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Reader~s note: At the time that this report was finished, the City of Burien bad not chosen among the 
three alternative future patterns being considered for land use in the Northeast Burien Special Planning 
Area. Part B ofthis report examines the economic and fiscal impacts ofthese three alternative patterns, 
the current pattern, and two future development patterns for this area: one alternative is for 162 acres, 
the other for 110 acres. Part A analyzes five scenarios for potential redevelopment actions by the City of 
~ur~l!-~~or t ,~~,g., tt!e- The five scenarios that are discussed !p" Ylmary and in Part A 
~~pjt~j;JI~, .. . ''i"'aefi . 1,1~~~~}!l!JW1?~'¢~P~l~"Rl~'@.f~~~r,~~~ ' "'":~llfp:ed, even though 
that decision bas not been made at this time~ The two parts ofthis financial an s'were undertaken to 
examine the implications of future implementation actions: the DSEIS alternative land use patterns 
(Part B); and the implications of different land acquisition and redevelopment action scenarios (Part A). 
This Summary is an overview and synthesis of both parts. 

Because this financial analysis deals with future events and actions, it is vary important to monitor the 
economic and financial assumptions used.. This document was provided to assist the City of Burien as a 
resource for the policy decisions it will be making. It will be very important to monitor and update the 
assumptions as time passes and the economy evolves. 

I. Purpose 

Redevelopment of the Northeast Special Plan Area (NESPA) in the City ofBurien 
provides a rare opportunity for the City, the Port of Seattle and the region. Getting 162 
acres of land for new economic development on the freeway system, near a major 
transportation complex and in the economic center ofWestern Washington is significant. 
Redevelopment would require a great commitment of funds, but the economic returns to 
the community and the annual fiscal return to the City are substantial. In order to obtain 
these returns from redevelopment, a significant amount of time, funding and organizational 
effort need to be expended. There are two general policy approaches: 

• If the general policy for the City is to re-designate the area for non-residential uses, 
then to let the private marlcet factors accomplish this through the typical real estate 
redevelopment process; it will take a long time, but will not require large amounts 
of funds from the Port or the City. The returns will be a longer time coming. 
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The essence of the vision for this area in the future in the Comprehensive Plan for Burien is 
to create the capacity to hold economic activity, which would generate employment as 
envisioned in projections of the future for Burien and the region. This economic activity 
would be located near the transportation facilities, residential areas and within areas that 
already have needed infrastructure. These attributes are all consistent with the State's 
Growth Management Act (GMA) and local and regional policies to implement it. fu 
addition the economic and fiscal returns to the City will help diversify the local economy 
and provide a stream of tax revenue to support future services and facilities. 

ll. Context: Policy Issues 

The catalyst for redevelopment is the potential significant noise and other impacts on a 
section of Burien. These impacts will occur from the expansion of a regionally significant 
transportation facility, a third :J:liDWay for SeaTac futemational. The Northeast Burien 
Special Planning Area is primarily a residential. section of the City of Burien that is now 
marginally impacted by air traffic. It will be dramatically impacted with the third runway. 
The definition of'"blight" used in state law to allow public action for land acquisition and 
redevelopment activities focuses on correcting conditions that impact the health, safety and 
common welfare of the citizens in an are~ Airport operations and safety factors will dic\ate 
that (re )development wiii be restricted in this area. The 9urrent land uses are primarily 
residential; uses allowed in the approach areas include office, business park and 
warehouse/ distribution. It is likely the Port of Seattle will purcha.Se land in the approach 
areas for the third runway. The disposition and use of those lands is crucial for generating 
new economic activity. 

From the perspective of the Cizy of Burien, this could be either: 

• a simple process of changing the Comprehensive Plan to allow new economic 
uses, designating appropriate zoning and administrating the development 
regulatory process and then waiting for others to carry out the development; or 

• the City could become actively involved in the redevelopment process. 

The former approach is fraught with the risk that the anticipated positive returns to the 
community and the city would not be realized. It also minimizes the control the City of 
Burien would have. There is a significant risk that it could lose the tax revenue it now 
receives from this area. The latter approach, active involvement, will be costly to the City 
in financial resources and organizational effort to implement redevelopment. Alternatively, 
the City could be indirectly involved through negotiations and participation with other 
public and private decision makers. This approach would assure that an economic 
develqpment scenario that produces the rewards occurs. The uses on some of the lands 
Within the NESP A are defined by FAA regulations. The restriction of uses by these 
regulations will also impactthe:fmancial implications from redevelopment. These 
restrictions are described and illustrated in the environmental impact statement for the 
Comprehensive Plan changes for the NESP A. Figure 1 describes the 162-acre planning 
area with the sub-areas and their land use designations, as well as the FAA regulated 
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areas. The FAA regulated areas include a very restrictive Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) 
and an Approach Transition Zone (A TZ). The remainder is designated for the purpose of 
this report as a "non-airport related" area, i.e., area to the west and north of the ATZ and 
RPZ in the planning area. The RPZ, the most restricted area is small (7 .0 or less acres). 

This type of dilemma was envisioned in a study commissioned by the Puget Sound 
Regional Council (PSRC). The study was undertaken to consider the implications to local 
jurisdictions from the impacts of regionally significant transportation facilities. These 
facilities have the general impact of adversely effecting areas around them. The focus of 
th~;.pS.RC study was to test the feasibility of a city or county undertaking the 
redevelopment of areas impacted by the new or expanded major transportation facility. The 
focus of the study was to consider the potential recapture of the costs to redevelop these 
impacted areas and to evaluate financial tools that could be used to assist these 
communities. 

Molyneaux Associates, Inc. carried out the PSRC commissioned study, "Property 
.,_f\cguisition Financial FeasibiJjty Study," in July 1997. The study concluded that the local 

jurisdiction would have to receive substantianinancial assistance for land conversion and 
redevelopment because the financial recapture for the costs of land acquisition/assembly, 
demolition, clearing and grading far exceeded the potential resale of the land. One of the 
examples used in the study report was a 70-acre area adjacent to the southwest comer of 
SeaTac International Airport. 

This area faces a similar opportunity/dilemma, as is the case for NESP A. The study 
considered how the area would be converted from primarily single-family residential 
development into warehouse/distribution and/or business parks. The recapture from land 
resale after the local jurisdiction's land acquisition and redevelopment actions covered only 
one third ofthe investment of public funds. The study considered, but did not estimate the 
economic and fiscal returns to the jurisdiction from the eventual new economic activity. 
The FAA restrictions on potential development present in NESP A were apparently not a 
factor in the SeaTac area example. 

' 

The two parts to the report that follow consider both the initial financial participation by 
the city in redevelopment and the downstream economic and fiscal returns to the city and 
the community from new economic activity. A very important aspect of this report that 
was not considered by the PSRC/Molyneax study was the potential implications of certain 
ch2,i~~~: by the Port of Seattle. If the port (or another public agency) acquired the lands 
imp'act_ed by airport runway operations and left them "fallow", i.e., the land was not 
redeveloped or was used only for public purposes that support the airport's operations, not 
new economic activity, the City (and region) would not be able to obtain the economic and 
fiscal benefits from redevelopment. Once property is purchased by public agencies, 
property taxes that fund local services are not collected. If the land is used for private 
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Table A 

Summary of Financial Implications 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2a Scenario2b Scenario3a Scenario 3b" 
Dimension 
City Buys 162ac 75ac. 75ac. 0 0 

Port Buys& 0 0 80.1ac. 0 155.1ac. 
Redevelops 

Port Buys & holds_ 0 87.0ac. 6.9 1621ac. 6.9ac. 

Planning & 
$200,000 Regulatory Costs $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 

per year for 2 
years** 

Total Land $73,024,000 $33,637,000 $33,637,000 0 0 
Acquisition Costs --

Infrastructure: Plan ? ? ? ? ? 
& Design Costs 
Infrastructure: ? ? ? ? ? 

Construction Costs 

Land Re-sale: $57,038,391 $31,763,190 $31,763,190 0 0 . R-0-W $1,978,170 $901,813 $901,813 0 0 

• Sites -$55,060,221 $ 30,861 ,377 $ 30,861 ,377 0 0 
Present Value* of $44,891,072 $24,887,290 $24,887,290 

Land Re-sales 
Percent Recapture 78% 94% 94% 

(P.V.= 61%) (P.V.=74%) (P.V.=74%} 
Annual Net Fiscal $816,6;49 $387,989 $779,621 0 $779,621 

Return to City 
Present Value* of 
Annual Net Fiscal 

Return: . 1.5years $8,900,366 $4,228,548 $8,496,809 0 $8,496,809 

• 30Years $13,181,594 $6,262,551 $12,583,919 0 $12,583,919 
One Time During 

Construction $3,126,516 $1,467,950 $2,986,060 0 $2,986,060 
Returns 

Economic Activity 
in Community 
Employment 2,556 1,465 2,421 0 2,421 

Private Investment $187,355,916 $89,960,112 $178,744,104 0 $178,744,104 
Gross Business $448,191,826 $213,996,364 $427,870,748 0 $427,870,748 

Income 
Utility payments $5,272,938 $2,672,842 $5,019,854 0 $5,019,854 

Land Value Increase $47,341,008 $27,301,230 $44,814,528 0 $44,814,528 
--Notes: 'The present value of the future stream of revenues to the City from economrc activity rn the redeveloped 

area was calcul<lted. Dollars of revenue in the future are not worth as much as current dollars_ The costs to 
acquire the redeveloped areas occur in th~ present This expense must be compared on a comparable basis, the 
present value, to the returns in the future: The land resale revenue could occur five years in the Mure, the net 
annual fiscaUrevenue returns will occur over the period when the economic activity is actually operating in the new 
development in NESPA The calculation of these Mure values allows a comparison to the current expenditures of 
City funds. The calculation is made by discounting the future values back to the present by use of a discount rate 
5%, which is roughly the costs for City borrowing. **These annual costs could continue for project management, 
if the City chooses an aggressive redevelopment policy_ 
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The financial implications for the City of Burien include: 

• the city could buy all part or none of the NESPA depending on policy decisions 
with respect to aggressiveness of economic development and control, 

• the City would have some planning and regulatory costs to manage this process of 
assembling land, we have used $100,000 per year, but it could more; it may also be 
necessary for the City to continue this level annual staff expenditure for project 
management if the City decides to pursue an aggressive redevelopment policy. 

• the City could buy the entire area, except for the existing rights-of-way and the 
cost would be $ 73,024,000 for the entire area or $ 33,837,000 for the areas not 
impacted by FAA regulations, 

• if the city could resell the land that it has acquired and assembled and now as is 
rezoned at a higher value with commercial/industrial entitlements instead-of 
residential uses, the land resale return would be $57, 038,391, including 
$1,978,170 from the right-of-way sales. The present value of this resale amount for 
comparison to the land acquisition costs would be$ 44,691,072, 

• the annual net fiscal return to the City from the taxes on the newly redeveloped 
area, less estimated costs to provide public services, is $816,649 to $387, 989 per 
year once the redeveloped lands are fully occupied and businesses operational. If , , 
the entire area is left "fallow" there would be no tax revenues to the City and 
probably some costs at least for police patrol, 

• there are some returns to the City during the construction phase from retail sales 
tax on construction contracts for buildings in the NESP A, partial property tax 
collections, and permit fees for a one-time total of$3,126, 516, 

• there are significant economic returns to the community: employment of2,556 
persons, $187,355,916 in private investment, land value increments of 
$47,341,008, retail sales of$21,1 17, 888 and business incomes at $448,191,826. 

• other local jurisdictions receive annual tax revenues of $2,932,180, including the 
city's share and at 2002 rates, 

• in addition there are substantial non-quantifiable returns to the city of Burien: the 
local economy is diversified, the City becomes a significant part of the 
commercia1!industrial real estate market in the South end of King County and 
northern Pierce County, and there are induced andlinditect economic impacts 
through the multiplier process, though most probably these effects will be spread 
beyond the City of Burien, and 

• the City could excise some control over its own economic activity and budgets, 
and ameliorate some of the negative risk of the Port of Seattle buying these lands 
and not using them for economic purposes. 

Figure A graphically illustrates the general pattern of the timing and magnitude of the 
financial implications for the City of-Burien from redevelopment of the area. The pattern is 
large expenditures of cost at the beginning, partially repaid initia_lly by the proceeds from 
the resale ofland, and then followed by the annual stream of net fiscal returns to the City 
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Part A: 

Financial Implication (Or Redevelopment 

I. Overview 

Part A of this report analyzes the financial implications to the City of Burien from 
redevelopment of the NESPA. It follows the general format and uses updated estimates 
similar to those in the PSRC/Molyneax study. This part compares the land acquisition and 
resale proceeds to the City with the str~ of fiscal returns that would accrue when the 
land is occupied and economic uses are operationaL 

The following sections of this report consider the financial implications for the City of 
Burien by taking different roles in the redevelopment process. There are policy and 
implementation choices to be made by the City of Burien and others (Port of Seattle and 
private sector). The financial implications to the City depend on these choices, not all of 
which are controlled by the city. This report examines the following topics: 

• the redevelopment process and it's general stages, 
• estimates the rmancial implications to the City in each stage, 
• other issues that indirectly influence the financial implications to the City, and 
• identifies where more detailed estimates or information may be needed. 

At the time of this report, the City had not yet made a decision on whether or not to change 
the Comprehensive Plan, including which of the proposed alternatives it would select from 
among those considered in the DSEIS. The calculations and estimates in this Part A of the 
report assume that the City decides to revise the Comprehensive Plan and to adopt 
"Alternative 1" descnoed in the DSEIS. This alternative envisions redevelopment of 162 
acres of land- in the 'NESP A from primarily residential uses to commercial and light 
industrial uses. 

Part B of this report provides detailed estimates of the econom~c and fiscal returns 
(impacts) to the City and other jurisdictions once the redevelopment occurs. The economic 
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not substantially different from other office, business park, and industrial areas of South 
King County- A difference may be the landscaping and buffering requirements noted in the 
proposed revisions to the City's plans/regulations. A description of the anticipated uses 
can be found in the DSEIS and appendix. 

