EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

HOUSING POLICY ISSUE PAPERS

Summary of Policy Process

This paper summarizes the results of staffs’ review of the CPP housing policies, as presented in the housing issue papers discussed at the September 22 GMPC meeting.  The paper concludes with a discussion of policy implications, built upon the key findings of the policy review.  The overall housing policy update is outlined in the following four steps:

(1) Policy Review.  Report on the 5-year review of the housing policies 

This was accomplished with the housing issue papers; 

(2) Policy Implications.   Identify key policy implications, based on the results of the policy review, that can then be used to focus on potential policy options 

Identifying policy implications to assist the GMPC in providing direction on potential policy options is the purpose of this Executive Summary; 

(3) Policy Options.  based on this direction, develop specific policy options for GMPC consideration, and finally; 

(4) Amend Housing Policies.  Draft and reach consensus on amendments to the housing policies.

Housing Growth
Overall Growth.  The Countywide Planning Policies anticipate that total 20-year household growth in King County will range between 171,816 and 222,558 households.  

· Countywide, from 1995 to 1998,  jurisdictions issued permits to construct 41,847 units of housing.

· In the last four years, jurisdictions, Countywide, have achieved 21% of the 20-year growth target.

· If development continues at this pace, the CPP growth target will be met.

Variations in Growth Rates.  There is no requirement in the CPPs that growth occur at the same rate in all areas during the 20-year planning period.  The expectation established in the policies is that, at the end of the 20-year period, each jurisdiction will have planned to accommodate the level of household growth identified in the CPPs and in local comprehensive plans.  However, the review of building permits, 1995-1998, reveals that cities and areas of the County are experiencing household growth at varying rates. Permit data also reveals a variable rate of housing production in the 13 urban centers.

· Growth is occurring at variable rates across the County (Eastside cities have achieved 29% of their 20-year target, while southern cities and Seattle have achieved 14% and 15%, respectively).
Rural Growth.  The CPPs anticipates that rural King County will experience 7,000 units of household growth over the 20-year period.  From 1995-1998, permits have been issued for 3,676 housing units in rural King County.  This equals 53% of the overall 20-year target for the rural areas.

· Permit data indicates that household growth in rural areas, if growth continues at current rates, will far exceed the 20-year target for these areas.
Housing Affordability

Moderate-Income Housing.  Policy AH-2 directs jurisdictions to develop plans and regulations so that 17% of new growth is affordable to households earning moderate incomes (50-79% of median income).  Affordability data for rental housing, developed by Dupre & Scott, indicates that, Countywide, a high percentage (>50%) of new units produced by the private sector are currently affordable to households earning 50-79% of median income.

· Countywide, the moderate-income affordability target of AH-2 is being met in private rental housing production.  The data on new unit affordability is not sufficient to draw similar conclusions for specific cities and areas of the County.

Low-Income Housing.  Policy AH-2 also directs jurisdictions to develop plans and regulations so that 20/24% of new growth is affordable to households earning low-incomes (below 50% of median income).  Countywide, the Dupre + Scott data on privately produced rental affordability for new units indicates that the affordability of new rental units is far below the 20/24% target.  More specifically: in the best year (1998) for the production of private low-income rental housing, only 7% of the units were affordable below 50% of median income ; and, none of the new rental units surveyed, 1995-1998, were affordable below 30% of median income.

· Since the adoption of the CPPs, the private sector has not been able to produce low-income housing in quantities approaching the 20/24% requirement of Policy of AH-2.

Public agencies and local government have played a much stronger role than the private sector in the production of low-income housing.  Since the adoption of the CPPs, local governments in King County have become significantly more sophisticated in their support of and approach to low-income housing development.  In addition, most jurisdictions have met their financial “shared commitments” to low-income housing, established subsequent to the adoption of the CPPs.  The ARCH Trust Fund has supported the development and preservation of 1,060 units/beds of affordable, mostly low-income housing.  King County, from 1994-1999, has funded the development and preservation of 2,365 units of mostly low-income housing in unincorporated areas and cities throughout the County.  In 1995, Seattle voters renewed their housing levy which will support over 1,300 units of affordable housing over a 7-year period.  

· This significant local support for low-income housing has helped 7 cities (Bellevue, Des Moines, Enumclaw, Kent, Seatac, Seattle and Woodinville) achieve their targets for low-income housing (see attached table).

Policy Implications

Growth

1. Should we explore establishing “interim” growth targets in the CPPs for monitoring?
Currently, growth targets for all jurisdictions are aimed at a 20-year horizon.  Should the policies also include shorter-term goals (5 or 10-year), as a means of making checks and corrections on the rate of growth, either Countywide or for all jurisdictions?

2. Should the CPPs seek to influence the distribution of growth?  If so, what are appropriate measures for influencing the distribution?
In the first five-years of the CPPs, rates of growth have varied across the County.  Is this a concern?  If the GMPC wishes to create an expectation that growth occur evenly throughout the County, how can this be achieved?

3. Rural: What are appropriate measures for curbing the level of growth in rural areas?  And, how can we be sure that growth diverted from rural areas, will occur in urban areas?
More than half of the housing growth anticipated, by 2012, for rural areas has already occurred.  What actions are appropriate for ensuring that rural growth does not exceed the level anticipated in the CPPs?  

Affordability

1. What strategies are appropriate and realistic for increasing state and regional funding for Low-Income Housing?

The GMPC’s September 22 discussion on low-income housing funding strategies identified legislative strategies and private sector partnerships as two options for increasing resources dedicated to low-income housing.  Should other options be considered as part of the update to housing policies? 

2. Should specific strategies be considered to encourage housing production affordable to populations in greatest need (e.g., households with incomes below 30% of median)?  If so, what measures are appropriate?

3. What approach should be taken for distributing “credit” toward the low-income housing target when there is support from multiple local jurisdictions?

Distributing credit for a low-income unit could involve two criteria: location and funding.  Many of the low-income units created in the last five years have been funded by neighboring cities or the County.  The principle that neighboring cities and the County (when funding projects in incorporated areas), should receive credit toward their low-income housing targets is illustrated by the facts that: (1) of the 2,365 units funded by King County, 2,004 have been located in incorporated areas; and (2) of the 1,060 units funded by ARCH, 660 of those units have been funded by multiple Eastside cities.  What should be the distribution of credit for a low-income unit when multiple regional jurisdictions participate?  In addition to location, should the distribution consider the amount contributed by a jurisdiction, the affordability of the unit, the population of the contributing jurisdictions, or other factors? 

4.
What regulatory strategies for encouraging low-income housing should be pursued?

