GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 28, 2000

Puget Sound Regional Council Board Room

MEETING SUMMARY
Members Present:

Councilmember Terry Brazil, Councilmember Jeanne Burbridge, Commissioner Walter Canter,  Councilmember Judy Clibborn, Councilmember Richard Cole, Councilmember Richard Conlin, Councilmember Jerry Degginger, Mayor Joan Simpson, Executive Ron Sims—Chair, Councilmember Peter Steinbrueck, Councilmember Cynthia Sullivan

The meeting began at 3:50 PM.

I-A.
Public Comment

Mike Luis spoke on behalf of the King County Housing Partnership, reporting on the organization’s recent workshop on making density more appealing in the urban area.  He distributed copies of a report based on an early project relative to mix use in urban centers.  Handed out the report.  This Fall the Partnership will host a workshop on the subject of parking which is a recurring theme when housing is discussed in urban centers.  The Partnership will look at how to be more creative; how parking is provided in centers; and how to pursue transportation objectives.  

I-B
Review and Approval of May 24, 2000 meeting summary

The GMPC reviewed and approved the May 24, 2000 meeting summary.

II.
Staff Presentation on Housing Retreat follow-up

II-A
Overview

Rob Odle outlined the objectives of the housing follow-up discussion, which included:

· Review progress to date

· Identify if staff is heading in the correction direction

· Solicit comments on the work to date from retreat participants

· Confirm the next steps

II-B
Summary of Responses to the Housing Survey

Carol Chan, King County staff, gave an overview of the housing survey mailed to all 40 jurisdictions which identified which and how many jurisdictions had considered and acted on the proposed actions identified from the nine focused items from the retreat.   Twenty-five jurisdictions responded, representing approximately 92% of the total County population.  Chan noted that the survey did not ask how the actions were being implemented or how they were being implemented; nor did the survey ask about the complexity of the implementation.  

There were questions about perceived contradictions between how jurisdictions answered versus implementation.  For example, most jurisdictions responded that they have Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) legislation adopted, but it is not clear if this is causing ADUs to be created. 


II-C
Outline of Housing Action Plan

Allan Johnson, King County staff, explained staff’s attempt to compile and categorize the items in a matrix form that include the nine items.  He explained that there was no attempt to declare which items enhance housing production and/or affordability.  The actions address what can be done by local government, by the GMPC, and by the private sector.  Staff identified three priority issues:  shared parking, allowing wood frame construction in excess of 4 stories, and accessory dwelling units.  These issues were proposed as promising ideas that could be brought back in issue paper format over the upcoming months.  Johnson proposed that a small working group consisting of public, private, and non-profit representatives be used to help staff evaluate the additional 6 action items, plus the various ideas presented by the tables at the conclusion of the retreat—identifying which of these should be prioritized in an issue paper.  

II-D
Shared Parking Case Study

Eric Shields, City of Kirkland staff, presented an issue paper on shared parking, addressing the problems, some solutions, and discussing the role of the various stakeholders.  This issue paper is an example of the kind of issue papers staff could bring to the GMPC concerning other housing issues identified as high priority.   The paper presents ways reduced parking can be considered as a possible way to reduce the cost of housing.    The solutions are fairly easy and available.  The questions are:  What are local governments doing?  How do we get them to do better?  Where is it appropriate?  Where do these different techniques work?  Questions were posed about the role of the GMPC in this kind of issue.  Would the GMPC provide a model for local governments because they would have to implement any changes to parking regulations?  Shields stated that there is a role for the private sector because lending institutions often require parking above what is really needed.  

Executive Sims reiterated the purpose of the housing retreat in March.  The GMPC wanted to meet its housing goals and the stakeholders raised a range of issues.  He stated a preference for a model ordinance and to see who’s in compliance and who’s not, rather than issue papers.