While there are many steps and ways of characterizing the redevelopment process, Table 
A-1 indi~tes ten steps. The purpose of the table is to indicate that there are a variety of 
ways that the City could take a role, as there could be a variety of roles for the Port of 
Seattle and private property owners (or developers). There are some roles (planning, 
zoning and development regulation) that the City assumes exclusively. The other roles can 
be accomplished in partnership with others and the City's role and level of participation 
would be negotiated. The more of these tasks the City is involved with the more control it 
has, though it will probably also be more financially involved. The more of these tasks the 
City takes on alone or in concert with other local jurisdictions the more aggressive and pro­
active its economic development policy for the redevelopment of the NESP A 

To illustrate the :fmancial implications of the City's participation in the redevelopment 
process, three stages of redevelopment are considered. The stages include the following 
and are illustrated elsewhere by estimates of the financial costs and implications for the 
City. Other issues are considered in a subsequent section. , 

Land Conversion Stage 

The thrust of this stage is to change the regulatory and planning environment for , 
redevelopment and to provide an action plan or road map for redevelopment. Some of this 
has been accomplished, or will be shortly by the City. The City is considering the kinds of 
uses that will be appropriate with the impact of airport operations. The Comp Plan 
changes, zoning, and development policies are being considered for change. These changes 
will effect the «entitlements" that go with the land for current and future property owners 
in the area. «Entitlements" are the rights to develop land as detailed by city zoning, 
regulation and permitting processes. These new "entitlements" would add more economic 
value for the land from the new land uses. 

In typical situations much public activity slows (or stops) at this point and the forces of the 
private real estate market are used to implement the new uses in the area. Often this takes a 
long time unless the property owners initiate the changes in response to strong market 
pressures. Should the City decide to become more active in, the redevelopment process, it 
would continue to other steps illustrated in Table A-1 beyond the first two steps and 
proceed to take or negotiate roles in the acquisition ofland and/or subsequent steps. 

The pilblicneed to purchase large areas for airport operation and safety. considerations as 
well as reduction of impacts on r~sidents makes this situation appropriate for direct public 
intervention into the (re) development process. The role of who will initiate and shepherd 
the redevelopment of the NESP A is being negotiated between the Port of Seattle and the 
City ofBurien. ., 
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Assessed Value 
does not include 
right-of ways 
Assessed· value 
Adjusted to 
market and 
safes values 
Relocation 
Costs 
Demolition and 
Grading/clearing 
Costs 
Total Estimated 
Acquisition 
Costs 
Off-site 
Infrastructure 
Construction 
Costs 
On-site 
infrastructure 
Costs 
Resale Returns 
without 
infrastructure or 
value of r-o-w 
Land Use "A" 
Land Use "B" 

Land Use "C" 

Less Sale 
Commission @ 
10% 
Total 

Right-of Way 
Sale proceeds 
Percent of 
Acquisition 
Costs -

Recaptured 
P.V. of Resale 
$'s&% 
recapture 

Table A-2 

Acquisition Costs Estimates 
($ooo's} 

Assumption 1 2a 
Does not include RPZ $45,772 $21,021 
areas 

Assessed value 59,504 27,328 
increased by 15% to 
market Value and 15% 
to Sales value 
20 % of Sales Value 11,901 5,466 

$10,000/acre $1,620 $744 

$73,024 $33,537 

? ? 

? ? 

Office land= $15/sq:ft $19,602.0 $18,099.2 
Business Park = $34,978.7 $16,291.4 
$10/sq.ft 
Warehouse/Distribution $6,817,1 $0 
$5/sq.ft 

-$6,337.6 -$3,529.2 

Includes all adjustments $57,038.4 $31,763.2 
and r-o-w 
Sale at Current $1,978.2 $901.8 
Assessed Value of land 

78% 94% 

Assumed in five yei:ks $44,891.1 $24,887.3 
(61%) (74%) 

2b 3a 3b 
$21,021 0 0 

27,328 0 0 

5,466 0 0 

$744 0 0 

$33,537 0 0 

? ? ? 

? ? ? 

$18,099.2 0 0 
$16,291.4 0 0 

$0 0 0 

-$3,529.2 

$31,763.2 

$901.8 ? ? 

94% 

$24,887.3 
(74%) 



revenue to the City of Burien and other local a jurisdictions as well as the state, 
primarily from the loss property tax. Public services costs may or may not be 
reduced. These tax revenue losses are estimated to be $2,932,180 per year in 
2002 tax rates for DSEIS Alternative 1 in 2002. For detailed assumptions see 
second part of this report. Scenarios where calculated for the eventuality of the 
land being left "fallow". 

• That lands would be brought to a point where they could be marketed to 
potential private sector developers, but without appropriate construction of 
infrastructure to serve economic uses. This is another area where negotiations 
between the City of Burien and potential land buyers/developers could occur. 
The more aggressive the City's stance with respect to economic development 
the more of this task i.e~ planning, design and construction of on- and off-site 
infrastructure. The City could decide to assist this process through rmancial 
involvement prior to the re-sale of the land. 

The estimates of the resale values are very sensitive to the assumed land values. The land 
values here are typical for the types of uses specified but the prices of land vary with 
location, market pressures, and many other factors associated with location and site 
characteristics. 

Table A-3 

Summary of Economic and Fiscal Impacts From Redevelopment 

Impact Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Existing 

Conditions 
Employment 2,556 1,572 173** 
Annual Net $816,649 $468,087 -$ 27,820** 
Fiscal Return 
Present Value 
of the Stream $8,900,366 $5,101,512 
of Net Fiscal 
Returns* 
OneTime $3,126,516 $1,784,289 
during 
construction 

-Note: * The present value 1s that value at the current time of the stream of annual revenue into the future. 
Assumptions were made that the interest rate for discounting thi$ revenue stream back to the current 
time is 5%, approximately the City's cost of borrowing funds. The fifteen-year time period was somewhat 
arbitrary but typical for an investment analysis in real estate. The "net fiscal return" includes annual 
estimates onax revenues associated with the new economic activity to the City less the estimated costs 
of providing public services to the area. **These are estimates of the current employment in the NESPA 
and the City's current net fiscal returns from the area, taxes do not cover public. service costs. Sources: 
See Part B of this report. 
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• Image- Currently the City of Burien is not a recognized part of the regional 
South King County real estate market. There are no substantial commercial 
and industrial lands and space available for businesses in the city. The · 
redevelopment' of the NESP A would provide a substantial inventory of land 
and buildings, 1.7 million square feet, to contain new economic activity. 

• Diversity- Most communities wish to have a diverse economic base so that 
when there are cycles and/or patterns of economic activity they are somewhat 
protected and their tax base is able to grow from several industries. The tax 
base for Burien is limited to its own area, it is developed/built out and the 
existing base of property is aging. Currently the tax base rests on residential 
areas, retail, and especially car dealerships. The redevelopment of the NESP A 
would diversifY the tax base and provide significant additions for the City and 
other local jurisdictions including the school district 

• Multiplier Effects-The economic impacts estimated in this report are 
somewhat understated. The indirect/induced effects from secondary rounds od 
economic activity (the so-called multiplier effects) have not been calculated. 
Much of this effect would be experienced outside of the City, in the rest of the 
region, State, nation or internationally. No assumption is made that this is new 
economic activity. It could just as well be current economic activity that . 
moved out of other areas to be close to the airport or for other reasons. What is 
analyzed here is the extent to which new economic capacity, more space for 
economic activity, is created within the City of Burien for economic activity. 
The combined influence of the negative effects of the third runway on the city 
and its actions to rezone the NESP A, will create ·this new capacity for regional 
and/or state economic activity. 

These are significant along with the potential annual fiscal returns to the City of Burien 
that are estimated in Part B of this report. 

n. Other Financial Issues for Redevelopment 

The following issues are considered from the perspective of the City and based on 
assumptions about the actions of other jurisdictions. 

Recovery of Lost Revenues 

There are at least four ways that the City of Burien could recoup funds that were invested 
in the redeyelopment process. These include: 
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is the area the City buys to facilitate redevelopment in conjunction with port 
purchase of the ATZ and RPZ. 

• Policy factors such as: interpretation of the FAA regulations and funding 
regulations by the regional FAA and! or the Port of Seattle which will reduce 
eligible uses for land obtained with federal funds; Port policies and priorities with 
respect to uses in the NESP A; and that other regional and state agencies will not 
choose to provide assistance to the City of Burien as envisioned in the PSRC' s 
"Vision 2020 Policies" (as updated in 1995)- The concept of''fallowness" is an 
indication of a way that a major player in the redevelopment of the NESPA could 
short circuit the economic and fiscal potential for the City and other local 
jurisdictions. There are at least four dispositions of the NESP A if the port 
purchases it: 

o acquisition-demolition and then no use (it lies ''fallow"), 
o acquisition, demolition, clearing, grading then public uses, but not those 

that result in private revenue generating activities for the Port that are 
similar to private economic activity (it lies ''faiiow"), 

o land purchase, demolition, clearing, grading and sale to the private sector 
for development, and 

o Port purchase and construction of buildings that are leased to private firms. 

The two latter options are catalysts for expanded economic development (and 
fiscal returns to the City ofBurien). The two former options result in substantial 
losses of tax revenues to the City and other jurisdictions. Purchase by a public 
agency other than the Port would produce similar results. The nature ofF AA 
regulations indicates that the lands designated RPZ probably will not contribute to 
local economic developm,ent except as they allow airport operations to expand, but 
do not necessarily encourage redevelopment. 

There are only three general uses identified as appropriate for the RPZ portion of 
NESP A: plant nurseries, passive recreation, £\fld construction lay-down areas and 
under some circumstances park & rides and/or employee parking. The latter two 
uses could generate local tax revenues through taxation of parking, but minimal 
economic development/employment impacts. The RPZ amounts to only seven of· 
the 162 acres in the largest version of the NESP A. 

The more active the City is, the more control it has. The lower risk it has, the greater the 
cost. 

There are several points ofleverage ornegotiationthe City has to exercise control besides 
outright prirchase and redevelopment of land. These can be used to reduce the risk of the 
redevelopment ofNESPA not resulting in economic and/or fiscal returns to the community 
and to other local jurisdictions. The points of negotiation or leverage for the City include 
the following. 
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'urban renewal') by reducing or eliminating 'blight' and to acquire land, assemble sites, 
finance improvements, and resell, land according to a plan_ 

The essence of a public-private partnership is for the public entity to do what it does best 
and the private sector to do what it does best and what is not a public purpose_ 

Infrastructure Investments 

The DSEIS lists the improvements and additions to the infrastructure and utility systems 
that would be required to ameliorate the impacts envisioned in the two DSEIS 
redevelopment scenarios_ There are no engineering cost estimates for these mitigation 
conditions_ This is a major unknown for this study and could be an important part of the 
City's negotiation for redevelopment_ There are two steps: 

• first setting a policy for who shares those costs, and then 
• estimating the costs_ 

These may be more a set of iterative negotiations and less process of linear steps_ If a 
property owner's intention is to let the areas in the NESPA lay "fallow," then this 
dimension of the redevelopment puzzle is less usefuL The Port would not need dramatic 
new infrastructure if the land were to lie "fallow"_ This piece of information would require 
engineering input, at least to get to "order of magnitude" estimates and/ or a detailed menu 
of parts of the mitigation to be shared_ 

Legal Issues 

There are two aspects of the legal challenge facing the City of Burien's initiatives for 
aggressively pursuing redevelopment of the NESP A either to assure the potential economic 
and fiscal impacts, or to mount a defensive stance to protect against the loss of substantial 
revenues_ The first aspect is the need for good legal advice to structure the City's own 
response to its will or policy to pursue an aggressive policy_ That is, to have a legal "road 
map_" Secondly, it has to secure (from other sources) commitments of funds or be able and 
willing to utilize its own resources_ A common response is to structure a public-private 
partnership or some sort of inter-local agreement to combine public resources_ 

Two general routes are available to redevelop areas of a city_ The frrst route is to use the 
State's urban renewal laws_ These laws were recently revised in the 2002 legislative 
session to allow more access and easier use by cities and counties_ They are now calle~ 
"communityrenewal"_ The principal challenge is to establish conditions of public purpose 
and/or "blighf' then to initiate land acquisition activities_ The challenge to use the process 
of the urban or community renewal, besides the need for funds, is the complexities and 
rigidity of the laws requirements ·for following plans for redevelopment_ There is a 
distinction drawn by the legal community between "planner's blight" which is the result of 
inappropriate mixtures ofland use, versus "real blight" which poses threats to the public 
health, safety, morals, and welfare of city residents_ [reference RCW 35_81] 
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is 30.5% of the 12.84% levied. The City of Burien's current share of the property tax 
levied is 13.5%, so the leasehold excise in lieu of the property tax results in a larger share 
on the leased and publicly owned property than the percent of the property tax it would get. 
Use of the leasehold excise tax in lieu of the property tax results in a slightly more 
favorable stream of revenue to the City from, Port ownership and leasing of buildings for 
economic development purposes. 

VI. Summary: Part A 

Part A of the Financial Analysis focused on the "Financial hnplications" of different 
patterns of the disposition of the land in the NESP A depending on what the City, Port of 
Seattle and/or others did with the land and different roles that the City might take to 
accomplish its objectives for the area. The next section, Part B "'Economic and Fiscal 
Impacts," focuses on the returns to the City and others once the redevelopment process has 
been completed. The returns are economic, those that occur in the local community of 
Burien; and fiscal, the changes in the flow of revenues and need for public services for the 
City. The latter examines the three alternative redevelopment patterns that were examined 
in the Draft Supplemental Environmental hnpact Statement for the NESP A 
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alternative patterns of real estate, i.e., land use, considered in the DSEIS and sub-area 
planning process for the Comp Plan. This analysis provides information for decision­
makers not always included in an environmental impact statement. 

futegrated Environmental and Comprehensive Planning Process 

The City ofBurien is examining and considering potential redevelopment for this area 
through a combined planning and environmental analysis process. The City is considering 
three alternative patterns of future land use in the area, including a continuation of the 
current patterns. The City has circulated a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (DSEIS) that summarizes an environmental analysis of alternatives and 
proposed policies for future development in the Northeast Special Planning Area 
(NESP A). An advisory committee, the Planning Commission and the Mayor/City Council 
will be considering, recommending, then deciding on the adoption of plan policies and 
zoning for the NESP A 

This economic and fiscal impact analysis provides additional information for that 
consideration and decision-making process. The economic impacts (i.e., changes in 
employment, private investment, retail sales, income, and other aspects) are those that , 
result from the changes being considered in the City's Comprehensive Plan. The fiscal 
impact analysis compares potential tax and other City revenues to costs of providing public 
city services to the _area under the current and proposed alternative future Ian~ use patterns. 

