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PLANNING COMMISSION       
REGULAR MEETING 
April 27, 2010 
 
ROLL CALL: Present:  Bruce Neil, Julie Dale, Keith Fakkema, Kristi Jensen, Nancy Fey 

and Greg Wasinger. 
  Absent:  Mark Wiggins.  
  Staff Present:  Senior Planners, Ethan Spoo and Cac Kamak and Associate 

Planner, Melissa Sartorius. 
 
Vice Chairman Neil called the meeting to order at 7:35 p.m. 
 
MINUTES: MS. JENSEN MOVED, MS. DALE SECONDED, MOTION CARRIED TO 

APPROVE THE MARCH 23, 2010 MINUTES AS PRESENTED. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
Marianne Edain (Whidbey Environmental Action Network) asked what the current water 
availability and restrictions are regarding the Skagit River.  Mr. Powers stated that the contract 
for obtaining water through the City of Anacortes to provide adequate water supply runs for 20 
years and the City is not experiencing any conservations efforts at this time.  Staff will look 
further into this issue and report back to the Planning Commission. 
 
URBAN GROWTH AREA (UGA) CAPACITY ANALYSIS – Public Meeting (no action required) 
Staff provided initial findings and data related to land use percentages in the City of Oak Harbor 
and in the surrounding UGA. 
 
Mr. Kamak reported that on March 2, 2010 the City Council approved the 2010 Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment Docket which includes performing a capacity analysis for the current Urban 
Growth Area (UGA).  The scope of this year’s analysis is to determine capacity and will not 
include any recommendations or proposals to change the UGA. 
 
As part of the UGA capacity analysis, staff has gathered population, permits, and land use 
distribution data. The discussion will also include a methodology to determine potentially 
developable land in the UGA. 
 
The graphs, charts, maps etc. are generated from data obtained from the State Office of 
Financial Management (OFM), Island County Assessors Office and the City of Oak Harbor 
Development Services Department.  Some of this information may not directly reflect the real 
conditions of the property and will therefore need to be identified and amended as the analysis 
progresses. 
   
This meeting is intended to share data that staff has gathered with the Planning Commission.  
No actions or recommendations are requested.   
 
Mr. Kamak displayed a Power Point presentation attached to these minutes as Attachment 1. 
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Mr. Kamak reported that the data presentation includes the following information: 
 

• Population – Historical trends and 20 year projection 
• Building Permits – Development – Residential/ Commercial 
• Existing Land Use Distribution 
• Methodology in determining land available for development 
• Maps based on Development Ratios 

 
The population data shows that it is very hard to predict population trends.  Historically, 
population growth as a percentage is:  

• 67% in unincorporated Island County 
• 33% incorporated (Langley 5%, Coupeville 7% and Oak Harbor 88%) 
• 29% City of Oak Harbor. 

 
Population projections from the OFM are shown below.  The decision as to whether to plan for 
the low, medium or high population projection is left up to the Cities and Counties.  In 2005 
Island County and the City of Oak Harbor agreed to choose somewhere between medium and 
high. 

20 yr Population Projection

9,73534,25124,516Medium-High
11,80837,43625,672High
7,66331,06723,404Medium
3,51724,69821,180Low

OAK HARBOR
33,571118,10784,537Medium - High
40,718129,08888,370High
26,423107,12680,703Medium
12,12885,16473,036Low

ISLAND COUNTY
Difference2030 Population2010 Population

28.9%

 
Mr. Kamak noted the building permit data from the City of Oak Harbor from 1973 – 2009 doesn’t 
follow any kind of trend. 
 
UGA land use distribution is between three areas: 

• City – 45% 
• Seaplane Base (not incorporated into the analysis because the City doesn’t assign land 

uses in the Seaplane Base) – 38% 
• Unincorporated UGA – 17% 
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Land use distribution within the City limits and in the unincorporated UGA is mostly low density 
residential.  
 
Mr. Kamak explained Developable vs. Undevelopable Methodology as follows: 

• Determine/agree on population to accommodate (projections) 
• Determine area within the City and the UGA 
• Determine undevelopable properties 

– ROW 
– Schools 
– Public Facilities 
– Parks and Open Spaces 
– Utilities, detention basins, buffers, tracts etc. 
– State and County owned properties 
– Not for profit organizations 
– Religious institutions 
– Well sites 
– Etc. 

