6

KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Open Space Connectivity

New open space goals and policies support acquisition
and development of a network of open space and public
access corridors. Implementation of these policies is
likely to result in benefits to the natural environment.

Do proposed park and recreation policies
support a connected open space network?
CAPITAL FACILITIES AND UTILITIES
CAPITAL FACILITIES
Consistency with Land Use and Public Service
Assumptions
Do existing and planned capital facilities support
land uses and level of service standards outlined
in the Comprehensive Plan?
Cost Impacts
Does the plan provide guidance for managing
the cost impacts of growing demand for capital
facilities in a way that is financially feasible?
Infrastructure Lifespan and Changing
Conditions
Does the plan consider the potential impacts of
changing conditions on infrastructure lifespan?

The draft Capital Facilities Element requires capital
facilities to support the land use patterns envisioned in
the Land Use Element and establishes level of service
standards for public services. It includes policy guidance
for coordinating with providers to ensure adequate
services and for identifying and addressing deficiencies
and future needs. No significant impacts would occur.
The draft Capital Facilities Element provides policy
guidance for ensuring that planned projects are
financially feasible. These policies would likely have a
positive impact on cost efficiency.
The draft Capital Facilities Element supports resilient
capital facilities and consideration of the potential
impacts of future climate conditions. These policies
would likely have a positive impact on the lifespan of
infrastructure.

UTILITIES
Utility System Capacity
Do existing and planned utility systems provide
sufficient capacity to accommodate the City’s
20‐year population and employment targets?
Energy Conservation
Does the plan support City and regional goals for
energy conservation?
Changing Telecommunications Needs
Does the plan address changing
telecommunications needs in the community?

The draft Utilities and Capital Facilities Elements include
policy language supporting the provision of adequate
utility services that support City and regional growth
plans. No significant impacts.
The draft Utilities Element encourages conservation of
energy resources and reduced energy consumption.
These policies would likely have positive environmental
impacts.
The draft Utilities and Capital Facilities Elements
recognize a need for improved telecommunication in
Anacortes services such as high speed internet and
include policy guidance for the City to evaluate ways to
address this. The potential impacts of this policy guidance
would depend upon how it is implemented, but would
likely be minor.
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Proposal Overview
This chapter provides a description of the proposal, a review of the planning and policy
framework that guides the proposal and an overview of the guidance for the SEPA
environmental review process.

Description of the Proposal
The proposed action is the 2016 update of the City of Anacortes’ 2012 Comprehensive
Plan in accordance with the requirements of the Growth Management Act (GMA). In
general, the proposed update is intended to revise and refine the current GMA
Comprehensive Plan policy direction to reflect changed conditions since prior plan
adoption. The City’s Comprehensive Plan was originally adopted in 1993 and has been
reviewed and amended on an annual basis to allow for review of citizen requests for
amendments and to address changed requirements or conditions. On a schedule
established by the GMA, the City has also conducted major updates that extend the
planning horizon, update growth targets and reflect updated state and regional
guidance and changed local conditions. The last major update was conducted in 2007.
The 2016 update is considered a major update to the Comprehensive Plan. The update
includes (1) updated growth targets; (2) policy and text amendments; and (3) Future
Land Use Map (FLUM) amendments. Each of these is discussed below.

Updated Growth Targets
The 2016 Comprehensive Plan update is required by GMA to accommodate the
forecasted population and employment in the City through 2036. The City’s growth
targets are the result of a multi‐jurisdictional, regional process that establishes how
each City is able to accommodate its fair share of future regional growth. The growth
allocations that result from this process are documented in the Skagit County
Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs).2 Based on available countywide data,3 Anacortes
has a population target of 5,895 additional residents through 2036 and a employment
target of 2,076 new jobs between 2015 and 2036. These targets, added to the City’s
2
3

Formal adoption of countywide growth targets is pending.
Skagit County Growth Allocations Methods Summary. Berk Consulting. July 2014.
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current population and jobs, would result in a 2036 residential population of 22,293
persons and 10,480 total jobs. Assuming an average household size of 2.25 persons per
household (2010 US Census), the City estimates that an additional 2,620 dwelling units
are necessary to accommodate this level of population growth. In adopting this 20‐Year
Comprehensive Plan update, the City must demonstrate that these population and
employment levels can be achieved.
Estimated land capacity is the measure that is used to determine the ability of the City
to accommodate its adopted targets. The land capacity analysis uses a combination of
baseline information, land use assumptions and growth factors to assign development
to land that is undeveloped or is considered likely to redevelop. As part of the
comprehensive plan update, the City estimated land capacity based on existing zoning
and two alternatives that would change land use designations and zoning to increase
development capacity (see Attachments 1 and 2). This analysis found capacity for 2,320
dwelling units based on existing zoning and capacity for 3,182 to 5,047 dwelling units for
two alternative land use scenarios under consideration at that time. These estimates
have been refined based on the proposed FLUM amendments and development
capacity is currently estimated at 3,000 to 4,000 dwelling units. A final capacity number
will be developed as the FLUM is further refined and is anticipated to be sufficient to
accommodate the City’s residential target of 2,620 dwelling units.

Policy and Text Amendments
Proposed revisions in the 2016 update are intended to reflect current state and regional
guidance; capture evolving City policy since the last major update; increase readability,
clarify direction and remove redundancies; and add new or updated information since
the last major update. Proposed policy amendments are more specifically discussed in
Chapter 6.

Future Land Use Map Amendments
Proposed FLUM amendments are summarized in the list below
and are shown in Figure 2, Proposed Land Use Designations.
Figure 2 illustrates all potential land use map changes that have
been proposed over the course of the comprehensive plan
update process. Map annotations provide a brief description of
the proposed change. The list below briefly summarizes each of
the proposed changes and identifies the status for each. Those
identified for further review are likely to be further considered
prior to adoption of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan update.
Those identified for possible further review may also be
considered. Those identified for no change are not expected to
receive further consideration.

The Future Land Use Map is a policy map
that shows how the City plans to
distribute residential, commercial,
industrial, open space and other uses
throughout the City. The land use
designations shown in the Future Land
Use Map are implemented through the
City’s official zoning map and zoning code
(AMC Title 17).

3‐2

0 0375375
750750

1,500
Feet
1,500
Feet

Explore options for
achieving affordable
housing in area

ST

ST

ET

ET

W AVE

RK

RK

MA

MA
N AVE

K AVE

K AVE

W AVE

J AVE
W AVE

W AVE

J AVE

ST
ST
ET
RK

MA

MA

G AVE

L

COMMERCIAL AVE

COMMERCIAL AVE

M AVE

M AVE

T AVE

T AVE
R AVE

R AVE

T AVE

No change += zero
units
(rural)

X
Change to C

WHISTLE LAKE RD

HMHM

=+ zero
units

Coordinate with WSDOT

MO

LM1
LM1

SUMMI
SUMMI
T PARK
T PARK
RD RD

RD

of Anacortes
City ofCityAnacortes

STEVENSON
STEVENSON
RD RD

PADILLA
PADILLA
HEIGHTS
HEIGHTS
RD RD
LN

RESERVATION RD

LN Y
Y
LL OLL
M

THOMPSON RD

20 20

T RD T RD
POIN POIN
CH`S CH`S
H MAR
H MAR
SOUTSOUT

RESERVATION RD

STEVENSON RD
STEVENSON

Y
LL

MO

THOMPSON RD

LM1
LM1

LN

RESERVATION RD

Y
LL

MO

PADILLA HEIGHTS RD
PADILLA HEIGHTS RD
LN

RESERVATION RD

CHRISTIANSON RD

THOMPSON RD

CHRISTIANSON RD

City of Anacortes
City of Anacortes

ortes ortes
City ofCiAnty acof Anac

PO

SOUT

Similk
Similk
GolfGolf
Course
Course

THOMPSON RD

WHISTLE LAKE RD

MARCH POIN

T RD

FernFern
Hill Hill
Cemetery
Cemetery

SAINT MARY`S DR

SAINT MARY`S DR

O AVE

WHISTLE LAKE RD

O AVE

H AVE

MARCH POIN

UGA

SUMMIT PARK RD
SUMMIT PARK RD

CH`S

H MAR

Change to R2

+ 20 units

Mixed
opinion (on = + zero units
change to R2)

Padilla
Padilla
BayBay

T RD

BAY RD

BAY RD

CHRISTIANSON RD

FIDALGO

FIDALGO

T RD

T RD
MARCH POIN

MARCH POIN

=+ zero units

CHRISTIANSON RD

BAY RD

BAY RD

FIDALGO

FIDALGO

ORCHARD AVE

ORCHARD AVE

A AVE

A AVE

DR

DR
INE

INE

MAR

MAR

DR

DR

INE

INE

ORCHARD AVE

Scandia
Scandia
CourtCourt

+ 109 units

Fern Fern
HillChange
toHill
R4
Cemetery
Cemetery

ShellShell
PugetPuget Padilla
BayPadilla
Bay

Some support for regional retail at
this location
ortes
City of Antyacof Anacortes
Ci
HM
T RD
IN
HM
`S PO
INT RD
ARCH

HM

S

LM1
LM1

Sound
Refinery
Sound
Refinery
Expand list of permitted
=+zero
commercial uses near
units
intersections (hatched areas)

SOUT

20

D

FF

J

I

ShellShell
PugetPuget
SoundSound
Refinery
Fidalgo Refinery
Fidalgo
BayBay

LM1
LM1
Sharpes
Sharpes
Fidalgo
Beach
Fidalgo
Beach
Corner
Corner
20

D

375 750
1,500 Feet
0 375 750
1,500 Feet

CourseCourse

YR
BA

FF

0

Scandia
CourtScandia
Court

CornerCorner+ 12 units (R2)
Fidalgo Beach

Mixed
opinion
of Anacortes
City ofCityAnacortes
Golf Golf
on change = + zero units SimilkSimilk

YR
BA

Proposal applies to the outlined area or
applicable zone

City of Anacortes
City of Anacortes

Change to + 15 units (R3)
Sharpes LM1
R2 or R3Sharpes LM1 Fidalgo Beach

GO

Anticipated growth in next
20 years under current
zoning provisions

Additional City Council directives

W

Weaverling
Weaverling
SpitSpit

++ 65
65 units
units

+ 27units

=+ 16 units

LM1Address live/work == ++ zero
zero units
units
LM1
compatibility
issues

HeartHeart
LakeLake

P P

Change from
R3 to R4 (with
live/work
opportunities)

R4B Zone
Change
to R4

GO

25 new dwelling units

=+

Needs more
= + zero units
study

AL

Existing zoning
capacity

P

CMCM

AL

+

P

Change
to R2

T

Weaverling
Spit Spit
Weaverling

P P

MARCHPOINT
POINT
MARCH

Fidalgo
Fidalgo
+
Bay12
Bayunits

No change =+ zero units
(rural)

Mt Erie
Mt Erie
ParkPark

(keep (keep
as R1as R1
to steep
due todue
steep
slopes)
slopes)

R
FID

City Council directive
for preferred
alternative

Additional capacity
under proposal

Most proposals add
additional capacity for
growth. Some of the
proposals add a significant
amount of extra capacity

MARCH
MARCHPOINT
POINTV

HADDON
HADDON
LN LN

P P

FID

no added
Mt capacity
Erie

UGA

R3R3

R1R1

D

Legend for Proposals

M

LN

Erie
ParkMtPark

CM
CM

D

(keep as R1
due to steep
(keep as R1
slopes) due to steep
slopes)

P P

YR
BA

No
change

HADDON LN
HADDON

P

= + 58 units

20 20

LONGVIEW
LONGVIEW
AVE AVE

YR
BA

Zone
UCityCityofR-1Anacortes
of Anacortes

R1

R3 P

+ 34units

Change
to R4

GO

R1

R3

41ST 41ST
ST ST

=+ zero
units

R4A Zone

20

AL

MAR

P

P P 20

GO

City City
of Anacortes
of Anacortes

P

H AVE

Anacortes
Community
Anacortes
Community
Forest
Forest
LandLand

HeartRe-evaluate
LakeLake in 5-10
Heart
years

20-year growth estimate

T AVE

D AVE

R AVE

P P

P
=+138
P units

Proposed action

RK

ET
COMMERCIAL AVE

COMMERCIAL AVE

LONGVIEW AVE
LONGVIEW AVE

AL

Mixed opinion on
whether to allow
free standing
Burrows
Burrows
=+132 units
residential
IslandIsland

Burrows
Burrows
BayBay

G AVE

N AVE

P

WHISTLE LAKE RD

H AVE

P

Q

37TH 37TH
ST ST

FID

Bay Bay

Burrows
IslandBurrows
Island

P

R4A
R4A

41ST ST
41ST ST

Changed to new + 129 units
Marine Mixed Use
Burrows
Burrows
(MMU)

Adopt a Hospital
Overlay with more
discussion on specifics,
design guidelines etc.

I I

36TH 36TH
ST ST

FID

Residential Low Density

Storvik
Storvik
ParkPark

36TH ST
36TH ST

37TH ST
37TH 37TH
ST 37TH
ST ST

SAINT MARY`S DR

Burrows
Burrows
PassPass

R4A
R4A

P

Anacortes
Community
Anacortes
ForestForest
LandCommunity
Land

K

Residential Low Density

30TH 30TH
ST ST

R AVE

D AVE

D AVE
Y

Y

W

W

PK

PK

E

E

DG

DG

RI

RI

CK
RO

CK

ANACO BEACH RD

Residential Medium Density

I

=+ zero units

Hospital

P P
37TH ST
37TH ST

ANACO BEACH RD

Washington
Washington
Beach
Beach

D AVE

Y
W

Y

PK

W

E

PK

DG
RI
CK

RO

CK

DG

RI

E

P

Flounder
Skyline
MarinaFlounder
Skyline
Marina
BayBay

MAR

R4B

ANACO BEACH RD

R4A

Washington
Washington
Residential
Beach
Beach High Density Two (A)
Burrows
Residential High Density Two
Burrows
Pass(B)
Pass

P

CM2
CM2

33RD33RD
ST ST

P

CABANA
CABANA
LN LN

ANACO BEACH RD

Residential High Density

I

I Zone
No change

Community is split on the
subject of larger scale retail
so more information was
needed
R4B
R4B

32ND32ND
ST ST

CABANA LN
CABANA LN

Fidalgo
HeadFidalgo
Head R4

StorvikStorvik
Park Park

SAINT MARY`S DR

Flounder
Skyline
MarinaMarina BayFlounder
Skyline
FidalgoBay
Fidalgo
HeadHead

32ND ST
32ND ST

H

= + zero units

Investigate what would make
area viable for industrial uses

22ND22ND
ST ST

IslandIsland
Hospital
Hospital

CM2
CM2

ORCHARD AVE

CMCM

30TH ST
30TH ST

+ 139 units

No consensus
Fidalgo(to
Fidalgo
for change
Bay
BayMU)
Marine

P P

27TH PL

R4B 27TH PL
R4B

Cranberry
Cranberry
LakeLake

Ensure public space and public
access; Work towards flexibility to
allow developer agreements and
retaining existing barge dock

R4A
R4A

O AVE

I

W

23RD23RD
ST ST

27TH PL
27TH PL

33RD ST
33RD ST

T

S
ST
R
R
O SO
D
DS
IN WIN
W

C C

IslandIsland
Hospital
Hospital

O AVE

R

O

S
ND

ST

A AVE

CM
CM

Public Use

Washington
Washington
ParkPark

AnacortesLMLM
Anacortes
Airport
Airport

R2R2

ST

RO

O

DS

IN

W

Cranberry
Cranberry
Lake
Lake AZAZ

C

M AVE

ST H
0TH 0T
W1 W1

20TH 20TH
ST ST

22ND ST
22ND ST

R4A
R4A

ST

RO

ST

P

A AVE

P

R

K AVE

K AVE
PUGET WY

PUGET WY

0TH

G
CM1
CM1

AVE

Washington
Park
Park

P

ST
W1

AZ

LM
Anacortes
Anacortes LM
Airport
Airport

R2
R2
R4A
R4A

P P

Manufacturing/Shipping
Washington

23RD ST
23RD ST

+ 244 units
Change to
new Marine
MU; 65’
height limit

AVE

AVE

MS

AZ

GreenGreen
PointPoint

AVE

0TH

W1

SUNSET
SUNSET
AVE AVE

R4A

C

Fidalgo
BayFidalgo
Bay

R/Q

ST

SAS

ST
THW5TH

W5

Consider 65’ building height
option

= +150 units

R/Q

ST

C Zone
Allow single
+ 223 units
purpose
residential on
side streets +
raise height
limit from 40’
= +87 units
to 50’

SEAFARE
SEAFARE
RS' WY
RS' WY

AVE

TH

W5

20TH ST
20TH ST

E

F

12TH 12TH
ST ST

CM1 P P
CM1

18TH 18TH
ST ST

SAS

P

P

ST ST
RD RD
W3 W3

KAN

PUGET WY

ST

R4R4

Allow single
+ 146 units
purpose
residential on
side streets +
raise height
limit from 50’
= +49 units
to 65’
Explore concept of
transition zone along east
side of Q Ave

CapCap
SanteSante

CMCM

SEAFARERS' WY
SEAFARERS' WY

Figure 2

CBD Zone

P P

R3R3

12TH ST
12TH ST

AVE

TH

W5

P

Old Old
TownTownCap Sante
Cap Sante

R/Q

ShipShip
Harbor
Anacortes Harbor
Anacortes
Beach
FerryFerry
Beach

P

KAN

PUGET WY

W

6TH ST
6TH ST

CBD
CBD

16TH 16TH
ST ST

CMCM

SUNSET AVE
SUNSET AVE

LM1 LightPManufacturing (1) R4A

R1

E
AVE AV
ES KES
OAK OA

T

S
3RD

Industrial

LM
GreenGreen
PointPointLight Manufacturing

R2

ST

AVE

CM
CM

RD

W3

R3R3

6TH ST
6TH ST

16TH ST
16TH ST

18TH ST
18TH ST

AVE

AVE

Heavy Manufacturing

P P

ES

SAS

HM

R3

Ship Ship
HarborHarbor
Anacortes
Anacortes
FerryFerry
BeachBeach

Cannery
Cannery
LakeLake

AVE
OAK

SAS

Airport Zone

I

ES

OAK

R2R2

4TH ST
4TH ST

CM
CM

R4

CM1
CM1

MSMS

R2

R3
6TH ST
6TH ST

R3
R4

KAN

AZ

R3

P

KAN

CM2 Commercial Marine (2)

Shannon
Shannon
PointPoint

CBD
CBD

R/Q

CM1 Commercial Marine (1)

Old Town
Old Town

M AVE

P

FERRY
TERMINA
L RD

Commercial Marine

= +41 units

R3

D

Conduct further study of
change from LM to R3 or =+ zero units
other transitional zone

2ND ST
2ND ST

R2

4TH ST
4TH ST

LMLM

= +1036 units

FERRY

Shannon
PointShannon
Point
Cannery
LakeCannery
P
Lake

FERRY
TERMINA
L RD

Commercial

CM

+32 units

Mixed opinion on retaining
current CM zoning vs.
Marine Mixed-Use with more
residential

CBD Central Business District
C

Intregate
additional
trailhead parking = +175 units

TERMINA
L RD

(as directed by City Council)
August 13, 2015
Existing Zoning

Explore options for
LM
LM
accomodating tiny houses
and evaluate option for 3,000
SF lots when consistent with
underlying plats

Explore options
for accomodating
tiny houses and
affordable housing

H AVE

No consensus
on change,
Change to new
Marine Mixed
Use (MMU)