The economic and fiscal impact analysis is made under the assumptions of full build out 
and a stable operation year for the study area in the future. It would take some time to 
"ramp-up" to the full build out for the NESP A After the area is assembled, existing 
structures and utilities demolished, cleared, graded, and buildings built, it could take a 
while for the full impact of the economic and fiscal effects to be realized_ The key 
variables are the kind and quality of the development consistent with, and commensurate 
with, the strength of the market when the project comes on-line. It could take two to ten 
years for the office, business park, and warehouse and distribution space built there to be 
absorbed. 

The alternatives analyzed in the DSEIS include two alternatives that are based on 
redevelopment of the area into more intense development, primarily offices, business park, 
and warehouse distribution land uses. The alternatives vary in amount of area for each 
zoning categories and location of uses. Two of the alternatives would eventually eliminate 
residential uses. fu addition to the change in uses, the intention would be to make the 
setting a park-like concentration of non-residential uses that respond to regional economic 
and/or airport-influenced activity. These uses would be under the flight path for the new 
third runway~ FAA regulations and Port of Seattle acquisition and disposition actions for 
major portions of the area would dictate the range of eventual uses, as would the regional 
market for non-residential real estate. [See Appendix B of the DSEIS] 

The Comprehensive Plan designations and zoning classifications in the study area would 
change, as would the language in the Comprehensive Plan setting policies for future 
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Northeast Burien Special Planning Area: 
Alternative 1 with 162 a c. Land Use Pattern 
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development in this area. The current zoning that allows residential, commercial, and 
industrial uses would be changed to a new special designation that would allow for a 
mixture of office, commercial, industrial, airport-related, and airport-compatible uses in a 
business park setting. Alternative 1 would change the entire 162-acre study area between 
8th A venue South, Des Moines Memorial Drive, and South 138th Street. Alternative 2 
would focus on a smaller area between 1Oth A venue South, Des Moines Memorial Drive, 
and South 138th Street. Both alternatives assume that the land will be redeveloped. [See 
Figures B-1a,b, & c] 

The third alternative is consistent with keeping the current types ofland use that are now in 
place, primarily single family residential, with new development and/or redevelopment 
according to current zoning. If the third runway is constructed, there would be restrictions 
on land uses within the area. The Port of Seattle would probably acquire large portions of 
the area where development is restricted to non-residential uses. [see: City of Burien, W A, 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS), October 8, 2001, Section 
One]. 

The revisions to the City's Comprehensive Plan would set the pattern for future land use 
that would be allowed for landowners and developers, including the Port of Seattle or . 
private investment :frrms. There are various options for ownership and financing 
redevelopment that could unfold over time could affect the actual amounts of economic 
and fiscal returns to the community. 

There are other issues. The patterns of use, ownership, and utilization intentions of the 
landowners, as weJl.as market factors could effect the implementation of the City's plans 
for the area. There are several combinations ofways that the Comprehensive Plan's vision 
for the future could be implemented ... There are several roles that may be taken by the City 
of Burien, the PQrt of Seattle, landowners, and private developers or firms once the City's 
Comp Plan policies and zoning are in place. 

The various options for the potential redevelopment of the area, including the various roles 
for the City, could change the economic returns to the community and financial returns to 
the City. They also could affect the economic development returns to the local and regional 
co:rrimunity, in terms of employment opportunities, business activity, and tax base growth. 
Even with plan changes it is possible that the area could .lie "fallow" without extensive new 
redevelopment. This could occur depending on the actions of the property owners, 
including the Port of Seattle. Certain funding and airport operational considerations could 
occur that do not lead to redevelopment. If that were the case, substantial amounts of the 
economic and fiscal impact would not result. These financial implications are considered 
and eS!lma!ed in the Part A section of this report. 

The economic and fiscal analysis <compares the scenarios wherein maximum 
use/redevelopment of the area occurs to establish the "envelope" of maximum potential 
economic and fiscal impact for the purposes of the EIS process. The purposes of this 
economic and fiscal analysis are limited to a comparison of the alternatives in the NESP A 
DSEIS. Part A of this report examines the financial implications to the City ofBurien from 
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mitigation costs could be substantiaL These costs could be a barrier to timely 
implementation of the redevelopment of the area. 

• A summary of the net effect of the revenue estimates, which are usually positive, 
and the public expenses (costs), which are typically counted as negative. In 
addition, the changes that are apt to be experienced in the private sector of the local 
economy are noted. The positive revenue flows are compared to the negative 
expenditure flows. This comparison can then be used when comparing the 
potential fiscal dimensions among the alternatives being considered. 

There are other potential fiscal returns and costs to the redevelopment process itsel£ These 
would occur prior to the occupation and operational Stage in the effectuation of the 
redevelopment. These financial implications ofland conversion, land assembly, relocation, · 
demolition, infrastructure, and building construction phases in the redevelopment process 
are considered in Part A of this report above. 

There are many other factors that may be considered besides the fiscal and economic. 
These are detailed in the DSEIS. Other factors besides the environmental are oriented to 
the City and policy decisions of various public and private entities. These include such 
factors as: the City's stance toward economic development, the need for buffers and 
mitigation for airport operations' impacts, land development objectives, and 
interpretation/application ofF AA regulations. 

The methods for the impact analyses assume that the period of analysis is at some future, 
stabilized, full build-out year after all of the land uses being considered have been 
implemented. The time "path" to that full build-out is not considered. 

Overview of Economic and Fiscal Impact Report 

After this introduction and summary section, the results of the economic and fiscal impact 
analyses for Northeast Special Planning Area are reported in two ways. This report 
provides the description of the research and findings and conclusions for both the 
economic and fiscal analysis of alternatives in the DSEIS. There is a technical appendix to 
this report that provides the detailed spreadsheets, assumptions, and methods that were 
used to provide the impact analysis. As the market conditions and negotiations with the · 
Port of Seattle and! or other property owners unfold, the City staff wjll be able to use the 
impact analyses to provide useful information for implementation decisions. 

The results of the economic and fiscal analysis of the alternatives being proposed for the 
Northeast Burien Special Planning Area are reported in Tables A-1, A-2, and A-3. The full 
build out stabilized year comparison shows that the redevelopment of the area would 
provide substantial economic activity in the community and ~et revenues for the City. 
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The net fiscal gain, from potential redevelopment in the NESP A, comes from additions to 
the tax base of the City through significant increases in assessed value, business and 
occupation tax, utility taxes, and retail sales tax. The costs to provide city services to the 
area were estimated to be similar for the three scenarios for redevelopment of the area_ 

Table B-2 provides comparative estimates of the net fiscal impact to the City ofBurien. 
The estimates of the current revenues that are generated by the area indicate that the 
revenues do not exceed the estimated current costs to serve the area. This result is 
consistent with typical results for similar situations. The estimates for Alternative 1 exceed 
those for Alternative 2. As a very general rule, with many potential exceptions for specific 
cities, single family land uses tend not to "pay for themselves"; multifamily lmtd uses tend 
to "break-even"; and commercia1/industrial areas tend to be net revenue gene~tors, i.e., tax 
revenues tend to exceed the city's costs to provide services. 

Table 8-2 

Summary of Results for _Fiscal Analysis to Burien 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Difference: 
Alt..1 less Alt..3 

Annual Revenue 
to City· $1,095,489 $639,522 $192,979 $902,510 
Annual Public 
Service Costs to $278,840 $ 171,435 $220,799 $ 58,041 
City ... 
Net Fiscal 
Return $816,649 $468,087 $-27,820 $844,469 
Annually 

Sum of One 
Time Fiscal $3,126,516 $1,784,289 $3,126,516 
Return* 

. . .. 
Note: There are other returns to the Ctty dependmg on how and who Implements the changes anbctpated 
in the Comp Plan. These are estimated and discussed in Part A of this report above. During the 
construction phase of the project and before the building are occupied and businesses are operational, 
certain increase in tax base occurs and permits and fees are paid. *These are the "one time" fiscal 
returns. In addition, there are other tax revenues that could accrue to the City if and when the land and 
projects are sold, such as, the real estate excise tax, which are not included in this total. 

The results are based on the detail assumptions described elsewhere in the memorandum 
and are sensitive to those assumptions. There are many other economic returns to the 
community besides those that are listed above. The non-quantitative economic effects 
include the following. 

• The effects of the airports operations on business op~rations and building 
technology. 

• Policy driven infill development and more intense development of urban land. 
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The services that these jurisdictions provide are less directly associated with measures of 
redevelopment at the site. Possible exceptions are fire protection and EMT services. The 
demand for the latter is a function of the number of persons who will be present at the site. 
The increased need for fire protection of commercial and industrial space is often balanced 
by the ability of the fire protection agency to impose on-site design and equipment features " 
to reduce property lost for commercial-industrial uses. It is also in the interest of these 
firms, if for no other reason than insurance considerations and state work place safety 
regulations, to provide a portion of their own fire and other safety protection. 

The fiscal impact on the local school district is ambiguous. On the one hand the district 
loses revenues since the school age population that would be in the residences in the 
NESP A are no longer there to attract state allocated revenues per student. To balance that, 
the school district would have additional assessed value and tax base to levy of local option 
revenues for their programs and facilities_ The commercial and industrial activity would 
bring to the school district more tax base to levy local option levies without more students. 

Other junior taxing districts will have to balance program needs to increased tax revenues 
that are generated by the new development in the NESP A. 

Limitations, Monitoring and Updating the Analysis 

Any activity that has "development" in its description usually takes a long time. 
Redevelopment of a sub--area of a city may take even longer, since it involves dramatic 
changes to something that is already established in responses to market forces, albeit 
historic ones, plus the inertia of changing existing in place investment. The imposition of a 
large and significant public investment in infrastructure, such as the potential third runway 
for the SeaTac termmal, will be a catalyst for this dramatic change. Still the process will be 
stretched over many years. This time:frame is not necessarily a problem for the financial 
analysis of either the DSEIS alternatives or the options for the City. Decisions must be 
made in the near term. While during redevelopment implementation the financial analysis 
can be used to compare potential actions even though those events will likely take place in 
the future. The actual acquisition ofland and operation of the third runway is estimated to 
occur after five years. The financial analysis was developed so that it could be updated and 
revised, as more detail is known about the project. The implementation of redevelopment 
could take quite a bit longer as a function of the strength of the market and public agency's 
participation. 

This form of financial analysis is often called 'pro forma' analysis since it is based on 
assumptioJ:lS about conditions "as if' they were occurring with actual knowledge of events 
that would occur in the near term. The impact analysis [and the fmancial analysis of Part 
A of this report] is made based oM. careful construction of reasonable scenarios for the 
future using current market values, public policies/regulations and relationships. In reality 
these relationships will probably change in the future as implementation actuality occurs. 
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The Northeast Special Plan Area of Burien is located favorably with respect to many 
transportation modes ... The NESP A location is adjacent to and has access to the region, s 
network of freeways and major highways ... Access to SR-518 (extension ofi-405) provides 
access to I-5 (a major north-south :freeway that links the West Coast and Canada, as well as 
Mexico ... SR 518 (I-405 extended) is also a route to a major east-west freeway, I-90 ... SR-
509 is located 2/3 of a miie from the NESP A location ... The planned connection of this 
freeway (SR-509) to I-5 in the Kent-Des Moines area will enhance the freeway connection 
aspect of the NESPA location, as well as downtown Burien ... 

The SR-509 :freeway currently provides ready access to the central business district of 
Seattle, a major commercial, financial, government, retail and cultural center for the Pacific 
Northwest ... In addition, this :freeway provides access to the marine terminals of the Port of 
Seattle and to the large concentration of businesses in the industrial areas of the South 
Seattle market ... Seattle's industrial area contains yards for two transcontinental railroads ... 
The marine terminals provide freight access to international and Alaskan trade ... This access 
to the region's :freeways also provides a means to link to another internationai/Alaskan 
seaport, the Port ofTacoma, and eventually to other Western Washington ports on Puget 
Sound, the Columbia River and California ports ... Moreover, there is a large concentration 
of industrial parks, business parks, retail stores/shopping centers, and some offices and. 
office parks in the Green River Valley ... This concentration of industrial space in Southwest 
King County and the South Seattle area (with extensions into Pierce County) is 
consistently ranked for their strength by national real estate investors... The Green River 
Valley includes the cities of Tukwila, Renton, Kent, Auburn and other small communities ... 
There is also a growing market for business and office park space in Federal Way, Tacoma 
and northern Pierce County, especially Sutnner... 

Table B-4 

AirportActivity 1985-2010 
Rates of Growth for Passenger and Cargo Traffic 

1980-85 1985-90 1990-95 

Passenger 4.5% 7.2% 7.0% 
.Cargo -0.1% 8.3% 5.4% 

Notes:* Average Annual Rate of Growth 1980-2010 
Source: Port Of Seattle, 2000 

1995-98 1998-2010 

4.3% 2.8% 
1.6% 4.6% 

Projected 
Long 
Term* 
4.4% 
4.2% 

Given these many transportation assets, the areas of Tukwila, SeaTac, Des Moines and 
Burien are also dominated by the;economic and real estate influence of the passenger' and 
freight traffic that flows through SeaTac International airport's terminals ... While the 
residents of these, and other Southwestern King County areas do not universally appreciate 
the activity at the airport, it is an undeniable asset for leveraging economic development ... 
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A number of issues are identified in the DSEIS that will influence the feasibility of 
redevelopment. Water quality, transportation/traffic/storm water/surface water 
management facilities, as well as buffering surrounding areas from non-residential 
activities/impacts have been identified in the DSEIS as significant issues. Several of these 
issues could require large investments of funds for, mitigation costs of the environmental 
impacts. The DSEIS lists anticipated capital improvements and mitigation issues. The 
DSEIS does not address how such improvements would be financed. Typically, financing 
these types of improvements is negotiated through combinations of public and private 
funds. The DSEIS does not provide cost estimates for these mitigation items. 

Most of the redevelopment parcels will be under the flight path for the third runway. This 
type of location has not been a major impediment for development of industrial space in 
areas surrounding the airport. High quality business park~ and office space have not been 
attracted to these areas. The overall real estate and business climate in South King County 
has provided appropriate sites for high quality business, office parks and industrial parks 
elsewhere in the market area. The site in the NESP A will have to be of such high quality to 
overcome the noise and image impacts of being in the flight path and impact of airport 
operations. 

Many of these redevelopment issues will be influenced by the actual plans that land owners 
ana developers formulate for the area. These details could affect the pace and performance 
of the implementation of redevelopment for this area ofBurien. 