• Determine properties that have a potential for development and redevelopment 
• Determine the amount of land available in each land use category 
• Determine development capacity for each land use based on Comprehensive Plan 

densities and historical trends or other assumptions 
• Determine if it can accommodate the 20 year population projection 

 
Mr. Kamak indicated that determining developable and undevelopable properties is an evolving 
science and numerous variables and market forces cannot be accurately predicted.  Ordinances 
also provide various degrees of flexibility.  Community character also plays a role. 

 
Mr. Kamak explained that the criteria for the methodology to determine developability should 
encompass the following: 

• Simple and logical 
• Relies on data that is available 
• Data can be obtained readily 
• Can be repeated in the future for comparison 
• Can be tracked over time 

 
Mr. Kamak explained some of the methodologies as follows: 

• ILR – Improvement value to Land Value Ratio 
– Based on assessed values 
– Uses a ratio between the land and the structure 
– Does not take into account any other feature of the property 

• Density Ratio 
– Not based on assessed values 
– Uses a ratio between existing density and potential density 
– Requires creating a database of information not currently tracked  

• Developability Ratio 
– Based on assessed values 
– Compares either the structure value or the land value against the total assessed 

value 
– Focuses on one aspect of the value 
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Mr. Kamak noted that since Oak Harbor isn’t a high density area it makes more sense to 
compare land values in terms of redevelopment so the Development Ratio method appears to fit 
the best for now.  Examples are shown below: 
 
Using Developability Ratio 

• Data available from the County and updated regularly 
• Total Assessed Value to Land Value Ratio 

– Example 1 
• Total Assessed Value is $400,000 
• Land Value is $300,000 
• Structure and special features is $100,000 
• Land Developability ratio = $300,000/$400,000 = 75% 

– Example 2 
• Total Assessed Value is $300,000 
• Land Value is $100,000 
• Developability ratio = 33% 

Assumptions are: 
• Higher numbers indicate a higher probability of development 
• Assumes that if the land value is a significant portion of the total assessed value then it 

has a potential for redevelopment 
• If the Developability Ratio is 100% the assumption is that there are no structures or 

development on the property 
 
Mr. Kamak indicated that it’s a community choice on where to draw the line for developability.  
This will be the discussion over the couple of months.  One of the complications is whether a 
property will develop within the 20 year period. 

– For Example 
– Choosing to consider properties that have a developability ratio of 50% or less 

will include more properties many of which may be unrealistic for redevelopment 
– Choosing to consider properties that have a developability ratio of 90% will 

reduce the number of properties and may not include potentially redevelopable 
properties 

 
Mr. Kamak displayed maps generated using the assessed values obtained from the Island 
County Assessors office.  The maps give an idea of what the 50%, 60%, 70%, 80% and 90% 
developability ratios show.  The maps are attached to these minutes as Attachment 3.  The 
greener the color is the higher the developability ratio and the brown areas indicate the lower 
percentage of developability.  
 
Mr. Kamak reiterated that the development ratios are not a goal that we are trying to achieve but 
are tools to try and determine realistically what properties may develop within the next 20 years 
using existing data. 
 
Planning Commission Discussion 
Ms. Jensen pointed out that the assessments don’t reflect rents received.  Sometimes the 
assessment shows a low building value due to age and depreciation yet there is high value due 
to rents.  This land may show as developable using the developability ratio but it is not worth it 
to the owner to tearing down the building and rebuild because rents received are high. 
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Mr. Kamak indicated that this is the type of real world knowledge that will need to be worked 
through and applied throughout this process. 
 
Ms. Fey added that historical value of structures will also need to be taken into account. 
 
Mr. Fakkema asked about the advantage to a city in keeping development confined to the city 
instead of spreading out its borders.  Mr. Kamak said that urban development needs to be 
where services can be provided.  It is better to provide development opportunities where you 
already have water and sewer available. 
 
Mr. Neil opened the meeting for public comment. 
 
Al Lentz (1875 Ft. Nugent Road) expressed concern about the City’s ecological impact on the 
rural areas and how this information may be used to spread the UGA.  Mr. Lentz also stated that 
he didn’t hear anything about public input in the presentation.  Mr. Powers stated that this 
meeting is the beginning stage of presenting materials to the Commission and also the 
beginning of the public input process.  These discussions will continue into May and June and 
there will be opportunity for public input during those discussions as well. 
 
GayLynn Beighton (2507 West Beach Road) provided a copy of her career resume and read 
prepared comments and underlined portions of Western Washington Growth Management 
Hearings Board Final Decision and Order, Case Number 08-2-0007c August 15, 2008 attached 
to these minutes as Attachment 2.   
 