TERMINA
L RD

Proposed Land Use Designations

= +239 units

J AVE

N

min. lot
size=4,500
SF (reduced
from 6,000
SF)

min. lot size=
6,000 SF
(reduced from
7,500 SF)

Proposals
reduces zoned
capacity by 38
units

min. lot
+ 90 units
size=3,000
SF (reduced
from 6,000
= +14 units
SF)
Some discussion about
reducing lot sizes in 6TH ST
selected areas, further 6TH ST
discussion is warranted

G AVE

Change to R3

+ 63 units

G AVE

ANACORTESPlan20162016 O
ANACORTES
ComprehensivePlan
Comprehensive

B-1 R-3 Zone (Oldtown)

N AVE

+ 464 units

FERRY

ANACORTES

ANACORTES
Comprehensive
ComprehensivePlanPlan20162016

R-3 Zone

B

R-2 Zone

Y

Eliminate density + 19 units
limit; Possibly
include density
minimums,
maintain 40’
CM1
2ND ST
CM1
MS
2ND ST
height
limit
= +165 units
MS

J AVE

A

R-4 Zone

N AVE

C

Potential Change

A
B
B‐1
C
D
E

F

Decrease the minimum lot size from 7,500 square
feet to 6,000 square feet in the R‐2 designation
Decrease the minimum lot size from 6,000 square
feet to 4,500 square feet in the R‐3 designation
outside of Old Town
Decrease the R‐3 minimum lot size from 6,000
square feet to 3,000 square feet in Old Town
Eliminate density limit, retain 40‐foot height limit,
consider possible minimum density in the R‐4
designation
Allow single‐purpose residential development on
side streets and raise height limits from 50 to 65‐
feet in the CBD designation
Allow single‐purpose residential development on
side streets and raise height limits from 40‐ to 50‐
feet in the Commercial designation
Redesignate Commercial Marine 1 designation to a
new Marine Mixed Use with potential building
heights of 65 feet – other considerations: public
space and public access, flexibility to allow
developer agreements and retain existing barge
dock

G

Potential Marine Mixed Use in mapped area

H

Potential large scale retail in mapped area

I
J
K

In mapped areas near intersections along SR‐20,
expand the list of permitted commercial uses in the
LM‐1 zone. Consider the potential for regional retail
development at these locations.
In the Sharp’s Corner area, re‐designate mapped
area from LM‐1 to R‐4
In the Skyline Marina CM designation, allow single‐
use residential development

L

Potential UGA expansion

M

Potential UGA expansion

N
O
P
Q

In the Ship Harbor area, redesignate mapped area
from Commercial Marine to Marine Mixed Use,
with greater potential for residential development
In the Ship Harbor area, re‐designate mapped area
from CM to R‐3
Adopt a Medical Overlay for the Island Hospital
site – consider design guidelines and other
measures
Combine the R‐4A designation with the R‐4
designation

Further
Review

Possible
Further
Review

No
Change

●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
3‐3

Potential Change

R
S
T

Combine the R‐4B designation with the R‐4
designation
In the CM designated area near Weaverling Spit,
allow increased residential use
In the mapped area between 34th Street and SR‐20,
east of Commercial Avenue, redesignate from R‐3
to R‐4 and address live/work compatibility issues

U

Potential change to the R‐1 designation

V

Potential change to LM1 designation along Fidalgo
Bay
In the Sharpe’s Corner vicinity, southwest of SR 20,
redesignate mapped area from LM to allow
increased residential use
In the Sharp’s Corner area, re‐designate the
mapped area along SR‐20 from LM‐1 to
Commercial

W
X

Further
Review

Possible
Further
Review

No
Change

●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Source: Comprehensive Plan Designations Map. Proposed Land Use Designations (as
directed by City Council) August 13, 2015.

Planning Framework
The City of Anacortes Comprehensive Plan is prepared and updated within a framework
of state and regional guidance. The following provides a brief summary of the Anacortes
Comprehensive Plan and guidance provided by the GMA and Skagit County Countywide
Planning Policies.

City of Anacortes Comprehensive Plan
Anacortes' comprehensive plan is a broad statement of community goals and policies
that direct the orderly and coordinated physical development of the City. The
comprehensive plan serves as a guideline for designating land uses, infrastructure
development and community services and provides specific guidance for future
legislative and administrative actions. The plan reflects citizen involvement, technical
analysis and the judgment of decision‐makers.
Anacortes’ comprehensive plan was originally adopted in 1993 and has been updated
regularly, with the last major update in 2007. Since adoption, the focus of plan has been
on preserving and enhancing well‐maintained livable neighborhoods, a healthy
environment, a vibrant urban center and a strong diverse local economy. The current,
2012 version of the Comprehensive Plan is organized into three major chapters,
described below.


Chapter 1 – Description of the Planning Area. Chapter 1 provides a description of
the Anacortes planning area, including history, topography, climate, population,
employment, zoning and growth allocations.
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Chapter 2 ‐ Land Use. Chapter 2 includes sections that address existing and
proposed land use, adjacent land uses, the urban growth area for the City of
Anacortes, siting essential public facilities, integrated and consolidated project
permit process, and a savings provision.



Chapter 3 – Goals and Policies. Chapter 3 contains goals and policies related to
GMA goals, general City goals, manufacturing, commercial, commercial marine,
housing/residential, transportation/circulation, tourism, parks and recreation,
conservation and natural hazard reduction.

The Comprehensive Plan also contains a number of appendices, listed below:
Appendices
A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I

Topic
Open Space Connectivity Map (Trail System)
Comprehensive Plan Designations Map
Buildable Residential Lots Map
Countywide Planning Policies, 2000
Essential Public Facilities Designation Process
Administration Procedures for Comprehensive Plan
Amendments or Revisions
Public Participation Program
Interlocal Agreement Between Skagit County and the City of
Anacortes regarding Adoption and Implementation of the
City of Anacortes Urban Growth Area with Attached Urban
Growth Area Map
Demographic and Fiscal Information for the City of Anacortes

Discussion
The City’s current Comprehensive Plan is designed to minimize environmental impacts
to the natural and built environment that could result from future growth and
development. For example, conservation and natural hazard reduction goals and
policies are focused on protection of the natural environment. The general City goals
promote the overall quality of life, emphasize aesthetics and health, and promote land
use compatibility, among other goals. The general City goals also incorporate by
reference relevant functional plans into the Comprehensive Plan.4
4

Referenced plans include the Skagit County Coordinated Water System Plan, 2000; the City of
Anacortes 2011 Water System Plan; the City of Anacortes Water Rate and GFC Study, September,
2005; the City of Anacortes Comprehensive Sewer Plan, 1993; the 1996 City of Anacortes Sewer
Plan Update; the City of Anacortes Storm water Plan, 1994; the City of Anacortes 2007
Transportation Plan; the City of Anacortes Shoreline Master Program, 2010; the Anacortes
Community Forest Lands Comprehensive Plan, 2009; Puget Power’s Skagit County GMA Draft
Electric Facilities Plan, 1992; Anacortes School District Facilities Study, 1990; the Capital Facilities
Plan, 2012‐2017; the Anacortes Parks and Recreation Department Comprehensive Plan, 2009;
Skagit County County‐Wide Regional Comprehensive Plan Policies, 2007 (see Appendix D); the
Skagit County Housing Needs Assessment, 1993; the Overall Economic Development Plan for
Skagit County, 1994/95; and the Countywide Air, Rail, Water, and Port Transportation System
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In the 2016 Comprehensive Plan update, amended goals and policies and new goals and
policies continue to focus on measures that eliminate or minimize the potential impacts
of growth on the natural and built environments. Please see the discussion in Chapter 6
for a review of policies in each of the elements.

Washington Growth Management Act
The Washington State Legislature adopted the GMA in 1990 per RCW 36.70A. The GMA
contains a comprehensive framework for managing growth and coordinating land use
with infrastructure. A selected summary of the major provisions of the GMA together
with specific provisions that directly pertain to the alternatives is provided below.
The GMA contains broad planning goals to guide local jurisdictions in determining their
vision for the future and in developing plans, regulations, programs and budgets to
implement that vision. The goals discourage sprawling development, encourage
development in urban areas with adequate public facilities, encourage economic
development throughout the state consistent with comprehensive plans, encourage
efficient multimodal transportation systems, provide for the protection of property
rights, and require that adequate public facilities and services necessary to support
development be available when new development is ready for occupancy. The goals are
not ranked in any order but can be balanced by the jurisdiction.
A fundamental requirement of the GMA is early and continuous public participation in
the development and amendment of plans and development regulations. Public
participation procedures that are described in the procedural rules (WAC 365‐195‐600)
include broad dissemination of proposals and alternatives, opportunity for written
comment, public meetings after effective notice, provision for open discussion,
communication programs, information services, and consideration of and response to
public comments.
A central concept of the GMA is that comprehensive plans must be internally and
externally consistent. Internally, each GMA comprehensive plan must demonstrate that
the land use element, capital facilities element and financing plan are consistent. If
funding is not available to support the proposed land use pattern and maintain adopted
level of service standards for public facilities and services, the jurisdiction is required to
Study, 1996 (with the reference to the Anacortes Airport being a general aviation facility deleted
and with the ferry traffic figures corrected as has been done in the Transportation Element
Update); the Skagit/Island Regional Transportation Plan, April 1996; the City South March Point
Annexation Area Comprehensive Drainage Study, October 1999; the South March Point
Feasibility Study, 1997; the Revised Final Integrated Fidalgo Bay‐Wide Plan & EIS, 2000; the
Anacortes Community Forest Board Plan, Noxious and Invasive Plants (add “Planting of the most
invasive and ecologically problematic species should be highly discouraged in Anacortes”); the
Plan for Habitat Protection, Restoration, and Enhancement Fidalgo Bay and Guemes Channel,
2005; the Anacortes Airport Sub‐Area Plan (Including Zoning and Development Agreement),
2005.
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reassess the land use pattern and/or the level of service standards until balance is
reached. Externally, local comprehensive plans are required to be consistent with the
comprehensive plans of other jurisdictions with common borders or related regional
issues. Standards for transportation level of service should be regionally coordinated.
In order to ensure consistency with GMA requirements, each county or city that is
preparing a comprehensive plan or implementing development regulations is required
to submit the proposed plan or regulations to the state for review and comment before
final adoption.
Discussion
The City’s current Comprehensive Plan meets the requirements of the GMA. As
proposed, the draft 2016 Comprehensive Plan would continue to comply with the major
goals of the GMA that seek to focus growth in urban areas with adequate services,
provide for environmental protection, encourage economic development, support
efficient transportation systems, protect private property rights and require that
adequate public services are available concurrent with new development.
As required by the GMA, the City has conducted a comprehensive public involvement
program for this update, described in the Public Participation section below.
The proposal would extend the Comprehensive Plan planning horizon to 2036,
consistent with GMA requirements. The proposal would also amend Comprehensive
Plan policies to incorporate a number of changes that are recommended and/or
required by GMA. As required by GMA, the City will submit its updated Plan for review
by the State for review and comment prior to final adoption.

Skagit County Countywide Planning Policies
GMA requires that counties adopt countywide planning policies to provide an agreed‐
upon framework within which cities and counties can develop comprehensive plans
(RCW 36.70A.210). The purpose of these policies is to express a regional vision and help
measure consistency of local plans. The Skagit County CCPs were last updated in 2007.
The CPPs address the major GMA goal topics, including urban growth, reduce sprawl,
transportation, housing, economic development, property rights, permits, natural
resource industries, open space and recreation, environment, citizen participation,
public facilities and services, and historic preservation. The urban growth section
identifies residential population and commercial/industrial land allocation targets
through 2025 and establish that UGAs shall provide for urban densities of mixed uses
and shall direct development of neighborhoods which provide adequate and accessible
urban governmental services with development.
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Discussion
Skagit County and its cities have been working in collaboration to update population and
employment targets through 2036 (see Attachment 2) and have not yet formally
adopted the 2036 population and employment targets. The Anacortes 2016
Comprehensive Plan update provides capacity to provide urban levels of growth and
meet the updated growth targets established through this collaborative planning
process. Consistent with the CPPs, goals and policies in the current Comprehensive Plan
and the 2016 update have considered and are consistent with the environment,
development patterns, transportation, housing, economy, transportation and public
facilities and services topics. The current Comprehensive Plan and 2016 update also
contain goals and policies that support the broad guidance established in the 2007 CPPs.
Proposed policy amendments are discussed in Chapter 6.

Environmental Review
The purpose of this environmental document is to assist the public and decision‐makers
in considering the environmental impacts of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan update on
the built and natural environments.

SEPA/GMA Integration
WAC 197‐11‐210 authorizes jurisdictions planning under the GMA to integrate the
requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) (RCW 43.21C) and GMA
during comprehensive plan updates. The goal is to ensure that environmental analysis
under SEPA occurs as an integral part of the planning and decision‐making process
under GMA. Analysis of environmental impacts during the planning process can result in
better‐informed planning decision as well as avoid delays and duplication.
WAC 197‐11‐228 states that the appropriate scope and level of detail of environmental
review should be tailored to the GMA action under consideration; jurisdictions may
modify SEPA phased review as necessary to track the phasing of GMA actions; and the
process of integrating SEPA and GMA should begin at the early stages of plan
development.
The City of Anacortes has elected to follow an integrated SEPA/GMA process for the
2016 Comprehensive Plan update SEPA document. Integration of the environmental
analysis with the planning process informs future decisions in refining the 2016
Comprehensive Plan update. Please see Attachment 3 for prior environmental analysis
prepared to help identify potential environmental impacts associated with early
consideration of alternative land use scenarios.
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Non‐Project Environmental Analysis
SEPA requires government officials to consider the environmental consequences of
actions they are about to take and seek better or less impacting ways to accomplish
those proposed actions. The adoption of comprehensive plans or other long‐range
planning activities is classified by SEPA as a non‐project, or programmatic, action. A non‐
project action is defined as an action that is broader than a single site‐specific project,
and involves decisions on policies, plans or programs. SEPA establishes that
environmental analysis for a non‐project proposal may discuss potential impacts at a
level of detail appropriate to the scope and level of planning for the proposal. This
environmental document analyzes potential environmental impacts as appropriate to
the general nature of this non‐project proposal.

Scope of Analysis
As established in WAC 197‐11‐235, there is no standard format for an integrated GMA
document. The environmental analysis in this document has been organized as a series
of issue papers that correspond to the general city‐wide elements contained in the
proposed 2016 Comprehensive Plan update. Comprehensive Plan elements and the
associated approaches to environmental review are shown in Table 2.
Table 2. Comprehensive Plan elements and environmental analysis
Comprehensive Plan Element

Environmental Analysis

Land Use

Land Use, Housing and Economic Development Issue
Paper

Housing

Land Use, Housing and Economic Development Issue
Paper

Capital Facilities

Capital Facilities and Utilities Issue Paper

Utilities

Capital Facilities and Utilities Issue Paper

Transportation

Transportation Issue Paper

Economic Development

Land Use, Housing and Economic Development Issue
Paper

Environment and Conservation

Environment/Conservation Issue Paper

Parks, Open Space and Recreation

Parks and Recreation Issue Paper
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Community Engagement
Public participation is a fundamental goal of the GMA and
Washington Growth Management Act
is central to the update of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
Goal 11: Encourage the involvement of
Public engagement provides important opportunities for
citizens in the planning process and
the community to help shape the plan, to learn more
ensure coordination between
about the City and to build community connections.
communities and jurisdictions to
Recognizing the importance of this goal, WAC 365‐196‐
reconcile conflicts. (RCW 36.70A.020)
800 establishes that jurisdictions planning under the GMA
must establish procedures for early and continuous public participation in the
development and amendment of comprehensive plans and development regulations.
The following summarizes key events and activities that the City of Anacortes has
undertaken to promote community engagement in the 2016 Comprehensive Plan
update:










City Council and Planning Commission meetings. Beginning in July 2014 and
continuing through 2015, the City Council and Planning Commission have met
either individually or in joint meetings over 15 times to consider and provide
guidance on key comprehensive plan issues. All meetings were open public
meetings, advertised and held at a regular time and location.
Community Advisory Committee. In April 2014, the City created the 12‐member
Community Advisory Committee (CAC) with a charter to assist in the development
of a community vision, 2016 comprehensive plan update and strategic plan for the
City of Anacortes. The CAC was established as an advisory body to the Planning
Commission and City Council, with open public meetings held at a regular time and
location. Beginning in April 2014 and running through August 2015, the CAC met 25
times and conducted an in‐depth consideration of a range of topics. Major topics
addressed by the CAC included community vision, comprehensive plan land use
designations and alternatives, housing, economic development, tourism,
community design, sustainability, waterfront development, transportation, parking
and infrastructure. The CAC also reviewed and provided input to early drafts of each
updated element of the Comprehensive Plan.
Visioning Workshops. Two community visioning workshops were conducted in
March and April 2014. Each workshop had participation of over 100 community
members.
Waterfront Development Workshop. In August 2014, over 100 participants
attended this workshop, which focused on downtown waterfront sites. The
workshop included a presentation on the project context and small group exercises
to identify desired uses, design features and priorities.
Alternatives Workshop. In February 2015, over 100 participants attended a public
workshop to evaluate preliminary plan alternatives and provided feedback on
potential goals and policies.
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Community Surveys. In 2014, the City conducted two on‐line surveys to help inform
the direction of the comprehensive plan update. Although not intended to be
statistically significant, these surveys provided another avenue for input and
consideration of issues important to the community.
o Spending survey. This survey was conducted over a two‐month period,
from September to November 2014. The survey was intended to
provide information about habits and preferences with respect to retail
services. A total of 2,073 responses were provided to this survey.
o Housing survey. This survey was conducted in October and November
2014, to gain greater insight into housing preferences and concerns in
the community. A total of 585 responses were received on this survey.
 Website. The City’s 2016 Comprehensive Plan update website provides
background project information and resources, project updates, information on
upcoming meetings and summaries of prior meetings, survey links, and a list of
ongoing opportunities to get involved in the planning process.
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4
SEPA Environmental Checklist
Part B: Environmental Elements
As described in the Section 3 (Proposal Overview), the proposed Comprehensive Plan
Update is a GMA action and environmental review is being conducted in an integrated
SEPA/GMA document. Environmental documentation contained in the Proposal
Overview, Parts A and D of this Environmental Checklist, and the attached issue papers
provide the basis for the City’s threshold determination. Part B is not required to be
completed in an integrated SEPA/GMA document [WAC 197‐11‐235(3)(b)] and is not
included in this document.
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5
SEPA Environmental Checklist
Part D: Supplemental Sheet
for Non-Project Actions
Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction
with the list of the elements of the environment. When answering these questions, be
aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of activities likely to result from the
proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or at a faster rate than if the
proposal were not implemented. Respond briefly and in general terms.
1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air;
production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of
noise?
As a non‐project action, the proposal would not directly impact water, air quality, noise
or release of hazardous substances. However, project‐level development envisioned by
the plan could result in such impacts. Future project specific development proposals
within the City that may result in impacts to water, air or generate noise would be
reviewed consistent with the applicable provisions of the Anacortes Municipal Code
and City of Anacortes SEPA procedures.
Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are:
The Comprehensive Plan provides a policy framework that is intended to protect
water, air quality, noise impacts and release of hazardous substances, described
below:
Water. Proposed policy guidance in the Environment & Conservation Element carries
forward and expands upon the direction established in the current Comprehensive Plan,
including guidance related to water conservation and water recycling, preservation and
enhancement of the City’s shoreline areas, examination of streams and wetlands in a
basin‐wide approach, inventory of all significant drainage patterns, and restrictions on
land surface modifications that would result in hydrology modifications or erosion.
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Draft goals and policies seek to protect water quality through working with neighboring
jurisdictions and other partners, promoting the sustainable use of water resources,
preventing pollution of surface and groundwater resources, ongoing inspection and
maintenance of City sewer infrastructure and private septic systems, requiring best
management practices and low impact development measures, striving to minimize
impervious surfaces, protection of areas critical to aquifer recharge, and no net loss of
wetland areas.
Air. Draft Environment & Conservation Element goals and policies support working in
collaboration with the Northwest Clean Air Agency, maintaining high air quality
through coordinated land use and transportation planning, and reduction in airborne
particulates through a variety of measures.
Hazardous Materials. Draft Environment & Conservation Element policies support green
energy and environmentally friendly construction practices to reduce potential for
hazardous materials, as well as stormwater management best practices, on‐going
maintenance of sewer and septic systems, and continual protection and preservation of
aquifer recharge areas.
Noise. Draft Environment & Conservation Element goals and policies seek to ensure
that mixed use developments are designed and operated to minimize noise impacts,
and to require buffering or other noise reduction to reduce noise impacts from
commercial/industrial zones on residential areas.
Please see also Chapter 6, Environment & Conservation.
2. How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life?
As a non‐project action, the proposal would not directly impact plants, animals or
marine life. However, project‐level development envisioned by the plan could impact
plants, animals or marine life. Future project specific development proposals within
the City that may result in impacts to vegetation, animals, fish or marine life would
be reviewed consistent with the applicable provisions of the Anacortes Municipal
Code and SEPA procedures.
Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are:
The draft Environment & Conservation Element goals and policies seek to identify, plan
and preserve habitat areas, including wildlife corridors and areas with healthy natural
ecosystems; support participation in regional species protection efforts; encourage
removal of invasive species and replanting with natural vegetation; and minimize
stream alterations. The draft Element also carries forward and expands upon goals
and policies for tree preservation, including support for retention of mature trees,
regulatory measures for tree preservation, educational outreach for planting and
retention of trees, maintenance and enhancement of the City‐owned trees, and
consideration of off‐site options in order to meet tree retention programs.
Please see also Chapter 6, Environment & Conservation.
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3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources?
As a non‐project action, the proposal would not deplete energy or natural resources.
However, project specific development proposals within the City that may result in
increased energy consumption and would be reviewed consistent with the City of
Anacortes SEPA procedures and requirements of the applicable service provider.
Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are:
Draft policies in the Environment & Conservation Element provide support for energy
conservation as a goal in the design or remodel of commercial, public and residential
buildings, incentives for use of state‐of‐the‐art energy conservation techniques in
construction, green energy strategies and innovative approaches to conservation of
resources, conversion of existing low‐efficiency buildings to cost‐effective and
environmentally sensitive technologies and energy sources, adoption of the latest
energy codes, and working with Puget Sound Energy to encourage conservation and
encourage renewable energy production. Please see also Chapter 6, Environment &
Conservation.
4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or
areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as
parks, wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat,
historic or cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands?
As a non‐project action, the proposal would not directly impact the areas described
above. The Comprehensive Plan provides a policy framework that is intended to
preserve and enhance critical areas, plant and animal habitat, wetlands and
floodplains.
The proposal is entirely contained within a designated urban area and does not adjoin
any designated agricultural, forest or wilderness areas, nor to any wild and scenic
rivers. No impacts to farm or forest land normal business operations are anticipated
and no mitigation is proposed.
The draft Comprehensive Plan Parks & Recreation Element supports policy direction to
provide a range of high quality and easily accessible park and recreational areas,
balance active space and passive recreation opportunities, develop a comprehensive
multi‐purpose trail system, support and encourage the Anacortes Community
Forestlands Management Plan, foster and promote stewardship of the Anacortes park
and open space system, and develop and integrated open space plan.
The draft Land Use Element proposes goals and policies intended to protect preserve
and celebrate Anacortes’ historic, cultural and archeological resources.
Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are:
Please see the response to question D.4, above and Chapter 6, Environment &
Conservation.
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5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether
it would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans?
The draft Comprehensive Plan continues and updates established land use policy for the
City of Anacortes. In general, the proposed update is intended to revise and refine the
current GMA Comprehensive Plan policy direction to reflect changed conditions and
evolving city policy since prior plan adoption. Existing adopted plans, such as the
Anacortes Shoreline Master Plan, are incorporated. In addition, the proposal has been
reviewed for consistency with the Washington Growth Management Act and the Skagit
County Countywide Planning Policies.
Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are:
Please see the response to question D.5, above and Chapter 6, Land Use and Economic
Development.
6. How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public
services and utilities?
As a non‐project action, the proposal would not directly impact demand on
transportation or public services or utilities. However, project‐level development
envisioned by the plan would generally increase motorized and non‐motorized travel
demand in the city. Intercity commuting and local intra‐city trips would increase.
Similarly, project‐level development would result in an increased demand for public
services and utilities.
Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are:
New and amended polices call for a multi‐modal transportation system focusing on
moving people and goods, not only automobiles; greater safety, options, and mobility
for all users; an increased focus on operations, maintenance and management to
preserve and maximize the capacity of existing facilities before expanding them; and
a new focus on sustainability to minimize the negative impacts of transportation on
the natural environment and public health. Level of service standards that consider
the provision of non‐motorized facilities, not only vehicle lanes, will support the
completion of a network of multi‐modal corridors in the city. For additional
discussion, please see Chapter 6, Transportation.
Proposed capital facilities goals and policies seek to provide adequate public facilities
which address past deficiencies, anticipate growth needs, achieve acceptable levels of
service, use fiscal resources efficiently and meet realistic timelines. Proposed utilities
goals and policies emphasize effective management to provide reliable, quality
service for city‐owned facilities and effective coordination with other agencies for
non‐city owned facilities. Please see the discussion of public services and utilities in
Chapter 6, Capital Facilities and Utilities.
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7. Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal
laws or requirements for the protection of the environment.
In general, the proposal seeks to protect the environment, so conflicts with local, state
or federal laws for the protection of the environment are not anticipated. As described
in Chapter 3, the City’s current Comprehensive Plan is designed to minimize
environmental impacts to the natural and built environment that could result from
future growth and development. In the proposed update, existing goals and policies
that are carried forward, amended goals and policies, and new goals and policies
continue to focus on measures that eliminate or minimize the potential impacts of
growth on the natural and built environment.
In addition, the proposal has been reviewed for consistency with the Washington
Growth Management Act and the Skagit County Countywide Planning Policies. No
conflicts with local, state or federal laws for the protection of the environment have
been identified.
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6
Environmental
Issue Papers
Introduction
The city is using an integrated and iterative approach to conducting environmental
review and amending the Comprehensive Plan. This approach is intended to help
identify potential environmental issues early in the public review process, concurrent
with considerations of possible policy changes. The issue papers contained in this
chapter review existing and proposed policy changes and expand upon the SEPA
Environmental Checklist, Part D., Supplemental Sheet for Non‐Project Actions. Each
issue paper begins with a summary table that highlights emerging issues and related
SEPA implications, followed by a brief discussion of these issues. The relationship
between the issue papers and comprehensive plan elements is shown in Table 3 below.
Table 3 Relationship between issue papers and Comprehensive Plan elements
Issue paper

Comprehensive Plan elements

Environment



Environment & Conservation

Land Use and Economic Development




Land Use
Economic Development

Housing



Housing

Transportation



Transportation

Parks and Recreation



Parks & Recreation

Capital Facilities and Utilities




Capital Facilities
Utilities
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Environment
Overview and Summary
The purpose of the Environment & Conservation Element is to provide policy guidance
that integrates the natural and developed environments for a sustainable urban habitat
with clean air and water, habitat for fish and wildlife, and comfortable and secure places
for people to live and work.
In general, the policy language in the draft Environment & Conservation Element is
consistent with and expands upon the direction of the 2012 Comprehensive Plan to
protect, preserve and enhance the natural environment. Changes were made to clarify
and refine language, to ensure consistency with other city and regional planning
documents and to address emerging issues in City planning. The draft element adds new
goals and policies to address sustainability, climate change, water quality, fish and
wildlife habitat, air, noise and food security. Because the element strengthens existing
goals and policies and addresses new and emerging issues, the overall impact is likely to
be one of environmental benefit and significant adverse environmental impacts are not
anticipated.

KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Sustainability and Sustainable Building
Practices

The draft element includes new and continued policy
guidance on this topic. Policies address public
education, regional collaboration, sustainable
construction practices and energy conservation. The
environmental impacts of these policies would likely
be positive.

How do policies promote sustainability?

Natural Hazards
Do policies limit the risks posed by natural
hazards to people, property and the
environment?
Fish and Wildlife Habitat
Do policies protect fish and wildlife habitat?

The draft element expands upon existing policy
guidance regarding natural hazards. New policies
provide additional emphasis on geologic and flood
hazards areas. The environmental impacts of these
policies would likely be positive.
The draft element contains new and expanded policy
guidance seeking to protect fish and wildlife habitat.
Draft policies seek to preserve habitat areas, participate
in regional species protection efforts, encourage the
removal of invasive species and limit stream alterations.
The environmental impacts of these policies would likely
be positive.
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KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Water Quality

A new goal focuses on protection and enhancement of
water quality, including sustainable use of water
resources, a drainage basin approach to maintaining and
restoring hydrologic function, protection of groundwater
quality, protection/preservation of wetlands, streams
and waterbodies. Existing policy guidance calling for
protecting the functional integrity of the City’s water
courses, wetlands, bodies of water and their shores is
carried forward. The environmental impacts of these
policies would likely be positive.

Do policies protect surface water quality and
provide support for stormwater management
best practices?

Marine Waters and Shorelines
Do policies provide for protection of marine
waters and shorelines and consistency with the
City’s Shoreline Master Program?

Policies for marine waters and shorelines are carried
forward and include recognition of the goals and policies
in the adopted Anacortes Shoreline Master Program. The
environmental impacts of these policies would likely be
positive.

Air Quality and Climate Change

New climate change guidance includes support for
Anacortes as a regional leader in mitigating and adapting
to climate change, including a multi‐pronged approach to
climate change adaptation and mitigation. New air
quality policies seek to maintain high air quality through
coordinated land use and transportation planning, and to
reduce the amount of airborne particulates. The
environmental impacts of these policies would likely be
positive.

Do policies provide support for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions and other air
pollutants?

Tree Retention
Do policies provide support to ensure that the
City’s tree canopy is maintained over time?
Other Emerging Issues
What other emerging environmental issues are
addressed in the draft element?

The draft element maintains and strengthens policy
concepts from the current element that support tree
retention. The environmental impacts of these policies
would likely be positive.
Other issues addressed in the draft Environment &
Conservation Element include noise, light pollution and
food security. Noise policies seek to limit noise to levels
that protect public health. Light pollution measures
support “dark sky” approaches and seek to minimize
ambient light levels to protect ecological systems and
public health. Draft food security policies promote
increased access to locally growth foods and strategies to
increase food resilience. The environmental impacts of
these policies would likely be positive.

Proposed Policies, Impacts and Mitigation
Sustainability
A new goal in the draft element calls for Anacortes to serve as a leader in environmental
stewardship of the natural environment. This goal is supported by new and existing
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policies that call for regional coordination in efforts to protect and enhance the
environment; recognition of the interrelationship of natural systems, people and the
economy; and promoting and leading public education and involvement programs to
raise public awareness about and involvement in environmental issues.
Natural Hazards
The draft element expands upon existing policy guidance regarding natural hazards.
Goal EC‐3 calls for protecting people, property and the environment in areas of natural
hazards. Draft policies carry forward existing guidance for reducing exposure to hazards,
minimizing reliance on public programs for disaster mitigation, protecting public and
private property, saving lives and using community resources wisely. New policies
provide additional emphasis on geologic and flood hazards areas.
Fish and Wildlife Habitat
The draft Environment & Conservation Element contains new policy guidance seeking to
protect fish and wildlife habitat. Draft policies seek to identify, plan and preserve habitat
areas, participate in regional species protection efforts, encourage the removal of
invasive species and replanting of natural vegetation, and limit stream alterations in
order to preserve habitat.
Water Quality
A new goal focuses on protection and enhancement of water quality. Supporting
policies address sustainable use of water resources; a drainage basin approach to
maintaining and restoring hydrologic function; protection of groundwater quality;
protection/preservation of wetlands, streams and waterbodies critical to aquifer
recharge; and striving for no net loss of wetland acreage, function and value.
Existing policy guidance calling for protecting the functional integrity of the City’s water
courses, wetlands, bodies of water and their shores is carried forward, including policies
that support a basin‐wide approach to stream and wetlands analysis, inventory of
significant drainage patterns and restrictions on land surface modifications.
Marine Waters and Shorelines
Policies for marine waters and shorelines are carried forward and include recognition of
the goals and policies in the adopted Anacortes Shoreline Master Program. Other
policies include guidance for restoration and enhancement of shoreline areas, together
with guidance for access to the shorelines and water‐dependent and water‐related uses.
Air Quality and Climate Change
Climate change is an issue that has become more prominent since the last major update
of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Goal EC‐13 adds policies in support of Anacortes
acting as a regional leader in mitigating and adapting to climate change. Policies support
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a multi‐pronged approach to climate change adaptation and
mitigation, public practices to reduce greenhouse gas emissions,
identification of potential local climate change risks and impacts,
development of adaptation strategies and maintaining current
knowledge of climate change science.

Greenhouse Gases (GHG) are
gasses that trap heat in the
atmosphere, including carbon
dioxide, methane, nitrous
oxide, and fluorinated gases.

New air quality policies seek to maintain high air quality through
coordinated land use and transportation planning, and to reduce
the amount of airborne particulates through a street sweeping program, dust
abatement on construction sites and other methods.
Tree Retention
Anacortes’ extensive tree canopy is part of the community’s identity. As the City grows
and development patterns intensify, it is likely that the City will experience some tree
loss. The draft element carries forward policy concepts from the current element that
support tree retention, mitigate for tree loss and support education to encourage
planting and retention of trees.
Sustainable Building Practices
The draft element contains a new goal and several new
Sustainable building practices are policies to increase the sustainability and efficiency of
environmentally responsible and building practices in Anacortes, including policies that
resource‐efficient throughout a support energy conservation, promote the use of
building's life‐cycle.
environmentally friendly construction practices,
suggest the use of incentives for state‐of‐the‐art energy
conservation techniques, encourage projects that utilize green energy and water
conservation strategies, promote sustainable building management and maintenance
practices, and encourage existing buildings to become more energy‐efficient.
Other Emerging Issues
Other issues addressed in the draft Environment & Conservation Element include noise,
light pollution and food security. Noise policies seek to limit noise to levels that protect
public health and to ensure that noise from commercial, industrial and mixed use
developments are minimized or buffered to reduce noise impacts on adjacent uses.
Light pollution measures support “dark sky” approaches and seek to minimize ambient
light levels to protect ecological systems and public health. Draft food security policies
promote increased access to locally grown foods, support educational programs
regarding local food production and strategies to increase food resilience.
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Land Use and
Economic Development
Introduction
In general, the policy language in the draft Land Use and Economic Development
Elements is consistent with the direction of the 2012 Comprehensive Plan. Changes
were made to clarify and refine language, to ensure consistency with other city and
regional planning documents and to make updates to the Future Land Use Map. The
changes to the Future Land Use Map are described in Chapter 3 and do not represent
any significant changes to the City’s land use pattern. The environmental impacts of
projects developed under the policy framework provided by the draft Land Use Element
would be minor. There is policy language in the draft Land Use Element designed to
mitigate potential adverse environmental impacts. The Anacortes Municipal Code also
includes regulations to control environmental impacts associated with land use and
development.

KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

LAND USE
Residential Land Capacity
Is the supply of vacant and redevelopable land
sufficient to accommodate the 20‐year planned
population/housing growth?
Employment Land Capacity
Is the supply of vacant and redevelopable land
sufficient to accommodate the 20‐year planned
employment growth?
Land Use Compatibility
Do the City’s planned land uses impact
compatibility?

Community Character
Do planned land use patterns enhance
community character?

With the proposed changes to the Future Land Use Map,
the supply of vacant and redevelopable land is sufficient
to accommodate 20‐year planned population/housing
growth. No significant impacts would occur.
The supply of vacant and redevelopable land is sufficient
to accommodate 20‐year planned employment growth.
No significant impacts would occur.

Proposed amendments to the Future Land Use Map are
not expected to impact land use compatibility. No
significant impacts would occur. Policy language in the
draft Land Use Element and regulations in the City code
would help to mitigate any minor compatibility impacts
associated with growth and development.
Proposed changes to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use
Map are not expected to result in impacts to community
character. The draft Land Use Element includes policy
language for enhancing City character through other
aspects of land use patterns, such as allowable uses,
natural features and design elements. No significant
negative impacts of these policies are anticipated.
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KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Health

The draft Land Use Element includes policies that
support active transportation, safe and attractive non‐
motorized connectivity between uses and amenities,
development regulations that encourage integration of
recreation space within multifamily development, public
recreational facilities that are accessible to all Anacortes
residents, and increased access to healthy foods. No
significant negative impacts of these policies are
anticipated.

Do planned land use patterns promote
community health?

Historic and Cultural Resources
Does planned population/housing growth pose
a threat to the City’s historic and cultural
resources?

Policy language in the draft Land Use Element and City
code seeks to protect and preserve historic, cultural and
archeological resources in Anacortes. No significant
negative impacts of these policies are anticipated.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Economic Development
Do the proposed economic development
policies promote desired economic diversity and
vitality?

Proposed policy language focuses on measures to
strengthen a sustainable and diverse economy in
Anacortes. Many of the new policies address
programmatic measures to support economic
development in Anacortes. In general, programmatic
measures do not have any direct implications for the
natural or built environment. To the extent that any of
the policies might support or lead to physical
development, any future project‐level proposals would
be subject to project‐level environmental review. No
significant adverse environmental impacts are
anticipated.