Economic Overview for Area 

Three cities surround the airport and provide most of the opportunities for employment 
spaces adjacent to the airport, SeaTac, Des Moines, and Burien. Tukwila's SR-99 
redevelopment area is also a portion of the surrounding economic area for development 
influenced and dominated bythe airport. SR-99, Pacific Highway South (or in SeaTac, 
International Boulevard) is currently mostly retail highway services-oriented and lodgings 
businesses. Tukwila has plans to upgrade some of the limited space along SR-99 to office 
.and small business park or heavy commercial uses. 

Tables B-5 and B-6 summarize current data on employment in these three cities. The data 
in Table B-5 on the share of employment, an indicator of the local economic base, reveals 
that retail trade, services, :fmance, insurance and real estate are the primary economic 
activities within Burien with 73.4% of employment. The services, finance, insurance, and 
real estate industrial category (SIFIRE) is often used as proxy for office employment, but 
the category is diverse and includes activities that are accommodated into many small retail 
spaces. The S/FIRE category includes service and repair activities, lodgings, business 
services, a.S well as health (Highline Hospital) services and other professional services. 
The large concentration of wholesale, transportation communication and utilities industry 
employment is often found in light industrial warehouse,. distribution and terminal facilities 
such as those around the airport. Burien has much less of this than is typical for these 
cities. Burien has a significant share of most types of employment except this type. 
Manufacturing activity is underrepresented in the economies of these three other airport 
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Data on the population size and growth of Burien are not as significant as employment for 
this analysis. Local population growth is only indirectly related to the demand for the type 
of space envisioned in the NESP A. The growth and size of population in this general part 
of the region is relevant. Table B-9 shows the recent past trend in population growth and 
projections for the future. Some types of office space and warehouse/distribution 
businesses are sensitive to population size and growth. 

Burien Budget Trends 

The City of Burien has had a relatively short budget history since incorporation in 1993. 
Some patterns have evolved. Table B-1 0 briefly shows these patterns. The table focuses 
on the revenue or tax base sensitive side of the City's budget. The tax and revenue 
collections of the City have increased faster than the combined effects of population, which 
are often associated with more demand for services, and inflation that may drive the cost of 
providing services. Significant influences have been the increase in assessed value, levels 
of construction permits, and growth of retail sales in the city. The assessed value of 
property in the City has increased slower than the other sources of revenues. The City has 
significantly reduced its outstanding debt during the period. Other taxes, primarily the 
retail sales tax and the City's own operations through charges, licenses and permits, have 
been primarily responsible. Increases in budget amounts greater than the combined rates 
(35.9%) of increase in the CPI and population indicate rates of increase that have expanded 
faster that typical demand factors in established communities. 

Table B-11 

Current & Proposed Land Uses 

Land Use Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
(Current) 

A-Office* 30.0 24.1 .1 
B - Business Park* 80.3 41.3 
C -Warehouse 31.3 15.6 

/Distribution* 
Residential - 100.7 
Commercial - - 7.4 
Institutional/Schools - - 12.0 
Vacant - - 22.0 
Miller Creek Buffer - 14.9 17 .. 0 
Right-of-Ways 20.4 13.7 20.8 
Total Study area 162 ac. 109.6ac. 162ac . . 
Notes: * refers to A, B, and C, land use categones used m the DSEIS (October 2001), page 2-11. **The 
actual amount will require a survey and site plan . . , 
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for "A" intensity uses is developed as office space; "B" intensity areas develop as business 
park space, which is usually referred to as light industrial space that accommodates a wide 
variety of businesses; warehouse and distribution is assumed to be the development that 
will occur on the "C" designated areas. This warehouse and distribution land use is 
probably the most coi:nmon light industrial use found in areas adjacent to the airport. A 
portion of the space in office, business parks, and warehouse distribution is assumed used 
for supplemental retail uses. 

IV. Key Assumptions for the Economic and Fiscal Analysis 

The economic and fiscal analysis of the redevelopment of the NESP A is based on a 
number of assumptions and calculations that first create a reasonable scenario for the 
future, then apply existing ·state and local revenue regulation and policies to the new 
economic activity that would occur. The new development would change the types of 
demands that the area puts on the City's fmances from primarily residential to commercial 
industrial activities. Another set of assumptions relates to the demand or influence that the 
new development will have on the expenditure side of the City's budget. These two 
counteracting influences are compared to estimate the future net fiscal return from 
redevelopment of the site as per the alternatives. 

Table B-12 

Economic Assumptions for Redevelopment Areas 

Land Use A Land Use B LandUseC 
Primary Use Office Business Park Warehouse/Distribution 
Floor area ratio .. 25 .30 .30 
Square feet per 350 800 ~500 
employee 
Gross Receipts per $121,000 $207,000 $342,000 
employee 
Retail sales per $200 $200 $200 
square feet 
Utility payments* per $4 $3 $2 
square feet 
Retail space 10% 5% 5% 
Lease rate $22 per square feet $18 per square feet $6 per square feet 
Construction Costs $120/sq.ft $11 0/sq.ft. $75/sq.ft. 
Construction 65% 65% 75% 
Contract** 
Land values $15/sq.ft. $10/§q.ft. $5/sq.ft .. . . . . 
Note: *·Utility payments rnclude: gas, water, sewer, telecommumcations, etc. but not electrtctty m Bunen . 
**This is a portion of the construction costs and includes labor and materials, sometimes referred to as 
the "hard" costs, as opposed to the "soft'' costs of construction which typically include legal, 
architectural and engineering fees, taxes, marketing and leasing f~es, and any assignment of developer 
fees. · 
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·Public Service Expenditures 

The estimates of the cost to the City of Burien for the public services it provides were 
estimated by relating such costs on a per capita basis. The transformation of the area from 
residential uses that are primarily influenced by the public facility and service needs of 
households to areas that will generate needs for public services to employees is a 
complication. 

To account for the comparison of this "apples-to-oranges" complication the 2000 City 
expenditures for public services was divided by the "full-time equivalent population" for 
Burien in 2000. This is a purely artificial construct that attempts to measure the demand for 
city services that the City experiences because of the presence of people. Most direct city 
services are generated by the presence of people and these people are either residents or 
employees of local fmns. Their needs are often different. The total of residents and 
employees estimated for the city in 2000 was calculated. Residents were weighted at . 70 of 
each person because many residents are in their home in Burien 70% of the time (e.g., the 
week 110 hours). Employees were weighted at .30 for each employee in Burien because 
they are present 50 hours per week, 40 hours of work and Yz hour before and after, or39% 
of the week These two were then added together to obtain a number for the total of "full­
time equivalent population" present and generating the need for services of the city. The 
amount spent for each public service in 2000 was divided by the estimated weight aniount 
of population and employment to get an amount per "full-time equivalent population". This 
amount was then applied to the estimated population and/or employees for each alternative. 

Table B-14 

Public Services Costs 

Service $ per "'full-time equivalent person" 
Police $176.08 
Public Works $11.78 
Community Development $31.28 
Parks, recreation, Cultural $40.56 
Direct Costs $259.71 
"Overhead" - General Government 40.4% of Direct Costs 
Total Cost per FTE-person $364.63 

The Table B-14lists the amounts used to apply to the estimated number of people, 
employees that would be in the NESP A at full build-out. 

The d~ect p"liblic services costs were supplemented by other costs that may not vary 
directly with the number ofpersoos (residents and employees) in the city. These were 
added like an ."overhead" amount to the total of direct costs. These "overhead" costs for 
general government services were calculated as a percentage'ofthe other "direct" public 
service costs, based on that same percentage in the current City budget. 
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Appendices 

There are two sets of spreadsheets that were used to calculate and estimate the financial 
dimensions of the redevelopment of the NESP A in Burien. These spreadsheets indicate the 
detailed assumptions that were used in the :fmancial analyses. 

Part A. Financial Implications 

This spreadsheet is an investment analysis, which considers the City's costs and returns 
from its participation in the redevelopment process for the NESP A. This set of 
spreadsheets illustrate the financial implications of actions by either the City of Burien 
and/or the Port of Seattle after the Comp Pian decision is made and decisions are made 
about how aggressively to redevelop the NESP A by land owners. It also illustrates the 
policy options that are available to the City with respect to redevelopment. 

P~rt B. Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis 

This spreadsheet analyzes the comparative economic returns to the community and the 
fiscal returns to the City of Burien once the redevelopment process is completed. Three 
alternatives wen~ examined. The three alternatives are those that were analyzed in the City 

· of Burien's Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, October 2001. The 
DSEIS considers changes in the City's Comprehensive Plan and zoning for the NESP A. 
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Financial Implications: 
SDEIS Alternatives 

Nor1heast Sp~clal Planning Area 
Crty of l3uner1, Washington 

Variable ,....---- Formula Scenario 1 Scenario 2A ·r Scenario 29 Scenario JA ·1 Scenario 39 
Wl'.fllr jf4)~·~mm-ffi~~- .. : .. : · 1 ' : ,, •. urt1MHiii,tW~tW.!itiriw<rfB\Iwm;~,,,Klllirrflri.>liiill!\1Jiii!llii:Jt:,!iti!f.l*ff!!.~'liJJh/l~,81'li:l'-i'icoliom/q:and li'liciWtiiiili· 1,_;; ~;:trJ,Ifffi!W.!(ii(\1~1~i'HRfc<; ; .. i\!I!f!\;w.:lt*'t"!ll'!t!II~WJ.\\l!.\15f'.•.w•ti. ',;;•<&~:rf<J,\il'' "··-~,,·;,r: ·'' l<•, \ ,. ·. ·;~ -·~-~., . 

1 Total Acres· Alternative 1 "'Total of 6 rows below 162.0 162.0 162.0 162,0 162.0 
_,.2 Land !,!~e A· Office Park -·· -·····----·-~-----f!_!um of! and lls_!!_6 (RPZ, ATZ, !::!6Rl ______ -----·-- ----·-- ... 30 0 30 01------........... .JQ.Q ................. ~Q.Q ..... . . ... _~Q9. 
.. ill il!lrf 1!~2 !J. ~!!~lp<)~~ f~q<k. , .................. , ................. , ..... ~ ~\!<!) f~ J!!!l.cJ ""9. ~ \[lP.~,.C! I?,, !'Jf.l!~L ...... , , .. ", .. , .............. _ ............. ~r, ~ _____ ,.,_JmJ ..... - ...... , ... ,, 111} :J . 1111 ;1 1111 ,I 

4 Land Uso G. Wurahousu/Oislnbullon • sum olland 11se G 1RPZ A I Z NARl 31.3 31.3 31 3 31 :J :J 1 ~ 
5 Miller Creek Buffer =sum of Miller Creek 8uffer{RPZ, ATZ NARl 0.0 0.0 o.o 0.0 O O 

~~_of WaL_. = !\!.!n.~LB!£1l1l2f Way (RPZ._61l,.t:!6!3.L.........._._ JQ. 4 20,!1-----------gQ~ ---.. - .. ~~ ___ ....... --~~~ 

8 Runwav Protection ZoridtRPZl Acres =Tot~ I of 6 rows below 7.2 7.2 7:2 -----·"'f2 ·---·--···r2 
9 Land Use A RPZ. Office Park 2.3 · 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 

10 Land Use 8 RPZ. Business Perk 3 9 3.9 3.9 3 9 3 9 
11 Land Use C RPZ • WarohouseiO•slnbulion • ·---- o o . o o ·-"fci ----·o·o ___ .... _,,..ii'ii 
12 Miller Creek Buffer · o o o o -·oa ·------· .. :·0-li ..................... _ 'ii t' 
13 Riqhl ofWav 1.0 1.0 1.0 1 0 1 0 
14 

f ~~ ~an~~:c:AT~~~s~t~f~i~o~:rk~TZ Ams =Total of 5 rows bolow r---·ar~l 6~:-~1 "ij~~~r-=:·::::·: .. -·~~g:.~~-:~=-=~.:: .. :·:=~~'b 
171Land Use 8 ATZ· Business Park ·-' 1· I 39.01 39.01 39.01 39 Ol 39.0 
18ILandUseCAl'FWarehollse/Dislribuliol1····--··· ----~---~ ·--·-· ··- · ......... ----- ----I 31:31 31.31 31.31 3131 313 
191MilierCreel<-suFer---- -~-· .. ----·----~-----·-.. ·-~ ·----.· ..... ·---------~ ---- ool · ------- ool o.ol o o1 oo 
20IRighlorWey --- --- ~--- -· --- ---~ T ----~-. ···~ ---~ .. --·- I 1011 10.11 10.11 10.11 10.1 

21 
221Non·Airport f3ela!<lcj (NAR}Acres =Total of 5 rows below 74.4 74.4 74.4 14.4 74.4 
231Land Use A NAR ,;,Office Park 27.7 27.7 27.7 27.7 27.7 
24l~and Use 8 NAR ·Business Park 37.4 37.4 37.4 37.4 37.4 
25lland Use C NAR • Warehouse/Dislrlbulion 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
26\MIIIer Creek Buffer 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
27IRJgb!.of Way 9.3 9.3 

_1!1. 
9.3 9.3 9j 

291Current Land Uses (acresL =Total of 7 rows below 162.0 162,0 162.0 162,0 162.0 
30\Sir\Qie Family Residential 89.0 89.0 89,0 89.0 89.0 
311Multi Family Residential 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4 
321Mobila Home Park 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 
33\Commercial 7.4 7.4 7.4 7.4 7.4 
34\lnstltullonai/School 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 
35IOfflce O.t 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
361Vacant 22.0 22.0 22.0 22 0 2~.0 

37IRight ol Way & Other 20.8 20.8 20.8 20.8 20.8 
38 

J40,0 340.0 

'"-"" 
lAD 0 10110 

' 'iiii 0 .. "5i:>o f ~~ ~~~~~:n~~~~~~~~t':~ ~~~~.f~L-·-~··-----.. ·-···-·---· ~~~=.:~.: .. :: ::~.~~~:~:.~.~~:~~ .. ~~~~:~:: ....... -------··-·--1 ............. ~ .. 
41 Resldenlial Units· Mull• Fami!Y_ 
421Re~iilenllal Utili&'. Mobile Home I I 96.01 96.01 96.0 96.0 96.0 
43 
441Assllssed Value (b()o'si; $ing)jl£amtry Resldenliai Unit • #of unlls x $175,000/1000 $32,900 $32,9001 $32,900 $32,900 -$32.900 
451Assessed Vai\Je(OOO's); Mulli·FamifyResidentlal Unit = # of units x $65,000/1 000 $3 640 $3,640 $3.640 $3 640 $'3;640 

$1,253 $1,253 $1,253 $1 .25:U. $1.253 461 Price per Mobile Home = land assessed valve x 1.3 
47 
48 

$45 772 $45,772 
$15,709 $15,709 

$7,989 $7,969 
$1,993 $1,993 

$964 $964 

$46 772 $45,772 $45 772 
$15,709 $15 709 $15 709 
$7,989 $7 989 $7,989 
$1.993 $1,993 $1,993 

$964 $964 $964 

49l'rotal Current A!lse"sedVaTue (OOO',jf =sum of land and buildings 
50 I Land : sum of 6 below 
51ISIQ91e Family~Residentlal 
5"21Mvltl Family Residential 
531Mobile Home PaTk 

$1,845 $1 845 
$34 $34 

$1,118 $1,118 
$1,766 $1,766 

$0 $0 

$1,845 $1 845 $1 845 
$34 $34 $34 

$1,118 $1,118 $1,118 
$1,766 $1 766 $1 766 

$0 $0 $0 

541Commerclal 
55 I Office 
56llnstilullonai/School 
571Vacant 
581Rlf!b.Lof V\f~y & Olher 
59 

$30 os3 $30M3 
$17,181 $17,181 
$10132 $10,132 

$30 063 $30 063 $30,063 
$17181 $17 181 $17,181 
$10,132 $10,132 $10,132 

60IBulldlngs = sum of 8 below 
61l$1ngle Family Residential 
621Multl Family Residential 
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Financial Implications: 
SD!:IS Alternatives 

Northeast Special Planning Area 
City of Burien, Washington 

,,,, ... ~ ... : ·,:. ~ ,,,.. ...~ 

Variable Formula Sconarlo 1 I Sc•narlo 2A I Scenario 28 I Scenario 3A I Scenario 38 

631Mobile Home Park $234 I $234 I $234 I $234 I $234 
641Commerciel $1,214 I $1.214 I $1,214 I $1,214 I $1,214 .... _____ J~§i $55 t==-·-- $55i= ____ $_5H--··--·...1!i§. 