Steve Erickson (Whidbey Environmental Action Network, PO Box 53, Langley, WA 98260) 
commented that there is a problem with looking at historical trends and continuing them into the 
future.  Oak Harbor is becoming less dense and this has been a trend for close to 20 years 
therefore thwarting the basic premise of the GMA.   
 
Mr. Erickson stated that he didn’t have a preference as to the method used.  The problem he 
has is that they are meant to be used as a predictive tool but they haven’t been validated.  Mr. 
Erickson suggested that staff take the three methodologies and take a sample of properties in 
the various classes that have and haven’t been developed over time and do a post-hoc analysis 
(looking back in time) to see if the methods explain what has happened. 
 
Mr. Erickson had the following questions: 
 

1) What was date of OFM forecast that was used? 
2) Is chart on page 14 a percent of change in population in unincorporated areas versus 

Oak Harbor looking at the relative change in population distribution between the 
unincorporated areas and Oak Harbor? 

3) Pages 15 & 16 historical population growth percentages; he doesn’t really understand 
what that is showing unless that is just another way of showing the distribution whether 
in a given year what percentage of the population growth was in the City and what 
percentage was outside the urban areas. 

4) Building permit on page 21 does this show only building permits in that year? 
5) Page 22 dwelling units to population 1973-2009 does that just show building permits or 

dwelling units in a given year? 
6) Are the units of measure acres for the charts on page 24, 25 and 26? 
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Marianne Edain (Whidbey Environmental Action Network) clarified her earlier question about 
water availability to the City from the Skagit River.  She noted the February press release from 
the City announced that there was a problem with water due to the low snow pack.  She pointed 
out that water is one of the basic necessities of life and that perhaps Oak Harbor needs to look 
at its intended future population projections to see if it can sustain a medium or high population 
projection.   She commented that she was a little disturbed by the term “or other assumptions” 
used on page 31, second to the last bullet point.  She wanted to know what those other 
assumptions are.  Everything needs to be spelled out clearly. 
 
Ms. Edain pointed out the statement from staff that the Planning staff plans to rely on existing 
data and not generate new data.  She believed that was a serious problem.    
 
Ms. Edain also asked about what the provisions are for accessory dwelling units on fairly large 
parcels in the City and how often are those provisions used and how many accessory dwellings 
can we expect on larger lots which would increase density without requiring further subdivision.  
She thought the City needs to focus on existing densities and how those densities are going to 
be increased in the City limits. 
 
Scott Ashworth (2438 Juan De Fuca Road) stated that he was part of the Swan Lake 
Preservation group and he and his family own 76 acres around Swan Lake so they have a 
strong interest in keeping that area in its natural state and to preserve farmland.  He thought 
that if the City were to decide not to grow at this time that property values within the City limits 
would be more valuable and if he were an Oak Harbor land holder and resident he would be 
pleased with that kind of decision. 
 
Jerry Pitsch (2527 West Beach Road) stated that Swan Lake is in his front yard and Juan De 
Fuca is in his back yard.  He asked if the Planned Industrial Park and Planned Business Park 
listed in the table on page 29 showed the number of parcels.  Mr. Powers indicated the number 
referred to the number of parcels.  Mr. Pitt stated that he had done some research and found 
that between 2004 and 2007 there were 18 contractors that build 42 assisted living units, an 80 
room hotel, 46 condo units, 29 unit apartments, 530 single-family lots with homes and 344 
single-family units.  From 2000 to 2010 the population of Oak Harbor only increased 385.  He 
surmised that there must be many of empty units.  He had doubts about the City’s population 
projection from 2010 to 2030 of 24, 006 which is a difference of 3,500, a 10-fold increase.  He 
believed that the population projection is lower than the low population projection on page 18.  
 
Jerry Homola (2362 Happy Lane) asked if the Planned Industrial area was included in the 
current UGA expansion area on Goldie Road or is it within the current UGA?  Mr. Powers stated 
that the analysis that staff will be presenting this year is only focused inside the original UGA 
adopted by the City and the County in 1995.  The City is not looking at the proposed expansion 
that the City put forth to the County in 2005 since that has not officially been acted upon.  The 
analysis is only inside of what might be referred to as the original UGA. 
 
Mr. Homola asked if the Seaplane Base is included in the UGA acreage and population. 
 