Councilmember Sullivan stated that she believed that at the end of the retreat we had an action plan although it was not fleshed out, but there was an informal pledge around the table to develop model ordinances, have them enacted, and come back in three months.  Sullivan stated that the work in March has now been turned around to be an elongated planning process.  She said that there are policies in all local governments to inform model ordinances and to get them drafted and out for public review if the GMPC is serious about building housing.  She stated that housing is the “make or break” issue in the region.  Sullivan wants to see an action agenda directed by the GMPC if the GMPC is to give direction to the region.

II-E
Housing Road Map

Art Sullivan, Executive Director of ARCH (A Regional Coalition for Housing), presented a matrix on organizations and activities focused on housing.  The idea was to show efforts of other housing groups, thereby making a context for GMPC efforts.  There are lots of players working on housing issues—United Way has started a new homeless initiative; Habitat for Humanity is doing a large capital campaign; Seattle started the Housing Alliances, etc.  Sullivan referred the GMPC to the matrix attached to Item II-E.    He asked the GMPC to decide if more work should be done on the matrix, adding that this information could be helpful to coordinate efforts if an issue comes up; look at the players; a resource for new public officials to help them understand what is occurring in the area in housing; and could be a reference tool for housing organizations.  Sullivan asked the GMPC to determine if this tool is helpful in assisting the members in determining what areas of policies and regulations to focus on versus other players. 

Councilmember Conlin supported the idea of model ordinances.

Councilmember Clibborn supported the notion of sharing ideas and the idea of model ordinances, but added that the GMPC should understand that each jurisdiction is unique.  Clibborn added that there is starting to be a backlash on Mercer Island’s parking policies because the downtown is inundated with cars.  

Mayor Simpson commended staff for its work stating that it is important to see what other jurisdictions are doing.  She added that the percentages of positive responses on the survey are high.  She stated that all ordinances and regulations go through the North Bend Planning Commission and that it is highly unusual for the Mayor to purpose an ordinance, however, a philosophy and ideas would go a long way.  However, Simpson said that bringing home a model ordinance asking for adoption would not go far in the community without a lot of public process.

Sims responded that developers said if we are serious about housing that we need to be concrete.  He said that submitting ordinances to the public describing what can be accomplished would not mandate adoption because the GMPC does not have this authority.  However, the GMPC could provide the resources to local governments so they could review the model and decided what could be accomplished.

Councilmember Degginger suggested that for further staff work it would be important to go further with the survey information collected.  For example, to query has ADUs worked in some jurisdictions and why is that.  What is the secret to the success or failure of those ordinances since so many governments have them on the books?  What are the obstacles that have prevented them from working?   He added that similar questions should be posed about shared parking and wood framed housing.

Clibborn heard from the developers on what government is doing wrong but she’s aware of issues in the banking industry that she’d like someone to research.  Clibborn queried and stated the following:  When government does ADUs, shared parking, etc., does that result in affordable housing?  Ultimately we also need to identify what all sectors can do.  We need to identify whom we can partner with.  Developers did not say that if changes were made to regulations that would produce affordable housing. 

Conlin posed the following questions:  How does the GMPC go about making partnerships work?  How can we get to the questions of developers actually the kinds and qualities of housing we’d like have?  What are some of the things that can make that occur?  It may not be a legal issue.  He stated that that is a focus the GMPC should take on. 

II-F
  CTED Grant Update

Walter Zisette, staff from Seattle introduced Marcia Wagner, from Pacific Rim Resources, to report on the themes of the focus groups throughout the County.  At the July meeting there will be a presentation on what the themes mean in terms of concrete policies and actions that can result in housing strategies that will have community acceptance.

Marcia Wagner outlined the focus group work in three phases—(1) who was involved; (2) how participants were talked to how their advice was used; and (3) common themes.