........... 1···· ........... ,..,. .......................... - .. ,. ....................................................... ·--···~-... t .. --···-·· ........ l!,3~~- ···----1t.~~~·-·---····~J.?:~6 ....... ,. ... H~~6i······· .... m!.~~6 
_§.§~Q.!!!£L._ ________ _ 

Qfl !nr.!!!!!!!r'lP'I!in\1'11'!!.. . • .......... , ... 
6l Vacant 
68IR1ght of Way & Other $01 $01 $01 $01 $0 
69 
70 Current Retail Sales 
71 Current Gross Receipts 
72 

• Retail Space (sq II) x Retail Sales per sg_ ft ($200 
= Office, WID space (sq rt) x $400 

$12,400,000 
$640,000 

$12,400,000 
$640,000 

~~~~~~~~~~~--------------------~+-----------------------------·----------+---------30.0 277 80.3 37 4 
31.3 0.0 

$12' 40Q.QQQ 
$640,000 

771Total Land Use Mlitercre<ik8uffar:Acra5 · ~------ · 1 - ·• 1 o o1 o.ol o.o 

$12,400.0QQ. 
$640,000 

$12.400,00Q: 
$640,000 

; Acres . --- . --- . 7:.it----;;~.~~------- .. ··--·o~or-·-... -......... o.o 
80 
811Tolal Land Use A· Acres 0.0 27.7 

39 0 7G ,J 

31:3 3"'1':3 
0.0 o"ii 

821Tolal Land Use B ·Acres 
831Total Land Use C ·Acres 
841Total Land Use Miller Creek Buller· Acres 
851Total Land Use Right of Way· Acres 10.1 19.4 

861Total Port Acres Qevoloped = Sum of 5 rows above 0,0 0,0 60.4 0.0 164.8 

87 
881Total Land Use A· Acres 2.3 2.3 30.0 2.3 
891Total Land Use B ·Acres · 42.9 3.9 80.3 3.9 
90ITotal Land Use C • Acres 31.3 0.0 31.3 o.o 

0.0 00 0.0 00 
11.1 1.0 :10 4 10 

911Total Land Use Miller Creek Buffer • Acres 
921Total Land Ose f3.19blr.>tWay· Acres 
931Total Port Acres Undevel(lped = Sum of 5 rows above o.o 87,6 7.2 162.0 7.2 
941Grand Total Acres 162.0 162,0 162.0 162.0 162.0 
95 
961::'· Phase I .·,·,L:\1,;.: 
971Piannlr)9.ana·B_,l:i'lillatory-Fee§ {for 2 years $200.000 $200,0001 $20o,oool . $200,000[ $200,000 
98 
991Tota1Ass.ass.ed\talua. Land and Buildings (OOO'sl -lto be bouiilifbYG-ity--~--~-··-~-~----~·-----~7121----~ 1121-:oiW~ $210211 $01 $0 

100IAdiusfedlo Market Value !=total assessed val~e X :io% ~-~-~-~ ·c·-·-·---r··----$59.'5641"'---~- $27,3281- $27,3281 $01 $0 
1 011Relocalion Costs ·---~ ···--· Iii adiusted assessed value x :20% I $11 ,9011 $5,4661 $5,4661 $01 $0 

r·1~; ~A~~~~~~~~~ci~~~==-~·==-=:~{~~o~~l~~J;~~~~~u, riil~iD~~~-<ruiii.o&.uraJioa- ..... ,.~~ . . . . ·Jti~~~- $1L·~rd===-1~~;~~1-=====1~1~=:~~:~=}~ 
104 
1 051Total Assessed Val~e • Land and Bulldinos lOOO's) Ito be bo~ght by Port and redevel_<229d I $0 $0 $22.716 $0 $43,738 
1 061Adlusled to Market Value I• total assessed value x 30% I · $0 $0 $29,531 $0 $56,859 
1071Relocatio~ Costs I= adiusted assessed value x 20% I $0 $0 $5.906 $0 $.11,372 
108IDemolltlon &GradlngCosls I= $10,060 x total acres I $0 $0 $804 $0 $1',548 

•n $~~~~ 1b91Total Ac~ulsltion Co~ti!-(OOO'•l - ~m of adJ,!!,•~··Il~i!!J~i-~~!!;oatl2!lt..:!omo & grading ·r ..tq-.--~~ 
110 

·--~----"..!2 ____ .J~~m 

1111Toial Assessed Value • Land and Buildings (OOO's to be bought by Port and not redeveloped $0 $24.751 $2.034 $45,772 ---$2,6:14 
1121Adlusted to Market Value = total assessed value x 30% $0 $32 176 $2,645 $59,504 $2.645 
1131Relocalion Costs = a<.Jiusted assessed value x 20% $0 $6 435 $529 $11,901 $529 
1141Demollllon & Grading Costs = $10,000 x total acres $0 $876 $72 $1,620 $72 
1151TotaiAQ.qulsltlon Costa (OOO's "sum of adl anessed value, relocation, demo & grading $0 $39 487 $3,246 $73,024 $3,246 
116 
1171Grand Total AcqulsltlonCoiltti_OOO's =sum of CIW, J>ort devel()ped, Port no1 redeveloped $73,024 $73,024 $73,024 $73.024 $73.024 
118 
11er~~!itl1!~~~ifilli~ii:~~tt!1f\~~il\itlfj'~t\~~1'\'!i!1ili<!l\t7!1,;1!'0~iii1\r,:;!N!•''N~;\~,p~y;!t1:!"~··:1r'~T:ii·•·•'·'· .•·•·' '";:;''' ' :-~i.·: ~- ,,:i=P· J:.::;: \~ 1 'phQ$0 .. 2 =~· (.i -··_.;::li~:ir.l~t~rr ::r: i::~\'~"1Ji~--i·fl~rf''!H,~:·.~~r[~P-'~~W.f1?C~~l!il~:!~~~··~?:·:tr··~{~P:~~p1~ZTfi~Fr: :'!· .:l.t:!~r;·.~:·.:~;n-,:!;·.:·!7~:·····,·1;•\ i~· · · 
120IInfrastruoture Planning and Oeelgn Costs 
121 Oil-site ----······-· $0 ~· · -,~-~~$5 -·-··----· 
122 On-site $0 $0 
123linfrastructure Construction-Costs 
124IOH-slte I ???? I ~- $01 ·---~ ~-$01- ·--··-. -$01-· ··-~..101 . ---· $0 
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Financial implications: 
SDEIS Alternatives 

Northeast Special Planning Area 
City of Burien, Washington 

r.~~~~--:J :;_,~·~::~.1 ~~~~:··:.~lf;n 

~- --- - Fom111/n I Scenario 1 I Scenario 2A I Scenario 28 I Soon arlo 3A I Sconnrlo 38 
125 On~sile ---------- --- ---- - · ----~~ ----- --~-- ------- "??7??' "$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

126 Total infrastructure Plannlna, Ooslan and Construction Costs =sum of four above $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

.J.ll .. -1--.. -------------···--.. ···-.. ····---·-·----------- ·-·-·"-·"""""""''"- -----·-!-·--------------- .................. ' ....................................... .. 
120 Proooorle from Ro••lo of L•ncl . . . . . .. . . . . .. 12u r~;;~ ua;;· A' :·c5tii;;;;···--·· ·.:.=:..:==:.:.::=.:=::.:.~· .:;·otii<:<;;.:;;·;;;~:.;,·.!li!i~i:4'6o"''·· ..... ·· · · .................................. ......., ............ ··-·-··--ii filiiioiii> ---$-i(i'iiu·s·i-iiiJ -.. - .... ii.ii.i"iiii0 ·;i.ii> ··.::·::=.~~! ______ , ... _ .. J! 1 

130 Land Use a. Business Park =IBP acre$\ x $435 600 · $34 978,680 $16 291 440 $16,291.440 $0 $0 
131 Land Use C • Wareho•Jse/Distribulion . • • (WID acres) x ~~J.7,800 ---·-'---- _____ ..JM..1I.c!~O $£ ______ .J£ -----.. -~ ---···--1'! 
-+~ ~t~~£t(;J~ylli~ .. -+-------------- ~~~*!!d~~~~·~;r~;~~~~~6~·-- "$(9'78:1~~ ·$sofa~ ----·-iieat:a~5 ....................... i~ ..... · ··· · · ... ~[; 
134 Sales Commission • 10% of five above $6,337.599 $3 529,243 $3,529.243 $0 $0 

.. J >l2 T9.!.~l.~9.E!!!':!!.!f9.!!1. !3~.!-~.!! g,J.!:!!.!J!L.-----·----·-·-··- ~- Er.?.m~~.!f.2rr! .. ! .. u!~ l~~~.~.'!!£!.'!2!!!!!1!!.!!?.!1 ...... -----··-· ............. ~F,m,~~J ____ $~1,m.~.!.~~ .......... m,I~~,1~q . .. . . .. JO ... ~.0 m r.r.~!.£!l!.Y~!!!~.!!l!.m.emr..!!21~ ~!.b!!mH!!l!!! ...... , .................. ~E!•\!'!~Y~.'!W(LQ~l:.L ..................... - ........................................... H~.~.~~m~ ............. Ja~.~~M~9 ......... W.m,~~o ~o $0 
138 Phase 3 --·------···- ......... _._ .. ___ ,_, 

139 
140l9<1_ristructlon Costs 

'T41TrOiaiCOn'SiiUc'ii'Oncosl. C)llica 
1421Total Construction Cost· Business Park 
143 Total Construction Cost • Warehouse/Distribution 
144 Tolal all Conslruclion Costs 
145 Total Land Value Increment 
146 
147l~and Values 
1481Land Value• • Off~e 
1491Land Values· Buolneos Park 
150ILand Values • Warehouse/Dhtrlbutlon 
1511Total Land Value• 
152 
1 S31Constructlon Contracts 
1541Total Construction Contract. Office 
1551Total Construction Contract. Business Park 
1561Total Construction Contract. Warehouse/Dis!. 
1571Total Construction Contracts 

1. sq ii'o'iliCe"X'it'i"2i:J---·--·-----~ ---$3-9.'264-:ciool $36.f98:3iior------$:Jii:Fiii:36ol····----.. ~--.. -···$al·-·····:~3o:1iiil:36i> 
=sqrtBPx$110 I $115.429.6441 $53,761,7521 $109,823.4721 $01 $109.823,472 
osg ft WIO x $80 - - . ······ . . . . . $32,722.272 

=sum of th'rea above (Cons! Cos! of Office. BP, WID .. E!:5!.2!'!:.!.£:! 
• Sum of LVI for land usa A B and C $~4.814,528 

= Office acres x 43560 x $15 
• BP. acres x 435GO x $10 

$19,602.000 
$34.978,680 

$18,099,180 $18,099,180 $0 $18,099,180 
$16,291,440 $33,279.840 $0t--tl3.279.84ti 

= W/0 acres x 43560 x $5 $6,817,140 $0 $6,817.140 $0 $6.817,140 
=sum of 3 #'s above $61.397,820 $34,390,620 $58,196,160 $0 $58.196,160 

=Total Construction Cosl Office x .65 $25,482,600 $23.528,934 $23,528,934 $0 $23,528,934 
=Total Construction Cost BP x .65 $75,029,269 $34.945,139 $71,385,257 $0 $71,385,257 
= Total Construction Cost WID x. 75 $24,541.704 $0 $24,541,704 $0 $24.541 '704 
• sum of three rows above $125.053,573 $58.474 073 $119,455,895 $0 $119.455.895 

158\Permil Fees • .015 x Total Construction Contracts $1,87M04 $877,11.1 ,$1,791,838 $0 $1,791.8361 
159 
160IEconomlc Indicators 
161\Tolal RetaiiSquareFeel-~ ------~- ---------------r;;-Reiailsilace·{ofiice+sr+wiol _____ ·· -~-- ------~-- --·--io5.589l___ 54,6621 · too.536l ol too.53G 
1621Annual Retail-Sale$ ______ · ------ ··-------------1= Total Retai1Sqft(abovefx$2oi5- --------- · -- ---~- ·· $21,117,8881 ·· ·--$10,920,4921.. $20,107.2961 $0\ $20.107.296 
163\Prlvale Investment·--~·----------·--~-- • I= Totat"alf"ConsTruc!lOnCosC(Qifice, ei>_,:__vvli5:Ref8TI) ----~L:: -::HE\7;355:9161 ----~$89,960,1121-- $178,744,1041 $01 $178,744,104 

1671Utililv Pavmenls · ---·--· ------------~------~~~~1-DITiiiYE~menls frori19fflce,ilf>;W76A.Resldeiiiial- ~ ------T $5~272,9381 ------$2,672,8421--~ $5.619,8541 $01 $5,019,854 
1681Value of Construction Contracts - ------·. ---------~····· --~=-rot8TalfCon$iruCiiOnC-oniiacls-~-------~----~------$125,053,$73j $58,474,073j"'-__-'$H9;45s,ee51 ----·--· $01 $119,455,895 
1691Land Value Increments lo Sum of LVI for land use A Band C. - T . $4i',:J4T;ggej·- ---$?7,301,230\--- $44,814,5281 $01 $44,(l14,528 
170 
1711RenV~easos 

= sum of three rows above I 

1771Annual Revenues 

~~~m=~~==~='!:'l"rn:M"l:ll7~~~~;::w:l=~=~~:.u--:-;=::-""'"...,.-_,..L----th~:·.,;,~,.~~.J·~-w~)).:'.l.l·ru.;:,,,,. :r: .... _. ,., ...... , .. 
1851Full Time !liiYlYalent Poiiul~tlon 
1861Residents x ,7 0 
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--"'!rr~le 
;_H 

TEP 

!P11bllo Sorvlcoa Cost 
IPolrco 

'ubllc Wo~s 

"M~§, Reo arrc! <;ullural 
)lrect Cosls-

l_19..§i~o.~iaLGov~rnment (overhead) 
U97JTolal811n\Jall'lJbllc-Servlce~ Cos! 