Mr. Homola noted that the 2010 census is taking place and in 2012 there will be current 
population numbers.  Mr. Homola believed that the City is using outdated numbers. 
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Mr. Homola asked if the Planning Commission had read the 2005 UGA expansion proposal and 
the follow-on appeals.  He stated that those materials should be reviewed as we move into the 
next stage. 
 
Mr. Homola encouraged everyone to read as much as they can about community.  He 
challenged anyone to find where urban sprawl is good for community.  Mr. Homola also noted 
that there is a great opportunity to focus on mixed use land development which will improve the 
community.  He believed that the City’s recent decision to make Pioneer Way one-way was a 
move in the right direction to improve downtown. 
 
Mr. Powers thanked the community members in attendance for their time spent on reviewing the 
information for the feedback they provided.   
 
Mr. Powers and Mr. Kamak summarized some of the questions that were asked and provided 
the following responses to the questions: 
 

• Pollution and ecological values – This is part of the decision making process that will 
come in succeeding years as we talk about what this information tells us and should we 
then talk about a change in the UGA or not, and if that is the direction the community 
goes, where should those changes take place and how does the ecological value come 
into that particular area.   

 
• Mr. Erickson’s questions: 

o Charts on pages 21 and 22 reflect the actual number of units per building permits 
for the year. 

o Population numbers – These numbers are obtained from the OFM which is 
updated by April 1st of every year and the data is provided by June of every year.  
We are using the data that was provided in 2009.  The federal census of 2000 
adjusted the 1998/1999 projections and we expect that the projections will 
change when the 2010 census data becomes available in a couple of years.   

 
• Ms. Edain’s question: 

o Water conservation issues – We are not currently under a request for 
conservation measures from the City of Anacortes.  Staff appreciates focusing on 
resources those are truly important. 

o Accessory Dwelling Unit provisions – The City has provisions for accessory 
dwelling units unfortunately there have only been one or two individuals take 
advantage of those provisions.  It is an area that staff would like to see used 
more.  As part of the subdivision code update the City made it easier for short 
plats and infill development to occur by lessening some of the public 
infrastructure requirements, namely streets, to allow lots to be on either private 
drives or private access ways. 

o New data versus old data or creating new data sources – This is a staff resource 
issue for the City.  We appreciate that input about what the right format for us to 
accomplish this project but on the other hand we have the obligation to balance 
our ability to tackle a certain sized project. 

 
• Mr. Pitschs’ question about Planned Industrial Park parcels - There are 11 Planned 

Industrial Park parcels and 3 Planned Business Park parcels for a total of 78 acres. 
 



Planning Commission  
April 27, 2010 

Page 8 of 8 
 

• Mr. Homola’s questions: 
o Seaplane Base – the Seaplane base is in the city limits and within the UGA.  A 

portion of that is included in the OFM projections.  The number comes from Navy 
Housing to the OFM which becomes the estimate that is provided to the City. The 
City is also working with the Navy to get information on the population that 
resides on base and staff will make some adjustments as we go through the 
process to try and see what Oak Harbor should plan for not including the Navy 
population.  If we are to subtract the number residing on base from the number 
that we get from OFM we need to be sure that OFM’s number included the 
Navy’s number in the first place. 

o 2010 Census and when that information becomes available and how does that 
tie into this particular project – In a perfect world all the timelines would line up 
better but the City has the Comprehensive Plan that directs that the City look at 
the capacity of our urban growth area once every five years which means looking 
at all land use categories and not just residential land uses.  Hopefully the 2010 
census information is available in late 2011 early 2012 which will line up with the 
State’s GMA mandate for a major review and update in 2012. 

o Comments about cultural shifts and changes in economies and communities – 
These are things that we will be looking to the community, Planning Commission 
and Council for guidance on.  That is more of the art of this and as one speaker 
cautioned on not only relying on the science so much but bring in the human side 
to the discussion which is part of the community values that we are looking for. 

 
Mr. Kamak elaborated on the public input process stating that there is a blog site for the 
Comprehensive Plan amendments and the advertisements are posted on the link and the public 
can post comments to the blog site as well.  There will also be public input opportunities in 
August and September during open houses or Planning Commission meetings.  All Planning 
Commission meetings are open to the public.  Mr. Kamak noted that this is the first phase and 
there will be a couple of more years of work in terms of defining numbers and figuring out what 
they mean and what kind of policy changes need to be made to reflect the direction the 
community wants to go. 
 
LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT (LID) CODE UPDATE PROJECT– Public Meeting 
(no action required) 
Planning Commission decided to shift the LID discussion to next month.   
 
