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 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The City of Mount Vernon is not mandated through the Growth Management Act (GMA) to 
complete a Buildable Lands Analysis like some jurisdictions are.  Even so, the City completed its 
first Buildable Lands Analysis in 2005 and adopted it as an appendix to the City’s Land Use 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan.  This report is an update to the first 2005 report.  This 
report takes into account physical changes that have occurred since 2005, and the implications of  
new development regulations adopted after 2005.  This ensures that the City’s decision makers 
have the most reliable information possible on which to base land use decisions. 
 
The following analysis describes in detail the methodology that staff used to analyze the City’s 
residential, commercial, industrial, and public uses.  Staff has taken into account the existing 
development within the City, and has made conservative assumptions with regard to the location 
and extent of future street systems, stormwater facilities, critical areas (wetlands, streams, steep 
slopes, floodways), and future lands that will be developed with public type uses such as 
municipal facilities, schools, parks, open spaces, and churches.   
 
In 2002/2003 the Growth Management Act Steering Committee (which is comprised of City and 
County representatives) approved the population allocations that Skagit County and its 
associated Cities would need to accommodate.  For Mount Vernon, this initial allocation was 
19,568 people.  Additional information regarding this planning process can be found within the 
Land Use Element of the adopted Comprehensive Plan.  Using the average household size for 
Mount Vernon from the 2000 Census of 2.75 people per dwelling unit, this population can be 
converted to 7,115 dwelling units.  Since the City has already had 2,270 of these dwelling units 
created; the City only needs to have 4,845 additional units created out to 2025 to meet its 
allocation of population.    
 
Simply put, the City will be able to accommodate the number of homes necessary to meet the 
population that was allocated to the City for the planning timeframe between 2005 and 2025 
without any trouble.  In fact, all of the homes necessary to house this population could be located 
within the existing City limits.  This indicates that the City’s residential Urban Growth Areas 
(UGAs) that were originally established in the 1990s are too big.  Specifically, within the 
existing City limits 5,087 additional dwelling units can be created (see Table 1.15 on pages 42 
and 43).   
 
Also clearly evident from this updated analysis is the lack of commercial and industrial lands 
available for development within the City.  Table 1.15 (on pages 42 and 43) outlines that there 
are 168.8 acres of commercial/industrial property available for development that is comprised of 
parcels/lots between 10,000 s.f. and five (5)  acres in size; and only 20.9 acres of this same type 
of property that is comprised of parcels/lots greater than five (5) acres in size.  The City has been 
very concerned for some time about not having enough commercial/industrial lands to provide 
jobs and local tax revenue.  When residents commute out of the City to work this creates 
additional demands on both the City’s transportation systems and those transportation systems 
that lead to out-of-City places of employment.  Not to mention the additional vehicle emissions 
that are created, and time that City residents spend traveling when they choose to work outside of 
the City. 
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BACKGROUND 
There are six (6) counties in Washington State that are mandated to complete buildable lands 
inventories according to an amendment to the Growth Management Act (GMA) in 1997 (RCW 
36.70A.215).   However, Skagit County is not one of the six (6) counties required to complete 
this inventory, which means that the City of Mount Vernon (City) is also not required to 
complete this work.   
 
Even though there is not a State mandate to do so, the City feels strongly that the only way to 
plan for the City’s growth is to have an accurate account of the existing lands that are developed, 
and an inventory of the land available for development.  In addition, RCW 36.70A.115  states 
that, “Counties and cities that are required or choose to plan under RCW 36.70A.040 (Growth 
Management Act, which Mount Vernon is required to plan under) shall ensure that, taken 
collectively, adoption of and amendments to their comprehensive plans and/or development 
regulations provide sufficient capacity of land suitable for development within their jurisdictions 
to accommodate their allocated housing and employment growth, including the accommodation 
of, as appropriate, the medical, governmental, educational, institutional, commercial, and 
industrial facilities related to such growth, as adopted in the applicable countywide planning 
policies and consistent with the twenty-year population forecast from the office of financial 
management”. 
 
To this end, the City made a commitment to complete an in-depth inventory of the available 
buildable land within the City limits and the urban growth areas (UGAs) during its 2005 
Comprehensive Plan update.  This 2010 report is an update to the 2005 Buildable Land Analysis.   
 
After looking at the way in which other counties in the State have inventoried their buildable 
lands, the City devised a methodology and data collection system that is described in the 
following sections.  The methodology utilizes what was deemed as the best available information 
and from that reasonable methodological assumptions have been made.  All information sources 
are cited and the methodological assumptions are explained within this document. 
 
The 2005 Buildable Lands inventory/analysis provided the City with a coordinated system for 
collecting and monitoring data with regard to growth and development occurring within the City 
and the UGAs from 2005 until now.  City staff has been updating the 2005 work to provide City 
officials with the information they need as the basis for sound planning policies. 
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HOW MANY PEOPLE AND HOMES DOES THE CITY NEED TO ACCOMMODATE? 
One of the fundamental issues at hand is whether or not the City can accommodate the number 
of people who currently live within the City in addition to those who are expected to take up 
residency within the time period that the City is currently planning for. 
 
There are several baseline facts and assumptions needed to start this analysis.  These facts and 
assumptions are as follows: 
 

1. Planning Period (or Planning Horizon).  RCW 36.70A.130 states that the City, on or 
before December 1, 2005 and every seven years thereafter review and, if needed, revise 
its Comprehensive Plan and development regulations to ensure the plan and regulations 
comply with the requirements of the Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A). 
 
RCW 36.70A.110 directs the City to use the population projections from the Office of 
Financial Management (OFM), and to  include areas and densities sufficient to permit the 
urban growth that is projected to occur in the City for the following twenty-year period. 

 
In 2005 the City completed the work necessary to review and revise its Comprehensive 
Plan and development regulations for the current planning period that is between 2005 
and 2025 (20-year planning horizon).  

 
2. Population Projections from OFM.  After an analysis of the population growth trends 

and development capacity measures Skagit County and its associated Cities agreed that 
the countywide target population would be placed at 149,080 people, which is 2% below 
the midpoint of the Office of Financial Management’s (OFM) low and medium forecasts 
for the year 2025.  This population forecasting is documented within the report entitled, 
“Population & Employment Forecasting & Allocation 2025” written by Berryman & 
Henigar, Inc. in association with Michael J. McCormick.  This report is an adopted part 
of the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan as Appendix LU-A.   
 
The urban/rural split for this population remained at 80/20, which means that an 
additional 36,882 people were allocated to the urban areas and 9,220 were allocated to 
the rural areas.   
 
The City was allocated 19,568 people, which was the majority (53%) of the expected 
population growth through the year 2025 in the urban areas.  This is almost a 70% 
increase in population from the year 2000 that the City was/is tasked with 
accommodating. 
 
The planning period for the current Comprehensive Plan is 2005 to 2025; however, the 
Berryman & Henigar/McCormick report data uses population projections from 2000 to 
2025; and the adopted population allocation uses the population from the 2000 census as 
a benchmark (see Tables 2 & 3 on Pages 6 & 7 of this report).  For this reason the 
population and housing unit discussions within this report also go back to the year 2000. 
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Taking a closer look at the data from Table 1.1 we can calculate the average growth rate 
between 2001 and 2009 at 1.4% per year.  If this average growth figure is extrapolated 
out to the year 2025 the expected population in year 2025 would be 38,996 people.  This 
is 6,804 fewer people than what has been allocated to the City [45,800 – 38,996 = 6,804].  
This is shown in the following Table 1.3 and Graph 2.2.   

  
 Table 1.2 – Projected Population Increases from 2010 to 2025 in Mount Vernon 

Year 1.4 % Increase in Population from 
Previous Year 

Projected Population 

2009  30,800 people – from OFM 
2010 +431 people 31,231 
2011 +437 people 31,668 
2012 +443 people 32,111 
2013 +449 people 33.009 
2014 +462 people 33,471 
2015 +468 people 33,939 
2016 +475 people 34,414 
2017 +481 people 34,895 
2018 +488 people 35,383 
2019 +495 people 35,878 
2020 +502 people 36,380 
2021 +509 people 36,889 
2022 +516 people 37,405 
2023 +523 people 37,928 
2024 +530 people 38,458 
2025 +538 people 38,996 
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The City tracks all of the building permits issued each year.  The following table 
summarizes the single-family, duplex, and multi-family (three-plus units) building 
permits issued between 2000 and 2009.  This table also identifies the number of existing 
residential structures that were demolished each year.  Each year the City issues building 
permits for mobile homes within the City; however, these permits are for replacing these 
housing units, and as such, they are not added into the number of new housing units 
constructed. 
 
Since the City does not issue or monitor building permits within its Urban Growth Areas 
(UGAs) Skagit County assisted the City in providing the permit data on the number of 
dwelling units constructed within these areas.   
 
If a building permit was issued but a home was not eventually built that permit was 
subtracted out of the overall permit data in Table 1.3 below.  This means that this permit 
data is an accurate representation of new residential structures constructed within the City 
after the April 2000 census. 

 
 Table 1.3 – Building Permit Data from 2000 to 2009 

Year Single-
Family 

Residential 

Duplex 
Units 

(2-units 
only, 4 

units = 2 
duplexes) 

Multi-
Family 
Units 

(3-plus 
units 
only) 

Dwelling 
Units 
from 
UGA 
Areas 

Existing 
Housing 

Units that 
were 

Demolished 

Total Net 
New 

Housing 
Units 

2000 94 22 86 5 14 193 
2001 99 2 25 13 6 133 
2002 254 4 38 5 2 299 
2003 223 2 160 13 0 398 
2004 124 5 37 4 1 169 
2005 190 12 26 12 14 226 
2006 266 12 39 6 9 214 
2007 340 6 0 2 3 345 
2008 179 0 15 3 2 195 
2009 88 4 5 2 1 98 

Totals: 1,857 69 431 65 52 2,270 
 

5. Vacancy Rate.  The vacancy rate is an important factor to keep in mind because there are 
homes that have been created within the City but these homes are not yet occupied, and 
are thus sitting vacant.  Information from the 2000 demographic profile of the City 
prepared by the Census Bureau states that the vacancy rate in the City at this time was 
estimated at 4.2%.  Interestingly, the 3-year estimate that the Census Bureau prepared for 
the years 2006-2008 states that the vacancy rate in the City had increased during this later 
time frame to an estimated 6.1%.   
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6. Average Household Size.  The average household size in the City seems to be increasing 
ever so slightly.  The 2000 census estimated the average household size at 2.75; however, 
the Bureau’s 2006-2008 survey estimates it at 2.78.  A household is defined as a dwelling 
unit whether it is single-family, multi-family, or other types of housing units such as 
mobile homes.  For the purposes of this analysis the average household size that has been 
utilized is 2.75 people per household.  A household within the context of this report is a 
housing unit whether it is a single-family unit, duplex, multi-family unit(s), or a mobile 
home. 
 

7. How many additional housing units are needed?  The first step in this analysis is to 
figure out how many additional housing units are needed to accommodate the 19,568 
people allocated to Mount Vernon over the 20-year planning horizon.  Using the average 
household size of 2.75 (from the U.S. Census Bureau, discussed above) the total 
population allocation is converted into 7,115 dwelling units.  Again, these units can be 
single-family, duplex, or multi-family units.   
 
Then the 7,115 units needs to be reduced by the number of units that have been 
constructed after April of 2000 (when the Census was completed).  Between May 2000 
and the end of 2009 2,270 units have been constructed in the City and its UGAs (see 
Table 1.3).  This leaves the City with needing to create an additional 4,845 dwelling units 
within the City and UGAs to accommodate its population allocation to 2025.   
 