~ 
INel Ann11al Fiscal Return 

201 
~02j0ne Tlm~rax and Permit Foe$ 

205 Permits 
206 Tota!_Qr1_e_ l'TnieT?.X ~n_d Per111il Fees 

! 20 
... 208 Other Rovonues 
I 209 Storm__'l1/_a_ter .. 
L~121Arts Project 
1 213JReal Esl<!i_e-exdw-
I 214\lncreased Debt Capacltv 

215\§<lte of Right of Way 
lJ. 

~~;~~.-,",'f ~.:d 

'ax Revenue to other 
)lly 

1 12002 rates 

•ols 
~ 
UViS 

21\lli<tle Schools 
<tng County 
>ort or Seattle 
Total Tax Revenue 

Sa/o$ Taxes 
lurien 

l<lng County 
I 231jSiate 

TA 
\-1etro 
ratal.§(ll~s T_ax 

·,·;;l.--:"--:;---:·7"-

. l a~d R~oulatorv Fe~ 

236[land Ac~uleltlon 
' :);r.,~a:.~(·:·i ~~-,~·~:·.•,:r1,: ·.·, · . .,;\:;;·: 

May 8, ~002 

Infrastructure Design & 
Land Resale 
Present Value of land resale 

Net Fiscal Return • Year 1 
Net Fiscal Return. Year 115 
No! Fiscal RelUin • Yeai 30 

.. :~, :·;' ,.: 

~~-\~·:,,. < • ,_.:J fl·e·• ,.,;~ t.l: ~ ..... ~ ~.~~fJ ~~~;~~::.~~ 
w.-.~·~-""""·,Q 
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Financial Implications: 
SDEIS Alternatives 

Northeast Special Planning Area 
City of Surien, Washington 

Pormu/Q 
!.._.!l_l< New Employment SumfQr AH 1 !1L!;rnpl. gum_for All_~ 
I• sum of 2 rows abov~. 

8PX$17G08 
;; FTEP )( $11.78 
•_ETE:P~1_.28 
I" FTEP x $40 sr, 
' sum of four rowa above 
' sum of Direct Costs x .4C 

Direct Cosls +General Gov 

Resul!t 
Total {IJ1n~_al Revenu_e_ ·Total Public Services Cost 

'Value of Canst Contracts x .85 x 
'Property Tax x .5 
'Value of.Contruction Contracts x .015 
' sum or three rows above 

• Value of Construction Contracts x .01 
Total Land Values x .0025 
Total PJiyate lnvestm_e_nt x .075 

!from above 

L" (Conslri.J9tlon Conlrct + LVI)/1000 x $7.55431 
• Construction ConlrCi + LVI/1 o()6--a3.22778 
• (Qgnstructlon_ Contrct + LVI)/1 000 x $1.34794 

~ontrct + LVI)/1000 x $.25 
~onlrct + LVIl/1000 x $2.98946 
control+ LVI)/1000 x $1.44949 

ElQgns[ri.JqtlonQontrct _i-_l.\ll)l10QO x $.Hfi§9 

J• RetaiT§~Ies x .oos5 
• Retail Sales x •. ooas 
' Retail Sales x .06! 
• Retail Safes x .OC 
• Retail Sales x .OC 

_l"_hjlso I 

Phase 2 
~ 

.:Eh~~e 3 

.,··:-, :-:;;~':.~,M~~i!l~:r 

'sum of (net fiscal return/1 .Oo'Year: 
• sum~of (net flscl!treturn/1.0/;i'vear) 

I 

r.·~··:J r;::·.·:·:~_.~=.l ~:;· __ --···J 

Scenario 1 
_I§' 
_]§/_ 

$135,04 
$9,034 

MJjJO 

$816.649 

$1,062, 
--18-: 

$1,875, 
$3,126, 

$30.0C 

$1,250, 
$153, 

$14,051 
_i1,9Z~ 

$1 ,302,32; 

~ 
$232,371 
$43.091 

..1§_15,36: 
$249,88• 
~ 
$2,932,180 

$179,502 
$179,502 

:_uj7~&§:J 
$84d_U 
$42,?36 

-$1,8S8,H4 

$20o,ooor 

Scenario 2A 
44C 

__11( 

- $77,401 
$5,178 

$13,_7_QO 

$387,989 

$• 
l,81 

$1 
$1,467,91 

$30,00C 

$584,74 
$85,9: 

$6,747,008 
$901,813 

$647,973 
$276,864 
~ 
~ 
""'ffiE 

$12• 
$TE 
~1,451 

$92,824 
$92,824 

$709,§3: 
_H:!,6~2 

$21,84 
$961,003 

$200,0001 

$73,024,3201 ...... $33,1537,09! 
!', 

1 
i_' 1 !; :;·i{'{ ;.r~lh~~r:h~!l~: I :: • 

$5' 
$44 

$31,76 

491 $38 
-~Moo~-~~· 
$13.181.5941 . ----$6.26 

--'1 
... i 

~·~~----"\1 

t~ 
r.---~,--~--~ ... 

.;..,.,ofi 

_llo_!ll~lc> 2B I Scenario JA 
~ 0 

Scenario JB 
726 

721$ 

_$127,9Q~ 

$ 

. $8,$57 
~g,m 

~4 

$: 

$779,6f 

$1 

$1 
$ 

$30.000 

$1,194,5 
$145,4' 

$13,405,8· 
$901,8 

$1,240,950 
$530,229 
~ 
$4I668 

$491,08( 
$238,108 
~ 

~$2, 794,Q90 

$170.9 
$170,9 

-~1 ,306,97~ 
$80,42_9 
$40,215 

$1,7611;442 

$200,0001 

$33,531,0951 
::·ir~ 

..E 
$2, 

-'$€ 
$" 

726 

':161 • · $ i:i'i)o1.1 
l,5s; 
rn 

$OJ .~29,404 
$188,651 
$15:466 

$264,112 

__j()j . . $779,621 
-~--~~ 

$1 .015.Jit' 
S178,847. 

$1,791,838 
$2.986.0~C 

$3o.oool i13o.ooc 

$Oi $1,194, 
$01 $145, 
$6\ - ·:m,4os.ao8 
$( 

$OJ $1.249"950 
$530,229 
$221,42 

$41:00 
""$49TT8 

$238, 1C 
""$31,13 

... ___ f.f.,r~~~2Q9. 

$0/ $170,91 
$0/ $170,9' 
~[_---_}1','30.6,974 
:gJ[_ -- $80,42~ 
$OJ J40,215 
$01 $1,769,44: 

$200.0001 $200,000 

$OJ $0 

$( 
To 

$0 
il,'::::-·.:;; .... ::.:.·;,,,; .·; 

$779,62 
$8,1_9M09 

$ii,583,91 
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Economic and Fiscal Analysis 
SDEIS Alternatives 

Northeast Special Planning Area 
· City of Burien, Washington 

~-- ' .. . · .. , 
,, ,.JI 

!"''''"""'""~ 
,, . . •• j ::-~~~~~~::·~ ·~·n-----~ 

~ .................. ,.., . ~, ..... ,. 
~ ~ 

b..ltol"'rt!!tl\/o <i I 
A 

1
•"•natlve 2 JM.!kte~~!!'.~~ ~>'$ 

1ti:i:.U 109~6 ~-~--o:o 

30.0 24.1 o.o 
80.3 41.3 0.0 

.1.!l._<l_nd Use A • Office Park I= sum of land u~P,(RPZ, ATZ, NAR 
3!Land Use B ·Business Park !=sum of land use B (RPZ, A'rz. NAR 

31.3 15.6 0.0 
0.0 14.9 0.0 

20.4 13.7 0.0 

-.±!Land Use C ·Warehouse/Distribution l=sumofl~[i~-useC (RPZ, ATZ, NAR 
_§.[Miller CrE)ek Buffer I= sum of Miller CreekJ:31.11f1:1URPZ, Alb _ _f'JAR) 
_Qj.B_Ight_ofWay I= sum of Right of Way (RPZ. 1\IZ.NABl_ 
7 

8!Runwa-vProtectlon.Zone !RPZLt\m!? I= Total of 5 rows below 7.2 7.0 o.o 
_Q!Land Use A RPZ ·Office Park 2.3 4.6 

~ 1.6 JQ]Land U~e-B RPZ. Business Park 
J1J~and UseQBf"Z-::warehou:seiQisfrlbuflon 
....UJMill_orc;reek Buffer 

131 Right of Wi:j_ 1.0 0.9 
1· 
15[Agp_roach Transition Zone (ATZ) Acres I= Total of 5 rows below 80.4 80.5 0.0 
16!LandUse 6..1\TZ ·Office Pa_r_k 19.5 
17!Land uses ATz:£uslr1ess Park 39.0 20.5 
18.1 Land Use C ATZ ·Warehouse/Distribution 31.3 15.6 
f9!Miller Creek Buffer 14.9 
20!Right_o(Way 10.1 10.0 
2' 
22!Non·Aimort Related (NAR) Acres I= Total of 5 rows below 74.4 22.1 o.o 
23!Land Use A NAR :oflicePark 27.7 
24!Land Use B NAR. Business Park 37.4 19.3 
25!Land Use C NAR ·Warehouse/Distribution 
26!MIIIer Creek Buffer 
27!Right of W<Jy_ 9.3 2.8 

. _2~ 
__M 0.0 I= Total of 7;,...:.::c:.:.::.:.~= 

30!Single Family Residential I I I I 89.0 
31!Mult1Fari-111y_R_e§ldentlal ~~--------- L_ ___________ ___ _ __ 1 __j 9.4 

_..:i~IMobii(JJ'lQrne park ______ _ L_____ _________ ___ _________ _ ___________ L__ __j 2.3 
33!Commerclal I I I 7.4 
34!1nstitutlonai/School I I I I 11.0 

J~ lvNtH:i, · · ···- -~:~.~-.-~-...... -....... :~=-:: .. :~::=::... -·F:~.: .. :::.~:.==~=-=~---~-----=--~-==-·--·------··-----F-====r:===--==_:_F-==-=~~~6 
3J!Right of Way & Other I T I I 20.8 
-~§. ___ , 
:lO!Total RoAidontlal Units I= aum of SF, MF and MH roaldontlalunlts bolow I 0.01 · · ···o.o --------· 40!Residenlial Units· Single Family I I I 

I -~~~~~~f~~:w~~ ~fii{;:·~~~h~~~~lfe ···-· ·-""--·---·f-----.. ---·--- f---.. -·---··--····"····· ... , ... , .... ~ ........ 
431Persons per Unit· SlnQie Family I I 2.81 2.8 
44!Persons Q~rl.Joit ·Multi fan1ily_ I I 2.21 2.2 

_1§JE'il!.§QI)Sp€Jr Uflii.:J.-1Jl_t)_II_E!_Home I I 1.51 1.5 
461School Children(@ 0.6 ger single family household) I= total single family residenlial units x .6 I OiOI o.o 
47 

0 
6 1~ ~;~~fil:d;]k~~8Jaiilo~--~----- ~·-~~~~fs~~(;~~ MH pop below ·- I ·---~t----·---------

50IPopulatlon. Multi Family I= MF units x pph (MF) I Ol 0 
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Variable 
51 Population - Mobile Home 
52 

_£~ I£!!!L~t.!!Eiovees • Current 
54 [~~.li!!.L.[;!nl!I.9.Y.eos • Cllrre_n_t ___ 

"55 Orrlce Employees -Current 
56 Other Employees - CurrEJnt 
57 B.§.! ail ~~ce (ssl\l.._. 

"'58 Office Space (sq fO • 
59 Retail Sales oar Square Foot 
60 BP & Warehouse/Dis! Gross Receipts per Employee per so ft 
61 Utility Payments oar Souare Foot Commercial/Office 

..... 2~ \:1\li!!Y. .. E.~~!...nents ear Residential Unit - Slnole Familv 
o:J Y!!~!t!..>:~Y-IIIOII~.!!QUiQ!l!Q£U.!l!!l..b!!l!L:..t0ultl Fa mil~ 

""64 UtiiiJy Payments per Residential Unit • Mobile Home 
65 State Shared Revenue per Person· 2000 
66 
67 Total Current Assessed Value (OOO's) 
68 Land 
69 Single Family Residential 
70 Multi Family Residential 
71 Mobile Home Park 
72 Commercial 
73 Office 
74 Institutional/School 
75 ~~cant :76 Right of Way & Other 
77 

~ Buildings 
_79 Single Family Residential 

80 Multi Famllv Residential 
81 Mobile Horne Park 
82 Commercial , 
83 ~-'84 Institutional/School 
85 Vacant 

..•. §0 B.!.®JE!..Y.Y~.Y.-~.S!Ihe;,~ 
ll7 

"'"'88 clilleilt'i'~eiiiiT'sates --··--
89 Current Gross Receipts 
90 

"§i' Re<leveioiJmeilTAssumi>iiona 
92 Land Use A • Office 

"'"03 ·r(ltnt ImH1 Uso A - A ems 
'"94 LiiiJ'Us·a·A-:FAR-

95 Land Use A • Square Feet 
96 Land Use A - Square Feet oer Employee 
97 Land Use A - Office Employees 
98 Land Use A • Gross Receipts per emplovee 

.... 99 Land Use A • Gross Receipts 
100 Retail SP<1Ce sq ft 
101 Land Use A - Land Value Increment 

M<1y 8, 2002 
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Economic and Fiscal Analysis 
· SDEIS Alternatives 

Northeast Special Planning Area 
City of Burien, Washington 

Formula 
= MH units X pph (MH) 

= sum of 3 rows below 

c .. --.i f!.,' -""d " . -~~:;;:il 

Alternative 1 
0 

0 

r~·r--···---"'il 

h···'-,·l 

Alternative 2 

~~ ,. 