 
BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION, THE MEETING 
WAS ADJOURNED AT 9:30 P.M. 
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UGA Capacity Analysis

Data Collection and findings

April 27, 2010 discussion

• Population – Historical trends and 20 year 
projection

• Building Permits – Development –
Residential/ Commercial

• Existing Land Use Distribution
• Methodology in determining land available 

for development
• Maps based on Development Ratios

Population

Projections and Historical Trends

Historical Population Trend
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Historical Population Growth
Annual increase in population 
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Dwelling Units 1973-2009
Oak Harbor
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Land Use Distribution
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Land Use Distribution – City Limits
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0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

# of Parcels Acreage

Low Density Residential

Medium Density Residential

Medium-High Density Residential

High Density Residential

Residential Office

Neighborhood Commercial

Central Business District

Community Commercial

Auto Industrial Commercial

Highway Corridor Commercial

Planned Industrial Park

Planned Business Park

Industrial

Public Facilities

Residential Estate

Open Space

Data Source: Oak Harbor Development Services Department 

Land Use Distribution in City Limits
Percentage parcels vs. acreage
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Land Use Distribution in unincorporated UGA
Percentage parcels vs. acreage
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Land Use Distribution in City Limits and 
Unincorporated UGA
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Developable vs. Undevelopable

Methodology, data source, GIS 
queries etc.

Methodology
• Determine/agree on population to accommodate (projections)
• Determine area within the City and the UGA
• Determine undevelopable properties

– ROW
– Schools
– Public Facilities
– Parks and Open Spaces
– Utilities, detention basins, buffers, tracts etc.
– State and County owned properties
– Not for profit organizations
– Religious institutions
– Well sites
– Etc.

• Determine properties that have a potential for development and 
redevelopment*

• Determine the amount of land available in each land use category
• Determine development capacity for each land use based on 

Comprehensive Plan densities and historical trends or other assumptions
• Determine if it can accommodate the 20 year population projection

Determining Developable and 
Undevelopable Properties

• A evolving science
• Numerous variables
• Market forces cannot be accurately 

predicted
• Ordinances providing various degrees of 

flexibility
• Proposed development vs. development 

potential
• Community character
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Criteria for the Methodology to 
determine Developability

• Simple and logical
• Relies on data that is available
• Data can be obtained readily
• Can be repeated in the future for 

comparison
• Can be tracked over time

Some Methodologies
• ILR – Improvement value to Land Value Ratio

– Based on assessed values
– Uses a ratio between the land and the structure
– Does not take into account any other feature of the property

• Density Ratio
– Not based on assessed values
– Uses a ratio between existing density and potential density
– Requires creating a database of information not currently tracked 

• Developability Ratio
– Based on assessed values
– Compares either the structure value or the land value against the 

total assessed value
– Focuses on one aspect of the value

Using Developability Ratio
• Data available from the County and updated regularly
• Total Assessed Value to Land Value Ratio

– Example 1
• Total Assessed Value is $400,000
• Land Value is $300,000
• Structure and special features is $100,000
• Land Developability ratio = $300,000/$400,000 = 75%

– Example 2
• Total Assessed Value is $300,000
• Land Value is $100,000
• Developability ratio = 33%

• Higher numbers indicate a higher probability of 
development

• Assumes that if the land value is a significant portion of 
the total assessed value then it has a potential for 
redevelopment

• If the Developability Ratio is 100% the assumption is that 
there are no structures or development on the property

Drawing the Development Line
• Capacity is based on determining the amount of 

land available for development
• 20 year period (RCW 36.70A.110 (2))
• It’s a community choice on where to draw the 

line for Developability
– For Example
– Choosing to consider properties that have a 

developability ratio of 50% or less will include more 
properties many of which may be unrealistic for 
redevelopment

– Choosing to consider properties that have a 
developability ratio of 90% will reduce the number of 
properties and may not include potentially 
redevelopable properties
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Maps

• Maps generated using the assessed values 
obtained from the Island County Assessors 
office
– City and unincorporated UGA – range of 

Developability ratio
– 50% + Developability Ratio
– 60% + Developability Ratio
– 70% + Developability Ratio
– 80% + Developability Ratio
– 90% + Developability Ratio

Next Meeting

• Developable and undevelopable property 
by Land Use category in each of the 
Developability Ratios within the City and 
the unincorporated UGA
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ÜDisclaimer:
This map is created using assessed value data supplied by the Island County
Assessor's Office in November, 2009.  The map indicates preliminary
information based on the data and is subject to change based on further
research and other findings as the UGA capacity analysis progresses.