Proposed Policies, Impacts and Mitigation
Land Use
Residential Land Capacity
Anacortes has a population target of 5,895 additional residents through 2036. This
target, added to current population, would result in a 2036 residential population of
22,293 persons. Assuming an average household size of 2.25 persons per household
(2010 US Census), the City estimates that an additional 2,620 dwelling units are
necessary to accommodate this level of population growth. In adopting this 20‐Year
Comprehensive Plan Update, the City must demonstrate that these population and
employment levels can be achieved.
Estimated land capacity is the measure that is used to determine the ability of the City
to accommodate its adopted targets. The land capacity analysis uses a combination of
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baseline information, land use assumptions, and growth factors to assign development
to land that is undeveloped or is considered likely to redevelop. As part of the
comprehensive plan update, the City estimated land capacity based on existing zoning
and two alternatives that would change land use designations and zoning to increase
development capacity (see Attachments 1 and 2). This analysis found capacity for 2,320
dwelling units based on existing zoning and capacity for 3,182 to 5,047 dwelling units for
two alternative land use scenarios. These estimates have been refined based on the
proposed Future Land Use Map (FLUM) amendments and development capacity is
currently estimated at 3,000 to 4,000 dwelling units. A final capacity number will be
developed based as the FLUM is refined and is anticipated to be sufficient to
accommodate the City’s residential target of 2,620 dwelling units.
Employment Land Capacity
The employment target for Anacortes is 2,076 new jobs between 2015 and 2036, which
would result in a total of 10,480 total jobs in Anacortes. There is adequate capacity to
meet this employment target. Future growth will likely be focused in the downtown and
SR‐20 corridor areas.
Land Use Compatibility
Although the City of Anacortes is proposing FLUM amendments as part of the
Comprehensive Plan update, the changes are not expected to significantly change the
overall land use pattern in the city (see Figure 2). Some of the proposed amendments
would result in incremental differences in development standards and others focus on
specific limited geographic areas where land use changes are anticipated to be
compatible with the surrounding area. As such, no significant land use compatibility
impacts are anticipated. The draft Land Use Element includes goals and policies that
support compatible development and includes specific guidance for residential,
commercial and industrial compatibility. The draft Land Use Element also addresses land
use compatibility from a geographic perspective, with specific policy guidance
addressing the Downtown and South Commercial Avenue areas and Fidalgo Bay and
Guemes Channel waterfronts. Existing regulations in the Anacortes Municipal Code also
provide for compatibility between adjacent land uses, and for mitigating traffic and
noise impacts of new development. This policy and regulatory framework will help to
mitigate any land use compatibility issues that arise as the City grows.
Community Character
The draft Land Use Element seeks to promote compatible development that respects
Anacortes’ historic character and small town scale while strengthening its unique
marine identity. Draft policies call for user‐friendly design standards for commercial,
multifamily and small lot development and ensuring that public facilities support
Anacortes’ community character and identity. The environmental impacts of these
policies will depend upon how they are implemented, but are likely to result in
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environmental benefits and significant adverse environmental impacts are not
anticipated.
Health
Draft Land Use Element Goal LU‐10 promotes land use and community design that
encourages healthy and active living. Supporting policy language seeks to provide a
complementary mix of uses within mixed use centers that encourage active
transportation, safe and attractive non‐motorized connectivity between uses and
amenities, development regulations that encourage integration of recreation space
within multifamily development, public recreational facilities that are accessible to all
Anacortes residents, and increased access to healthy foods. The impacts of these
policies will depend upon how they are implemented, but will likely be positive and may
include reductions in vehicle emissions.
Historic and Cultural Resources
Anacortes contains many buildings and sites that have historic and cultural value to the
community. As the City grows, these resources could be lost if they are not protected.
Policy language under Goal LU‐3 in the draft Land Use Element includes guidance for
protecting, preserving and celebrating Anacortes’ historic, cultural and archeological
resources. The Anacortes Municipal Code also includes provisions for protection and
preservation of landmarks. No significant adverse environmental impacts are
anticipated from these proposed policies.

Economic Development
The draft Economic Development Element addresses the coordinated actions that can
improve the economic health and standard of living of a community. The draft element
addresses a range of economic activities including business receipts, jobs and personal
income, and tax base and establishes local goals, policies, objectives and provisions for
economic growth and vitality and a high quality of life. Key goals and policies address
the following topics:






Balanced Economy, focusing on a balanced, diversified and sustainable
economy
Retail and Commercial uses that serves the community’s needs for goods and
services
Tourism, emphasizing year‐round opportunities for sustainable tourism
consistent with the community’s vision
Manufacturing and Industrial development that strengthens the marine trades
economy and encourages other manufacturing and industrial opportunities
Other Growth Economic Sectors, focusing on attracting business in other
growth sectors that offer growth opportunities and provide high‐paying jobs
6‐9




Provide Education and Training to meet employer and workforce needs
Remove/reduce Regulatory Barriers, streamlining regulations and providing
incentives to achieve desired results

Many of the new policies address programmatic measures to support economic
development in Anacortes. In general, programmatic measures do not have any
direct implications for the natural or built environment. To the extent that any of
the policies might support or lead to physical development, any future project‐level
proposals would be subject to project‐level environmental review. No significant
adverse environmental impacts are anticipated.
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Housing
Introduction
In general, the policy language in the draft Housing Element is consistent with the
direction of the 2012 Comprehensive Plan. Changes were made to clarify and refine
language, to ensure consistency with other city and regional planning documents, and
to address emerging issues.

KEY ISSUES
Housing Supply
Is the supply of vacant and redevelopable land
sufficient to accommodate the 20‐year planned
population/housing growth?
Housing Affordability
Do policies support and encourage the provision
of housing for a variety of household incomes,
including low income?
Housing Character
Do policies support community character?

Housing Diversity
Do policies support a range of housing types
that meet the community’s needs?

Special Needs Housing
Do policies address changing housing needs
associated with an aging population and the
problem of homelessness?

POTENTIAL IMPACTS
The supply of vacant and redevelopable land is sufficient
to accommodate 20‐year planned population/housing
growth. No significant impacts are anticipated.
The draft Housing Element expands upon existing policy
concepts that support and encourage provision of
affordable housing, but the City’s ability to control the
cost of housing is limited.
The draft Housing Element carries forward existing policy
language that supports community character. No
significant adverse environmental impacts are
anticipated.
The draft Housing Element expands on existing policy
concepts that support housing diversity. From an
environmental perspective, adverse impacts of these
new policies are not expected to be significant, but
specific impacts will depend on implementation.
The draft Housing Element contains new policies in
support of providing for people with special needs. New
policies support housing and services for older adults,
persons with disabilities, those in need of drug/alcohol
rehabilitation and the homeless. From an environmental
perspective, adverse impacts of these new policies are
not expected to be significant, but specific impacts will
depend on implementation.
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Proposed Policies, Impacts and Mitigation5
Housing Supply
Draft goals and policies establish that an adequate supply of appropriately zoned land
must be provided to accommodate the City’s housing growth target (Policy H‐1.1). As
part of the comprehensive plan update, the City estimated land capacity based on
existing zoning and two alternatives that would change land use designations and
zoning to increase development capacity (see Attachments 1 and 2). This analysis found
capacity for 2,320 dwelling units based on existing zoning and capacity for 3,182 to
5,047 dwelling units for two alternative land use scenarios. These estimates have been
refined based on the proposed Future Land Use Map (FLUM) amendments and
development capacity is currently estimated at 3,000 to 4,000 dwelling units. A final
capacity number will be developed based as the FLUM is refined and is anticipated to be
sufficient to accommodate the City’s residential target of 2,620 dwelling units.
Housing Affordability
Approximately 38% of Anacortes residents earn less than 80% of the countywide area
median income (AMI) of $55,925 and approximately 22% of Anacortes residents earn
less than 80% of AMI and spend more than 30% of household earnings on housing.
When the match of rental stock to income levels is considered, the greatest need is for
affordable housing for those earning less than 30% of the countywide AMI. With respect
to ownership housing, the 2013 median home value was $318,000 and approximately
40% of homeowners were paying more than 30% of their income on mortgage
payments.
Cities have limited ability to control the cost of housing, but they can take actions to
promote affordable housing. Policies under Goal H‐3 in the draft Housing Element
provide a variety measures to support the creation and maintenance of affordable
housing. These include preservation of existing affordable stock, participation in
regional efforts to meet affordable housing targets, supporting public/private agencies
and partnerships to preserve and provide affordable housing, and encouraging a variety
of affordable housing types. Draft policies also seek to require that affordable housing
achieved through public actions remain affordable for as long as possible. Policies also
consider the location of affordable housing, supporting a distribution throughout the
city, with a special focus on locations with good access to transit, employment,
education and shopping.

5

Unless otherwise noted, housing data provided in this paper is based on the Skagit County Affordable
Housing Needs: Local Community Housing Profiles. July 2015.
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Policies also support creation of an Affordable Housing Advisory Committee and
developing an affordable housing strategic plan and development of meaningful and
measurable goals to promote development of affordable housing.
Housing Character
The draft Housing Element includes policies in support of Goal H‐2, which seeks to
promote the stability and vitality of its residential neighborhoods. For instance, policies
encourage housing types and design that reinforce and enhance the character and scale
of established neighborhoods, support design guidelines or other measures to maintain
Anacortes’ small town character and facilitate compatibility, encourage programs to
preserve the character and condition of existing housing, and support preservation of
historically significant housing. Policies also seek to promote a stronger sense of
community, with support for location of gathering places such as small parks throughout
the city.
Housing Diversity
In Anacortes, an estimated 80% of homes are single family, 18% contain two or more
units and 2% are mobile homes. About 72% of the homes in Anacortes have two or
three bedrooms. The average household size is 2.34 persons. In the next 20 years,
Anacortes will likely require a variety of housing types to meet changing market demand
and community needs. Factors that may indicate an increased demand for greater
housing diversity include smaller households, a growing elderly population and
increased ethnic diversity.
The 2012 Comprehensive Plan recognizes single family detached residential units as the
primary residential form in the City, and provides for higher density housing where
appropriate. The draft Future Land Use Map (see Figure 2) continues to provide
guidance for single family detached residential units to be the primary residential form
in the City, but new policies in the draft plan place a greater emphasis on housing
variety and diversity. The draft Housing Element contains policies under Goal H‐1
supporting housing diversity. In particular, policies H.1.2, H.1.3, H.1.4, H.1.6, H‐1.9 and
H.1.10 support a variety of residential densities and housing types including mixed‐use
residential, cottages, duplexes, townhouses, accessory dwelling units (ADUs), tiny
houses, co‐housing and manufactured homes. Policy H.1.10 also suggests
demonstration projects for innovative housing types. Consistent with the 2012
Comprehensive Plan, draft Housing Element policies support location of higher density
housing in locations near services and provide for flexibility in subdivision development
to achieve public goals. Implementation of these policies could have the benefit of
increased housing opportunity in the City. Compatibility impacts could result, but could
also be avoided if implementation occurs in concert with policy guidance related to
neighborhood character, such as Policy H‐2.2, which calls for design guidelines.
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Special Needs Housing
Over the 20‐year planning timeframe, it is anticipated that there will be an increased
demand for housing and services for older adults and people with special needs. To
address this need, the draft Housing Element includes a new goal and supporting
policies. Specifically, draft Goal H‐4 states: “Provide housing options for special needs
populations, including independent living for seniors, assisted living, memory care, and
drug and alcohol rehabilitation and mental health facilities.” Policies support
accommodation for special needs housing throughout the city, promote the provision of
support services, and support housing and services for the homeless. The impacts of
these policies would depend upon how they are implemented. They could improve the
health and wellbeing of those with special needs and the community as a whole. Land
use compatibility impacts could also result, but could be avoided if implementation
occurs in concert with policy guidance related to neighborhood character, such as Policy
H‐2.2, which calls for design guidelines.
For older adults, supporting policies seek to encourage the development of senior‐
friendly housing, promote a range of housing types and support ways for older adults
and those with disabilities to remain the community as needs change. If these policies
are implemented in a way that significantly increases the number of seniors and people
with disabilities to remain active within the community, there would likely be positive
impacts to individual and community wellbeing. There could also be increased demand
for paratransit services and for remote delivery of health and human services.
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TRANSPORTATION
Introduction
In general, the policy language in the draft Transportation Element is consistent with the
current adopted policy. Changes were made to clarify and refine language, to ensure
consistency with other city and regional planning documents, and to address emerging
issues. The environmental impacts of projects developed under the policy framework
provided by the draft Transportation Element would likely not be significant. There is
policy language in the draft element designed to mitigate potential adverse
environmental impacts. The City of Anacortes Municipal Code also includes regulations
to control environmental impacts associated with transportation projects.
KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Level of Service Standards

The level of service standards support the Transportation
Element’s objectives of developing and operating an
efficient transportation system that supports growth and
provides safe facilities for all users. No major changes to
level of service standards are proposed in the draft
Element, thus no significant environmental impacts are
anticipated. Given the draft Element’s focus on increasing
mobility options, the City will consider alternative methods
for level of service standards that consider all travel
modes, including vehicles, transit, bicycles and pedestrians
as part of future Comprehensive Plan implementation.

Are the transportation level of service standards
in the Transportation Element consistent with the
overall policy direction provided by the
Transportation Element?

Consistency with Land Use Assumptions
Do existing and planned transportation facilities
support the land use patterns outlined in the Land
Use Element?

Safety and Mobility
How are safety and mobility considered for all
modes of transportation?

The draft Element carries forward current policy guidance
supporting consistency between transportation and land
use. The travel demand forecasts used to determine the
capital faculties necessary to support planned growth are
based upon the growth assumptions in the Land Use
Element. The draft Element also adds new policy language
to support the regional growth strategy. The impacts of
the updated policy language would likely be neutral or
positive.
The draft Element adds policies with an emphasis on
mobility choices beyond the single occupant vehicle.
Safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and the disabled are
include to promote a more multi‐modal transportation
system. The impacts of the updated policy language would
likely be neutral or positive.
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KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Operations, Maintenance, and Management

The draft Element adds policies that support the utilization
of existing facilities to the greatest extent possible before
expansion of existing facilities or construction of new
facilities. The impacts of the updated policy language
would likely be neutral or positive.

Is effective use of existing facilities prioritized
over expansion?
Sustainability
How the natural environment and human health
addressed with respect to increased demand for
transportation?

New polices encourage the design and management of the
city’s transportation system to minimize the negative
impacts of transportation on the natural environment, to
promote public health and safety, and to achieve optimum
efficiency. The impacts of the updated policy language
would likely be neutral or positive.

Proposed Policies, Impacts and Mitigation
Level of Service Standards
Level of service (LOS) standards describe the amount, type or quality of facilities needed
to serve the City; they establish a minimum threshold for provision of services and
facilities. Policies in the draft Transportation Element set forth LOS standards for arterial
corridors and for intersections. The LOS for arterial corridors is a ratio of 1.00 or less of
volume over capacity. Capacity is based upon functional classification and number of
lanes. The LOS for intersections is based on the Highway Capacity Manual, with LOS D or
E being the standard for intersections of principal arterials and LOS C being the standard
for intersections of minor arterials or collector roadways. These LOS standards carry
forward current policy guidance and no significant environmental impacts are
anticipated.
The draft element includes new policy language for focusing level‐of‐service standards
on the movement of people and goods rather than just the movement of vehicles. This
is consistent with other new policy language in the Element that supports greater
mobility options within Anacortes. As part of Comprehensive Plan implementation, the
City will consider alternative methods for level of service standards that consider all
travel modes, including vehicles, transit, bicycles and pedestrians
Consistency with Land Use Assumptions
The location and design of transportation infrastructure is one of the City’s key tools for
implementing the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map. The draft Element carries
forward current policy guidance to ensure that transportation facilities are coordinated
with the City’s land use needs. A new draft policy recognizes the role that the City’s
transportation system has in supporting the regional growth strategy. Additionally, the
draft Element adds new emphasis on using multimodal transportation systems to
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support land use objectives. Goal T.1 and Policy T.1.1 support the city’s and region’s
growth strategy by developing and operating an efficient multimodal transportation
system. The impacts of the updated policy language would likely be neutral or positive.
Support for Mobility Choices
Proposed transportation policies would strengthen existing policy language that
supports pedestrian and bicycle modes of transportation. The draft element includes
two new goals that emphasize multimodal transportation systems. Goal T.1 calls for
moving people and goods (versus cars) with a highly efficient multimodal transportation
network. Policy T.1.2 calls for addressing non‐motorized modes of transportation in the
City’s concurrency program, both in assessments and mitigation of transportation
impacts. Goal T.2 calls for investing in transportation systems that offer greater safety
options, mobility and access. Policies under this goal include increasing the proportion
of trips made by transportation modes other than driving alone, making it easier for
people to move between modes, addressing the needs of non‐driving populations, siting
and designing transit facilities for pedestrian and bicycle access, encouraging local street
connections, designing transportation facilities to be safe for all users including
pedestrians and bicyclists, and improving local street design for walking and bicycling.
Additional policies call for designing or redesigning roads and streets to accommodate
non‐motorized travel modes (Policy T.3.5), providing education on safe non‐motorized
travel (T.3.10), emphasizing transportation investments that provide alternatives to
single occupancy vehicle travel and that support pedestrian‐ and transit‐oriented
development. While the current element encourages non‐motorized uses and includes
policy language that supports safe and connected non‐motorized systems, the policy
language in the new draft element provides more robust support for active
transportation and more specific guidance on implementation strategies. The impacts of
the new policy language will depend on how it is implemented, but would likely be
positive and could include increased access to opportunities for physical activity,
decreased vehicle emissions and increased transit ridership. The impacts of the updated
policy language would likely be neutral or positive.
Operations, Maintenance, and Management
Proposed transportation polices support the efficient use of existing transportation
facilities over expansion or contraction of new facilities. Goal T‐3. Supports as a high
priority, the maintenance, preservation, and operation the city’s transportation system
in a safe and functional state. Maintenance and preservation polices address the
preservation and operation of existing transportation systems to provide safe and
efficient transportation while avoiding more costly major reconstruction activities.
Transportation System Management polices focus on accommodating all modes of
transportation including land, water, and air vs. relying solely on the automobile.
Financial policies focus on maximizing the net benefits of transportation investments.
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Parking polices seek to provide adequate parking through partnerships with the private
sector and other public agencies to effectively match parking supply to parking demand.
The impacts of the updated policy language would likely be neutral or positive.
Sustainability
The draft Element includes new policy language to design and manage the city’s
transportation to minimize impacts to the natural environment while promoting human
health. Policy T‐4.1 promotes a less polluting transportation system. Policy T‐4.2
supports the implementation of new energy efficient technologies. Policy T‐4.6 supports
development of a transportation system that minimizes impacts to human health. New
polices recognize the importance of providing transportation choices for all citizens.
Policy T‐4.12 encourages the provision of improved mobility choices for people with
special transportation needs, including persons with disabilities, the elderly and the
young, and low income populations. The impacts of the updated policy language would
likely be neutral or positive.
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PARKS AND RECREATION
Introduction
The 2012 Comprehensive Plan includes some goals and policies for parks and recreation,
but also relies on relevant functional plans, such as the Anacortes Parks and Recreation
Department Comprehensive Plan, Anacortes Community Forestlands Comprehensive
Plan, and Shoreline Master Program, which are incorporated by reference. The 2016
Comprehensive Plan Update draws its goals and policies from the City’s Parks and
Recreation Department and Community Forestlands comprehensive plans, both of
which were developed simultaneously with the citywide comprehensive plan update.
The updated Parks & Recreation Element offers a comprehensive look at the park and
forestlands system, including existing facilities, community interests, demand and need
for services, funding implications for improvements and ongoing maintenance. It
provides a solid basis of information for prioritization and decision‐making on parks and
recreation facilities and services.
This environmental review of the element focuses on the aspects of the goals and
policies that may result in environmental impacts and does not consider procedural and
management aspects of the element, such as funding, management and public
engagement. While important as policy issues, these topics are unlikely to result in
direct impacts to the natural or built environment and are not addressed as part of
this SEPA review.

KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Access to Park and Recreation Facilities

Proposed goals and policies support park and recreation
facilities that serve all age groups, recreational interests
and ability levels. Overall, implementation of these goals
and policies are likely to result in a higher quality of life
and potential health improvements. The potential for
significant adverse impacts would be related to specific
project‐level implementation, but is likely low.

Will future park and recreation facilities
adequately serve future growth?

Shoreline Access
Will shoreline access continue to be provided?

Environmental Stewardship
Do policies address the need to preserve
environmental resources and natural habitat
areas?

Existing shoreline access goals and policies are carried
forward. Because no significant changes are proposed to
shoreline access policies, no significant adverse impacts
are anticipated.
Proposed policies seek to ensure that park facilities and
programs are conducted with sensitivity to the
protection and restoration of environmental resources
and natural habitats. Implementation of these policies is
likely to result in benefits to the natural environment.
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KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Anacortes Community Forestlands

Updated goals and policies carry forward concepts in
existing goals and policies. Because no significant
changes are proposed to shoreline access policies, no
significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

Do proposed policies support preservation of
the Anacortes Community Forestlands?
Open Space Connectivity
Do proposed park and recreation policies
support a connected open space network?

New open space goals and policies support acquisition
and development of a network of open space and public
access corridors. Implementation of these policies is
likely to result in benefits to the natural environment.