Focus groups covered the entire County by geographical subgroups, (12 groups)  and one high school students and one with college students focus groups.  Groups was sorted to represent a diversity of age, gender, renters, and home owners.  Participants were pleased to give their advice and opinions and wanted to continue to talk about housing issues.  Participants were asked what it would take to make affordable housing and higher densities acceptable.  The methodology was inactively.  People were asked to report on their housing circumstance; used a card game that got at values associated with people’s attitude towards housing, i.e., pedestrian-friendly, affordability, diverse community; types of families; and housing types.

Wagner framed four common themes heard throughout the focus group discussions which included:  

Quality of Design and Construction; (2) Home Ownership and Affordability; (3) Traffic Congestion and Transit; and (4) Open Space and Community Facilities.  

Wagner distributed a summary describing the methodology used for the focus group sessions.

III.
Housing Stakeholders Comments/Discussion

Participants to the housing retreat were asked to join the GMPC for discussion of the presentations.  The participants present included:  Mark Blatter, St. Andrews Housing Group; Lynn Davison, Common Ground; Mike Luis, King County Housing Partnership; Carla Okiwge, Housing Development Consortium; Sam Pace, Washington Association of Realtors; Bryan Wahl, Washington Associations of Realtors; and Gary Young, Polygon Northwest.

Gary Young stated there were some good information provided by staff.  He commented that the greatest dilemma in building is the question of certainty--how long will it take to get the building permit and the cost.  Young asked that the 120-day deadline for projects needs to be upheld.  He added that frivolous appeals and mitigations should be done away with; the rules should be clear and simple.

Carla Okiwge stated that non profits needs certainty in knowing what infrastructure needs might be attached to a low income project because very scarce subsidy money is being used but end up having to pay for infrastructure that may go beyond the project, thus increasing cost.  Okiwge said non-profits need front end certainty on infrastructure and some kind of methodology for sharing the cost of infrastructure.  She agreed that we need model ordinances and model processes.  The business of transit oriented development could provide a good field for doing model processes.  For example, Sound Transit is planning the land around the stations but is anyone looking at the station itself and what can be done with it?   This could help with the ideas of developer pairing and various kinds of developer incentives could be created and multiplied through other areas, like community business areas.

Conlin responded to Okiwge that Seattle was trying to talk with Sound Transit about this idea but there is the tension of holding up the building stations.

Okiwge said non-profits are starting to pair up with libraries, so pairing is feasible.

Sims stated that the North Portland line shows how a rail system benefited a neighborhood, but there must be a process of how property can be aggregate because developers will be attracted to that.  He said if the public’s wishes about design and open space standards are to be honored, we need a system to aggregate property.  Portland created a model and was successful in implementing the model and that has good design, open space, other amenities, and mixed income housing.

Councilmember Terry Brazil asked Marcia Wagner for the tapes of the focus group session in Des Moines, stating that residents of Des Moines believe they are the most densely populated city other than Seattle.  He stated that what it takes is a vision to do a planned community, setting aside a piece of land in the planning process which will be used for a light rail system in the further.  Des Moines decided to reserve that land for further light rail so that when the opportunity presents itself, the land will be available.  All the SEPA works is done upfront, making it predictable.

Sam Pace stated that the Action Plan is not especially ambitious because there is the potential of dealing with non priority issues while we don’t have supply relative to demand which is critical to make housing affordable.  He would like to see the Action Plan include the jobs/housing balance issue.  Pace discussed a draft amendment proposal to the CPPs to allow the GMPC to address that issue.  He cited information that between 1995-1998 120,000 jobs were added to the region while only 30,000 housing were added—a 4:1 ratio.  Pace said that the survey would be more helpful if we talked not about the percentage of population but the percent of remaining development capacity.  He stated there was a data overload but an information deficiency.  Pace articulated that the direction being proposed is not a direction to action but rather more like a planning process.   Pace added that there is a need to build political support for elected officials who support these issues.