            Table 1.4:  Population Allocation and Target 
Jurisdiction 

(City & 
UGAs) 

Population to 
Accommodate 

Population Converted 
to Dwelling Units 
(19,568 ÷  2.75) 

Units Created 
from 2000 to 2009 

Number of Additional Units 
Needed to Meet Future Population 

Allocation from 2010 to 2025 

Mount 
Vernon 

19,568 7,115  units 2,270 4,845 units 

 
Now that that number of additional dwelling units needed through 2025 is known, the section 
immediately following will describe the methodology used to calculate the number of additional 
residential units that can be placed within the City and its UGAs. 
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RESIDENTIALLY ZONED LANDS  
The City has six (6) residential zoning districts that provide for a variety of densities and lot 
sizes.  The zones that predominantly provide for single-family residential structures are the 
Residential Agricultural (R-A), Single-Family Residential Districts (R-1), and Residential-Office 
(R-O) Districts.  The Duplex and Townhouse (R-2), and Multi-Family Residential (R-3 and R-4) 
districts provide for duplexes and multi-family structures.  The Mount Vernon Municipal Code 
(MVMC) defines a duplex as a two-unit structure and any structure with three (3) or more units 
is classified as a multi-family structure.   
 
Due to the different housing types, densities, and building configurations the single-family zones 
and the duplex and multi-family zones are treated differently in the following analysis.  The 
single-family zones will be discussed first, followed by the duplex and multi-family zoning 
districts.   
 
Regardless of which residential district was being analyzed the same base data was collected for 
each district.  This data consists of a current Skagit County Assessor’s parcel map, aerial 
photography that was taken for the City in April of 2009, and the City’s critical area maps 
(discussed in detail in the ‘Critical Areas and Buffers’ section that follows).  All of this data was 
and is stored in the City’s Geographic Information System (GIS) and analyzed using GIS 
software.  This mapping data was supplemented with other Skagit County Assessor’s data; such 
as whether or not a structure contained a living area, or multiple dwelling units. 
 
For each residentially zoned parcel (again, this is the R-A, R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4 and R-O districts) 
the following base data was collected and tabulated: 
 

• Zoning and Comprehensive Plan designations; 
• Maximum density allowed per the parcel’s zoning designation; 
• Minimum lot size allowed per the parcel’s zoning designation (if applicable); 
• Parcel size; 
• Existence and placement of existing dwelling units; and, 
• Approximate square footage of critical areas including wetlands, streams, floodways or 

areas of geologic hazard, and their associated buffers.  Please see the section labeled:  
Critical Areas and their Buffers, for additional information on how these areas were 
identified and quantified. 

   
Staff started this analysis by taking the overall lot size of the parcels within the R-Ai, R-1, and R-
O zones.  Then the wetland, stream, floodway, steep slopes and all of their associated buffers 
were subtracted out according to the methodology outlined within this section of this report 
(titled, ‘Critical Areas and their Buffers’).   
 
Staff then determined how many additional lots could be created on each of the parcels.  This 
was completed by taking the overall parcel area minus the critical areas plus their buffers and 
multiplying this net area by the maximum density allowed by its particular zone.  The following 
table outlines the maximum densities allowed within the residential districts discussed in this 
section. 
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Table 1.5 – Residential Zoning District and their Densities 
Zoning Designation Maximum Density Allowed Per 

Code Dwelling Units per Acre  
Residential Agricultural (R-A) 1.24 du/acre – see foot note i for more 

information on how this zone was 
treated. 

Single-Family Residential 7.0 (R-1, 7.0) 7.26 du/acre 
Single-Family Residential 5.0 (R-1, 5.0) 5.73 du/acre 
Single-Family Residential 4.0 (R-1, 4.0) 4.54 du/acre 

UGA Areas Designated Single-Family Medium 
Density (SF-MED); the Associated Zoning of Single-

Family Residential 4.0 (R-1, 4.0) was Assigned 

4.54 du/acre 

UGA Areas Designated Single-Family High Density 
(SF-HI); the Associated Zoning of Single-Family 

Residential 7.0 (R-1, 7.0) was Assigned 

7.26 du/acre 

Single-Family Residential 3.0 (R-1, 3.0) 3.23 du/acre 
Residential Office (R-O) 9.68 du/acre 

Duplex and Townhouse (R-2) 10 du/acre 
Multi-Family Residential (R-3) 12 to 15 du/acre – average of 13.5 was 

used 
Multi-Family Residential (R-4) 15 to 20 du/acre – average of 17.5 was 

used 
 
If nine (9) or fewer lots resulted after the base data was deducted, an additional five percent (5%) 
of the net lot area was also subtracted out to account for stormwater facilities necessary on short 
plats.  If ten (10) or more lots resulted after the base data was deducted, an additional twenty-five 
percent (25%) of the net site area was subtracted to account for necessary road rights-of-way and 
stormwater facilities.  After either the five percent (5%) or twenty-five percent (25%) were 
subtracted out the net parcel areas were again multiplied by the densities allowed per their 
respective zoning designations outlined within Table 1.5, above.   
 
The threshold of nine (9) lots was chosen as the City allows short plats up to nine (9) lots and the 
Mount Vernon Municipal Code (MVMC) Chapter 16.16 allows private streets to serve short plat 
developments.  Private streets are allowed per code to be located within easements and the area 
of the private street is part of the lot that is created; thus the square footage for the private 
roadways does not need to be netted out of the developable area of short plats.  Attached within 
Appendix A is a list of 17 different short plats that have either received preliminary or final 
approval between 2005 and 2009.  The average percent of these plats that was found to be 
encumbered with stormwater facilities was .44%.  This percentage is so low because most of 
these plats did not require stormwater facilities at all; or the facilities that they install were 
underground vaults that did not take up surface square footage within the plat.   
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The five percent (5%) of the net site area that is being subtracted out of the parcel was arrived at 
by staff taking into consideration the new 2005 stormwater standards that the City has adopted 
that have the potential for making open stormwater ponds larger than they had historically been 
under the old stormwater standards.  However, there are many innovative techniques that 
developers are able to utilize, such as Low Impact Development (LID) that will help keep the 
size of new stormwater ponds manageable.   
 
As stated above, if ten (10) or more lots could be created after subtracting out the ‘base data’ 
listed above, an additional twenty-five percent (25%) of the net site area was subtracted out of 
the parcel to account for necessary road rights-of-way and stormwater facilities.  The twenty-five 
percent (25%) figure for the roads and stormwater facilities figure was determined by looking at 
the streets and detention areas needed to serve 20 different plats located throughout the City.  
The plats that were analyzed are listed within a table found in Appendix B.  All of these plats 
have either received preliminary or final approval, or have been deemed technically complete per 
MVMC Chapter 14.05.   
 
  Figure 3.1 Single-Family Residential Zoning Example 
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After evaluating these 20 plats staff found that the average road right-of-way was sixteen percent 
(16%) of the overall plat; and that five percent (5%) of the area within the plats were 
encumbered with stormwater facilities.  Similar to the thought process for the additional land 
subtracted for the short plats; staff increased the overall average for the future roads and 
stormwater facilities from the historic average of twenty-one percent (21%) to twenty-five 
percent (25%) to account for the new stormwater standards that the City is currently 
administering.  Again, staff increased the percent of a plat that will likely be encumbered by 
stormwater facilities because staff is aware that the size of open stormwater ponds will become 
larger with the new stormwater code; however, staff did not feel it was necessary to increase this 
percent any further because staff is confident that new, innovative techniques for handling 
stormwater will start to become more common as developers are faced with constructing much 
larger stormwater ponds. 
 
As stated above, the City has three (3) zoning districts that predominately provide for duplexes 
and multi-family structures.  These include the Duplex and Townhouse Residential District (R-
2), and the Multi-Family Residential Districts (R-3) and (R-4).  For these zoning districts the 
base data was also collected and tabulated.  On parcels without existing dwelling units staff took 
the overall lot size of these parcels and subtracted out the wetland, stream, floodway, steep 
slopes and all of their associated buffers and then deducted an additional five percent (5%) of the 
net site area to account for access ways and stormwater facilities on these sites.  Staff then 
looked at the remaining net lot sizes and multiplied it by the densities listed within Table 1.5.   
 
The five percent (5%) figure for the access ways and stormwater facilities was chosen by looking 
at the different configurations available for multi-family development.  Unlike single-family 
zoning districts, the multi-family districts allow the density available in these zones to be 
clustered in many different ways by incorporating parking under structures, or by stacking units.  
For this reason a smaller percent was chosen than what was used for the single-family plats of 
ten (10) or more lots. 
 
For parcels in the R-2, R-3, and R-4 districts that already had existing structures the number of 
existing multi-family dwelling units was tabulated, and checked against the densities used in 
Table 1.5 to see if additional units could be placed on these parcels.  If additional density could 
be placed on these parcels, the critical areas and their associated buffers, five percent (5%) to 
account for new access ways and stormwater facilities, along with the square footage needed for 
the number of existing dwelling units was subtracted out.  Then the net parcel square footage 
was multiplied by the density outlined in Table 1.5.   
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  Figure 3.2 Multi-Family Residential Zoning Example 
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Regardless of how many additional lots could be created on a parcel, all residentially zoned 
parcels were evaluated to make sure that the placement of the existing structure(s), the parcel 
geometry, and location of on-site critical areas and their associated buffers did not preclude 
additional development on the parcel.  There were over 300 parcels within the Residential zones 
where further development was not possible because the existing structure(s) were placed in a 
way (generally near the middle of the parcel) making it impossible to subdivide and construct 
another home; or due to the geometry of the parcel or the location of the critical areas and their 
buffers.  In these cases the number of potential lots was adjusted down to reflect the actual, 
anticipated potential development.    
 
The following two Figures showcase this.  Both Figures show parcels that are 20,000 square feet 
in size, that are zoned R-1, 4.0.  The first example has an existing home that is small enough, and 
is placed in such a way that another lot can be created on this parcel; in contrast, the second 
example has a much larger existing home that is placed in such a way that it precluded another 
lot being created.   
 
Figure 3.3 Example of Building Placement and its Effect on Unit Counts 

 
 
For illustrative purposes, on the following page is a simplified flow chart that identifies the 
general steps that staff went through in determining the number of potential additional lots and/or 
units that could be developed in the residential zoning districts. 
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FIGURE 3.4:  RESIDENTIAL ZONING DISTRICTS PROCESS FIGURE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Net lot/unit counts reduced to account for Market Factors and public 
facilities.  15% reduction for vacant parcels; and 20% reduction for 

parcels that have existing habitable structures. 

Lot configuration, placement of structures/facilities, and critical areas 
evaluated; unit count reduced if necessary to reflect site conditions. 

Net area multiplied by density allowed per its zoning designation. 

Number of additional lots that could potentially be created is arrived at. 

5% for access ways 
and stormwater 

facilities subtracted out 

25% for roads and 
stromwater facilities 

subtracted out 

5% for stormwater 
facilities subtracted 

out 

Critical areas plus their associated buffers subtracted out of the gross 
parcel areas. 

STANDARD PLATS 
(10 or more lots) 

MULTI-FAMILY 
(Zones R-2, R-3, R-4) 

SHORT PLATS 
(Up to 9 Lots) 
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 Existing Developments Where Lot/Unit Counts are Known: 
For developments that have had Master Plans approved by the City Council; such as the 
Eaglemont and Skagit Highlands P.U.D.s, or developments that have received preliminary or 
final plat approval; or developments that have received technically complete status and enough is 
known to ascertain their final lot count, the future development potential was determined by 
evaluating the number of lots shown within their Master Plans, preliminary or final plat maps, or 
the mapping that staff has on file.   
 
This was felt to be a more accurate accounting of the number of lots on these sites due to the 
approvals that had already been secured; and because more detailed, site specific information 
was available.  Some of these developments already have homes constructed on some of the lots 
that were created with their particular development.  In these cases, staff took the number of 
units that the development was approved with and subtracted out the number of lots with homes 
already built on them.  A list of these developments and their lot counts where new homes can be 
constructed is provided below. 
 