Proposed Policies, Impacts and Mitigation
Access to Park and Recreation Facilities
Proposed goals and policies support park and recreation facilities that serve all age
groups, recreational interests and ability levels. Existing policies that promote
convenience and access for all Anacortes residents, programs for diverse age, ability and
gender, universal accessibility, and a balance of active and passive recreation
opportunities are carried forward. New and expanded policies focus on a
comprehensive multi‐purpose trail system, street improvements for bicycle and
pedestrian connections, and a long‐range plan for recreational programs and services.
Overall, implementation of these goals and policies are likely to result in a higher quality
of life and potential health improvements. The potential for significant adverse impacts
would be related to specific project‐level implementation, but is likely low.
Shoreline Access
Existing shoreline access goals and policies are carried forward and include support for a
multi‐use trail along Guemes Channel, improvements to the Cap Sante Boat Haven and
surrounding areas, a public boat launch downtown, and improvements to street‐ends
that afford access to or views of marine shorelines. Because no significant changes are
proposed to shoreline access policies, no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.
Environmental Stewardship
Proposed policies seek to ensure that park facilities and programs are conducted with
sensitivity to the protection and restoration of environmental resources and natural
habitats. Supporting policies emphasize provision of greenbelts where appropriate,
stewardship of the natural habitat, functional integrity of watercourse, wetlands and
water bodies, low impact development measures, stormwater treatment, and the use of
environmentally sound practices wherever possible. As part of facilities maintenance,
policies propose to continue to reduce the use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides,
purchase alternative fuel vehicles, increase recycling collection, purchase recycled
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products and promote energy conservation. Implementation of these policies is likely to
result in benefits to the natural environment.
Anacortes Community Forestlands
The City of Anacortes owns more than 2,800 acres of designated forest lands within the
City limits. This area is known as the Anacortes Community Forestlands (ACFL) and
includes Mt. Erie, Whistle Lake, Little Cranberry Lake, 80 acres north of Heart Lake and
the former State Park lands. As established in the ACFL Comprehensive Plan (2009), the
vision for this area is to conserve and enhance the unique environment and habitats in
the ACFL while maintaining recreational opportunities for local residents.
Updated goals and policies carry forward policy concepts in existing goals and policies.
These recognize the designation of the area as a Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area,
seek to continue to provide funding for acquisition and habitat restoration, support the
Conservation Easement Program, and support implementation of the ACFL
Comprehensive Plan. Because no significant changes are proposed to shoreline access
policies, no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.
Open Space Connectivity
New open space goals and policies support acquisition and development of a network of
open space and public access corridors. Policies seek to develop an integrated open
space network plan; fund the protection of open spaces for habitat and wildlife
movement, public access, non‐motorized and other uses; consider un‐ and under‐
developed public rights of way as open space corridors prior to conversion for other
uses; and consider methods to preserve areas with open space value adjacent to the
ACFL. Implementation of these policies is likely to result in benefits to the natural
environment.
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CAPITAL FACILITIES AND UTILITIES
Introduction
The 2012 Comprehensive Plan provides some policy guidance for capital facilities and
utilities, but also relies on a number of relevant functional plans that are incorporated
by reference, including the City’s Capital Facilities Plan. The draft Capital Facilities and
Utilities Elements build on this foundation and incorporate by reference functional plans
for City‐owned public facilities and services including sewer, water and stormwater
management. The environmental impacts of projects developed under the policy
framework provided by the draft Capital Facilities and Utilities Elements would be
minor. There is policy language in the draft elements designed to mitigate potential
adverse environmental impacts. The Anacortes Municipal Code also includes regulations
to control environmental impacts associated with land use and development.

KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

CAPITAL FACILITIES
Consistency with Land Use and Public Service
Assumptions
Do existing and planned capital facilities support
land uses and level of service standards outlined
in the Comprehensive Plan?

Cost Impacts
Does the plan provide guidance for managing
the cost impacts of growing demand for capital
facilities in a way that is financially feasible?
Infrastructure Lifespan and Changing
Conditions
Does the plan consider the potential impacts of
changing conditions on infrastructure lifespan?

The draft Capital Facilities Element requires capital
facilities to support the land use patterns envisioned in
the Land Use Element and establishes level of service
standards for public services. It includes policy guidance
for coordinating with providers to ensure adequate
services and for identifying and addressing deficiencies
and future needs. No significant impacts would occur.
The draft Capital Facilities Element provides policy
guidance for ensuring that planned projects are
financially feasible. These policies would likely have a
positive impact on cost efficiency.
The draft Capital Facilities Element supports resilient
capital facilities and consideration of the potential
impacts of future climate conditions. These policies
would likely have a positive impact on the lifespan of
infrastructure.

UTILITIES
Utility System Capacity
Do existing and planned utility systems provide
sufficient capacity to accommodate the City’s
20‐year population and employment targets?

The draft Utilities and Capital Facilities Elements include
policy language supporting the provision of adequate
utility services that support City and regional growth
plans. No significant impacts.
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KEY ISSUES

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Energy Conservation

The draft Utilities Element encourages conservation of
energy resources and reduced energy consumption.
These policies would likely have positive environmental
impacts.

Does the plan support City and regional goals
for energy conservation?
Changing Telecommunications Needs
Does the plan address changing
telecommunications needs in the community?

The draft Utilities and Capital Facilities Elements
recognize a need for improved telecommunication in
Anacortes services such as high speed internet and
include policy guidance for the City to evaluate ways to
address this. The potential impacts of this policy
guidance would depend upon how it is implemented, but
would likely be minor.

Proposed Policies, Impacts and Mitigation
Capital Facilities
The Capital Facilities Element provides a long‐range strategy for providing adequate
public facilities and services to support development, including estimated costs and
methods of financing. Capital facilities services in Anacortes are provided by the City
and by other entities such as transportation agencies and the Anacortes School District.
The City collaborates with these providers to ensure that growing demand does not
decrease levels of service below established standards, and that there are financially
feasible plans in place to pay for needed facilities improvements.
Consistency with Land Use and Public Service Assumptions
The draft Capital Facilities Element provides policy guidance to ensure consistency with
land use and public service assumptions. Goal CF‐1 calls for capital facilities to support
existing and new development envisioned in the Land Use Element, and Policy CF‐1.6
provides guidance for the City to work with other providers to achieve this goal. Policy
CF‐2.1 establishes level of service standards for capital facilities. Goal CF‐3 and its
policies provide support for identifying and addressing deficiencies in capital facilities
based on adopted level of service standards. The draft plan does not propose any
significant changes to land use patterns or capital facilities policy guidance, and as such
no significant impacts are anticipated.
Cost Impacts
Policy concepts under Goals 4 and 5 of the draft Capital Facilities Element support the
financial feasibility of capital facilities projects. Policy CF‐4.4 calls for identifying specific,
realistic projected amounts of public money for needed capital improvement projects.
Policy CF‐4.6 supports the use of local funding to leverage other financial resources.
Policy CF‐5.1 supports the use of impact fees from new development. Policy CF‐4.5
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supports identification of processes or actions needed to develop new sources of
revenue to implement the Capital Facilities Element. In the event that funding sources
are anticipated to be inadequate to meet capital facility needs, Policy CF‐4.1 provides a
reassessment strategy. The impact on cost efficiency of these policy concepts would
likely be positive.
Infrastructure Lifespan and Changing Conditions
The draft Capital Facilities Element includes new policy language to address issues that
have become more prominent since the last comprehensive plan update, such as the
potential impacts of changing conditions like climate change, technological change and
man‐made disasters. Policy CF‐7.8 calls for resilient capital facilities that consider
changing conditions in planning and investment decisions. Policy CF‐7.9 calls for
considering future climate conditions during siting and design to ensure facilities
function as intended over their planned life cycle. These new policy concepts will likely
have positive impacts on infrastructure lifespan.

Utilities
The Utilities Element provides a framework for the provision of utility services within
the City, including power, telecommunications and natural gas. Water, sewer and
stormwater management services are addressed in the Capital Facilities Element. Utility
service providers in Anacortes include Puget Sound Energy, Cascade Natural Gas,
various telecommunications providers and two pipeline companies.
Utility System Capacity
As the City grows, the utility systems serving Anacortes may need to increase capacity in
order to meet demand. Policies under Goals 1 and 2 of the Utilities Element call for
working with utility providers to meet the needs of residents and businesses and to
support City and regional growth plans. While the City does not have direct control over
utility services provided by other entities, there are tools it can use to meet this goal.
Policy UT‐1.4 calls for utilizing a variety of methods to protect and advance community
interests, such as partnerships, interlocal agreements and franchise agreements.
Additionally, Policies U‐2.2 through U‐2.5 call for coordinating and sharing information
with utility providers and adjacent jurisdictions. These policy concepts are consistent
with the current plan, thus no significant environmental impacts are anticipated.
Energy Conservation
The City supports regional goals for energy conservation. Energy conservation has
environmental benefits such as reduced air pollution associated with coal‐fired power
plants and sustainable management of clean energy resources such as water and
natural gas. Goal U‐6 of the draft Utilities Element and the policies under this goal
support energy conservation. Specific strategies include encouraging new development
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to use energy‐efficient and cost‐effective technologies, encouraging the use of solar
energy and considering incentive programs to seek and implement alternative energy
resources in building and site design. These policies would likely have positive
environmental impacts.
Changing Telecommunication Needs
As telecommunications technology changes there is a need to update
telecommunications infrastructure in order to provide quality service for residents and
businesses. Policy U‐1.5 in the draft Utilities Element calls for exploring options for
improving telecommunication services in Anacortes, with high speed internet being a
high priority. Additionally, Policy CF‐1.11 in the draft Capital Facilities element calls for
evaluating the feasibility of the City providing broadband services. The potential
impacts of this policy guidance would depend upon how it is implemented, but would
likely be minor.
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Attachment 1

DRAFT Land Capacity Estimates for 2016 Comprehensive Plan
Based on Planning Commission-Recommended Land Use Designations (March 14, 2016)

Buildable Lands Residential Capacity – Vacant / Partially-Vacant Land
Zone1

Residential (R1)
Residential Low Density
(R2)
West
East
Residential Medium
Density (R3)
Old Town Overlay
Residential High Density
(R4)
Commercial (C)
Central Business District
(CBD)
Commercial Marine (CM)
Marine Mixed Use (MMU)
MJB (17th – 22nd)
Skyline
Ferry Terminal Rd
Existing platted SFR lots
Totals

Net
Buildable
Acres
52.73

Assumed
Density

2 units/acre

Estimated
Residential Capacity
Dwelling Units
105

49.26
85.73
33.54

4 units/acre
5 units/acre
9 units/acre

197
429
302

1.28
5.72

9 units/acre
28 units/acre

11
160

0.42
0.17

28 units/acre
50 units/acre

12
8

0.53

28 units/acre

15

9.87
1.64
1.75

40 units/acre
28 units/acre
30 units/acre

395
46
53
571
2,304

Buildable Lands Residential Capacity – Redevelopable / Underutilized
Zone1

Net
Buildable
Acres

Assumed
Density

Gross Residential
Capacity
Dwelling Units

Minus
Exiting
Units

Estimated
Residential
Capacity
Dwelling
Units
274

Residential High Density
12.86
28 units/acre
360
86
(R4)
Commercial (C)
9.68
28 units/acre
271
5
266
Central Business District
3.68
50 units/acre
184
8
176
(CBD)
Marine Mixed Use (MMU) 3.21
28 units/acre
128
0
128
Skyline
844
Totals
1. Only zones with residential capacity are shown
2. See City of Anacortes Residential & Employment Land Capacity Analysis Summary (7/10/15) for description
of methodology and market factors and context deductions applied.

Total residential capacity is estimated at approximately 3,148 dwelling units or 7,083 people
(3,148 units x 2.25 average people per household).

Buildable Lands Employment Capacity
Zone1

Buildable
Acres2
1.9
0.8

Employees
/Acre2
21.8
21.8

Employment
Capacity
41
17

Airport Zone (AZ)
Commercial (C)
Central Business District
(CBD)
Commercial Marine (CM)
35.9
15
538
Commercial Marine 1
17.3
15
259
(CM1)
Commercial Marine 2
12.5
15
188
(CM2)
Heavy Manufacturing (HM) 82.6
7.8
644
Industrial (I)
9.2
7.8
72
Light Manufacturing (LM)
3.8
7.8
29
Light Manufacturing 1
190.1
7.8
1,483
(LM1)
Manufacturing/Shipping
0.4
7.8
3
(M/S)
3,274
Totals
1. Only zones with employment capacity are shown
2. City of Anacortes. Draft Residential & Employment Land Capacity Analysis Summary. 7/10/15.
Notes:
1. Buildable acres in both tables is meant to reflect the land use and implementing zoning designations in
the final version of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan.
2.

There may be future minor adjustments to the capacity calculations based on City Council review
of/directed changes to proposed land use designations map. Potential adjustments are not expected to
change the overall conclusions of the SEPA documents and environmental analysis.

Attachment 2

SKAGIT COUNTY GROWTH PROJECTIONS
Summary of Methods and Results, July 2014
INTRODUCTION AND APPROACH
The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that counties consult cities and allocate population
growth within a range of projections provided by the Washington State Office of Financial Management
(OFM). GMA also requires that counties consult with cities and size their Urban Growth Areas (UGAs)
based on growth over a 20-year period. Last, GMA requires that comprehensive plans and development
regulations provide sufficient land capacity for development to accommodate allocated housing and
employment growth. (RCW 36.70A.110 and 115)
The update of the Skagit Council of Government’s regional transportation model, and the pending Skagit
County and cities comprehensive plan updates due June 30, 2016, present an opportunity to update the
countywide population and job targets and allocations. The targets and allocations will inform UGA
sizing as well as transportation modeling.
Skagit County and its cities will plan for a 20-year period that for GMA planning purposes will be the
growth from a base year of 2015 to a horizon year of 2036.
To begin this process the overall population and employment to be distributed to Skagit County as a
whole was analyzed and recommendations from the Growth Management Act Technical Advisory
Committee (Planners) were made. Once the overall numbers were set, both population and jobs
needed to be allocated to each jurisdiction - which proved to be a more difficult task. The primary
reason this task is more difficult is due to a timing issue. On one hand each jurisdiction needs a target to
plan for; while at the same time they are updating or creating the information they need to show that
they can accommodate that target, whether its population or employment. For example, it is difficult to
say that Mount Vernon can accommodate a certain number of new residents between 2015 and 2036
until Mount Vernon’s Buildable Lands Analysis is updated. However, having raised this timing issue it is
important to point out that there is enough historical information to make very educated guesses with
regard to the number of people or jobs that each jurisdiction can accommodate.
To overcome this challenge the Planners decided it would be best to consider initial allocations. Then
each jurisdiction will proceed with creating or updating their Buildable Lands Analysis documents. After
this data is collected, the allocations would be revisited and changes would be made (if necessary) due
to factors such as having adequate land supply to support the number of new homes or jobs from the
original allocation.
This two-step process is beneficial in that each jurisdiction is able to proceed with updating their
Comprehensive Plans using a preliminary planned target. Yet, conversely, should data become available
that shows that the overall target needs to be adjusted that can still be done.
Following is a summary of the process to-date and future steps to be taken:

•

Countywide Target for Both Population and Employment Created: Completed

•

Urban and Rural Shares: Allocate countywide growth to urban and rural geographies – Completed

•

UGA Allocations: Determine initial population and employment allocations for individual UGAs –
Planners’ recommendation to GMA Steering Committee

•

Jurisdictions Update/Complete Buildable Lands Analysis: Work in process by Planners

•

Reconcile the Population and Employment Allocations with Each Jurisdiction’s Buildable Lands
Analysis: To be done after buildable lands analyses
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•

Make Final Population and Employment Allocation Recommendations to the Growth
Management Act Steering Committee and Request They Be Adopted: To be done as final step in
process

Since a number of policy decisions will be made following the adoption of the population and
employment targets discussed within this report, the Planners made their recommendations based on
the following overarching goals:
1. To set policies regarding growth that respects Skagit County’s unique character and protects the
quality of life that we all enjoy here in Skagit County.
2. To accommodate the urban share of the population within existing UGAs or expansions of existing
UGAs. The group was clear about not planning for population growth in non-municipal UGAs (such
as Bayview Ridge, other than a few buildable residential lots) or fully contained communities.
3. To recommend a more robust employment target that plans for, and focuses on, economic growth
that supports family wage jobs in Skagit County.

MODEL
BERK Consulting has collaborated with the Planners to develop a flexible growth model in Excel. Orange
cells have drop down menus to choose scenario or assumptions. Results auto update when the selected
alternative is applied. Exhibit 1 shows the Growth Model Dashboard, reflecting the different
assumptions considered for countywide targets, urban and rural shares, and UGA allocations. Based on
selected assumptions the model displays resulting population and employment targets and allocations.
The model allows any population share percentage to be allocated to Bayview, including 0%, reflecting
evolving County planning priorities there.

Exhibit 1. Growth Model Dashboard
Selected Alternative
Manual

OFM Medium

Alternative Options
Alternative 1
Alternative 2
Alternative 3
Alternative 4
Manual

Locally preferred target
2

Pop Target
50-Year Trend
OFM Medium
Modified OFM Low
OFM Medium
OFM Medium

Pop:Emp Ratio, Current Scenario
Current (2012)
2.36
Growth ('12-'36) 2.00
Total
2.27

2.34

3
4
Emp Target Method
Pop:Emp Ratio
Pop:Emp Ratio
2.34
ESD Forecast Growth Rate
2.25
Pop:Emp Ratio
2.48
Locally preferred target
Locally preferred target
2.34

80/20 Urban Rural

Corridor Focus Share

5
6
Urban Rural Split
UGA Allocation
90/10 Urban Rural Corridor Focus Share
80/20 Urban Rural Corridor Focus Share
75/25 Urban Rural
Current Share
80/20 Urban Rural
Current Share
80/20 Urban Rural Corridor Focus Share

BVR Population Assumption
Share of growth
0.0%

Source: BERK Consulting 2014

POPULATION PROJECTIONS AND ALLOCATIONS
Starting with the OFM 2012 projections of population, factors were assessed that might affect which
countywide projections to accept for the planning process. Factors that were considered included:
components of population change – natural and migration; historical growth rates; adjustments in
previous OFM projections; and other unique factors and trends potentially affecting population growth.
Historic growth and the 2012-2040 OFM growth projections are shown in Exhibit 2.
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Exhibit 2. 1960-2040 Population Growth

Source: Office of Financial Management, historical data and May 2012 projections

Countywide Target: The OFM projections consider natural growth due to births and deaths as well as
migration. The OFM Medium projection is considered the most likely. The OFM Medium projection is
lower than the previous Skagit County 2025 Target if the latter was carried forward to 2040. The OFM
Medium projection was adjusted downward due to the Great Recession. 1 Following a review of trends,
the population targets under consideration included:

•

OFM Medium

•

50-Year Trend: Start with OFM Medium Forecast 2012. From start year of 2015 apply the observed
50-Year Growth Rate (years 1960-2013) to year 2036.

•

Modified OFM Low: Start with OFM Medium Forecast 2012. From start year of 2015 apply OFM Low
Growth Rate to year 2036.

Urban and Rural Shares: Based on a review of permit trends, growth has tended to occur in UGAs as
directed by GMA and local goals. In 2012, Skagit County considered several methods to estimate
urban/rural growth trends; results generally show the County and cities achieved a 79% urban and 21%
rural growth split over the years 2000-2010, similar to the 2025 Growth Target policy of an 80/20 split. 2
The 80/20 split is one scenario considered. A second model scenario assumed a 90/10 urban and rural
split based on Envision 2060 policies, and reflecting uncertainty over water in rural areas outside of
public water systems. A third model scenario provides a lower bookend, with a 75% urban, 25% rural
share, assuming growth is not as focused in urban areas.
UGA Allocations: Allocations at individual geographies are based on each community’s current share of
population, except that the percentage share of population to Bayview should be determined based on
changing County policy priorities; then any Bayview reallocation can be spread to other UGAs based on
their current share.