Neither the City of Oak Harbor nor any agency, officer, or employee of the City
of Oak Harbor warrants the accuracy, reliability or timeliness of any information
contained on mapping products originating fiom the City of Oak Harbor and
shall not be held liable for any losses caused by such reliance on the accuracy,
reliability or timeliness of such information. Any person or entity who relies on
any information obtained fiom the systems, does so at his or her own risk.
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Disclaimer:
This map is created using assessed value data supplied by the Island County Assessor's Office in
November, 2009.  The map indicates preliminary information based on the data and is subject to
change based on further research and other findings as the UGA capacity analysis progresses.

Neither the City of Oak Harbor nor any agency, officer, or employee of the City of Oak Harbor warrants
the accuracy, reliability or timeliness of any information contained on mapping products originating fiom
the City of Oak Harbor and shall not be held liable for any losses caused by such reliance on the
accuracy, reliability or timeliness of such information. Any person or entity who relies on any
information obtained fiom the systems, does so at his or her own risk.

50%+ DEVELOPABILITY RATIO
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Properties with 50%+ Development Ratio

Properties with <50% Development Ratio
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60%+ DEVELOPABILITY RATIO

Disclaimer:
This map is created using assessed value data supplied by the Island County Assessor's Office in
November, 2009.  The map indicates preliminary information based on the data and is subject to
change based on further research and other findings as the UGA capacity analysis progresses.

Neither the City of Oak Harbor nor any agency, officer, or employee of the City of Oak Harbor warrants
the accuracy, reliability or timeliness of any information contained on mapping products originating fiom
the City of Oak Harbor and shall not be held liable for any losses caused by such reliance on the
accuracy, reliability or timeliness of such information. Any person or entity who relies on any
information obtained fiom the systems, does so at his or her own risk.

Legend
CityLimits

Developability
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(Not included in study area)
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Properties with 60%+ Development Ratio

Properties with <60% Development Ratio
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70%+ DEVELOPABILITY RATIO

Disclaimer:
This map is created using assessed value data supplied by the Island County Assessor's Office in
November, 2009.  The map indicates preliminary information based on the data and is subject to
change based on further research and other findings as the UGA capacity analysis progresses.

Neither the City of Oak Harbor nor any agency, officer, or employee of the City of Oak Harbor warrants
the accuracy, reliability or timeliness of any information contained on mapping products originating fiom
the City of Oak Harbor and shall not be held liable for any losses caused by such reliance on the
accuracy, reliability or timeliness of such information. Any person or entity who relies on any
information obtained fiom the systems, does so at his or her own risk.
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(Not included in study area)

UGA - County Adopted

Properties with 70%+ Development Ratio

Properties with <70% Development Ratio
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80%+ DEVELOPABILITY RATIO

Disclaimer:
This map is created using assessed value data supplied by the Island County Assessor's Office in
November, 2009.  The map indicates preliminary information based on the data and is subject to
change based on further research and other findings as the UGA capacity analysis progresses.

Neither the City of Oak Harbor nor any agency, officer, or employee of the City of Oak Harbor warrants
the accuracy, reliability or timeliness of any information contained on mapping products originating fiom
the City of Oak Harbor and shall not be held liable for any losses caused by such reliance on the
accuracy, reliability or timeliness of such information. Any person or entity who relies on any
information obtained fiom the systems, does so at his or her own risk.

Legend
CityLimits

Developability

UGA - City Adopted
(Not included in study area)
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90%+ DEVELOPABILITY RATIO

Disclaimer:
This map is created using assessed value data supplied by the Island County Assessor's Office in
November, 2009.  The map indicates preliminary information based on the data and is subject to
change based on further research and other findings as the UGA capacity analysis progresses.

Neither the City of Oak Harbor nor any agency, officer, or employee of the City of Oak Harbor warrants
the accuracy, reliability or timeliness of any information contained on mapping products originating fiom
the City of Oak Harbor and shall not be held liable for any losses caused by such reliance on the
accuracy, reliability or timeliness of such information. Any person or entity who relies on any
information obtained fiom the systems, does so at his or her own risk.

Legend
CityLimits

Developability

UGA - City Adopted
(Not included in study area)

UGA - County Adopted

Properties with 90%+ Development Ratio

Properties with <90% Development Ratio

ATTACHMENT 3