Table 1.6 – Existing Developments and their Lot Counts 
Plat Name and Land Use Number Number of Lots 

Remaining Without 
Existing Homes 

and/or Units 

Status of Project 

Big Fir South – LU06-089 33 Preliminary Plat Approved 
Broman Short Plat – LU05-058 5 Final Plat Approved 
Denham Plat – LU07-060 15 Preliminary Plat Approved 
Hanson Heights – LU07-037 18 Preliminary Plat Approved 
Harmon Short Plat – LU06-057 1 Preliminary Plat Approved 
Highlands West – LU05-024 851 Preliminary Plat Approved 
Hillcrest Landing – LU06-088 33 Preliminary Plat Approved 
Hoyt Short Plat – LU06-082 5 Preliminary Plat Approved 
Iris Meadows – LU06-090 58 Preliminary Plat Approved 
Jacosa Lane Plat – LU06-055 19 Preliminary Plat Approved 
Maddox Creek Phase II 9 Preliminary PUD Approved 
Maddox Creek Phase IV – LU07-
021 

19 Preliminary Plat Approved 

Monte Vista Short Plat – LU05-076 4 Preliminary Plat Approved 
Montreaux – LU05-085 108 Final Plat Approved on Phase 

I; Preliminary Plat Approved 
on Phase II 

Nordic Landing – LU07-018 and 
LU08-056 

75 Preliminary Plat Approved 

Parkwood Creek – LU06-087 16 Preliminary Plat Approved 
Summerlynd Plat – LU06-020 11 Preliminary Plat Approved 
Trumpeter Place – LU07-023 76 Preliminary Plat Approved 
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Digby Heights – LU07-013 144 Final Plat Approval on Phase I  
Preliminary Plat Approved on 

Rest 
 

Skagit Highlands – LU05-046 413 Master Plan Approved – 
Several Phases Have Final Plat 

Approvals 
Eaglemont 534 Master Plan Approved – 

Several Phases Have Final and 
Preliminary Plat Approvals 

Hidden Lakes – LU06-073 365 Technically Complete, EIS in 
Process 

Cedar Heights Phase I PUD – 
LU05-010 

40 Final Plat Approved 

Cedar Heights Phase II PUD – 
LU07-009 

197 Preliminary Plat Approved  

Big Fir North – LU04-092 2 Final Plat Approved 
Highland Greens – LU04-093 199 Final PUD Approved, Final 

Plat Approved for Some 
Phases 

Swan View – LU06-079 44 Preliminary Plat Approved 
Briar Development (Haggen) – 
MISC 98-4) 

20 Master Plan Approved 

Caldera Short Plat – LU05-056 13 multi-family units Final Plat Approved 
Falcon Court – LU04-086 59 multi-family units Site Plan Approved, 

Infrastructure In 
Skagit Meadows – LU07-024 24 multi-family units Site Plan Approved 
Mountain Glen – LU10-016 19 multi-family units Rezone and Concurrency 

Approved 
Total Units: 2,663 Units  

1 The previous developer of this plat had indicated that 76 units would be created instead of 85; however, this developer no longer owns this plat 
and the resolution that approved the plat allowed 85 units. 
 
A map that identifies the location of each of the developments listed above within Table 1.6 can 
be found at the end of this report labeled as Map 1.    
 
Both the Eaglemont and Skagit Highlands developments have 15 year development agreements 
that vest them to the development regulations in place when they went through their respective 
approval processes.  City code allows a preliminary plat approval to span five (5) years from the 
date of that approval with a potential additional one (1) year extension; however, in January of 
2010 the Mount Vernon City Council adopted Ordinance 3479 that will extend the preliminary 
plat approvals for the projects within Table 1.6 for an additional two (2) years beyond what they 
were previously approved for.  This means that these projects now have a total of eight (8) years 
in which to complete their preliminary plat process and move on to final plat approval. 
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 Transfer of Development Rights: 
The City has a Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program that has a total of 186 
development rights.  The TDRs can be used in the City’s Single-Family Residential Zones that 
allow for maximum densities of 4.54 and 3.23 dwelling units per acre (R-1, 4.0 and R-1, 3.0, 
respectively) and the Duplex and Townhouse zone (R-2).   
 
If a developer chooses to use TDRs within their development they are able to increase the net 
density on their site by one dwelling unit per net acre so long as no lot that is created is smaller 
than 6,600 square feet.  For example, if the net acreage of a site was 36.6 acres; a developer 
could use 36 TDRs on the site. 
 
The City has five (5) developments that have either received preliminary plat approval; or have 
been deemed technically complete that contemplate the use of TDRs.  These developments 
include Iris Meadows (LU06-090) that uses 11 TDRs; Digby Heights (LU07-019) that uses 18 
TDRs; Trumpeter Place (LU07-023) that uses 14 TDRs; Cedar Heights II (LU07-009) that uses 8 
TDRs; and lastly Rockcrest (LU10-019) that uses 28 TDRs.  This is a total of 79 TDRs that are 
currently anticipated to be used in the next several years.  That leaves 107 TDRs that can be used 
in the future by new developments. 
 
The sending site where the TDRs originated is a roughly 93 acre site accessed by Dike Road 
within portions of Sections 30 and 31, Township 34 North, Range 04 East, W.M.  This site was 
not considered as an area where any new development would be located in accordance with the 
TDR policy. 
 
Map 2, attached to the end of this report, shows the location of the TDR sending site discussed 
above.     
 

 Downtown & Waterfront Master Plan: 
Following several years of work, the City adopted a Downtown and Waterfront Master Plan in 
2008.  This plan was adopted as part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan; specifically, it is a sub-
area plan that is part of the Land Use Element.  The Master Plan states that 400 multi-family 
dwelling units can be accommodated within the downtown area.  As such, these units have been 
added to this analysis.  Please note that the zoning of the downtown area is C-1; which does 
allow multi-family units without a specified density restriction expect that fire and building 
codes must be followed.     
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COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, HEALTHCARE, AND RETAIL LANDS  
The City has ten (10) commercial, industrial, office, healthcare or retail zoning districts that 
provide for a variety of building intensities and uses.  These zones include the Health Care 
Development District (H-D), the Professional Office District (P-O), the Central Business District 
(C-1) which is mainly the historic downtown area surrounding 1st Street and areas on the west 
side of the Division Street bridge, the General Commercial District (C-2) which is the zoning 
found predominately along College Way and Riverside Drive, the Community and 
Neighborhood Commercial Districts (C-3 and C-4 respectively), the Commercial-Limited 
Industrial District (C-L) which South Mount Vernon is mostly comprised of, the Light 
Manufacturing and Commercial District (M-1), and lastly the Industrial District (M-2).    
 
To quantify the amount of land currently occupied with commercial, industrial, healthcare, and 
retail  structures, and the amount of land available for these types of developments; again a 
current Skagit County Assessor’s parcel map, aerial photography that was taken for the City in 
April of 2009, and the City’s critical area maps (discussed in detail in the ‘Critical Areas and 
Buffers’ section that follows) data was collected and stored in the City’s Geographic Information 
System (GIS) and analyzed using GIS software.  This mapping data was supplemented with 
other Skagit County Assessor’s data, when necessary.   
 
For each commercial, industrial, office, healthcare, or retail zoned parcel (again, this is the H-D, 
P-O, LC, C-1, C-2, C-3, C-4, C-L, M-1 and M-2 districts) the following base data was collected 
and tabulated: 
 

• Zoning and Comprehensive Plan designations; 
• Minimum lot size allowed per the parcel’s zoning designation (if applicable); 
• Parcel size; 
• Vacant parcels;  
• Areas not encumbered by buildings, driveways, parking lots, equipment yards, detention 

facilities, or other similar type uses used for the subject business were identified using 
aerial photos; and, 

• Approximate square footage of critical areas including wetlands, streams, floodways or 
areas of geologic hazard, and their associated buffers.  Please see the section labeled:  
Critical Areas and their Buffers, for additional information on how these areas were 
identified and quantified. 
 

Following the collection of the above-referenced “base information” twenty percent (20%) of the 
square footage was taken out to account for access ways and stormwater facilities.  The 
remaining square footage was then tabulated.   
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The twenty percent (20%) that is taken out of the square footage for access ways and stormwater 
facilities was determined by evaluating 11 commercial/industrial developments (within this 
report when commercial/industrial developments are referenced this means parcels that have 
zoning designations that allow commercial, industrial, retail, or office uses) within the City that 
were built or planned between 1997 and 2009.  Appendix C contains a list of these 
developments and the area that was used for their particular access way and stormwater facilities.  
What was found is that an average of seven percent (7%) of these sites was encumbered with 
public or private roads or driveways; and that an average of eight percent (8%) of these sites was 
occupied with stormwater facilities.  This means that an average of fifteen percent (15%) of these 
developments was comprised of access ways and stormwater facilities.  As with the residentially 
zoned lands; staff felt it necessary to increase the percentage of future sites that would be taken 
up with larger stormwater facilities that will be constructed due to the new stormwater 
regulations that the City had to adopt in 2009.  As such, staff increased the future coverage for 
access ways and stormwater facilities from fifteen percent (15%) to twenty percent (20%).       
 
A 10,000 square foot lot size was chosen as the minimum lot size for a standalone development 
after looking at 73 commercial/industrial lots within the City and finding that the average lot size 
of these lots was 1.44 acres.  A table of these lots is contained in Appendix D.  The smallest lot 
found in these developments was 10,000 square feet in size.  Therefore, the assumption was that 
if a commercial/industrial lot with an existing development had between 2,000 and 10,000 
square feet of land not encumbered by the base data, that this area would be utilized by the 
existing development or a neighboring development for future expansion.  However, this would 
not preclude a property owner from developing a commercial/industrial lot that was smaller than 
10,000 square feet in size; this simply explains why the acreages within this report are organized 
the way they are.   
 
The placement of existing structure(s), the parcel geometry, and location of on-site critical areas 
and their associated buffers was also evaluated to make sure that these factors did not prevent 
additional development on these parcels.  This was done because there were parcels where even 
through there appeared to be enough square footage for either an expansion of an existing 
building or for a new building to be constructed, these factors would prohibit it.   
 
On the following page is Figure 3.5; which is an example of how a commercially zoned parcel 
was evaluated. 
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 Figure 3.5 Commercial Zoning Example 

 
 
In the Community Commercial (C-3) and Neighborhood Commercial (C-4) districts multi-family 
residential units can be constructed with the approval of a conditional use permit.  These multi-
family units are required to comply with the zoning requirements found in the Multi-Family 
residential zone (R-3), they must be constructed at the same time or after a commercial use, and 
they must be located above the ground floor of a commercial use.  After removing the base data 
(explained above), and evaluating the placement of existing structure(s), the parcel geometry, 
and location of on-site critical areas and their associated buffers (using the 40% wetland 
assumption described on page 35 of this report) staff found that there is 5.55 net acres of 
property zoned C-3 and C-4 in the City.  Consistent with the zoning, staff assumed that this 
acreage would be developed with both commercial and multi-family uses.  This resulted in 69 
multi-family units that are listed within the R-3 column of the residential table at the end of this 
report, since multi-family uses within these zones are required to be developed consistent with 
the R-3 zoning regulations.   
 
Staff discussed the additional multi-family units that will be created as part of the City’s 
Downtown & Waterfront Master Plan (above on page 22); however, additional commercial 
property will also be created in this area.  A total of 3.2 new acres of commercial property (zoned 
C-1) will be created as part of this plan.  This additional C-1 acreage has been added as part of 
this analysis. 
 