1

See OFM summary at http://www.ofm.wa.gov/POP/gma/local_review/skagit.pdf.

2

Recognizing the planning level analysis and imperfect year 2000 census geographies (improved in 2010), using 2010 Census
blocks and tracking permits for more accuracy in the future is recommended; this process could be set up as part of a
forthcoming land capacity method.
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Planners’ Population Recommendations
The Planners have developed population growth and allocation recommendations based on OFM
Medium projections allocated to urban and rural areas by an 80/20 split reflecting trends and policy.
UGAs would receive a share of population based on their current shares. Bayview population would be
reduced to 0.2% to recognize the small number of existing buildable lots (~22-23), and reallocated based
on the current shares to remaining UGAs. See Exhibit 3.

Exhibit 3. Planners’ Recommended Initial Population Growth and Distribution Allocation
UGA

2012-2015
2015-2036
2012 Population Population Growth Population Growth
Forecast
Forecast

Anacortes
Burlington
Mount Vernon
Sedro-Woolley
Concrete
Hamilton
La Conner
Lyman
Bayview Ridge
Swinomish
Rural (outside UGAs)
Total

16,090
10,393
33,935
12,431
873
310
898
441
1,812
2,489
38,277
117,949

308
71
1,034
83
0
3
-1
2
-1
15
238
1,752

5,895
3,808
12,434
4,555
320
114
329
162
72
912
7,150
35,751

2015-2036
Population
Growth Forecast
Allocation Percent
16.5%
10.7%
34.8%
12.7%
0.9%
0.3%
0.9%
0.5%
0.2%
2.6%
20.0%
100.0%

2036 Population
Growth Forecast
Allocation
22,293
14,272
47,403
17,069
1,193
427
1,226
605
1,883
3,416
45,665
155,452

Notes: The figures apply to cities/towns including their associated UGAs.
Source: BERK Consulting 2014

With the recommended population allocations, the Planners deliberately did not include urban growth
allocations for future fully contained communities or non-municipal UGAs such as Bayview Ridge (other
than a minor population allocation to Bayview Ridge reflecting existing buildable residential lots). Based
on review of historical data and local knowledge, the Planners anticipate that new non-municipal UGAs
or fully contained communities should not be necessary to accommodate future population growth
within the 20-year planning period.
The Planners also expressed a desire to have policies put in place that recognize the unique quality of
life and rural character of Skagit County and that planning efforts for further growth should reflect the
desire to protect and preserve that character while promoting a robust economy that compliments the
policy to preserve and protect Skagit County’s rich agricultural and resource heritage.

EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS AND ALLOCATIONS
For employment, the historical relationship between population and employment was considered to
calibrate the countywide employment projection. The industry split also considered the following
factors: Current industry distributions; recent trends and industry shifts; Washington State Employment
Security Department (ESD) mid-term industry projections; and other unique factors and trends
identified by the County and cities including an industrial lands analysis that has been underway at the
time of this writing.
ESD Industry Projections. A key source of information for the countywide target and sector splits is
ESD’s industry projections for the Northwest region of the state, including Whatcom, Skagit, San Juan
and Island counties. ESD produces 2-year, 5-year and 10-year projections. These projections are based
on the following steps:
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There are two steps to industry projections. The first step is developing aggregated
statewide industry projections using the Global Insight model. The second step produces
detailed industry projections. The principal data source for industry projections is a
detailed covered employment time series of four-digit NAICS data for all Washington
counties, specifically, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census of
Employment and Wages (QCEW). 3
The projections used in this process assumed that 5-year growth rates would be applied to the base
2012 Total Employment estimates and carry forward in the 20-year planning period (2015-2036). The
growth rates using broad sector categories are shown in Exhibit 4 below. See the Attachment for more
detailed projections by industry. A “cross-walk” of the detailed North American Industry Classification
System (NAICS) sectors to the summary sectors is also provided in the Attachment.

Exhibit 4. ESD 2013 Industry Projections for Northwest Counties
Summarized by Employment Model Categories
Sector
Resource
WTCU
Manufacturing
Retail
FIRES
Edu
Health
Gov
Total

Abbreviations:
(WTCU),

2011

2016

600
17,200
14,300
19,700
41,800
1,600
16,400
32,800
144,400

600
20,200
15,800
20,700
46,200
1,800
18,000
33,400
156,700

2021
600
22,100
16,600
20,900
48,600
2,000
19,100
36,100
166,000

CAGR
2011-2016
0.0%
3.3%
2.0%
1.0%
2.0%
2.4%
1.9%
0.4%
1.6%

CAGR
2016-2021
0.0%
1.8%
1.0%
0.2%
1.0%
2.1%
1.2%
1.6%
1.2%

Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR),
Warehouse Transportation Communications Utilities
Finance Insurance Real Estate Services (FIRES), Education (Edu), Government (Gov)

Source: ESD 2013; BERK 2014

As shown above, the resource sector is not projected to grow, and Warehouse Transportation
Communications Utilities (WTCU) is expected to grow the most. The 2013 Employment Projections
prepared by ESD for 2-year, 5-year and 10-year timeframes were not accompanied by detailed
explanations (see footnote 3). However, OFM has issued a document explaining statewide long-term
employment trends and appears to rely on ESD-generated long-term industry forecasts. For example,
OFM documentation indicates why the retail sector is likely to see less growth in the future than other
sectors. “One factor affecting the retail employment forecast is the expectation that increases in total
personal income will be slower in the next 30 years than was the case between 1970 and 2010.” 4
Non-Farm Jobs: ESD projections are for nonfarm jobs. ESD defines this in part as follows:
Employment is the total number of persons on establishment payrolls employed full or
part time who received pay for any part of the pay period which includes the 12th day of
the month. Temporary and intermittent employees are included, as are any workers who
are on paid sick leave, on paid holiday, or who work during only part of the specified pay
period. A striking worker who only works a small portion of the survey period, and is
paid, would be included as employed under the CES definitions. Persons on the payroll of
3

Employment Security Department. July 2013. 2013 Employment Projections. Available:
https://fortress.wa.gov/esd/employmentdata/docs/industry-reports/employment-projections-2013.pdf. Also see:
https://fortress.wa.gov/esd/employmentdata/reports-publications/industry-reports/employment-projections.
4

See “Long-Term Forecast of Washington Wage and Salary Employment” at
http://www.ofm.wa.gov/economy/longterm/2012/lt2012ch3.pdf.
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more than one establishment are counted in each establishment. Data exclude
proprietors, self-employed, unpaid family or volunteer workers, farm workers, and
domestic workers.
The BERK model allocations rely on ESD projections of nonfarm jobs. Jobs that are excluded in the
projections of “nonfarm jobs” are not necessarily central to the purpose of sizing UGAs. Sole-proprietor
jobs are not land consumptive as they may occur at existing homes. Resource lands of long-term
significance including agriculture, are protected under Skagit County’s Comprehensive Plan, and can add
jobs or not and change their agricultural activities from one type to another. Farm jobs may not be
“peak hour” jobs necessary to model for transportation purposes. Farm employment is often seasonal.
While farm jobs are not included in the employment target or allocations, some related activities are
included, such as processing facilities; however, processing facilities are considered industrial jobs.
Countywide Target: Countywide employment projections were developed, some based on a
population/employment ratio assumption and some based on ESD growth rates applied to the 2012 job
base independent of population growth.

•

The job projection based on ESD mid-term growth rates equals 16,559 over the 2012-2036 period
(or 14,795 for the 2015-2036 period).

•

Using a population/employment ratio of 2.34 (similar to the 2012 ratio) and the OFM Medium
Population Forecast, the resulting jobs would equal 17,041 over the 2012-2036 period (or 15,278
over the 2015-2036 period).

•

Considering trends as well as policy choices of increased family wage job creation such as at Bayview
and other UGAs, one option explored increased jobs over ESD growth rates resulting in 17,763 jobs
over the 2012-2036 period (16,000 jobs over 2015-2036).

Urban and Rural Growth Shares and UGA Allocations: One allocation scenario, “current share”,
assumes that each UGA’s current share of jobs is carried forward. Sector splits for this scenario are
based on ESD forecasts.
A second scenario is “corridor trends share” which assumes that the growth rate within the 2002-2011
period would occur moving forward for four market areas 5: Anacortes, I-5 Corridor, Towns & Tribal
Land, and Rural; however, the sector splits (manufacturing, retail, etc.) are based on ESD mid-term
projections. As a result, communities along I-5 would have a greater share of employment growth;
within the corridor itself a greater share of manufacturing jobs would be allocated to Bayview and less
to Mount Vernon and Burlington, reflecting recent Bayview Subarea Planning efforts and limited UGA
expansion opportunities for industrial land in those two cities. Anacortes shows a reduced share based
on the trend period. However, the 10-year trend from 2002-2011 would mean more growth to Towns &
Tribal Land relative to current shares; this trend may not continue post-recession and is explored in the
third scenario below.
A third scenario “corridor focus share” also assumes more growth towards the I-5 Corridor. This scenario
also provides a share for Anacortes that is between the current share and 2002-2011 based share, a
Towns & Tribal Land share similar to the current share, and a reduced Rural share. Similar to the
“corridor trends” approach, a greater share of jobs would be allocated to Bayview and less to Mount
Vernon and Burlington, reflecting recent Bayview Subarea Planning efforts and limited expansion
opportunities for industrial land in those two cities. As with the other scenarios, sector splits are based
on ESD forecasts.

5

While some geographies lost jobs in some sectors over the 2002-2011 time period, the model does not assume that
continues. The model uses the 2002-2011 trends to determine among the “market areas” what share of growth would be
captured. The actual employment growth and sector splits are based on ESD forecasts.
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Exhibit 5 shows the relative shares of each approach.

Exhibit 5. Share of Employment Growth (2012-2036) to Market Areas: Future Scenario
MARKET AREA
Anacortes
I-5 Corridor
Bayview Ridge, Burlington,
Mount Vernon, Sedro-Woolley
Towns & Tribal Land
Concrete, Hamilton, La Conner,
Lyman, Swinomish
Rural
Total

Current Share

Corridor Trends Share

Corridor Focus Share

16.4%

10.2%

11.0%

63.0%

66.5%

80.0%

5.2%

14.3%

5.0%

15.4%
100%

9.0%
100%

4.0%
100%

Source: BERK Consulting 2014

The “current share” results in a 15.4% rural job percentage, leaving nearly 85% of jobs inside UGAs. The
“corridor trends share” approach assumes more jobs are attracted along the I-5 corridor and Towns and
Tribal Land where most urban areas and infrastructure are located in the county; thus, 9.0% is the rural
share, and 91% the urban share. The “corridor focus share” assumes the share of Rural jobs would
decrease comparing current shares to 2002-2011 trends, and thus the share of growth is 96% urban and
4% rural.

Planners’ Employment Recommendations
The Planners have considered countywide employment projections similar to but greater than ESD
growth rates reflecting policy choices for greater family wage jobs and industrial growth. The total
growth selected is: 17,763 jobs over the 2012-2036 period (16,000 jobs over 2015-2036).
The Planners considered the three scenarios described above regarding how jobs could be allocated to
UGAs. The corridor trend or corridor focus shares propose a greater share of industrial growth to
Bayview Ridge. Exhibit 6 shows the results.
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Exhibit 6. Employment Growth and Distribution Scenarios
A. Current Share
UGA
Anacortes
Burlington
Mount Vernon
Sedro-Woolley
Concrete
Hamilton
La Conner
Lyman
Bayview Ridge
Swinomish
Rural
Total 2015-2036
Percent

2012
8,166
9,467
16,024
4,594
347
214
1,053
28
1,434
925
7,749
50,001

Net
Growth
Resource Retail
20122015
304
0
69
366
0
267
0
177
522
0
41
152
11
0
13
10
0
1
42
0
57
1
0
1
63
0
1
32
0
16
260
0
45
1,763
0
688
0.00%
4.30%

Industrial

Services

GovEdu

Net
Growth
2015-2036

1,010
1,003
1,189
364
0
55
0
4
437
0
1,057
5,119
32.00%

969
1,154
2,064
581
12
7
112
1
14
163
694
5,771
36.10%

576
575
1,703
490
88
5
167
3
8
121
686
4,422
27.60%

2,610
3,008
5,149
1,476
112
67
335
9
451
299
2,485
16,001
100.00%

Total
2036

Percent:
2015-2036

11,080
12,840
21,695
6,223
470
292
1,429
38
1,948
1,256
10,493
67,764

16.30%
18.80%
32.20%
9.20%
0.70%
0.40%
2.10%
0.10%
2.80%
1.90%
15.50%

Notes: The figures for cities/towns include their associated UGAs. Sector splits are based on ESD projections. ESD mid-term
growth rates were applied to 2012 base employment. ESD Projections are for non-farm jobs and exclude proprietors,
self-employed, unpaid family or volunteer workers, farm workers, and domestic workers.
Source: BERK Consulting 2014

B. Corridor Trends Share
UGA
Anacortes
Burlington
Mount Vernon
Sedro-Woolley
Concrete
Hamilton
La Conner
Lyman
Bayview Ridge
Swinomish
Rural
Total 2015-2036
Percent

2012
8,166
9,467
16,024
4,594
347
214
1,053
28
1,434
925
7,749
50,001

Net
Growth
Resource Retail
20122015
187
0
71
390
0
272
436
0
180
144
0
41
31
0
27
23
0
2
110
0
72
3
0
1
202
0
1
91
0
26
146
0
46
1,763
0
739
0.00%
4.60%

Industrial

Services

GovEdu

Net
Growth
2015-2036

568
1,093
844
344
27
136
188
11
1338
74
599
5,222
32.60%

640
1,217
1,803
565
33
32
336
7
255
425
353
5,666
35.40%

353
618
1,527
479
228
20
341
6
44
305
454
4,375
27.30%

1,628
3,201
4,373
1,433
312
188
931
25
1627
823
1,458
15,999
100.00%

Total
2036

Percent:
2015-2036

9,982
13,058
20,833
6,172
689
426
2,093
55
3,263
1,839
9,353
67,763

10.20%
20.00%
27.30%
9.00%
1.90%
1.20%
5.80%
0.20%
10.20%
5.10%
9.10%

Notes: The figures for cities/towns include their associated UGAs. Sector splits are based on ESD projections. ESD mid-term
growth rates were applied to 2012 base employment. ESD Projections are for non-farm jobs and exclude proprietors,
self-employed, unpaid family or volunteer workers, farm workers, and domestic workers.
Source: BERK Consulting 2014
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C. Corridor Focus Share

UGA
Anacortes
Burlington
Mount Vernon
Sedro-Woolley
Concrete
Hamilton
La Conner
Lyman
Bayview Ridge
Swinomish
Rural
Total 2015-2036
Percent

2012
8,166
9,467
16,024
4,594
347
214
1,053
28
1,434
925
7,749
50,001

Net
Growth
Resource Retail
20122015
201
0
76
470
0
328
523
0
217
0
50
172
0
9
11
8
0
1
38
0
25
1
0
0
0
1
242
32
0
9
65
0
21
1,763
0
737
0.00%
4.60%

Industrial

Services

GovEdu

Net
Growth
2015-2036

596
1,270
989
411
8
47
62
4
1570
21
249
5,227
32.70%

678
1,483
2,066
630
8
12
116
3
341
152
169
5,658
35.40%

406
771
1,975
632
85
7
124
2
60
108
205
4,375
27.30%

1,753
3,852
5,266
1,727
109
66
326
9
1959
288
646
16,001
100.00%

Total
2036
10,120
13,789
21,813
6,493
467
289
1,417
37
3,635
1,245
8,459
67,764

Percent:
2015-2036
11.00%
24.10%
32.90%
10.80%
0.70%
0.40%
2.00%
0.10%
12.20%
1.80%
4.00%

Notes: The figures for cities/towns include their associated UGAs. Sector splits are based on ESD projections. ESD mid-term
growth rates were applied to 2012 base employment. ESD Projections are for non-farm jobs and exclude proprietors,
self-employed, unpaid family or volunteer workers, farm workers, and domestic workers.
Source: BERK Consulting 2014

Additional Scenarios. After a review of the three scenarios in Exhibit 6 by the Planners, three more
scenarios were developed as illustrated in Exhibit 7.
First, a scenario tested a different Rural share that matched more recent trends. The I-5 Corridor share
was made 75% and the Rural share 9%, with no changes to Anacortes or the Towns & Tribal Land shares
under “corridor focus share”. Thus, I-5 Cities’ shares are slightly reduced compared to the “corridor
focus share”.
Second, a scenario assumed Anacortes and the I-5 Corridor market areas would become one market
area considered “Cities & Bayview” and together allocated 90%, with Towns & Tribal Land at 5% and
Rural at 5%. This would increase Anacortes’ share relative to other scenarios, with slight reductions in
shares for Burlington, Mount Vernon, and Sedro-Woolley.
Third, both of the scenarios above are combined with a Rural trend at 9%, with the combined Cities &
Bayview category at 86%, leaving a moderate Towns & Tribal Land share of 5%.
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Exhibit 7. Additional Employment Growth and Distribution Scenarios
A. Corridor Focus Share with Recent Rural Trend

UGA
Anacortes
Burlington
Mount Vernon
Sedro-Woolley
Concrete
Hamilton
La Conner
Lyman
Bayview Ridge
Swinomish
Rural
Total 2015-2036
Percent

2012
8,166
9,467
16,024
4,594
347
214
1,053
28
1,434
925
7,749

Net Growth
2012-2015
Resource
0
202
441
0
493
0
162
0
11
0
8
0
38
0
0
1
228
0
32
0
147
0
1,763

50,001

Retail
78
313
207
48
9
1
26
0
1
9
47

Industrial
596
1,169
895
379
7
48
63
4
1,483
22
557

Services
681
1,400
1,996
609
8
11
115
3
309
150
381

GovEdu
401
729
1,819
580
85
7
125
2
55
109
462

Net
Growth
1,756
3,611
4,917
1,616
109
67
329
9
1,848
290
1,447

0

739

5,223

5,663

4,374

15,999

0.0%

4.6%

32.6%

35.4%

27.3%

100.00%

Percent:
Total 2036 2015-2036
10,124
11.0%
13,519
22.6%
21,434
30.7%
6,372
10.1%
467
0.7%
289
0.4%
1,420
2.1%
38
0.1%
3,510
11.6%
1,247
1.8%
9,343
9.0%
67,763

Notes: The figures for cities/towns include their associated UGAs. Sector splits are based on ESD projections. ESD mid-term
growth rates were applied to 2012 base employment. ESD Projections are for non-farm jobs and exclude proprietors,
self-employed, unpaid family or volunteer workers, farm workers, and domestic workers.
Source: BERK Consulting 2014

B. Cities & Bayview Market Focus and Moderate Towns & Tribal Land and Rural Share
UGA

2012

Net Growth
2012-2015

Resource

Retail

Industrial

Services

GovEdu

Net
Percent:
Growth Total 2036
2015-2036
2015-2036
2,758
11,240
17.2%
3,502
13,396
21.9%
4,771
21,269
29.8%
1,567
6,317
9.8%
110
468
0.7%
67
289
0.4%
328
1,419
2.1%
9
38
0.1%
1,793
3,447
11.2%
291
1,248
1.8%
804
8,634
5.0%

Anacortes
Burlington
Mount Vernon
Sedro-Woolley
Concrete
Hamilton
La Conner
Lyman
Bayview Ridge
Swinomish
Rural