0 

0 
= 1.~mployee per 500 ~~i!!.~-
= 1 employee per 350 so ft office ~----1-----------
= 4 employees per acre 

$200 $200 
$10,000 $10,000 

$0 $0 

.-........ , ___ .... 
$31 $31 

=sum of land and building$ $0 $0 
= sum of 8 below $0 $0 

=sum of 8 below $0 $0 

-
"'Retail Space (so ft) x Retail Sales per sq ft ($200) -·-~-- -·----~--$0 ··-~-----·----· $0 

= Office, WID so ace TsCi ft\ x $400 

--~ ... ,. .... ...,.~-··· -----· --
= RP7. office nares+ ATZ office Heres+ NAR office acres 30.0 24.1 

0.25 0.25 
" Land Use A acres x FAR above 1.25\ x 43.560 x 90% 294,030 236.204 

350 350 
= so ft of office I sq ftiier empto'lee 840 675 

$121,oo'b $121,000 
=office emolovees x aross receiots oer emolovee $101,650,371 $81.659.132 
" Land Use A acre$ x FAR (.25) X 43560 x 10% 32.670 26,245 
= Land Use A acres x 43560 x $12.50 $16,335,000 $13.122.450 

·:J 

!• 

Alternative 3 
144 

173 
124i 

5 
44 

62,000 
1.600 
$200 

$10,000 
$2 

$1.200 
$800 
$800 
$3t 

$45,772 
$15,709 
$7,989 
$1.993 

$964 
$1,845 

$34 
$1.118 
$1.766 

$0 

$30,063 
$17,181 
$10.132 

$234 
$1,214 

$55 
$1.247 

$0 ... 
--.. silloo.oao· 

$640,000 

-

1 

I 
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Variable 
102 Land Use A· Utility Payments per sq. ft. 
103 Land Use A • Utility Payments 
104 Land Use A • Retail Sales 
105 
106 Land Use B • Business Park 
107 Total Land Use B ·Acres 
108 Land Use B ·FAR 
109 Land Use B • Square Feel 
110 Land Use B • Square FeeiR_er Employee 
111 Land Use B • Employees 
112 Land Use B ·Gross Recel~tsper Employee 
113 Land Use B • Gross Receipts 

··n4 f~l!!.1J!3.P!.~0!?.!l~li'_, •. _._, _____ .. ______ _: ___ . 
115 Business Park Land Value Increment 
116 Land Use B • Utility Payments per sq. ft. 
117 Land Use 8 • Utility Payments 
118 Land Use 8 - Retail Sales 
119 
120 Land Use C ·Warehouse/Distribution 
121 Total Land Use C ·Acres 
122 Land Use C ·FAR 
123 Land Use C - Square Feet 
124 Land Use C - SqLiare Feet per Employee 
125 Land Use C • Employees 
126 Land Use C ·Gross Recel!)ts_Qer Employee. 
127 Land Use C • Gross Recei[lts 
128 Retail Space sq fl 
129 Warehouse/Distribution Land Value Increment 
130 Land Use C ·UtilitY Payments per sq, fl. 
131 Land Use C • Utility Payments 
132 Land Use C • Retail Sales 
133 '· 

'134 .g_onstrucllon Costs 
-135 Total Construction Cost- Office 
136 Total Construction Cost • Business Park -
137 Total Construction Cost ·Warehouse/Distribution 

"He Total all Construction Costs 
139 Total Land Value Increment 
140 
141 Land Values 
142 Land Values - Office 
143 Land Values • Business Park 
144 Land Values • WarehoLise/Distrlbution 

'145 Tolail:and Values 
146 
147 Construction Contracts 
148 Total Construction Contract· Office 
149 Total Construction Contract· Business Park 
150 Toto! ConstrLictlon Contract· Warehouse/Dis\. 
151 Total Construction Contracts 
152 Permit Fees 

May 8, 2002 
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Economic and Fiscal Analysis 
· SDEiS Alternatives 

Northeast Special Planning Area 
City of Burien, Washington 

Formula 

= sq ft of office & retail x utility payments per sq ft 
= retail space sa ft x retail sales per s_q fl ($200) 

= RPZ BP acres+ ATZ BP acres+ NAR BP acres 

=Land Use B acres x FAR above (.30) x 43,560 x 95% 

= sq fl of BP I sq fl per employee 

= BP employees x Qross receipts per employee 

~: 

: .. L~n~ ~!.§~.§ ~£r~~--~J~BJ.: ~.0L~ -~-~.?.~.Q.} .. 9.~·---·-- .. ··-··-···--= Land Use 8 acres x 43560 x $7.50 

= sq fl of BP & retail x utility payments per sq fl 
= retail space so fl x retail salesper so fl ($200) 

= RPZW/D acres+ ATZ WID acres+ NAR WID acres 

= Land Use C acres x FAR above (.30) x 43,560 x 95% 

= sq fl of WID I sq fl per employee 

=WID employees x Qross receipts per employee 
=Land Use C acres x FAR (.30) x 43560 x 5% 
=Land Use C acres x 43560 x $3.50 

= sq fl of WID.& retail x utility payments per sq fl 
= retail space sq fl x retail sales per sq fl ($200) 

= sq It Land Use Ax $120 
= sq It Land Use B x $110 
= sq ft Land Use C x $80 
=sum of three above (Cons! Cost of Office, BP. WID) 
=Sum of LVI for land use A, 8 and C 

= Office acres x 43560 x $15 
= BP acres x 43560 x $10 
= WID acres x 43560 x $5 
= sum of 3 #'s above 

= Total Construction Cost Office x .65 
=Total Construction Cost BP x ,65 
=Total Construction Cost WID x .75 
= sum of four rows above 
"' .015 x Total Construction Contracts 

., ,, ~:.: ·:~:;;J 

Alternative 1 
$4 

$1,306,800 
$6,534,000 

80.3 
0.30 

996,892 
800 

1,246 
$207,000 

$257,945,903 

:r-~-- .. .., 
fi•,.-, •hi ~..,-.' .. , .- .. 4 ~: ...... :·;:~ 

,. ( 

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
$4 

$1,049.796 
$5,248,980 

41.3 
0.30 

512.723 
800 
641 

$207.000 
$132,667,071 

·------§~l1§.Q ---·-----~§.:.g~§ -----· $26,234,010 $13,492,710 
$3 $3 

$3,148,081 $1,619.125 
$10.493,604 $5,397,084 

31..3 15.6 
0.30 0.30 

388,577 193,668 
1500 1500 
259 129 

$342.000 $342,000 
$88.595,551 $44,156.249 

20,451 10.193 
$4,771,998 $2,378,376 

$2 $2 
$818,057 $407.722 

$4,090,284 $2,038.608 

$39,204,000 $31 ,493,880 $0 
$115.429,644 $59.367.924 $0 

$32.722.272 $16.308.864 .,, $0 
$187,355.916 $107,170,668 $0 

$47,341,008 $28,993,536 $0 

$19,602,000 $15,746,940 $0 
$34,978,680 $17,990,280 $0 

$6,817,140 $3,397,680 $0 
$61.397,820 $37,134,900 $0 

$25.482.600 $20,471,022 $0 
$75,029,2M '$38,589,151 $0 
$24,541,704 $12,231,648 $0 

$125,053,573 $71.291,821 $0 
$1,875,804, $1.069,377 _____ _10 

Page 3 

__ J 

,, 



j),;,,,,.,.,:J ~~~~t!>{1,t:f ~~~~;~~-a fl~~r..:.:~~;1] rc~;;. .-:::~ 

Variable 
153 
154 Economic Indicators 
155 Total Retail Square Feet 
156 Annual Retail Sales 
157 Private Investment 
158 Current Employment Sum 
159 ~~ Employment Sum 

-160 Gross Business Income · 
161 Utility Payments 
162 Value of Construction Contracts 
163 Land Value Increments 
164 ·ma RonULoasos 
166 Office 
167 Business Park 
168 Warehouse/Distribution 
169 Total Lease Payments 
170 l.#~~t~~~-tJ~ f·.:fp.~~~'\::H:t:~~~i~~:J~~.~~~~~~{~;J~~f~~1.f~~.0: '"' 
171 Annual Revenues·· 
172 Annual Retail Sales Tax 
173 Property Tax 
174 Utility TnX 
t75 BLJsiness and Occupation Tax 
176 Total Annual Revenues 
177 In lieu leasehold excise tax· total 
178 · · ~·- ' .• ,. ... :;·-r::,!,~ i1' ~:-;>'f1ll~rt· 1·~~?J-'" 

179 Full Time Equivalent Population 
180 Residents x .7 
181 Employees x .3 
182 FTEP 
183 
184 Public Services Cost 
185 Pollee 
186 Public Works 
187 Community Development 
lt1R PnrkR, f~o1; nn<i Cullurnl 

'i ilii Bira·a··csc;sis·-·······----
'" 
190 General Government (overhead) 
191 Total Annual Public Services Cost 
102 

~•\'' ~. ··-~ ' t,:...,,,. 

!SKH~FJR';fff~~.W.\hR%;· 

193 · .. ,:::· .. I,·., ,·, ,. 

'1:1 \ ':\Y'!.IY'(''~'!::~?(,:::_I.~,· .• : ,,;, 
1r1 ':J.9.1 .. 6!!.'~~-'.!~1 .. r:!.~SDLB!'!.I.\!!.'L----
105 
196 One Time Tax and Permit Fees 
197 One Time Retail Sales ·tta ·112 Prop£!!~ Tnx Durino Construction 

"199 Permits 
200 Total One Time Tax and Permit Fees 
201 
202 Other Revenues 
203 §term Wajer Management 

----------
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Economic and Fiscal Analysis 
SDEIS Alternatives 

Northeast Special Planning Area 
City of Burien, Washington 

Formula 

= Retail Space (Office + BP + WID) 
= Total Retail SQ tt (above) x $200 

:~::·~; ':::;) ~;.:·ov-r~;:~ 

= Total all Construction Cost (Office, BP, WID, Retail) 
= Total Employees Current 
= Employees from Land Use A. B. C + (total retail sq ft/500) 
= A.B.C Gross Receipts =Crnt Ret Sales + Crnt Gross Receipts 
=Utility Payments from Office, BP, WID & Residential 
= Total all Construction Contracts 
= Sum of LVI for land use A, B and C 

= Land Use A bldg SQ ft X $22 
= Land Use B bldg_ §g ft x $18 
= Land Use C bldg sq x $6 
= sum of 3 rows above 

;.u: .l:·1~iE~~,._.:; ~\:;:·:~·n1· . .-: ·:, .. ~·;;.:1;.~:;:~;::·:.~~@({:! Reven u~;s.v; ::>: ;,\~:~'~JSt1\~I!:1~~~~~p_g~:~(. ~;rrr~:~;~~~~~-~ 

= Annual Retail Sales x .85 x .01 
= (LVI + Total Private lnvestment)/($1 000) x $1 .60 
= Utility Payments x .06 
=Gross Business Income x .0005 
=Sum of Annual Taxes (Retail. Property, Utility, Business) 
= total lease payments x 12.84% 

••••• 

· ·· • ·' · Costs · :'1', '', . ··,)·<·:.-r:: 
=Total Pop_ulation x .7 
= .3 x New Employment Sum for Alt 1 & 2, Efnpl. Sum for Alt 3 
= sum of 2 rows· above 

= FTEP x $176.08 
=FTEPx$11.78 
= FTEP X $31.28 
= FTEP x $40.56 
;;sum or four rows above 
= sum of Direct Costs x .40 
" Direct Costs + General Gov 

. :.:.~\: ",;,,~;;, · ;,:;~·::;'':! <''f,,; Results;.,,,;.::./~: .:};n;·~Vf;g'(' ·,~.: :\r ~.'!;f).i',:: 

"T.~l~ .. ~!l!lllilLRevenue ·Total Ptibllc Ser.!:ices CoJl_ ______ .. 

= Value of Const Contracts x .85 x .01 
=Property Tax x .5 
= Value of Contructlon Contracts x .015 
= sum of three rows above 

L......_____._-----~-- --~~-

~;~~=::3 ;:-_~-~"1 r;J~-~~::~ ~~,~~----~-l ;~:.~= :~;~;~] 

.: 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

105,589 63.423 62.000 
$21,117,888 $12,684,672 $12.400,000 

$187,355,916 $107,170,668 $0 
0 0 173 

2,556 . 1.572 0 
$448,191.826 $258.482.452 $13,040,000 

$5.272,938 $3,076.643 $347,200 
$125.053.573 $71,291,821 $0 
$47,341,008 $28,993,536 

$7,187,400 $5,773,878 $0 
$18,888,487 $9,714,751 $0 
$2.454,170 $1,223.165 $0 

$28.530,058 $16,711,794 $0 

$179.502 $107.820 $105.400 
$375,515 $217,863 $73,235 
$316.376 $184,599 $7,824 
$224,096 $129,241 $6.520 

$1,095,489 $639,522 $192,979 
$3,663,259 $2.145,794 $0 

~:.'.">''!,"~'' ".:y:·;l,')~~: •. ·· ', '·',''<'(,,•.;,·.:: ··:.~\· .,, .':.': ·.:•:· 
'"' :"f·>i·:~rm '·:' :, 

0 0 556 
767 472 52 
767 472 607 

$135,041 $83,025 $106,932 
$9,034 $5,554 $7,154 

$23,990 $14,749 $18.996 
$31 '107 $19,125 --,$24,632 

$199,172 $122:454 -·--$157,71'4] 
$79,669 $48,981 $63,085 

$278,840 $171,435 $220,799 

·w:<·:::'r.~:• :;~, q~1~ ~-''~n'i• i ~~,n~:) . \' '' ~1 Hil ·;::1N ·,.,:1 

--·-~§_~.§.12 ------.. -... ~ ~ 0.~ .. _0,8.7 ~,._,_J?l&?.9 

$1,062,955 $605,980 $0 
$187,758 $108,931 $36,618 

$1 ,875 ,80tl .$1,069,377 $0 
$3,126,516 $1,784,289 $36.618 

$30,000 $30,000 $30,000 

Page 4 
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Variable 
204 
205 Other Fiscal Dimensions 
206 Arts Proiect. 