For illustrative purposes, on the following page is a simplified flow chart that identifies the steps 
that staff went through in determining the amount of potential additional developable 
commercial/industrial property.  Following this flow chart are sections regarding public lands, 
critical areas and their buffers, and other future growth considerations. 
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FIGURE 3.6 COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL ZONING DISTRICTS PROCESS FIGURE 
 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

EXISTING BUSINESS 
EXPANSION 

 
 (10,000 s.f. or less available for 

development) 

NEW 
COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 

DEVELOPMENT 
  

(10,000 s.f. or more available for 
development) 

Critical Areas plus their associated buffers subtracted out of the 
gross parcel area. 

20% for access ways 
and stromwater 

facilities subtracted 
out. 

20% for access ways 
and stromwater 

facilities subtracted 
out. 

Lot configuration, placement of structures/facilities, and critical areas 
evaluated; square footage of available developable property reduced if 

necessary to reflect site conditions. 

Square footage of commercial/industrial expansion or stand alone 
development that could potentially be created is arrived at. 

Net areas reduced to account for Market Factors and public facilities.  
15% reduction for all developable acreage to match the ‘land in holding’ 
that E.D. Hovee’s 2006 ‘Commercial & Industrial Land Needs Analysis’ 

uses.
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PUBLIC LANDS  
In addition to the residential and commercial/industrial uses discussed above, staff also needs to 
quantify the amount of land currently occupied with public uses.  In the City public uses 
generally have a zoning designation of Public (P) and associated Comprehensive Plan 
designations of: Government Center (G), Churches, Community College, Schools (CH, CC, S), 
Community Park, Neighborhood Park (CP) and Open Space/Cemetery (OS).  As with the other 
zoning designations discussed earlier within this report, a current Skagit County Assessor’s 
parcel map, aerial photography that was taken for the City in April of 2009, and the City’s 
critical area maps (discussed in detail in the ‘Critical Areas and Buffers’ section that follows) 
data was collected and stored in the City’s Geographic Information System (GIS) and was 
analyzed using GIS software.  This mapping data was supplemented with other Skagit County 
Assessor’s data when necessary.   
 
For each publically zoned parcel (again, this is the G, CH, CC, S, CP, OS, and P districts) the 
following base data was collected and tabulated: 
 

• Zoning and Comprehensive Plan designations; and, 
• Parcel size. 

 
The publicly zoned areas were inventoried and tabulated; but not analyzed as areas for future 
development because for existing church and school sites a majority of the parcels analyzed 
showed that most of the site is currently utilized, or Master Plans have been completed showing 
that future development is envisioned.   In the case of parks, the open space areas are just that, 
open space, where development will likely not occur.  Cemeteries were also not considered as 
developable areas as it is likely that unused land within existing cemeteries will be used for 
future burial sites. 
 

 Parks, Open Space and Greenbelts: 
The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires, in part, that the City accommodate the growth 
allocated to the City and that the areas where this growth is planned must also include greenbelt 
and open space areas [RCW 36.70A.110(2)].  The City has adopted a Parks, Recreation, and 
Open Space Element in our Comprehensive Plan (Chapter 4); however, this analysis did quantify 
the approximate locations and amounts of additional open space and greenbelt areas that will 
likely be preserved as undeveloped parcels are developed, and did set aside land for future  park 
areas.     
 
Before future open space and greenbelt areas are discussed, it is important to point out that the 
City has an abundance of existing recreational opportunities.  Currently the City is able to boast 
786.5 acres of parks, 1,061 acres of resource conservancy areas, five (5) waterfront access site, 
over five (5) miles of multi-purpose trails, 23 playgrounds, and two (2) swimming pool facilities.   
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Greenbelt and open spaces areas will be preserved throughout the City where new development 
occurs due (in part) to the vast amount of wetlands, streams, steep slopes, floodwaysii (plus the 
buffers that are associated with some of these critical areas) located throughout the City.  The 
following section entitled “Critical Areas and their Buffers” fully explains how staff estimated 
the location and amount of each of these critical areas.  Map 2 shows the location of the existing 
City parks and trail systems along with stream locations with their buffers, and the areas where 
wetlands are potentially located.  Looking at just the streams and their associated buffers that 
were used as part of this analysis, staff found that 648.5 acres will be protected and left 
undeveloped.  The actual location of the wetlands is harder to determine; however, there will be 
additional wetlands along with their buffers that will also be protected and undeveloped.   
 
The 648.5 acres of stream corridors and their buffers (along with wetland plus buffer areas 
whose actual location will be determined when these areas are developed, the steep slopes and 
floodways) will serve as part of the greenbelt and open space areas in the future.  Within these 
areas the City will have ample opportunities to have trail connections made.  The City’s Critical 
Areas Ordinance allows trails to be constructed on the outer portions of buffers.  As 
developments go through the platting process City staff will ensure that trail connections are 
incorporated.   
 
Additional greenbelt and open space areas will also be created with future developments as the 
City’s landscaping code (Chapter 17.93) mandates that between seven (7) to 20 percent (7 - 
20%) of the gross site area of all new developments be comprised of landscaped areas.  The 
range in the amount of landscaping that is required depends on the zoning of a parcel, where 
commercial/industrial parcel require less landscaping; and residentially zoned parcel require 
more landscaping.     
 
Lastly, for the purposes of this analysis an additional 35 gross acres was subtracted out of the 
developable area in the R-1, 4.0 zone to account for one (1) 30 acre regional park, and one (1) 
five (5) acre neighborhood park that would be developed in the future.  This acreage was taken 
out of the R-1, 4.0 zone because this is the residential zone that has the most acreage available 
for development; and thus is the most likely zone where these facilities would be developed. 
 

 Schools: 
Educational facilities in the City are provided by both public and private schools.  The public 
kindergarten through High School education is provided by Mount Vernon School District #320 
(District).  The district currently has six (6) elementary school sites (kindergarten through eighth 
grade), two (2) middle school sites (seventh and eighth graders) and one (1) high school site.  
The district also has four (4) additional facilities that provide operation support functions to the 
schools in the form of a central office, a special services office, a transportation facility and a 
maintenance facility. 
 
There are two primary private schools in Mount Vernon including Mount Vernon Christian 
School and Immaculate Conception Regional School.  Mount Vernon Christian School currently 
has a student population of 330 and provides a kindergarten through high school education.  
Immaculate Conception Regional School provides kindergarten through eighth grade education 
and currently has a student population of 249. 
 
 



Page 29 of 45 
 

The Mount Vernon School District works closely with the City of Mount Vernon in monitoring 
growth within the City.  The District has prepared a Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) that the City 
has adopted as part of its Comprehensive Plan.    Even though the District’s CFP is a six (6) year 
plan it does include projected enrollment out to 2024.  Using the District’s projections and 
existing capacity of the District’s current facilities staff was able to determine that 1,365 
elementary grade children, 63 middle school students, and 749 high school students will need 
facility space within the panning timeframe (this includes the 100 and 96 student permanent 
capacity planned to be added at Madison Elementary and the High School, respectively).  This 
means that two (2) new elementary schools will be needed as the planned capacity for these 
schools has been set at 550 students; and either these new elementary schools will need to 
increase their capacity for the additional 265 children or the other six (6) existing schools will 
need to.  However, the middle schools and high school would not be at points where new 
facilities are needed but expansions may be required.  The middle schools have a capacity of 
1,100 (with a current enrollment of 1,007); and the high school has a capacity of 1,596 (with a 
current enrollment of 1,929).  It is important to point out that the existing capacity figures 
utilized above do not take into account existing portables; which currently house 825 elementary, 
160 middle, and 480 high school students.     
 
The school district has already purchased two (2) ten acre sites (one on the south side of Swan 
Road and one on the north side of Division Street) that will someday become elementary 
schools.  For the purposes of this analysis these two sites were not considered for any other type 
of development except for schools.  In addition, ten acres was subtracted out of the R-1, 4.0 
district to account for the future expansions of the elementary, middle, and high schools.  This 
acreage was taken out of the R-1, 4.0 district as historically this is the zone in which the District 
purchases properties presumably because the City has such an abundance of property within this 
zone, because it is where student populations are predominately housed, and because it would be 
less expensive than higher density zones or commercial property. 
 
Post-secondary education is provided in the City at Skagit Valley College where students can 
earn numerous different technical or professional certificates or an Associates Degree (2-year 
degree).  The college completed a Master Plan in 2001 that was adopted by the City.  This plan 
shows that the college will be able to accommodate future students within the boundaries of their 
current campus out to the year 2021 with new buildings and expansions within the campus.  
However, since the adoption of the College’s 2001 Master Plan they purchased an additional 
neighboring 7.34 acre property in 2007 (located to the east of their existing campus abutting East 
College Way).  Since the timeframe that the College was planning for is relatively close to the 
planning horizon that this report is analyzing (i.e., 2021 for the College versus 2025 for this 
report); and with the purchase of additional property not included in the College’s 2001 study, 
staff is satisfied that additional land does not need to be set aside as part of this analysis to 
accommodate the College’s facility needs out to 2025.     
   

 Municipal Facilities: 
A complete description of the City of Mount Vernon’s Capital Facilities, Public Services and 
Utilities can be found in Chapter 7 of the City’s adopted Comprehensive Plan.  In short, the 
City’s current facilities are housed in the buildings listed within Table 1.8.  Please note that this 
table lists the facilities that the City currently provides services within or out of; this is not a list 
of all of the City’s ownership; and the City’s park and recreation systems are discussed in detail 
above. 
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Table 1.8 – Existing City Facilities 
FACILITY: ADDRESS: 

City Hall (Mayor’s Office, City Attorney, 
Community & Economic Development, Finance, 

Human Resources, and Information Services) 

910 Cleveland Ave. 

Fire Station #1 901 South 2nd Street 
Fire Station #2 1901 North LaVenture Road 
Fire Station #3 4701 East Division Street 

Library 315 Snoqualmie Street 
Police and Court Campus (Police, Municipal Court, 

TV 10) 
1805 Continental Street 

Parks and Recreation 1717  South 13th Street 
Public Works Administration 1024 Cleveland Ave. 

Shops and Storage 405 West Fir Street 
Wastewater 1401 Britt Road 

 
The City’s existing facilities and the properties that they are located on can accommodate the 
increased staffing and expansions that would be necessary to serve the increased development 
out to 2025.  A major renovation to City Hall was completed in 2002, to the Police and Court 
Campus in 2009, and approximately five (5) years ago additional property was purchased around 
the existing wastewater treatment plant so that future expansions would be possible.      
 
Skagit County has a number of facilities that they operate that are located within the City of 
Mount Vernon.  Following within Table 1.9 is a list of these facilities and the addresses of the 
buildings that that house them. 
 
Table 1.9 – Existing Skagit County Facilities within Mount Vernon 

FACILITY: ADDRESS: 
Boundary Review, Budget/Finance, 

Commissioner’s Office, Farmland Legacy, 
Hearing Examiner, Human Resources, Office 

of Land Use Hearings,  Planning and 
Development Services, Public Works 

Department, and Skagit 21 TV) 

1800 Continental Place with parking at 1900 
Continental Place 

Ada Bean Building 1730 Continental 
Human Services ARIS 309 South 3rd 

Assessor, Treasurer, Auditor, GIS Mapping, 
Health Department, Superior Court, District 

Court Probation, Clerk and Law Library 

700 South 2nd  

Parks and Recreation  315 South 3rd  
Youth and Family Services plus a conference 

room 
611 South 2nd  

District Court, Jail, Sheriff, Coroner 600 South 3rd  
Public Defender 121 West Broadway 

Juvenile Detention, Prosecuting Attorney 605 South 3rd 
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Parking Surrounding Downtown Buildings 3 lots off of South 2nd, 1 lot at Gates and SR 
536, 1 lot between Gates and Myrtle, and 3 

lots off of Kincaid 
 
To determine possible new land acquisitions within the City, staff reviewed both Skagit County’s 
Capital Facilities Plan (2008 – 2013) and their Capital Facilities and Essential Public Facilities 
element of their adopted Comprehensive Plan.   
 