8,166
9,467
16,024
4,594
347
214
1,053
28
1,434
925
7,749

316
427
474
156
11
8
38
1
220
32
81

-

121
301
199
46
9
1
25
0
1
9
26

927
1,161
903
370
8
46
61
4
1,410
21
313

1,068
1,338
1,866
574
8
13
116
3
320
151
206

642
703
1,802
578
85
8
125
2
62
109
259

Total 2015-2036

50,001

1,764

0

738

5,224

5,663

4,375

16,000

0.00%

4.60%

32.70%

35.40%

27.30%

100.00%

Percent

67,765

Notes: The figures for cities/towns include their associated UGAs. Sector splits are based on ESD projections. ESD mid-term
growth rates were applied to 2012 base employment. ESD Projections are for non-farm jobs and exclude proprietors,
self-employed, unpaid family or volunteer workers, farm workers, and domestic workers.
Source: BERK Consulting 2014
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SKAGIT COUNTY GROWTH ALLOCATIONS
METHODS SUMMARY

C. Combination: Cities and Bayview Market Focus,
Recent Rural Trend, and Moderate Towns & Tribal Land Share
UGA

2012

Net Growth
2012-2015

Resource

Retail

Industrial

Services

GovEdu

Net
Percent:
Growth Total 2036
2015-2036
2015-2036
2,629
11,097
16.4%
3,346
13,222
20.9%
4,573
21,053
28.6%
1,500
6,244
9.4%
109
467
0.7%
66
288
0.4%
326
1,417
2.0%
9
38
0.1%
1,702
3,346
10.6%
288
1,245
1.8%
1,452
9,348
9.1%

Anacortes
Burlington
Mount Vernon
Sedro-Woolley
Concrete
Hamilton
La Conner
Lyman
Bayview Ridge
Swinomish
Rural

8,166
9,467
16,024
4,594
347
214
1,053
28
1,434
925
7,749

302
409
456
150
11
8
38
1
210
32
147

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

117
291
192
44
9
1
26
0
1
9
47

886
1,091
837
348
7
47
62
4
1,356
22
561

1,025
1,288
1,832
563
8
12
115
3
298
149
374

608
676
1,695
541
85
7
125
2
58
110
465

Total 2015-2036

50,001

1,764

0

737

5,221

5,667

4,372

16,000

0.00%

4.60%

32.60%

35.40%

27.30%

100.00%

Percent

67,765

Notes: The figures for cities/towns includetheir associated UGAs. Sector splits are based on ESD projections. ESD mid-term
growth rates were applied to 2012 base employment. ESD Projections are for non-farm jobs and exclude proprietors,
self-employed, unpaid family or volunteer workers, farm workers, and domestic workers.
Source: BERK Consulting 2014

Recommended Scenario: Based on a review of all scenarios in Exhibit 6 and Exhibit 7, the Planners have
developed recommended initial allocations that reflect trends in the Rural area at 9%, a share of jobs in
Anacortes at 13% reflecting that local jurisdiction’s review of employment data and discussions with
local businesses, the I-5 Corridor share predominating at 73% and a Towns & Tribal Land share of 5%.
See Exhibit 8.

Exhibit 8. Planners’ Recommended Initial Employment Growth and Distribution Allocation
UGA
Anacortes
Burlington
Mount Vernon
Sedro-Woolley
Concrete
Hamilton
La Conner
Lyman
Bayview Ridge
Swinomish
Rural
Total 2015-2036
Percent

2012
8,166
9,467
16,024
4,594
347
214
1,053
28
1,434
925
7,749
50,001

Net Growth
2012-2015 Resource Retail
238
0
92
429
0
305
479
0
201
158
0
46
11
0
9
8
0
1
38
0
26
1
0
0
222
0
1
32
0
9
147
0
47
1,763
0
737
0.0%

Industrial
702
1,141
874
368
7
47
63
4
1,436
22
558
5,222

4.6%

Services
GovEdu
806
476
1,360
710
1,936
1,774
592
566
8
85
11
7
115
125
3
2
305
57
150
109
379
463
5,665
4,374

32.6%

35.4%

27.3%

Net Growth
2015-2036
2,076
3,516
4,785
1,572
109
66
329
9
1,799
290
1,447
15,998

Total
2036
10,480
13,412
21,288
6,324
467
288
1,420
38
3,455
1,247
9,343
67,762

Percent:
20152036
13.0%
22.0%
29.9%
9.8%
0.7%
0.4%
2.1%
0.1%
11.2%
1.8%
9.0%

100.0%

Notes: The figures for cities/towns include their associated UGAs. Sector splits are based on ESD projections. ESD mid-term
growth rates were applied to 2012 base employment. ESD Projections are for non-farm jobs and exclude proprietors,
self-employed, unpaid family or volunteer workers, farm workers, and domestic workers.
Source: Skagit Council of Governments 2014; BERK Consulting 2014

Jobs and Employment Acres: Following the adoption of the GMA in 1990, Comprehensive Plan updates
in Skagit County have allocated jobs to each jurisdiction by converting each job into a metric of acres for
ease of use by each jurisdiction. The conversion from jobs to acres was accomplished using industry
accepted ratios as documented in the 1995 Overall Economic Development Plan for Skagit County.
July 2014
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SKAGIT COUNTY GROWTH ALLOCATIONS
METHODS SUMMARY

Early in this current process, the Planners expressed a desire to allocate employment instead of acreage
with these Comprehensive Plan updates. The main reason for this departure from historic practices was
to provide each jurisdiction with more flexibility with how jobs are inventoried and how they may be
allocated. For instance, a jurisdiction may have jobs that are trending more towards industrial uses
versus professional office uses meaning that they need a greater land base than what was originally
allocated – the number of jobs would be the same but the acreage would be different. Additionally,
there has been legislation adopted by the State that limits certain jurisdictions from expanding their
UGAs into floodplains (RCW 36.70a.110). Affected jurisdictions may need to concentrate more heavily
on job creation that utilizes less land than they historically had.
As noted in the Introduction and Approach section, it is anticipated that each jurisdiction will conduct a
Buildable Lands Analysis. These analyses should include common assumptions and ongoing tracking
procedures to ensure that analyses are consistent across Skagit County and land development is tracked
on a regular basis to see how jurisdictions are accommodating allocated population and employment.
The precise methodology for the Buildable Lands Analyses has not yet been developed, but the Planners
will be developing it in the near future.

July 2014
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SKAGIT COUNTY GROWTH ALLOCATIONS
METHODS SUMMARY

ATTACHMENT: INDUSTRY PROJECTIONS AND CROSSWALK TABLES
ESD Northwest County Industry Projections
ESD NORTHWEST REGION EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS
Source: Employment Security Department/LMEA
Industry employment projections, May 2013

Industry
TOTAL NONFARM

Estimated
employment 2011

Estimated
employment
2016

Estimated
employment
2021

Average annual Average annual
growth rate
growth rate
2011-2016
2016-2021

144,400

156,700

166,000

1.6%

1.2%

600

600

600

0.0%

0.0%

Logging

400

400

400

0.0%

0.0%

Mining

200

200

200

0.0%

0.0%

9,200

11,600

13,200

4.7%

2.6%

14,300

15,800

16,600

2.0%

1.0%

8,200

9,400

10,000

2.8%

1.2%

NATURAL RESOURCES and MINING

CONSTRUCTION
MANUFACTURING
Durable goods

1,500

1,800

1,700

3.7%

-1.1%

Nonmetallic mineral product manufacturing

Wood product manufacturing

400

500

500

4.6%

0.0%

Fabricated metal product manufacturing

800

1,000

1,100

4.6%

1.9%

1,300

1,800

2,200

6.7%

4.1%

Computer and electronic product manufacturing

400

400

500

0.0%

4.6%

Electrical equipment and appliance mfg

300

300

400

0.0%

5.9%

1,200

1,300

1,200

1.6%

-1.6%

Machinery manufacturing

Other transportation equipment
Non durable goods
Food and beverages manufacturing
Printing and related support activities
WHOLESALE TRADE
RETAIL TRADE
Food and beverage stores
Motor vehicle and parts dealers
Other retail trade
TRANSPORTATION, WAREHOUSING AND UTILITIES
Utilities
Transportation and warehousing

6,100

6,400

6,600

1.0%

0.6%

3,100

3,200

3,400

0.6%

1.2%

200

200

100

0.0%

-12.9%

4,000

4,200

4,400

1.0%

0.9%

19,700

20,700

20,900

1.0%

0.2%

4,000

4,100

4,100

0.5%

0.0%
0.0%

2,200

2,300

2,300

0.9%

13,500

14,300

14,500

1.2%

0.3%

4,000

4,400

4,500

1.9%

0.5%

500

500

500

0.0%

0.0%

3,500

3,900

4,000

2.2%

0.5%

INFORMATION

2,600

2,700

2,900

0.8%

1.4%

FINANCIAL ACTIVITIES

5,800

6,400

6,800

2.0%

1.2%

Finance and insurance

4,100

4,600

4,900

2.3%

1.3%

Real estate, rental and leasing

1,700

1,800

1,900

1.1%

1.1%

PROFESSIONAL and BUSINESS SERVICES

10,800

12,800

14,000

3.5%

1.8%

5,200

5,800

6,000

2.2%

0.7%

Professional, scientific and technical services
Management of companies and enterprises
Other professional services
Employment services

700

800

800

2.7%

0.0%

3,800

4,600

5,200

3.9%

2.5%
4.6%

1,100

1,600

2,000

7.8%

18,000

19,800

21,100

1.9%

1.3%

1,600

1,800

2,000

2.4%

2.1%

16,400

18,000

19,100

1.9%

1.2%

16,500

17,800

18,300

1.5%

0.6%

Arts, entertainment and recreation

2,600

2,900

3,100

2.2%

1.3%

Accommodation and food services

13,900

14,900

15,200

1.4%

0.4%

6,100

6,500

6,600

1.3%

0.3%

32,800

33,400

36,100

0.4%

1.6%

3,300

3,100

3,100

-1.2%

0.0%

State and local government other

14,400

14,400

15,100

0.0%

1.0%

Government educational services

15,100

15,900

17,900

1.0%

2.4%

EDUCATION and HEALTH SERVICES
Education services
Health services and social assistance
LEISURE and HOSPITALITY

OTHER SERVICES
GOVERNMENT
Federal government
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NAICS Codes and Model Allocations

2-Digit

Description

11

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting

Resource

21

Mining

Resource

22

Utilities

Industrial

23

Construction

Industrial

31

Manufacturing

Industrial

32

Manufacturing

Industrial

33

Manufacturing

Industrial

42

Wholesale Trade

Industrial

44

Retail Trade

Retail

45

Retail Trade

Retail

48

Transportation and Warehousing

Industrial

49

Transportation and Warehousing

Industrial

51

Information

Services

52

Finance and Insurance

Services

53

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing

Services

54

Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services

Services

55

Management of Companies and Enterprises

Services

56

Administrative and Support and Waste Management and
Remediation Services

Services

61

Educational Services

Gov/Edu

62

Health Care and Social Assistance

Services

71

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation

Services

72

Accommodation and Food Services

Retail

81

Other Services (except Public Administration)

Services

92

Public Administration

Gov/Edu

July 2014
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ANACORTES

Attachment 3

Comprehensive Plan 2016

Preliminary SEPA Review
Draft, January 29, 2015
Updated March 18, 2015 (revisions shown in red text)

Introduction
The City of Anacortes, working through its Community Advisory Committee (CAC), is preparing an updated Comprehensive Plan that looks forward
20 years to 2036. The core purpose of the Comprehensive Plan is to help define how Anacortes can best accommodate forecast household and job
growth, promote community character, and provide services, open space and recreational opportunities. As an early step in the planning process,
two preliminary land use concepts for the Plan have been identified and are being evaluated by the CAC.
In order to help with the decision-making process, and as authorized by the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Rules, this paper
provides early qualitative environmental review of the preliminary land use concepts. This analysis is primarily intended to help the City and CAC
compare potential impacts of the two action alternatives, to identify areas for additional review and evaluation and to help to further refine the
alternative concepts.
The SEPA Rules identify a range of environmental topics that should be evaluated in the formal environmental review process. This preliminary
analysis focuses on the following topics:


Natural Environment – Critical Areas, Natural Hazards, Air Quality/Climate Change



Land Use – Land Use Compatibility, Community Character, Capacity



Housing – Housing Supply, Affordability



Transportation – Traffic Volumes, Congestion, Transit, Active Transportation



Public Services – Police, Fire, Water and Sewer

ANACORTES COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – PRELIMINARY SEPA REVIEW
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As the alternative concepts become more refined and detailed, future environmental review will address additional elements of the environment
and provide an expanded discussion of potential impacts and mitigation. At this early stage in the planning process, the analysis focuses on the
key issues for which information is available.

Document Organization
This Preliminary SEPA Review document is organized into three major sections:
I.

Introduction, containing an introduction to the document

II.

Description of Alternative Concepts, providing a brief narrative description and map of the alternative concepts

III.

Preliminary Environmental Review, providing a brief summary of potential impacts of each alternative on the selected
environmental elements of the natural environment, land use, housing and transportation.

Alternative Land Use Concepts
Two alternative land use concepts are described below, together with the No Action (no change to current land use and zoning designations)
concept. The descriptions are based on input from public workshops, the CAC, and City staff. It is anticipated that these alternative concepts are
only a starting point and will continue to evolve with additional discussion, input and evaluation.
From a citywide basis, the alternative concepts are similar in that they both maintain the City’s overall single family residential land use pattern,
while proposing moderate density increases in most single family zones and proposing increased mixed use in selected areas. In general, areas of
change are focused along the waterfront, in the downtown, and along SR 20.
The initial growth targets for Anacortes are for approximately 2,600 new dwelling units and 2,071 new jobs; these targets are still under review and
will be finalized in the future. While both action alternatives provide for increased development capacity in the City, Alternative 1 provides
comparatively less additional capacity than Alternative 2. Alternative 2 also includes two proposed areas of expanded Urban Growth Area (UGA).
Development capacity estimates are described in the alternatives summary table below.
Key features of each alternative are summarized in the table below and illustrated in the map included with this packet.

ANACORTES COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – PRELIMINARY SEPA REVIEW

2

No Action

Alternative 1: Limited Change

Alternative 2: Strategic Changes

(No changes to existing zoning)

(Accommodate minimum initial growth targets)

(Accommodate modest growth)

Residential


Maintain current land use and zoning
designations
Under No Action, the estimated capacity for
new development is 2,381 dwelling units.

Features common to both action alternatives


Increase small lot infill opportunities in R‐2 and R‐3.
o Reduced lot sizes and corresponding increased densities in single family zones
o Allow cottage housing, accessory dwelling units
 Provide additional residential development capacity in new mixed use and residential designations
on MJB site, Ship Harbor, Sharpe’s Corner and South Fidalgo Bay.
 Allow ground floor residential on select side streets in commercial and CBD zones.

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Minor/modest increased in density throughout city:

Embrace more opportunities for growth in all
areas of city, particularly in the greater core
areas of Anacortes
(greater Downtown, MJB area & So. Commercial
Ave):



Compared to Alternative 2:
o R‐2 and R‐3 lot sizes slightly larger and
density slightly lower.
o Less residential opportunity on MJB
waterfront.
o In R‐4, retain existing maximum density
standard, but reduce lot size requirements
for multi‐family development.
o Redesignate R‐1 to R‐2, except for areas of
steep slopes
Estimated development capacity would provide for
approximately 3,076 new dwelling units



Compared to Alternative 1:
o Redesignate most of R‐1 to R‐2
o R‐2 and R‐3 lot sizes slightly smaller and
density slightly higher.
o Greater residential opportunity on MJB
waterfront.
o Greater density/height allowances in
core areas.
o Greater housing opportunities in CBD
and C zones.
o Greater senior housing opportunities in
core areas (R3 and R4).
o Greater opportunity for affordable
housing via height or density bonus
(CBD and MJB site).
Increase residential density on NE side of
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No Action

Alternative 1: Limited Change

Alternative 2: Strategic Changes

(No changes to existing zoning)

(Accommodate minimum initial growth targets)

(Accommodate modest growth)
SR20 Spur & R Ave. from R‐3 to R‐4.
Provide minimum density standards in R‐
4 and on large sites in other residential
zones.
 Fidalgo Bay Trestle CM, redesignated to
R‐2
 In R‐4 – Maintain height limit, but
eliminate density requirement.
 Greater opportunity for residential uses
in Skyline Marina area.
 Greater residential density in Sharpe’s
Corner Business Park site.


Estimated development capacity would provide
for approximately 5,035 new dwelling units

Commercial


Maintain current land use and zoning
designations

Features common to both action alternatives


Create a medical overlay designation that would allow medical uses outright in the overlay area,
allow strategic height increase.



On MJB Site, create a new Marine Mixed Use zone that allows existing CM1 uses plus residential and
designated as shown on Map. No residential density limit. Establish special site master plan and
design guidelines.

Alternative 1



Retain provisions limiting size of individual
retail uses.
On MJB Site, no large format retail. Maximum
height limit 3 floors.

Alternative 2



Commercial growth focused in core area.
Greater opportunity for more
residential/mixed‐use, including senior
housing in core areas.
Allow for regional retail opportunity:
o Include specific consideration for the
western Industrial zone between 22nd &
34th Streets and R & T Avenues.
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No Action

Alternative 1: Limited Change

Alternative 2: Strategic Changes

(No changes to existing zoning)

(Accommodate minimum initial growth targets)

(Accommodate modest growth)


Allow a greater range of commercial and
retail uses at Sharpe’s Corner and along
SR 20 frontage.
In CBD raise height limit to 65’ (5 full
floors)
On MJB site, potential for large format
retail, maximum height limit 50 feet.




Manufacturing


Maintain current land use and zoning
designations

Features common to both action alternatives



Change designations along South Fidalgo Bay from LM1 to R2 to reflect actual/likely uses
Changes to MJB site as described above

Alternative 1


No other changes.

Alternative 2


Change LM1 at Sharpe’s Corner Hwy 20
frontage to Commercial and broaden
allowed uses along SR 20 frontage to the
east.

Urban Growth Area


Maintain UGA boundary as is

Alternative 1


Maintain UGA boundary as is.

ANACORTES COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – PRELIMINARY SEPA REVIEW

Alternative 2


Consider strategic expansion of UGA:
o Scimitar Ridge area near SR‐20
intersection R‐2.
o Heart Lake R‐2.

5

Preliminary Environmental Review
The following provides early qualitative environmental review of the preliminary land use concepts. The analysis is primarily intended to help
compare potential impacts of the two alternatives, to identify areas for additional review and evaluation and to help to further refine the alternative
concepts.
This preliminary analysis focuses on the following topics:


Natural Environment – Critical Areas, Natural Hazards, Air Quality/Climate Change



Land Use – Land Use Compatibility, Community Character, Capacity



Housing – Housing Supply, Affordability



Transportation – Traffic Volumes, Congestion, Transit, Active Transportation



Public Services – Police, Fire, Water and Sewer

Sources of information for the analysis come from review of existing land use, housing and transportation data, CAC study group documents and
maps and other data provided by City staff. This early analysis is qualitative, comparative. It is anticipated that additional detail, including a
quantitative transportation analysis, will be prepared in the future based on refined alternative concepts.
The table that follows is organized according to the major topic headings of the natural environment, land use, housing and transportation and the
respective sub-topics. Impacts common to both alternatives or specific to Alternative 1 or 2 are identified. Mitigating strategies are organized in a
similar manner.
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Elements of
Environment

No Action

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Mitigating Strategies

Natural Environment
No significant impacts to
critical areas are anticipated
to result from the No Action
Alternative.