Councilmember Peter Steinbrueck stated that the housing targets are outdated and irrelevant.  He said there was an assumption that job growth would occur in some uniform countywide way.  No one predicted the job growth.  He said it is time to start acting as a metropolitan region in solving the problems—how to produce more housing that follows the job growth.  Steinbrueck urged that the GMPC reevaluate the fundamental assumptions that all of this is relying on.  He stated new targets should be established and a lot more attention paid to where job growth is occurring and what is happening.  

Sam Pace stated that population growth is not what is driving the problem; its job growth and the cities have a planning process that is problematic.  

Steinbrueck stated that builders would build for market rate housing but that the housing needs are more varied than that.  He stated that if all regulations were lifted there would still be an imbalance given the job growth; builders would not be able to build fast enough and would not build for the 30-50% of median income.  Steinbrueck said that is where the government’s role emerges, noting that government does not produce housing.  He concluded that he thinks housing production is pretty robust but asked how does the region get housing produced.

Gary Young stated that builders are trying to get to the various price points, adding that housing filtering occurs as buyers change home.

Conlin stated that we need to adjust how affordability and density is talked about and bring together environmentalists and housing people, keeping the issues of growth management in focus.  He addressed the jobs/housing balance stating that if urban centers had the development as envisioned with jobs and housing together with the right kind of transit, that could make a major difference in addressing the imbalance.  Further, the cyclical nature of the employment market is different from the housing cycle.  He cited the focus groups concern that in order to have affordability the design will suffer.

Clibborn discussed “where to go next” citing the importance of looking at infrastructure and getting help from non-profits.  She said she would also like more work on “frivolous appeals” because that concept is subjective.  People need to know that their issues are being heard.  

Mike Luis stated that he was not very impressed with the list of items.  Luis said the housing problem continues to worsen and it is a supply question and that there is an issue of what to do in the near future and the long term.  He reminded the body that the GMPC is the “keeper of the vision” but that someone has to start dealing with the technical problems of how things are measured and what is measured so that CPPs and local government policies can be adjusted, adding that we need short term and long term strategies.

Mark Blatter said that he saw no strategy about how to implement the short-term items. He stressed that there are some demand side approaches that should be looked at.   Blatter presented his ideas of what should be done:  (1) employer assisted housing program; (2) further resources are needed to help non profits produce affordable housing; (3) all housing developers need help from government for infrastructure; and (4) inclusionary zoning should be paired with density bonuses.

Councilmember Degginger suggested that we couldn’t talk about density without talking about transportation concurrency.

Conlin stated that one of the most effective strategies would be to raise people’s income, noting that a subsided low income housing where people who work in downtown Seattle rent 50% of the units.  He said if those people had higher incomes they might be able to affordable a different kind of housing type and that in effect, Seattle government is subsidizing the fact that these people are not being paid the kinds of wages that should be paid.

Bryan Wahl stated that the Action Plan should be more aggressive. Wahl agreed that pieces of the problem are financing for non-profits, the economy—housing and jobs balance, and infrastructure.  He suggested that the housing survey needs to be more flushed out; there are some disconnect.   He stated that the issues needs to be on the table whether in issue paper format or some other format.  Wahl concurred that 120 day timeline was very important for certainty by making sure that all issues are covered in the regulations.  

Sims stated that there seemed to be an agreement that the Housing Road Map is informative and useful for the GMPC.  He also suggested that non-profit groups, realtors, and developers be brought together to discuss model ordinances for “low hanging fruits”.  Sims added that these groups should be invited to the next meeting on housing.

Sims suggested that the GMPC invite a representative from Portland to discuss the North Station neighborhood project and how they made it work. 

V. Executive Committee Report

Paul Reitenbach, County staff, presented the Executive Committee Report, which included the ESA policies, which are unchanged from the last discussion and will be brought back for further discussion.  The Human Services option paper will be brought back via staff and discussed in the next GMPC meeting.

Simpson stated that Judy Clibborn suggested that the ESA packet should go to the Executive Committee meeting on July 11th.  

VI. Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 5:30 PM.
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