After reviewing these documents staff removed two (2) areas within the City to account for 
future facilities that Skagit County would be constructing within the planning timeframe of this 
analysis. 
 
The first area that was removed from this analysis was an approximate 9.5 acre parcel that is 
located directly to the south and east of Skagit Valley College’s campus abutting East College 
Way.  The County has a planned ‘Indoor Recreation Facility’ that will be sited in this location.  
The second area that was not counted as developable commercial property is an approximate 10 
acre site where staff anticipates the County’s new jail/justice facility to be located.  The County 
is actively planning for the construction of a new jail and associated justice facilities in the next 
six (6) to eight (8) years.  The location of this approximate 10 acre site is currently proposed on 
the south side of Kincaid Street, west of Interstate-5.  This 10 acre site is currently built out with 
existing commercial development; and there are five (5) existing homes.  These five (5) 
residential structures have been subtracted out of the existing housing supply as it seems unlikely 
that these homes would be replaced as part of the jail/justice facility development.       
 

 Other Public Type Uses: 
The City created a 27± acre Healthcare Development District (H-D) in 2004.  The methodology 
used for assessing the future development within the H-D zone is described above within the 
Commercial, Industrial, Healthcare, and Retail lands section.  The public hospital district 
underwent a major expansion and renovation of their facilities starting in 2005.  In 2007 a new 
220,000 square foot expansion to this public hospital was finished.  In addition to the hospital 
expansion and renovation; a new cancer center was also opened near the hospital in 2006.  While 
the hospital may need smaller scale new facilities between the present and 2025, major 
expansions have already been completed.  For these reasons staff assumed that the property 
currently within the H-D District would suffice for any needed new expansions out to 2025. 
 
The City has 38 churches that were easy to identify.  However, there could be additional 
churches that staff was not able to recognize.  The existing churches that were identified are 
located in both commercial and residential areas.   
 
To take into account new churches and/or other public type uses that are either unknown or 
unexpected at this time,  staff subtracted five (5) acres from the R-1, 4.0 district (the residential 
district with the most land available for development); and five (5) acres from the C-2 district 
(the commercial district with the most land available for development).   
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CRITICAL AREAS AND THEIR BUFFERS 
The City has several mapping resources and tools that identify potential critical areas within the 
City.  For the purposes of this inventory, the critical areas that were evaluated include streams, 
wetlands, floodways and steep slopes.   
 
The City’s critical areas regulations were changed in 2007 to meet the State mandate of 
including best available science.  Staff was aware in 2005 when the Buildable Lands Analysis 
was first completed that they would need to update these regulations in the near future.  With the 
2005 update staff used increased stream buffers to account for the upcoming new regulations that 
everyone was certain would bring much larger buffers.   
 
In 2007 when the new critical areas ordinance was approved a new, innovative approach to 
critical area buffers was adopted.  This new method allows a property owner to choose between 
two (2) different approaches in complying with the critical areas ordinance.  The first approach is 
what staff will call the ‘big buffer’ approach.  With this approach a large buffer is placed around 
a critical area on a site and the owner doesn’t need to do anything else but make sure that the 
buffer is left alone.  The second approach is what is called the ‘ecosystem alternative’.  With the 
ecosystem alternative a property owner is able to buy down the big buffer, in exchange for 
enhancing the buffer that remains, and making sure that water quality facilities are installed on 
the site.  The City then takes the money that the property owner pays to buy down their buffer 
and enhances a City restoration site within the same basin that the project site is located within.  
For the purposes of this analysis, these City restoration sites have not been counted as areas 
where any type of future development will be located.     
 
Since the adoption of this new ordinance eight (8) developments have chosen to use the 
ecosystem alternative approach.  With these developments the City has/or will be collecting 
$170,570.00 that has/or will be used to enhance the City’s restoration sites. 
 
Due to the different resource maps and information that the City has in its possession stream, 
wetland, floodways and steep slope areas and their associated buffers had to be dealt with a little 
differently.  The following sections explain how each of these critical areas were inventoried and 
analyzed. 
 

 Streams: 
In 2001 and 2002 the City hired Shannon & Wilson (S&W) to inventory the existing streams 
within the City and to provide general locations of suspected wetlands.   A majority of the stream 
segments were walked from their confluence to their headwaters by biologists from S&W.  
There were instances where private property access did not allow a biologist to walk a stretch of 
stream; however, aerial mapping was used to fill in these areas.  As a result of this work, the City 
has a useful set of maps with the locations of our stream systems shown. 
 
Then in 2008 the City retained WSP Environment & Energy to conduct stream condition and 
habitat surveys within the City’s drainage basins.  Of the City’s eight drainage basins, WSP 
identified three priority stream systems that they surveyed.  These systems included Trumpeter, 
Kulshan and Maddox.  The scope of this work included 1) characterizing the current stream 
conditions, 2) identifying potential fish barriers, and 3) collecting stormwater outfall information.   
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The City then took the 2001 and 2002 S&W maps and added the 2008 WSP information and was 
able to create enhanced stream maps.  This means that the City has current, detailed data on the 
streams located throughout the City.  This stream data is stored in the City’s Geographic 
Information System (GIS) and for this update was analyzed using GIS software.  Specifically, for 
this analysis GIS data that identified the water type, the sub-basin the stream was located within, 
whether the stream system was natural or maintained, and whether the stream segment was 
classified as low or medium to high gradient was all used.     
 
If an applicant choose to use the ‘big buffer’ stream regulations on a site they were developing 
the following buffers would apply: 
 
Table 1.10 Standard Stream Buffers (aka ‘Big Buffers’) 

Water Types Attributes Buffer Width 
Standard 

S 
Freshwater 

Freshwater Shorelines of the State 175 feet 

F Fish Habitat Waters 150 feet 
Np Year-Round, Non-fish Habitat 50 feet 
Ns Seasonal, Non-fish Habitat 35 feet 

 
If an applicant choose to use the ‘ecosystem alternative’ on a site they were developing the 
following minimum buffers could be used depending on which of the listed sub-basins the 
project site was located within, the type of water was being impacted (i.e., S, F, Np, or Ns), 
whether the system was natural or maintained, and the gradient of the waterway.  Map 3, found 
at the end of this analysis contains a map that identifies the location of each of the sub-basins, 
along with the location and characteristics of the stream systems within the City and its UGAs.   
 
Table 1.11 Ecosystem Alternative Stream Buffers 

STREAM TYPE → F Np Ns 

SUB-BASIN 
↓ 

Natural 
System 

Maintained 
System 

Natural 
System 

Maintained 
System 

Natural 
System 

Maintained 
System 

Kulshan Creek:

Low Gradient 37.5’ 25’ 37.5’ 25’ 
25’ 25’ 

Med/High Gradient 25’ 25’ 37.5’ 25’ 

Trumpeter Creek:

Low Gradient 37.5’ 25’ 37.5’ 25’ 
25’ 25’ 

Med/High Gradient 25’ 25’ 25’ 25’ 

Maddox Creek:

Low Gradient 37.5’ 25’ 37.5’ 25’ 25’ 25’ 
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Med/High Gradient 25’ 25’ 25’ 25’   

West Mount Vernon:

 50’ 25’ 50’ 25’ 25’ 25’ 

Britt Slough:

 50’ 25’ 50’ 25’ 25’ 25’ 

Skagit River: 

Land side of the existing dike along the river where existing impervious is present:   0’ (mainly 
be the downtown area) 

 
For the purposes of this analysis, within the residentially zoned areas staff assumed that roughly 
one-half of the properties within sub-basins where the ‘ecosystem alternative’ could be used (and 
where future development was possible) would choose to do so; and the remainder would use the 
‘big buffer’ approach.  However, the Nookachamps Creek, Carpenter Creek, Combined Sewer 
Area sub-basins all do not allow the use of the ‘ecosystem alternative’.  So, within these basins 
staff assumed that the ‘big buffer’ would be instituted.  Within the commercial/industrially zoned 
areas staff assumed that the ‘ecosystem alternative’ would be used.  The rational for this was that 
with higher priced commercial/industrial properties applicants would have more of an incentive 
to utilize as much of their property as possible.     
 

 Wetlands: 
The City had reconnaissance level wetland mapping done by Shannon & Wilson (S&W) in 2000.  
This information proved to be the most difficult element to factor into the buildable lands 
analysis.  This information was difficult to use because it is far more general than the stream, 
floodway or steep slope information is.  The S&W wetland mapping is a compilation of soil 
information from the U.S. Soil Conservation Service, the National Wetland Inventory maps, the 
Department of Natural Resources mapping, a handful of actual delineation reports that had been 
previously submitted to the City, aerial photography, and windshield surveys by S&W biologists.  
This report states that, “this inventory is only an approximation of wetlands within the City limits 
and the UGA boundary” (1).   
 
Comparing the wetlands shown on the S&W mapping and actual wetland reports and 
delineations that the City has on file, overwhelmingly demonstrates that the S&W maps identify 
far more wetland areas on a site than what is actually found when the site is evaluated by a 
biologist.   
 
Since the S&W mapping is such a general tool, when staff had a recent wetland analysis that was 
readily available for a particular site, this more accurate information was used with regard to the 
location and extent of wetlands.   
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Appendix E contains a table of 36 plats, P.U.D.s and developments, that cover 478 acres 
throughout different geographic parts of the City; and compares the  percentage of the site shown 
as wetlands by the S&W mapping and the known percentage of wetlands that have actually been 
delineated on each site.  Of the 36 developments that are listed within Appendix E, the average 
percent of delineated wetlands was found to be 5%; whereas, the S&W mapping indicated that 
61% of these same sites could be encumbered with wetlands.  Additionally, the 5% of the 
developments that were found to have delineated wetlands on them is slightly high as five (5) of 
the wetland areas listed within these developments also include their associated buffers because 
staff was not able to accurately separate the two.   
 
Even though a vast majority of the sites evaluated showed more wetlands on the S&W maps than 
what was actually delineated, there were exceptions.  For instance, the area where the Plat of T.J. 
Townhouses was developed (Section 16, Township 34 North, Range 4 East, W.M.) there was 
only a 4% difference between what was shown on the S&W map and what was delineated, and 
the Plat of Big Fir (Section 28, Township 34 North, Range 4 East, W.M.) has 2% more wetlands 
delineated on the site versus what was shown on the S&W map.  However, it is important to 
point out that on the sites where more wetlands were shown than delineated by a biologist, on 
average, the S&W mapping showed 59% more wetland areas.   
 
Because of the significantly stronger trend of the S&W maps to identify more wetland areas than 
actually exist, and because a property owner could go through the necessary steps to obtain 
approvals from the Corps of Engineers and the Department of Ecology to fill portions of 
wetlands that may exist on their property, it was assumed that if a wetland was shown as 
potentially existing on a parcel forty percent (40%) of what was shown was considered 
undevelopable.  This means that the 40% would also account for buffers that would be required 
according to the City’s development regulations. 
 
If the S&W mapping did not indicate that a wetland could be present, it was assumed that there 
were not wetlands on that site.  But, before incorporating this assumption into this buildable 
lands methodology staff took quite some time looking at aerial photography and existing 
developments to make sure that the S&W mapping did not miss any areas of the City where 
wetlands might exist.  After an exhaustive search for other potential wetland areas within the 
City, staff felt confident that this approach was reasoned and supportable.  It simply does not 
make good sense to assume that wetlands might be present where they are clearly not.  The areas 
where the S&W mapping does not indicate potential wetlands are generally areas that have been 
built out with widespread existing impervious surface areas, such as the City’s historic 
downtown and the residential areas on the hillsides to the east of Interstate-5.        
 