Impacts common to action alternatives
Mapped wetlands and streams, based on information provided
by the City of Anacortes were compared to proposed changes
to land use designations under each alternative. Based on
available information, areas proposed for change do not
appear to coincide with major mapped wetlands and streams.

 Potential impacts to critical areas
can be addressed through the
City’s Critical Areas Ordinance,
AMC 17.70. No additional
mitigation is required.

Streams and small wetlands located throughout the City may
be impacted by proposed increased residential densities.
However, it is anticipated that the City’s adopted critical areas
regulations would address any potential impacts. No significant
adverse impacts are identified.

Critical Areas
(wetlands and
streams)

The western portion of the Sharpe’s Corner area is within a
Class III wetland.
No unique significant impacts
to critical areas are
anticipated to result from
Alternative 1.

Natural Hazards
(floodplain,
steep/unstable
slopes, erosion
hazard, potential
seismic hazard)

No significant impacts related
to natural hazard areas are
anticipated to result from the
No Action Alternative.

A portion of the proposed
Scimitar Ridge UGA expansion
area contains Class III
wetlands and a portion of
Howard Creek.

Impacts common to action alternatives
Mapped natural hazards, based on information provided by the
City of Anacortes were compared to proposed changes to land
use designations under each alternative. Based on available
information, areas proposed for change do not appear to
coincide with major mapped natural hazards. Potential hazard
areas include the following:



 Potential impacts to natural
hazard areas can be addressed
through the City’s Critical Areas
Ordinance, AMC 17.70 and
Shoreline Master Program. No
additional mitigation is required.

Portions of the Skyline Marina area are identified as
floodplain and potential seismic hazard.
An area within the northern portion of the MJB site is
identified as a potential seismic hazard.
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Elements of
Environment

No Action

Alternative 1


Alternative 2

Mitigating Strategies

The Commercial Marine area in the vicinity of
Weaverling Road contains identified floodplain and
potential seismic hazard area.

Hazard areas located throughout the City may be impacted by
proposed increased residential densities. However, it is
anticipated that the City’s adopted critical areas regulations
and Shoreline Master Program would address any potential
impacts. No significant adverse impacts are identified.
Continuation of existing land
use patterns would not lead
to increased walking trips and
corresponding reduced auto
usage anticipated in the
action alternatives. However,
these changes would be
relatively small not
significantly different than
existing patterns of
development.
Air Quality and
Climate Change

No significant impacts related
to air quality and climate
change are anticipated to
result from the No Action
Alternative.

Impacts common to action alternatives
In general, land use changes are unlikely to have a significant
adverse impact on air quality or climate change. Changes to
residential densities would be unlikely to significantly impact
air quality/climate change. Currently residential zones identify
small commercial services, such as small grocery stores, as a
conditional use. Allowance of such uses as permitted uses
could increase walking trips within residential areas and
correspondingly decrease auto usage, resulting in a beneficial
impact on air quality.
Increased capacity for mixed use and conversion of areas from
commercial/industrial to residential could have a beneficial
impact on air quality.

 Encourage development of small
service uses in residential areas
to promote walking and reduce
vehicle trips

Both action alternatives would allow a greater mix of uses
through provisions for increased residential development on
side streets in the CBD and a new mixed use land use
designation on the MJB property. To the extent that increased
mixed use development will encourage fewer/shorter vehicle
trips, this pattern of development may reduce potential
impacts on air quality and climate change.
Automobiles are a significant
contributor to greenhouse gas
emissions and toxins. Creating
more dense more walkable
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Expansion of the urban
development pattern through
an expanded UGA may
increase potential impacts to

 Consider supporting a compact
growth pattern by maintaining
the existing UGA boundary and
maximizing infill development

8

Elements of
Environment

No Action

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

communities can reduce
automobile emissions per
capita by providing more
opportunities for walking and
biking.

air quality/climate change.
However, because potential
expansions are relatively
small, significant impacts are
not likely.

Mitigating Strategies

Automobiles are a significant
contributor to greenhouse gas
emissions and toxins.
Expanding communities
geographically tends to
increase automobile
emissions per capita by
providing fewer opportunities
for walking and biking.

Land Use
The No Action scenario would
continue existing land use
designations and
development standards. No
significant impacts to land use
compatibility are anticipated.

Land Use
Compatibility

Impacts common to action alternatives
From a citywide perspective, both alternatives maintain the
City’s current land use pattern and no significant citywide
impacts to land use compatibility are expected.
From a small area perspective, some proposed land use re‐
designations could result in impacts to land use compatibility.
Specifically, changes from industrial/commercial marine to
mixed use and from industrial to residential could lead to land
use compatibility impacts. The following areas should be noted:


Re‐designation from Commercial Marine and Industrial
to Marine Mixed Use on the MJB site could result in
short‐term land use conflicts as the area redevelops. In
addition, because the Marine Mixed Use designation
could allow a wide range of uses, there may be
potential for long‐term land use conflicts within this
zone unless design standards are established to
maintain compatibility.

ANACORTES COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – PRELIMINARY SEPA REVIEW

 Review existing land use
designation boundaries
surrounding proposed re‐
designations to make sure that
existing uses/designations
continue to be viable and are not
isolated.
 Develop design standards to
promote land use compatibility
in areas where land use and
zoning designations result in a
significant change in use,
intensity or density.
 Monitor development in areas of
significant change to ensure
long‐term land use compatibility.
If necessary, consider revised or
additional standards to promote
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Elements of
Environment

No Action

Alternative 1


The No Action scenario
would continue existing land
use designations and
development standards. No
significant impacts to
community character are
anticipated.

Community
Character

Alternative 2

Re‐designation from Commercial Marine and Industrial
designations to Residential designations at Ship Harbor
and Sharpe’s Corner reflect existing development
patterns and are unlikely to result in land use conflicts.

Mitigating Strategies
compatibility.

Impacts common to action alternatives
Overall, proposed changes to residential land use designations
under both alternatives would result in small to moderate
increases in density. Because these residential zones comprise
the majority of the City’s land area, widespread increases to
densities could impact character on a cumulative basis.
However, the potential for impact is reduced because the
proposed changes are minor to moderate in character. Any
potential impacts could be addressed through residential
design and development standards.
Several proposed changes from existing Commercial Marine to
Marine Mixed Use or Residential designations would increase
potential for commercial and residential uses along the
waterfront. These include:






Skyline Marina. Commercial Marine to Marine Mixed
Use
Ship Harbor area. Commercial Marine to R2 or R3
(reflects existing development pattern)
Fidalgo Bay Road/Haddon Road (extended).
Commercial Marine to R2 (Alternative 1) or R4
(Alternative 2).
South Fidalgo Bay. Light Manufacturing to R2 and
Commercial
MJB Site. Commercial Marine and Industrial to Marine
Mixed Use.

 Consider design standards to
facilitate compatibility between
existing residential
neighborhoods and new infill
development.
 Review proposed waterfront
designations for consistency with
preferred vision for economic
development and community
character.
 Consider design standards to
ensure future desired waterfront
character.

Cumulatively, these proposed changes to contribute to a
changing waterfront character from a traditional marine
working waterfront to include expanded commercial and
residential character.
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Elements of
Environment

No Action

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Mitigating Strategies

No unique significant impacts
to community character are
anticipated to result from
Alternative 1.

Increased maximum building
height from 50 feet to 65 feet
in the Central Business District
could contribute to a more
urban character. However,
because the potential
increase in height would be
limited to one additional
floor, this difference is not
expected to be significant.

 Upper level building setbacks
should be considered in the CBD
and MJB site to minimize visual
impacts and add skyline interest.
 Maximum building width and
orientation standards should be
integrated into the design
standards for tall buildings on the
MJB site.

Also, increased maximum
height on portions of the MJB
site from 40’ to up to 5‐stories
could also contribute to more
urban character. Such
buildings may be visible from
upland residential
development.
The No Action Alternative
would provide capacity for
2,381 new dwelling units, less
than the City’s draft target.

Land Use
Capacity

Some of the impacts of
providing a capacity that does
not accommodate forecast
growth include inconsistency
with GMA requirements,
constrained growth, and
decreased affordability for
both residential and
commercial development.

Impacts common to both alternatives
Skagit County and cities are still in the process of allocating
growth targets. For Anacortes, the initial 20 year growth target
(2016 – 2036) identified for planning purposes is 2,600 new
dwelling units and 2,071 new jobs.
Both action alternatives would provide adequate capacity to
accommodate the future growth target. A frequently assumed
working rule of thumb is that development capacity should be
at least 20% greater than the target in order to ensure that the
market is not unduly constrained by limited supply.
Preliminary redevelopment potential with no change to land
use designations is as shown in the map at the end of this
document. With proposed changes described for Alternatives 1
and 2; the number of parcels with redevelopment potential
would increase. Comparatively, redevelopment potential under
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 Consider maintaining existing
UGA boundary and maximizing
infill development
 Select a land use concept that
provides adequate capacity to
meet forecast growth.
 If development capacity
significantly exceeds forecast
growth needs, provide a system
for monitoring and managing
future development to ensure
that impacts to public services
and community character are not
experienced.
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Elements of
Environment

No Action

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Mitigating Strategies

Alternative 1 would be somewhat less than, but more
distributed geographically that redevelopment potential under
Alternative 2.
With an estimated capacity
for 3,076 units, Alternative 1
provides development
capacity that is approximately
20% greater than the target.

With an estimated capacity
for 5,011 units, Alternative 2
provides capacity that is
approximately 90% greater
than the target.
A potential impact of capacity
that significantly exceeds
target is that growth may
significantly exceed forecast
growth, resulting in potential
impacts to the ability of public
services to keep pace with
development and undesired
changes to community
character.
Alternative 2 includes
potential UGA expansions
near Heart Lake and in the
Scimitar Ridge area. Because
Alternative 2 provides ample
capacity to meet 20‐year
targets, UGA expansions may
be inconsistent with the City’s
2003 Interlocal Agreement
Regarding Adoption and
Implementation of the City of
Anacortes UGA with Skagit
County. This agreement
establishes criteria for UGA
expansions, including

ANACORTES COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – PRELIMINARY SEPA REVIEW
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Elements of
Environment

No Action

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Mitigating Strategies

population forecasts, existing
urban densities and related
factors.

Housing
The No Action Alternative
would provide capacity for
2,381 new dwelling units, less
than the City’s draft target.

Housing Supply

Housing
Affordability

Some of the impacts of
providing a capacity that does
not accommodate forecast
growth include inconsistency
with GMA requirements,
constrained growth, and
decreased housing
affordability.
Because the No Action
Alternative would not provide
adequate capacity to
accommodate forecast
growth, the constrained
supply is likely to result in
impacts to housing
affordability, with costs rising
as a result of supply not
keeping pace with demand.

Impacts common to action alternatives
Skagit County and cities are still in the process of allocating
growth targets. For Anacortes, the initial 20 year growth target
(2016 – 2036) identified for planning purposes is 5,895 new
residents. Assuming an average household size of 2.25 persons,
approximately 2,620 dwelling units would be needed over the
20‐year period.
With an estimated capacity
for 3,076 units, Alternative 1
provides development
capacity that is approximately
20% greater than the target.

With an estimated capacity
for 5,035 units, Alternative 2
provides capacity that is
approximately 90% greater
than the target.

Impacts common to action alternatives
Both action alternatives are estimated to provide land
use/zoning capacity to accommodate a housing supply above
future planning growth estimates (see Housing Supply, above).
Overall, ample regulatory capacity can help reduce the upward
pressure on housing costs.
Both alternatives support potential for increased affordability
through:




Conversion of non‐residential designations, such as
Commercial Marine and Industrial, to residential
designations
Reduced minimum lot sizes in single family zones
Alternative forms of housing, such as accessory
dwelling units, live/work, and cottage housing in single
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 Select a land use concept that
provides adequate capacity to
meet forecast growth.
 If development capacity
significantly exceeds forecast
growth needs, provide a system
for monitoring and managing
future development to ensure
that impacts to public services
and community character are not
experienced.
 Consider additional direct
measures for affordable housing
support, such as a housing levy,
support for low/moderate
income housing providers,
regulatory
incentives/requirements for
affordable housing, provision of
additional support services for
low/moderate income
households.
 Collaborate on a regional basis to
address affordable housing and
housing/services for the
homeless.
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Elements of
Environment

No Action

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Mitigating Strategies

family neighborhoods. In addition to increased
affordability, these measures also provide greater
diversity and choice in housing options.
In addition, Alternative 2 would provide for unlimited density in
the R4 zone, which could encourage multifamily development
and discourage single family development in this zone.
In general, the alternatives do not directly address the housing
needs of very low income households or the homeless. The
alternatives also do not propose any specific regulatory
incentives or requirements for affordable housing.
No additional impacts beyond To achieve the proposed
those described above.
height increase in the CBD
and MJB sites, applicants
would be required to
integrate some affordable
housing into the development
(or perhaps by agreement to
provide such housing off‐site)
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14

Elements of
Environment

No Action

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Mitigating Strategies

Transportation
Impacts common to all alternatives
Travel demand (trip generation) will generally increase with additional growth.
Trip generation from employment growth of approximately 2,076 new employees will remain
similar for all alternatives on a city wide basis and could generate from 2,000 to 4,000 new PM
peak trips city wide.
The No Action Alternative
would provide capacity for
2,381 new dwelling units, less
than the City’s draft target.

Volumes

The No action Alternative
would generate 2,050 new
residential PM peak trips

Locally scaled compact
development could result in
lower trip generation per unit
and support other modes.
However, densities may not
be high enough to support the
desired commercial activity.
With an estimated capacity
for 3,076 units. Alterative 1
could generate 2,650 new
residential PM peak trips. The
600 additional PM peak trips
would have similar impacts to
the trips generated by the No
Action Alternative
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Higher densities and mixed
use downtown could reduce
trip generation if the
housing/retail/jobs balance is
correct

No Action and Alternative 1
Enhance non‐motorized facilities
and connections to encourage
alternatives to the auto. Encourage
mixed use.

Expanded UGA and higher trip
generation outside downtown
would tend to increase total
traffic

Alternative 2
Strategies to reduce trip generation
for residential growth outside the
downtown could include expanded
transit vs. walking and biking.

With an estimated capacity
for 5,035 units, Alternative 2
could generate 4,325 new
residential PM peak trips. The
2,275 additional PM peak
trips over the No Action
Alternative would have more
impacts requiring mitigation
greater than the trips
generated by the No Action
Alternative or Alternative 1.
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Elements of
Environment

No Action

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Mitigating Strategies

Congestion at Sharpe’s Corner
and along SR 20 could
increase with more intensive
uses adjacent to the
intersection and highway.

All Alternatives

Impacts common to all alternatives
Congestion will generally increase with additional growth.
Increased density in
downtown would support
walking and biking, or
increase localized congestion
if commercial/residential uses
are imbalanced or separated
beyond reasonable walking
distances.

Congestion

While the actual amount of total
development is likely to be similar
for all alternatives, Alternative 2 in
particular could result in
concentrated transportation
impacts in the planning period.
Transportation Concurrency
Management will be necessary to
assure that Level of Service for
transportation facilities is
maintained per adopted LOS
Policies as growth is realized.
Concurrency requirements would
direct growth to areas with
adequate transportation facilities in
place. This will be more important
for Alternative 2 since its cumulative
transportation impacts are greater
than Alternative 1.
Alternative 1
Improve non‐motorized facilities
and mange parking, encourage
alternatives to the automobile
Alternative 2
Increase vehicle capacity (new
interchange) in Sharpe’s Corner

Active

Impacts common to all alternatives
Active travel demand will generally increase with additional growth. However it is more
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Elements of
Environment

No Action

Transportation

sensitive to the spatial relationship between uses than vehicle trip generation.

Alternative 1

Compact development and
mixed use supports active
transportation and can
reduce vehicle trips

Alternative 2

Distributed growth, or
concentrations of residential
development without mixed
use will tend to discourage
active transportation and
increase the demand for
longer auto trips.

Mitigating Strategies

Alternative 1
Improve non‐motorized facilities
and mange parking, encourage
alternatives to the automobile
Alternative 2
Transit service between uses may
be required to mitigate for greater
distances resulting from expansion
beyond walkable distances.

Public Services and Utilities
Impacts common to all alternatives
Growth in retail corridor would increase police calls, especially if businesses are large retail
stores. Large retail stores typically generate more police calls than other retail establishments.
For example, the Super WalMart in Mount Vernon generated about 500 police calls in its first
year. Other commercial activities that increase police calls are adult entertainment, adult clubs
where alcohol is served and fast food restaurants.
Police1

Consider the need for additional
police staffing and capital needs,
especially with future retail growth.
Police Department review suggests
the need for an additional three to
five officers.

Forecast residential growth would have a minimal impact of police calls, although the number of
rental units relative to ownership units is a factor in the number of police calls.
As traffic increases, the number of collision reports and need for traffic enforcement will
increase.
No additional impacts beyond
those described above.

1

No additional impacts beyond
those described above.

Potential annexation in the
March Point area could be an
impact due to geographic
remoteness. Limited number
of response routes to this
area might require

Police service discussion based on March 6, 2015 Bonnie Bowers, Police Department, memo discussing Comprehensive Plan staffing impacts
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Elements of
Environment

No Action

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Mitigating Strategies

maintaining an officer in the
area for longer hours.

Impacts common to all alternatives
Projected growth would decrease emergency response staffing from approximately 1.5
staff/1,000 residents currently to approximately 1.0 staff/1,000 residents in the future.
Projected employment growth is unlikely to result in a significant impact to service levels. In
order to maintain a consistent service level of approximately 1.5 firefighter/EMS staff per 1,000
population, an additional 8 to 18 staff could be required, depending on alternative (compared to
the current staff of 25)

Consider the additional need for
firefighter/EMS staffing and capital
needs associated with future land
use scenarios.
Consider sprinkler ordinance for
certain size buildings.
Consider increased aerial ladder.

Potential impacts to required fire flow cannot be projected until there is additional information
available on the selected alternative.
No additional impacts beyond
those described above.

No additional impacts beyond
those described above.

Fire2

Potential increase in building
height allowances may
increase life‐safety and fire
suppression risks to adjacent
buildings and the building
occupants. The need to
provide multiple elevated
streams from aerial ladders
may be required. Depending
on the increased allowance, a
taller aerial ladder may be
required to perform rescue
and fire extinguishment. The
current aerial ladder can
reach heights of
approximately 45’‐65’ after
considering setup and sweep
range.No additional impacts
beyond those described

2

Fire and emergency services discussion is based on March 4 from Richard Curtis, Fire Chief, memo discussion potential impacts of planning
alternatives
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No Action

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Mitigating Strategies

above.

Impacts common to all alternatives
Based on current information, the City has adequate sewer and water treatment capacity for
any of the alternative scenarios. Increased development in certain basins may exacerbate the
City’s ongoing issue within sewer infill and infiltration.
Water/Sewer3

No deficiencies in stormwater conveyance are anticipated. Stormwater line extensions and
upsizing may be required on a case‐by‐case basis.

If annexation areas are carried
forward, consider capital facilities
requirements to serve these areas.
No additional specific mitigation
identified at this time.

The City is in the process of updating current utility plans; additional more detailed feedback
may be available later this year as those plans develop.
No additional impacts beyond
those described above.

No additional impacts beyond
those described above.

Annexations would require
main line extensions for
conveyance of water and
sewer and may require new
or expanded lift stations.

3

Water/sewer discussion based on March 2 memo from Fred Buckenmeyer, Public Works Director, discussing preliminary Comprehensive Plan
implications for water and sewer service.
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