::~~ Real Estate Excise 
208 Increased Debt Capacity 
209 Sale of Right of Way i 

210 Sale of Land Use A • Office 
211 Sale of Land Use B • Business Park 
212 Sale of Land Use C ·Warehouse/Distribution 
213 Total Proceeds from Land Sales . 
214 In lieu leasehold excise tax· total 
215 l!J..jieu leasehold excise tax • City 

"210 In licJu loasol10ld excise tax • County 
217 
218 Tax Revenue to other Jurisdictions (2002 rates! 
219 City 
220 Schools . 

221 Fire 
222 EMS .. 
223 State Schools 
224 King County 
225 Port of Seattle 
226 
227 Sales Taxes 
228 Burien 
229 King County 
230 State 
231 RTA 
232 Metro 

May a. 2002 
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Economic and Fiscal Analysis 
SDEIS Alternatives 

Northeast Special Planning Area 
City of Burien, Washington 

Formula 

=Value of Construction Contracts x .01 
=Total Land Values x .0025 
= Total Private Investment x .075 
= ROW acres x 43560 x $10 
= Office acres x 43560 x $15 
= BP acres x 43560 x $10 
= WID acres x 43560 x $5 
= sum of 4 rows above 
=total lease paymentn 12.84% 
= total lease payments x 3.92% 
= total lease payments x 1.96% 

=(Construction Contrct + LVI)/1000 x $7.55431 
=(Construction Contrct + LVI)/1000 x $3.22778 
=(Construction Control+ LVI)/1000 x $1.34794 
=(Construction Contrct + LVI)/1000 x $.25 
=(Construction Contrct + LVI)/1000 x $2.98946 
= (Construction Contrct + L Vl)/1 000 x $1.44949 
=(Construction Controt + LVI)/1000 x $.18956 

= Retail Sales x .0085 
= Retail Sales x .0085 
= Retail Sales x .065 
= Retail Sales x .004 
= Retail Sales x .002 

F.'·"l""~~··'"ftt 

k~~~··· ... .,. ~:a c:~~~~~::~ 

Alternative 1 

$1.250,536 
$153,495 

$14,051,694 
$8,886,240 

$19.602.000 
$34,978,680 

$6,817,140 
$70,284,060 
$3,663,259 
$1,118,378 

$559,189 

$1,302,322 
$556,452 
$232,378 
$43,099 

$515,367 
$249,884 
$32,679 

$179,502 
$179,502 

$1,372,663 
$84,472 
$42,236 

~:~~~~·":-:1 ,;:'."""'~;, ;,:~-:::';;1 

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

$712.918 $0 
$92.837 $0 

$8,037,800 $0 
$5.967.720 $0 

$15.746.940 $65,340 
$17,990.280 
$3,397,680 

$43,102,620 1-· $65,340 
$2,145,794 $0 

$655,102 $0 
$327.551 $0 

$767.587 $345,776 
$323.699 $147,742 
$135.179 $61,698 
$25.071 $11.443 

$299.799 $136.834 
$145,363 $66,346 

$19,010 $8,677 

$107,820 $105.400 
$107,820 $105.400 
$824,504 $806,000 
$50,739 $49,600 
$25,3~~ L .. ___124,800 

-.,, 
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ThiTERLOCALAGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE CITY OF BURIEN 

AND 
THE PORT OF SEATTLE 

REGARDING PROJECT MITIGATION AND REDEVELOPMENT IN 
NORTHEAST BURIEN 

I. PURPOSE 

The purpose of this agreement is to provide a framework for the City of Burien to work with 
the Port of Seattle to remove the land use conflicts caused by expansion of airport uses 
adjacent to residential neighborhoods. Further, the purpose includes a framework 
agreement on the mutual goal and obligation of both parties to assemble property and 
redevelop airport-impacted neighborhoods rezoned to airport compatible commercial uses. 
The redevelopment of these properties and neighborhoods will benefit the City by replacing 
lost tax revenues caused by airport buy-out. Likewise, it will benefit the Port of Seattle and 
the region by producing revenue for the airport and jobs for the region. 

Goal: Defme clear set of initial obligations and be clear for the need to amend the agreement 
in the future to continue a long term process of changing residential and neighborhood 
commercial zoning use into airport commercial compatible commercial uses. 

Goal: NERA land assembly may be completed by public or private actions. If the private 
market does not act timely, the Port will assume responsibility for buy out with public 
funds. The NERA land use transition may not fully complete the overall transition needed 
for Burien residents with significant noise impacts. Define a threshold to initiate planning 
and discussions further north or west if needed. 

Goal: Funding priority for buyout of residents will be on equal footing with the expansion of 
the runway and other POS airport projects. The less restrictive the airport grant funding 
sources are to future redevelopment, the better. 

Goal: The First Phase Buyout will be complete before the operation of the thi~d runway. 
When the first phase of property assembly is completed, the parties will focus on 
redevelopment of the area and simultaneously initiate the second phase of buyout. 

Go~: Use the tools available for land assembly and infrastructure development under state 
law. Work in partnership to attract funding and create redevelopment incentives. 

Goal: Retain city's population and revenue base; provide alternative housing options for 
people relocated by the buyout. 

-1- L,..J~ - -
Ro\CMIAllportMiligotion\POS IIA!'mp= &Go>h092503.doc (\ '\-~ ~ ~ J.p.~ ~ r0 
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Fiscal Capacity Comparison 

Fiscal Capacity Utility Cardroom Gambling 
City Measure1 Tax Rates B&OTax Tax 
Tukwila2 1,611 4.0% NO 10% 
Seattle3 1,051 6.0% 0.22% Banned 
Redmond 958 5.5% NO 12% 
Bellevue 937 4.5% 0.15% Banned 
Renton 921 6.0% NO 10% 
Mercer Island 720 6.0% 0.10% NO 
Auburn 740 4.5% NO 12% 
SeaTac4 708 NO NO 10% 
Bothell 695 6.0% NO Banned 
Kirkland 654 5.0% NO 20% 
Kent 670 4.8% NO 10% 
Shoreline 485 6.0% NO 11% 
BURIEN5 435 3%,6% 0.05% 11% 
Federal Way 423 5.0% NO 20% 
Sammamish 406 NO NO NO 
Lake Forest Park 394 6.0% 0.20% NO 
Des Moines 378 6.0% NO NO 

1 This measure uses 2001 per capita property, sales, gambling, utility, and business and 
occupation taxes. It also includes franchise and business license fees, in addition to fire 
service revenues. Data is from the Washington State Auditor's Office. 
2 The 4% utility tax in Tukwila is new for 2003, but is not included in this measure. 
Percentage data is from the Association of Washington Cities. 
3 An estimation of library revenues for Seattle, Renton, and Sammamish is deducted from 
each cities' financial capacity measure. 

4 SeaTac also collects a parking tax that is used for street purposes. It was $147 per 
capita in 2001. 

-s Burien has a 3% utility tax on electricity and 6% on other utilities, which began in 2002. 
An estimate of $54 per capita is included in the above amount. 

R:\AD\Rayna\Community Posterboards\Community Posterboards-Finance 2003.xls 



Northeast Redevelopment Area (NERA) 
Redevelopment of Port of Seattle Airport Impacted Land 

DRAFT Annual Economic and Financial Impact Analysis, Revised September 24, 2003 

, City of Burien, Washington 

Redevelopment Redevelopment 
Port Plans Project Project- Phase 2 

COSTS Current Plans Adds Commercial Adds Residential 

Number of Acres Currently Owned by Pore 26.8 26.8 26.8 
Land Acquisition & Relocation Costs $ 37,561,937 $ 37,561,937 $ 37,561,937 

Planned to Purchase by 20102 27.0 27.0 27.0 
Land Acquisition & Relocation Costs $ 15,834,000 $ 15,834,000 $ 15,834,000 

Add Neighborhood Commercial3 4.8 4.8 
Land Acquisition & Relocation Costs 4 $ 2,983,776 $ 2,983,776 
Add Neighborhood N 140th & W of lOth S 11.6 
Land Acquisition & Relocation Costs $ 10,065,060 

Total Acres 53.8 58.6 70.2 
Total Acquisition & Relocation Costs $ 53,395,937 $ 56,379,713 $ 66,444,773 

Loss/Shift of Revenues 
Annual Loss/Shift of Local Revenues5 $367,371 $ 380,357 $ 434,986 
20 Yr. Loss/Shift of Local Revenues $4,807,167 $4,977,100 $5,691,935 

REDEVELOPMENT OPTION 
Redevelop Land 
Infrastructure Costs (Redevelopment Agency) 10,762,075 11,716,230 14,037,003 
Construction Costs (Private Developer) 69,331,202 74,318,762 90,999,084 

Total Redevelopment Costs 80,093,277 86,034,992 105,036,087 

BENEFITS OF REDEVELOPMENT 
Public Benefits 

Port Annual Rental fucome * 6 1,239,779 1,291,733 1,645,558 

City Annual Benefits 
7. 

619,659 656,604 817,073 

Other Jurisdiction Annual Benefits8 1,265,481 1,346,841 1,665,738 

One-Time Revenues All Jurisdictions 4,862,010 5,247,299 6,364,047 

Total New Employment in Redeveloped Land 687 726 906 

Private Benefits 
Developer Annual Net Rental fucome $ 6,986,695 $ 7,312,445 $ 9,257,219 

NOTES: L This includes the Lora Lake/Bowling Alley Triangle, RPZ area, Mobile Home Parks & Previously purchased residential properties 

2. This includes the other residential houses in the overflight area. 

3. This includes commercial properties that are mainly next to Des Moines Memorial Drive, actual acquisition may be higher. 

4. The commercial property acquisition costs need to be further refined using commercial appraisal techniques 

5. Loss/Shift of Revenue identifies the loss oflocal property, sales and utility taxes and state shared revenues 

6. Port Rental Income for land assumes 70 cents per sq.ft for business park & 25 cents/sq.ft for warehouse 

7. City Tax Revenues include Leasehold Excise, Sales, Utility & B&O Taxes 

8. Other Jurisdiction Tax Revenues include State and County Leasehold Excise and Sales Taxes 
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Air Transportation Update: Regional Council Completes Property 
Acquisition Financial Feasibility Study 

One of the Regional Council's tasks under its 1996 amendment to include planning for a third 
runway at Sea-Tac Airport in the region's Metropolitan Transportation Plan was to assess the 
feasibility of financing mechanisms for purchase and redevelopment of incompatible land uses in 
high-noise areas around the airport. The action included specific instruction that any funding 
mechanism studied "must demonstrate a balance between long-term costs and revenues." 

Originally, the Regional Council sought to examine the use of a state-financed revolving fund or 
other public and/or private financing mechanisms to acquire and redevelop land with incompatible 
uses adjacent to Sea-Tac airport. As the methodology for the study developed, the study was 
broadened to include other transportation facilities in addition to Sea-Tac. A case study area was 
selected near three regional transportation facilities: Auburn Rail Yard, Sea-Tac International 
Airport, and the proposed Everett 112th Street SE High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes and 
Park-and-Ride Facility. The study was designed to provide Regional Council members with basic 
information concerning the financial feasibility of acquisition and redevelopment programs. 

The study noted that any program addressing the re-use of land would be directly controlled by 
local governments exercising their land use planning and zoning authority; therefore, local 
jurisdictions would play a key role in implementing any acquisition and redevelopment program. 
The purpose of the feasibility analysis was simply to examine the possibility for acquisition and 
redevelopment as a mitigation solution, attempting to answer questions such as: What funding 
sources could be available? How much seed money may be needed to begin a project? What are 
the variables that affect costs and revenues? What percentage of the costs could be expected to 
be recovered? 

The cost recovery analysis considered property acquisition, relocation assistance for displaced 
residents, demolition costs, site preparation costs, and resale proceeds. For each case study 
area, development impacts were evaluated including displaced population, added population, 
construction generated employment, operations phase employment, utilities impacts, traffic 
impacts, and local revenue impacts. 

Three alternative financing strategies were identified: a State Trust Fund, funding through the 
Transportation Improvement Board, and creation of an Industrial Development Corporation. It 
was found that for the areas studied, the average cost recovery would be about 35 percent, 
although in the individual case studies the potential cost recovery ranged from 25 percent to 66 
percent. The cost recovery analysis was based on reselling land to a third party for 
redevelopment. 

The study noted that a redevelopment fund would need to be capitalized at a level sufficient to 
support the multiple phases of an acquisition and development program, and that a fund large 
enough to support 10 projects of varying types and sizes may require a total capitalization 
between $150,000,000 and $250,000,000. 

For a free copy of the Property Acquisition Financial Feasibility Study, call the Regional Council 
Information Center at (206) 464-7532, or send email to infoctr@psrc.org 



A WC LEGISLATIVE CONFERENCE 
OLYMPIA, WASIDNGTON 

February 19-20, 2003 

·CITY OF BURIEN 
AGENDA 

I. Thank you for meeting with us and for your past support. 
• SW 152nd Street: On schedule and below budget/celebrate the 4th of July 
• Maplewild Repair: Construction later this year/State match of $386K? 
• Environmental Science Center: Constructing a classroom with state $250K 

II. Request support for: 

A. Northeast Special Planning Area Redevelopment/ Airport Issues 
1. Support efforts for mitigation of airport impacts (separate issue 

from airport expansion) HB1639 Requires port districts to wor~ 
with communities on facilities planning. 

2. EDGE (Tax Increment Financing): HB1281/SB5364 
3. Federal pilot project in Burien 
4. Oppose HB 1876-eleminates PCHB ruling on soil testing for fill 

B. City/County Regional Funding Solutions 
1. Earmark human services funding for geographical areas that have 

high human services needs but no money to address. 
2. Opposed to new taxes proposed by the county for county local and 

regional services until King County deals with its own cost of 
doing business. (See tax -fiscal capacity charts) 

3. Support A WC Tri Association Package: Efficiencies, local options 
for revenues and replacement funding for hardest hit cities. 

B. Land/Use/Building 
1. Support HB 1667. Local land use authority regarding the zoning 

of gambling facilities. 
2. Support the adoption of the International Building Code: 

HB1303/0ppose NFPA proposal (would require much higher 
staffing levels) 

3. Oppose SB51 08: Limits government employee access to private 
property (restricts code enforcement ability). 

4. Oppose SB 5307: Mandatory 120-day permit review. 

C. LegaUCourt Services 
1. Support reducing the number of judges in King County 
2. Support a revised statute that allows counties to contract on a 

break-even basis. 
/ 