After completing the first run of the buildable lands model assuming that forty percent (40%) of 
an identified wetland area would be considered un-developable, a second run was completed to 
ensure that the analysis did not understate the amount of wetlands that could be delineated within 
the City.  The second run of the analysis assumed that sixty percent (60%) of an identified 
wetland area would be considered un-developable. 
 
At the end of this report a map labeled as Map 2 can be found that shows the wetland areas 
identified by S&W described within this section. 
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Similar to the stream buffer regulations described in the section above, the City’s critical area 
code also contains a ‘big buffer’ and an ‘ecosystem alternative’ approach to wetland buffers.  
When determining the buffer that will be applied to a wetland the wetland type has to be 
determined according to the Washington State Department of Ecology’s "Washington State 
Wetland Rating System for Western Washington" (Department of Ecology Publication No. 04-
06-025).  The lower the category of wetland, the higher its functions and values are.  In other 
words, a category I or II wetland is more sensitive, and has higher functions than a category III 
or IV wetland does. The following tables outline the wetland buffers required with each 
approach: 
 
Table 1.12 Standard Wetland Buffers (aka ‘Big Buffers) 

Wetland Category Standard Buffer 
I 200 ft. 
II 100 ft. 
III 75 ft. 
IV 50 ft. 

 
Table 1.13 Ecosystem Alternative Wetland Buffers  
Wetland Category 
→ 

II III IV 

SUB-BASIN 
↓ 

Natural 
System 

Maintained 
System 

Natural 
System 

Maintained 
System 

Natural 
System 

Maintained 
System 

Kulshan Creek:

 37.5 25 37.5 25 25 25 

Trumpeter Creek:

 37.5 25 37.5 25 25 25 

Maddox Creek:

 37.5 25 37.5 25 25 25 

Nookachamps Creek:

 37.5 25 37.5 25 25 25 

Carpenter Creek:

 75 37.5 75 37.5 37.5 25 

West Mount Vernon:

 50 25 50 25 25 25 

Britt Slough:

 50 25 50 25 25 25 
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It is important to mention that the City does have an approved wetland mitigation bank that can 
be used to mitigate wetland impacts on property within the City.  The Nookachamps Mitigation 
Bank is located on 267± acres (partially in the City and partially in Skagit County).   
 
This means that a developer has four (4) options with regard to how wetland(s) on their property 
can be treated.  A developer could use the City’s ‘big buffer’ program, they could buy the buffer 
down with the ‘ecosystem alternative’, they could purchase wetland credits from the 
Nookachamps Mitigation bank, or they could go through the Federal, State, and local processes 
to fill all or portions of the wetlands on their site.   
 
Lastly, the portion of this wetland bank that is located within the City limits was not considered 
as an area where future development would be located.   
 

 Floodways: 
Areas located on the water side of the existing levee system in Mount Vernon were considered 
by this analysis as floodways; even though they are not officially mapped as such by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) on the City’s Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM).   
 
Since there is existing development within these areas, this development was inventoried and 
tabulated; however, it was assumed that no new development would occur.   
 
There is one geographic area on the landward side of the existing levee, which is located to the 
north of Hoag Road, east of Interstate-5 and west of the Burlington-Northern railroad tracks that 
was not considered as an area where additional homes would be constructed due to the close 
proximity of the existing levee system to the Skagit River.  The analysis only inventoried and 
tabulated the existing homes in this area. 
 
The ‘floodway’ areas that were identified and considered as not developable are shown on Map 
2.   
 

 Steep Slopes: 
Digital orthophotographic mapping was created for the City in the summer of 2000 by Entranco 
and Triathlon Mapping.  This mapping was then used to create topographic maps for the City.  
The digital topographic maps were utilized to identify slopes over forty percent (40%) that were 
then considered undevelopable for this inventory.  In addition, consistent with the current Mount 
Vernon Municipal Code (MVMC) 15.40.070(C)(2)(f)(ii), a 25-foot buffer from the top, toe and 
sides of any areas with a slope over forty percent (40%) was also deemed undevelopable.   
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OTHER FUTURE GROWTH CONSIDERATIONS 
There are a few other growth considerations that are important when determining the land 
capacity within the City.  Each of these items will be discussed below. 
 

 Market Factor: 
The State has publications entitled “Providing Adequate Urban Area Land Supply” (1992) and 
the “Buildable Lands Program Guidelines” (2000) that both recommend that methodologies that 
are used “assume that a certain percentage of vacant, under-utilized, and partially-used lands will 
always be held out from development”.  This assumption about how much land that is held out 
from development is commonly called a ‘market factor reduction’, or ‘market factor’.     
 
This market factor reduction is intended to address the fact that not all land that could be 
developed within the planning horizon will be due to landowners not wanting to develop their 
property because they may be keeping it as an investment, for future expansion, or personal use.  
Additionally, some landowners may not be interested in developing or subdividing their lots due 
to factors such as lack of market appeal for the site, or simply lack of interest in the development 
opportunity. 
 
The Western Washington Growth Management Hearing Board (Board) in Panesko v. Lewis 
County, articulated the purpose of a market factor [with regard to the sizing of UGAs] by 
explaining: 
 

“A market factor represents the estimated percentage of net developable acres 
contained within a UGA that, due to fluctuating market forces, is likely to remain 
undeveloped over the course of the 20-year planning period.  The market factor 
recognizes that not all developable land will be put to its maximum use because of 
such things as owner preference, cost, stability, quality, and location and, 
therefore, the GMA permits jurisdictions to include within a UGA not only the 
area necessary to accommodate projected growth but allows as a – safety factor – 
the market factor – expressed as a percentage related to total acreage”. 

 
This interpretation of the Board is supported in the Supreme Court’s holding in Thurston County 
(Docket 80115-1, at 31) when the Court stated: 
 

“A market factor represents the estimated percentage of net developable acres 
contained within a UGA that, due to idiosyncratic market forces, is likely to 
remain undeveloped over the course of the twenty-year planning cycle”. 

 
Even though the Board and Supreme Court discussions, above, are with regard to the sizing of a 
UGA, they are important in the context of this discussion because when the City is evaluating its 
land capacity it is important to take into account a reasonable and defendable market factor.  
Historically, the Board assumed that a market factor less than twenty-five percent (25%) was 
acceptable.  However, more recently, the Supreme Court has stated, “that the reasonableness of a 
market factor depends on local circumstances and may therefore vary from jurisdiction to 
jurisdiction” (Thurston County, Docket 80115-1, at 32).   
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For this analysis staff applied a fifteen percent (15%) market factor reduction for 
commercial/industrial/retail zoned lands.  This market factor was chosen to match the market 
factor that E.D. Hovee and Associates used within their September 2006 report entitled, “City of 
Mount Vernon Commercial & Industrial Land Needs Analysis”.  The justification for this market 
factor is fully outlined within this report; and as such, this report is hereby adopted by reference 
as part of this report as if it were set forth herein in its entirely, and is attached, labeled as 
Appendix F.   
 
Determining a reasonable and justifiable market factor for residentially zoned lands proved to be 
a more difficult task.  Staff evaluated the market factors that a variety of different jurisdictions 
have used.  The following table lists the Counties and the Cities that staff was able to find this 
information for. 
 
Table 1.14 – Market Factor Information from Other Jurisdictions 

Jurisdiction: Market Factor Reduction Used in their Buildable 
Lands Analysis Reports for Residential Lands 

Clark County • 10% 
King County • Overall between 5% to 20% with re-developable 

land discounted more than vacant 
• Central jurisdictions were between 5% to 10% 
• Established suburban jurisdictions were between 

10% to 15% 
• Outlying jurisdictions were between 15% to 20% 

Kitsap County • Vacant lands 5% 
• Underutilized lands 15% 

Pierce County • For vacant lands most factors were between 5% and 
25% 

• For underdeveloped lands most factors where 
between 10% and 30% 

• For re-developable lands most factors were between 
20% and 50% 
(These factors varied by jurisdiction within this 

County) 
Snohomish County • For vacant lands 15% 

• For partially-use or re-developable 30% 
Thurston County • An average market factor countywide of 24% 

(These factors varied by jurisdiction within this 
County) 

City of Bellingham • For vacant land 15% 
• For partially developed land 25% 

City of Edmonds • For vacant land 15% 
• For partially used and re-developable land 30% 

 
 
 
 



Page 40 of 45 
 

After reviewing the market factor explanations for each of these jurisdictions staff found that a 
variety of different reasons were provided to justify the market factors that each jurisdiction 
chose.   
 
When evaluating Mount Vernon, the most compelling reason for a mid-to higher market factor, 
would be the rural setting of Mount Vernon (this is within the context of Skagit County) where 
some residents enjoy larger lot sizes.  This is evidenced within a handful of plats created since 
the 1960’s where lot sizes average over half and acre in size, like Thunderbird, Forest Estates, 
and Parkwood Estates.  Within these plats the City has received very few inquiries about whether 
or not these lots could be re-developed (i.e., subdivided) even though this possibility exists.   
     
With Mount Vernon’s setting, the information about what other Washington State municipalities 
had used, and the information from the above-referenced State publications, Board and Court 
decisions in mind, it was decided that a market factor of fifteen percent (15%) for lands that do 
not have existing habitable structures; and a factor of twenty percent (20%) for lands that in their 
existing state already have habitable structures would be used.  The difference in the market 
factor between sites that have habitable structures and those that do not, is that staff is assuming 
that a property owner may be less willing to develop their property if it already has a home on it 
either because they would not want to disrupt their immediate living environment with new 
development; or because they are likely accustomed to their larger lot size and would have a 
difficult time eliminating the open spaces around their existing home.    
 

 Accessory Dwelling Units and Duplexes in Single-Family Residential Zones 
The City’s zoning code allows for the construction of both accessory dwelling units (ADUs) and 
duplexes in single-family residential zones. 
 
ADUs can be constructed so long as they do not exceed 900 square feet in size; they must have 
no fewer than three (3) parking spaces for both the primary residence and the ADU combined, 
and only one entrance can be located on the street side of the structures.  ADUs can be created by 
altering the interior space of an existing dwelling unit, converting an attic, basement, garage or 
other previously uninhabited portion of a dwelling, adding an attached living area onto an 
existing dwelling, or constructing a detached living area.   
 
Duplexes are allowed in single-family residential zones either through an administrative 
conditional use permit (CUP) process, or through a platting process.  Duplexes that are approved 
through the administrative CUP process are required to have certain separation requirements 
from other duplexes that may be approved through a CUP process.  Duplexes are that approved 
through a platting process are limited to ten percent (10%) of the overall density of single-family 
units in the proposed plat, and they must be separated from another duplex by no less than 300 
feet. 
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From 2000 to 2009 the City has issued approvals for 38 ADUs and duplexes in single-family 
residential zones.  Appendix G contains a list of these ADUs and duplexes.  That is an average 
of 3.8 ADUs or duplexes per year, over this 10 year period.  It would not be unreasonable to 
expect that within the remaining planning horizon (2010 to 2025) that this trend would continue, 
which would result in 60 additional ADUs or duplexes being constructed.  Even though these 
units will likely be constructed they were not counted as new units within this analysis. 
 

 Planned Unit Developments 
Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) are zoning overlays that were historically allowed within 
the City.  However, in 2008 the City instituted a moratorium on PUDs and in the ensuing years 
staff has been working on possible code amendments that would mitigate the concerns regarding 
the PUD code that have created issues in the past. 
 
PUDs historically allowed for a twenty percent (20%) increase in the density of a subdivision.  
They allowed a certain number of dwelling units to be multi-family units within single-family 
residential zones.   
 
If a PUD ordinance is re-adopted it could provide for increased density in the City’s R-1, 7.0, R-
1, 5.0, R-1, 4.0 and R-2 zoning districts.  Even so, this additional density was also not counted as 
part of this analysis. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
The following summary table identifies the different zoning designations within the City and the 
amount of land available for development and/or the number of dwelling units that could be 
constructed after a number of reductions were made. 
 
What is clear from these tables is that the City is easily able to accommodate its expected 
additional population over the planning horizon.  In fact, all of the needed dwelling units can be 
housed within the existing City limits.  Without a doubt, this indicates that the City’s residential 
UGAs are too large and are not necessary to meet the City’s projected population growth to 
2025. 
 
What is also clear is that the City does not have enough commercial or industrial land to meet 
future employment growth (per RCW 36.70A.115).  In fact, the 2006 E.D. Hovee report, “City 
of Mount Vernon Commercial & Industrial Land Needs Analysis” (which is Appendix F, 
incorporated and attached to this report) states that the City needs an additional 809 gross acres 
of commercial/industrial lands.  In addition, Skagit County’s Countywide Planning Policies have 
historically allocated close to 200 net acres of commercial/industrial land to the City; that the 
City has never mapped.  This acreage from the County would need to be converted from net to 
gross acres before it was mapped, meaning that the actual allocation of commercial/industrial 
lands from the County to the City is much larger.  In short, this means that both the City and 
Skagit County have historically recognized the shortage of commercial/industrial lands in the 
City. 
 
There are detailed tables that follow this ‘conclusions’ section; however, the following table is a 
summary of these more detailed tables; and it is being provided for the sake of the final remarks 
and recommendations that staff is presenting.   
 
Table 1.15 – Summary of Buildable Lands & Land Capacity Analysis 

Zoning Total Acreage 
Analyzed with 

Outlined 
Methodology in 

each Zone 1 

Number of 
New Dwelling 

Units 2 

Acreage 1 of Net 
Commercial/Ind./HD 
Developable Lands2 

Parcels Less 
than 5 acres 3 

Parcels More 
than 5 acres 

Existing Developments 
(see Table 1.6 on pg. 20) 

N/A 2,663 N/A N/A 

New Multi-Family Units in 
Downtown Waterfront Master 

Plan (see pg. 22) 

N/A 400 N/A N/A 

Transfer of Development Rights 
(see pg. 22) 

N/A 107 N/A N/A 

Single-Family Residential 7.0 
(R-1, 7.0) 

443 302  N/A N/A 

Single-Family Residential 7.0 
(R-1, 7.0) in UGA 

77 198  N/A N/A 

Single-Family Residential 5.0 
(R-1, 5.0) 

346 120  N/A N/A 

Single-Family Residential 4.0 
(R-1, 4.0) 

 

966 817  N/A N/A 
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Single-Family Residential 4.0 
(R-1, 4.0) in UGA 

2231 4,227  N/A N/A 

Single-Family Residential 3.0 
(R-1, 3.0) 

455 161  N/A N/A 

Residential Office (R-O) 1 0  0 0 
Duplex and Townhouse (R-2) 29 51  N/A N/A 

Multi-Family Residential (R-3) 277 449  N/A N/A 
Multi-Family Residential (R-4) 30 17  N/A N/A 

Health Care Development 
District (H-D) 

27 N/A 0 0 

Professional Office (P-O) 33 N/A 4.2 0 
Central Business (C-1) 46 N/A .76 0 

Additional C-1 Property 
Downtown Waterfront Master 

Plan (see pg. 25) 

N/A N/A 3.2 0 

General Commercial (C-2) 505 N/A 34.5 20.9 
General Commercial (C-2) in 

UGA 
8 N/A 3.0 0 

Community Commercial (C-
3) 

14 N/A 1.2 0 

Neighborhood Commercial (C-
4) 

15 N/A 1.9 0 

Neighborhood Commercial (C-
4) in UGA 

3 N/A 1.3 0 

Commercial-Limited 
Industrial (C-L) 

380 N/A 79.9 0 

Commercial-Limited 
Industrial (C-L) in UGA 

97 N/A 26.8 0 

Limited Commercial (LC) .5 N/A 0 0 
Light Manufacturing and 

Commercial (M-1) 
40 N/A 2.5 0 

Industrial (M-2) 77 N/A 9.5 0 
Totals: City:     5,087 

UGA:  4,425 
Total:  9,512 

168.8 20.9 

1 These acreages have been rounded to the nearest tenth for use within this table; and as such, are slightly different from the totals within Tables 
1.16 and 1.17. 
2 These totals reflect the 40% wetland assumption described on page 35 of this report, with the exception of the existing developments, multi-
family units in the downtown area, and the TDRs as the wetland methodology does not apply to these three categories. 
3  These totals reflect parcels greater than 10,000 s.f. in size as those smaller than this were not considered as stand alone developments, see page 
24 for a full description of this. 
 
Table 1.4 (on page 12 of this report) lists the need for 4,845 new dwelling units to house the 
future population allocation for the City from 2010 to 2025.  The Summary Table 1.15 (directly 
above) shows that the City can accommodate 5,087 new dwelling units within the existing City 
limits; and 4,425 new dwelling units within the existing UGA areas.   
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The methodology used in determining how many additional dwelling units could be created is 
explained in depth in the foregoing analysis; however, keep in mind that staff has netted out 
(where applicable) areas to account for future roads (including arterials, neighborhood, collector, 
access ways, and private streets), stormwater facilities (including larger facilities to take into 
account newly adopted regulations), critical areas and their associated buffers, regional and 
neighborhood parks, schools, municipal facilities, churches (and other public type uses), and 
market factors.  The following list summarizes the areas netted out that were in addition to the 
roads and stormwater facilities: 
 

• 30-acres for future schools (10-acre site off of Swan Road, 10-acre site off of Division 
Street, and an additional 10-acres subtracted out of the R-1, 4.0 district); 

• 7.34-acres to the east of Skagit Valley College that they (SVC) purchased in 2007; 
• 9.5-acres to the east of Skagit Valley College that Skagit County purchased for their 

proposed “indoor recreation center’. 
• 10-acres south of Kincaid Street and west of I-5 for Skagit County’s jail/justice facility 

(this site is already developed; and as such, was not netted out of the available 
commercial land supply but its location and future existence is noted); 

• 5-acres out of the R-1, 4.0 district for miscellaneous public uses unknown or unidentified 
as this time; 

• 5-acres out of the C-2 district for miscellaneous public uses unknown or unidentified at 
this time; 

• 35-acres out of the R-1, 4.0 district for future City parks ( 1, 30-acre regional park and 1, 
5-acre neighborhood park); 

• City’s TDR sending site has been removed as an area for any future development; 
• City’s Nookachamps wetland bank site has been removed as an area for any future 

development; 
• The acreage located to the north of Hoag Road, east of the Riverside bridge and west of 

the railroad tracks, has not been counted as an area where new development will occur; 
• All critical areas (includes streams, wetlands, steep slopes, ‘floodways’) and their 

associated buffers (if buffers applied) have been netted out of possible developable areas; 
and, 

• Reductions for market factors have been accounted for. 
  
What has not been counted as future housing units is the construction of Accessory Dwelling 
Units (ADUs) or duplexes within single-family residential zones.  As discussed above, it is likely 
that at least 60 of these types of units will be constructed within the planning timeline.  In 
addition, if a PUD ordinance is re-adopted it could allow for up to a twenty percent (20%) 
increase in densities within certain developments; and this possible increase has also not been 
counted towards the future housing units that will be constructed. 
 
It is important to point out that if the City’s population continues to grow at the same average 
growth rate that has been observed from 2000 to 2009 that the City will not need to house all of 
the people that have been allocated to the City.  See pages 9 through 10 of this report for an in-
depth discussion on this issue.  Even so, the City has still shown that it will be able to 
accommodate these homes even if they do for some unexpected reason materialize.   
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The Buildable Lands/Land Capacity Analysis Summary Table 1.15 (above) shows that the City 
has a total of 189.7 acres of commercial/industrial/retail lands that are available for development 
that are 10,000 square feet or larger.  However, we see that this acreage is comprised 
predominately of smaller parcels/lots in the less than five (5) acre range.  Noteworthy is that only 
20.9 acres are available for development that are comprised of parcels/lots larger than five (5) 
acres in size.  The appended E.D. Hovee report points out that this is a problem because, “Mount 
Vernon’s existing inventory can accommodate demand for smaller in-fill sites; larger sites are 
needed to compliment this inventory and significantly impact growth in both jobs and local tax 
revenue”.  Even though someone could purchase several smaller parcels and combine them into 
one larger development site; the process of assembling properties from different owners, who 
inevitably have different opinions of what their property is worth, is cumbersome as best.  Even 
so, the possibility of combining some smaller parcels into larger development sites should be 
kept in mind.  See Maps A and B, with their accompanying narrative, that are part of the 
referenced E.D. Hovee report for a discussion of possible commercial/industrial acreage 
aggregation within the City.     
 
Staff has attached several maps to the end of this report that map different aspects of the analysis 
that is presented.  With regard to the final conclusions, Maps one (1) and four (4) identify the 
residentially zoned areas where additional development is and is not possible, and where 
additional commercial/industrial development is and is not possible.   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
i  The City has 236 parcels which equal approximately 246 acres of property currently zoned Residential 
Agricultural (RA) within the current City limits that were analyzed using the methodology outlined within this 
report.  The majority of RA zoned parcels are located within the boundaries of the Eaglemont Master Plan and 
southwest of the City in the TDR sending site and were not analyzed here.  Of the 236 RA zoned properties, 217 
have an existing Comprehensive Plan designation of:  Medium or High Density Single Family or Low to Medium 
High Density Multi-family.  These parcels were categorized into the zoning designation that is consistent with their 
Comprehensive Plan designations.  For example, parcels that had a Comprehensive Plan designation of Medium 
Density Single-Family were assumed as having a zoning designation of Single-Family Residential with a maximum 
density of 4.54 dwelling units per acre.  Through the 2005 Comprehensive Plan update process the City put Goals, 
Policies and Objectives into effect that will encourage the rezoning of these RA properties.   
 
ii  Please see the section titled, ‘Critical Areas and their Buffers’ for a discussion about how floodway areas were 
considered in light that none are actually mapped within the City. 



Table 1.16 - Residential Summary

40% Wetlands 60% Wetlands 40% Wetlands 60% Wetlands

R-1, 4.0 773 2231.4 4,227 3,996 11,623 10,989
R-1, 7.0 161 76.6 198 183 545 502

UGA sub-total 934 2,308 4,425 4,178 12,168 11,491

R-1, 3.0 941 454.9 161 152 443 419
R-1, 4.0 1994 966.2 817 749 2,247 2,061
R-1, 5.0 1444 345.5 120 115 330 316
R-1, 7.0 1948 442.6 302 297 832 815

R-2 93 29.4 51 38 141 105
R-3 830 276.7 449 379 1,234 1,042
R-4 25 29.9 17 17 47 47

CITY sub-total 7,275 2,545 1,917 1,748 5,274 4,806

400 400 1,100 1,100
2,663 2,663 7,323 7,323
107 107 294 294

3,170 3,170 8,718 8,718

Totals 8,209 4,853 9,512 9,096 26,159 25,014
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Additional Population                            
(2.75 persons / household)

U
G

A

Zoning
Number of 
Parcels in 

Study

Parcel 
Acreage

Total Number of Additional 
Potential Dwelling Units

Downtown
Preliminary and Final Plats

Additional Units from TDRs
OTHER sub-totalO

T
H

E
R



Number SF / Acres Number SF / Acres Number SF / Acres Number SF / Acres Number SF / Acres Number Acres
Central Business (C-1) ��� ���� � - - � ������ 1 33,117 - - - - 1 0.76

General Commercial (C-2) �	
 ����� 	� �� ������	 �	 ������ �� 	����
� � �
	�
�� � ������� �� 55.43

Table Assumes 40% Wetland Figure Explained on page 35 of the Report

Total 
Area 

(Acres)

Number of 
Vacant 
Parcels

Existing Zoning

Number and  Square Feet of 
Developed Parcels Between 
2,000 S.F. and 10,000 S.F.

Number and  Square Feet of 
Vacant Standalone Parcels 

Between 2,000 S.F. and 10,000 
S.F.

Number and  Square Feet of 
Parcels Between 10,000 

S.F. and 43.560 S.F. (1 ac.)

Total Number 
of Parcels in 

Study

Table 1.17 - Commercial Summary

SUMMARY:                Parcels 
10,000 S.F. and Larger with 

Development Potential

Number and  Square Feet of 
Parcels Between 43.560 S.F. (1 

ac.) and 217,800 S.F. (5 ac)

Number and  Square Feet of 
Parcels 217,800 S.F. (5 ac.) 

and Greater

General Commercial (C-2) �	
 ����� 	� �� ������	 �	 ������ �� 	����
� � �
	�
�� � ������� �� 55.43
Community Commercial (C-3) �� ���� � � 
���� � ����
 � ������ - - - - � 1.21

Neighborhood Commercial (C-4) �� ���� � 1 6,000 � ������ � ���

� - - - - � 1.85
Commercial / Limited Industrial (C-L) ��� �
��� �
 � ������ �	 ������� �� �����
� �� ������
�� - - 
� 79.89

Hospital District (H-D) 		 �
�� � � ���	�
 - - - - - - - - - -
Limited Commercial (LC) � ��� � - - - - - - - - - - - -

Light Manufacturing and Commercial (M-1) �	 ���	 �� 
 ���	�� � ������ 	 ��	���� - - - - 	 2.45
Industrial (M-2) �	 

�� �� � 	����� � �����
 � ������	 � ��	���� - - �� 9.51

Professional Office (P-O) 
� ���
 
 � 	���� - - 	 ����
�� � ������ - - 
 4.24
Residential Office (R-O) � ��� � 
 
 - - 
 
 
 
 - - 
 


Downtown/Waterfront Master Acreage - - - - - - - - - - 3.2 acres - - - 3.20
CITY sub-total 1,416 1137.4 172 50 6.9 48 6.9 99 49.4 43 85.1 2 20.9 144 158.5

General Commercial (C-2) �� 
�
 � � ��
�� � ���	� � ������ � ������ - - � 3.03
Neighborhood Commercial (C-4) � ��� 0 - - - - - - � ����	� - - � 1.26

Commercial / Limited Industrial (C-L) 
� �
�� �� � ������ � ������ �	 ������� �� ����	�� - - �	 26.79
UGA sub-total 86 107.9 23 6 0.5 9 1.2 18 8.6 12 22.5 0 0.0 30 31.1

OVERALL TOTAL 1,502 1245.3 195 56 7.4 57 8.2 117 58.0 55 107.6 2 20.9 174 189.6

U
G

A
C

IT
Y

OVERALL TOTAL 1,502 1245.3 195 56 7.4 57 8.2 117 58.0 55 107.6 2 20.9 174 189.6

Number SF / Acres Number SF / Acres Number SF / Acres Number SF / Acres Number SF / Acres Number Acres
Central Business (C-1) ��� ���� � - - � ������ 1 33,117 - - - - 1 0.76

General Commercial (C-2) �	
 ����� 	� �� ������
 �	 ������ �� �	����� � ����
�� � �����	� �� 53.49
Community Commercial (C-3) �� ���� � � 
���� � ����
 � ������ - - - - � 1.20

Neighborhood Commercial (C-4) �� ���� � 1 6,000 � ������ � 
����	 - - - - � 1.61
Commercial / Limited Industrial (C-L) ��� �
��� �
 � ���	�� �	 ������� �� ��������� �� ��������	 - - 
� 79.11

Hospital District (H-D) 		 �
�� � � ���	�
 - - - - - - - - - -
Limited Commercial (LC) � ��� � - - - - - - - - - - - -

Light Manufacturing and Commercial (M-1) �	 ���	 �� 
 ���	�� � ������ 	 ��	���� - - - - 	 2.45

Table Assumes 60% Wetland Figure Explained on page 35 of the Report

C
IT

Y

Total Number 
of Parcels in 

Study

Total 
Area 

(Acres)

Number and  Square Feet of 
Parcels 217,800 S.F. (5 ac.) 

and Greater

Number and  Square Feet of 
Developed Parcels Between 
2,000 S.F. and 10,000 S.F.

SUMMARY:                Parcels 
10,000 S.F. and Larger with 

Development Potential

Number and  Square Feet of 
Vacant Standalone Parcels 

Between 2,000 S.F. and 10,000 
S.F.

Number and  Square Feet of 
Parcels Between 10,000 

S.F. and 43.560 S.F. (1 ac.)

Number and  Square Feet of 
Parcels Between 43.560 S.F. (1 

ac.) and 217,800 S.F. (5 ac)

Number of 
Vacant 
Parcels

Existing Zoning

Light Manufacturing and Commercial (M-1) �	 ���	 �� 
 ���	�� � ������ 	 ��	���� - - - - 	 2.45
Industrial (M-2) �	 

�� �� � �����
 � �����
 � ������	 � ��	���� - - �� 9.51

Professional Office (P-O) 
� ���
 
 � 	���� 1 9,079 � ������
 � ������ - - 	 3.86
Residential Office (R-O) � ��� � 
 
 - - 
 
 
 
 - - 
 


Downtown/Waterfront Master Acreage - - - 
 
 
 
 
 
 - 3.2 acres 
 
 
 3.20
CITY sub-total 1,416 1137.4 172 52 6.8 49 6.9 98 48.9 41 82.2 2 20.9 141 155.2

General Commercial (C-2) �� 
�
 � � 	��
� � ����� � �����	 � 

���� - - � 2.81
Neighborhood Commercial (C-4) � ��� 0 - - - - - - � ����	� - - � 1.26

Commercial / Limited Industrial (C-L) 
� �
�� �� � ������ � ������ �� ������	 
 ������� - - �� 21.59
UGA sub-total 86 107.9 23 6 0.4 10 1.4 20 9.9 9 15.8 0 0.0 29 25.7

OVERALL TOTAL 1,502 1245.3 195 58 7.2 59 8.3 118 58.8 50 98.0 2 20.9 170 180.9
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City of Mount Vernon
2010 Buildable Lands Analysis

Map 1
Current Development Projects and

Development Potential of
Residentially Zoned Parcels

City
UGA
Future School Site
Current Development Project Site

Residential Zoned Parcel
No Develoment Potential
Development Potential

º
0 0.5 1

Miles

Map Produced by City of Mount Vernon,
Community and Economic Development Department

September 9, 2010
The information included on this map has been compiled by City of Mount
Vernon staff for internal use from a variety of sources.  The City of Mount
Vernon makes no representations or warranties, expressed or implied, as to

the accuracy, completeness,timeliness, or rights to the use of such
information.  The City of Mount Vernon shall not be liable for any general,

special, indirect, incidental, or consequential damages including, but not
limited to, lost revenues or lost profits resulting from the use or misuse of the

information contained in this map.

Map data based on 2009 Buildable Lands Analysis model using 40%
wetlands figure. Only residentially zoned parcels are identified.

Parcels shown on this map were identified as buildable or non-buildable
based on analysis explained within the 2010 Buildable Lands Analysis

Report. This map does not account for an additional 15% to 20% overall
reduction for Market Factor, as explained in the report and reflected in

Table 1.16.

ID Development
1 Falcon Court Townhomes
2 Broman Short Plat
3 Cedar Heights PUD 2
4 Montreaux PUD, Phase 2
5 Eaglemont
6 Swan View
7 Jocasa Lane Plat
8 Caldera Short Plat
9 Highlands West

10 Skagit Highlands
11 Harmon Short Plat
12 Nordic Landing
13 Hoyt Short Plat
14 Hanson Heights
15 Trumpeter Place
16 Skagit Meadows Apartments
17 Parkwood Creek
18 Hillcrest Landing
19 Summerlynd Plat
20 Denham Plat
21 Highland Greens
22 Montreaux PUD, Phase 1
23 Digby Heights
24 Big Fir South PUD
25 Big Fir North
26 Iris Meadows
27 Maddox Creek Phase IV
28 Monte Vista SP
29 Mountain Glen
30 Cedar Heights PUD
31 Briar Development
32 Hidden Lakes
33 Maddox Creek Phase II
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City of Mount Vernon
2010 Buildable Lands Analysis

Map 2
Future Preserved Open Spaces,

Potential Wetland Areas,
& Floodways

Existing Pathway / Trail
City
UGA
Floodway*

Existing City Park
Stream Buffer
Potential Wetland

º0 0.5 1

Miles

Map Produced by City of Mount Vernon,
Community and Economic Development Department

September 9, 2010
The information included on this map has been compiled by City of Mount Vernon

staff for internal use from a variety of sources.  The City of Mount Vernon makes no
representations or warranties, expressed or implied, as to the accuracy,

completeness,timeliness, or rights to the use of such information.  The City of Mount
Vernon shall not be liable for any general, special, indirect, incidental, or

consequential damages including, but not limited to, lost revenues or lost profits
resulting from the use or misuse of the information contained in this map.

Stream buffers shown on this map have been, or largely will be preserved as
greenbelts and open space withstanding future development. Buffers shown
are based on Ecosystem Alternative widths in Kulshan, Trumpeter, and Britt

Slough basins, and Big Buffer widths in all other basins. See Buildable Lands
Analysis Report, Critical Areas section for a description of different buffers;

See Map 3 for sub-basin and stream locations.

* Mount Vernon does not have any officially mapped floodways. For an
explanation as to why areas on this map are considered floodways for this

study, please see City of Mount Vernon 2010 Buldable Lands Analysis,
Section: Critical Areas and their Buffers.
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2010 Buildable Lands Analysis

Map 3
Critical Area Sub-basins

& Stream Types

City
UGA

Critical Area Basin:
Britt Slough
Carpenter Creek
Combined Sewer Area
Kulshan Creek
Maddox Creek
Nookachamps Creek
Skagit River Tributary
Trumpeter Creek
West Mount Vernon

Stream Type:
Not Classified
Fish Bearing Stream
Perennial Stream
Intermittent Stream
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Map Produced by City of Mount Vernon,
Community and Economic Development Department

September 9, 2010
The information included on this map has been compiled by City of Mount Vernon

staff for internal use from a variety of sources.  The City of Mount Vernon makes no
representations or warranties, expressed or implied, as to the accuracy,

completeness,timeliness, or rights to the use of such information.  The City of Mount
Vernon shall not be liable for any general, special, indirect, incidental, or

consequential damages including, but not limited to, lost revenues or lost profits
resulting from the use or misuse of the information contained in this map.
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Map Produced by City of Mount Vernon,
Community and Economic Development Department

September 9, 2010
The information included on this map has been compiled by City of Mount
Vernon staff for internal use from a variety of sources.  The City of Mount
Vernon makes no representations or warranties, expressed or implied, as to

the accuracy, completeness,timeliness, or rights to the use of such
information.  The City of Mount Vernon shall not be liable for any general,

special, indirect, incidental, or consequential damages including, but not
limited to, lost revenues or lost profits resulting from the use or misuse of the

information contained in this map.

Map data reflects 2009 Buildable Lands Analysis model using 40% wetlands
figure. Only commercial / industrial zoned parcels are identified.

Parcels shown on this map were identified as developable or non-
developable based on analysis explained within the 2010 Buildable Lands

Analysis Report.

Map may exclude parcels with commercial zoning identified as developable
due to current development projects, location in a floodway, future public

infrastucture expansion, or other criteria as explained in the 2010 Buildable
Lands Analysis Report.
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