GMPC HOUSING RETREAT NOTES

24 March 2000

Below is a transcription of notes taken during the GMPC Housing Retreat.  They represent both the individual group discussions and discussions in the larger group.  Let staff know if the notes are not accurate. 

Retreat Facilitator:
Pat Serie, President, EnviroIssues

Defining the Problems (Morning Session)
· Description:  Participants worked in table groups to develop problem or issue statements that King County jurisdictions face in meeting their goals for housing production and affordability.  Each table developed its “top 3” problem statements, defining what the problem is, why it is a problem, who “owns” the problem, and factors that make it difficult.  (60 min.)

· Each table then described its issue/problem statements to the large group and they were posted as the basis for later exercises.  (45 min.)

Result:  Focused issue statements will be developed and used to help work through possible solutions.

Reports by the 5 groups on problems:

Dark Green Group

1.  Not Enough Supply of Housing

Constraints:

· Infrastructure—need more 

· Infrastructure Cost

· Not enough builders because of risk factors

· Available capital for riskier projects—new markets

Lack of Certainty:

· Regulatory

· Public process

· Public finance

Time—from start to finish

2.  “Affordability” of Housing

· Private sector is not building some income sectors, i.e., 80-120% and below, i.e., less than 60%

· High Rents—don’t allow people to save for homeownership

3.Acceptability/Quality of Development

4.Growing Wage/Gap Income

Factors:  hot job market

Red Group

· Job location

· Income disparity


Professional


Other—school teachers/fire fighters

· Infrastructure Investment Choices

· Roads

· Tying Infrastructure to jobs

· Tagging the issues to the various types of needs

· Issue of lead-time to build

· Litigation

· Appeals

· Public perception of critical issues, growth management

· Infrastructure (who gets and who pays)

· taxing structure

· Roads, water, schools, police, fire

· Approvals by taxing jurisdictions and special purpose districts

· Adequate capacity

· How do we transform suburban areas to a more urban dense area?

· Housing Capacity problem


-  relative to employment


-  upzone


-  link housing to jobs


-  build up


-  increase the densities in the urban areas with variety

· Parking requirements

· Planning horizon limitation-20 years

· Job growth related income

· Community resistance of increased and types and perception of densities in the urban areas


-  politics


-  Adversarial process

· Public perception of government

· Education of the community regarding increased density and types of density

· Design standards


-  Regulations for fish

BLUE Group

· Recognize market reality

· Access to market good—possible exceptions:


a)first time buyer


b)Renters

· Large part of problem beyond control of:


Market


Economic growth

· Growth boundary without regional economic develop lead to uneven housing development siting

· Gov’t can help by being open to innovation

· Quid Pro Quo of regulation reform

· Move up front planning process

· Move certainty later (development permitting)

· Certainty not here—yet

· Tough decisions remain at permitting—one solution is placing decision-making power at front lines

· Projects need support from gov’t to gain support of citizenry

· One solution + developers  meeting with community.  Work with community councils/nabes--- e.g. (Malden Court in Seattle).

· In this market—no such thing as “production” housing

· Timing issues:


--working with community takes time


--staffing levels (one solution:  expedited review funded by development)

· GMPC—help fill gap between housing demand and supply by identifying locations where large numbers housing units can be produced without negatives for existing neighborhoods

· Failure to implement growth management plan is a problem.  Need to:


Educate public (may not like change, but won’t be surprised.)


Regulatory reform and flexibility in zoning to allow multiple housing types

· Cost of infrastructure (one solution—impact fee to deal with cost structure)

· How to direct growth beyond zoning (don’t assume “if you zone, it/they will come”)


--one solution:  regional approach to infrastructure improvement

· State issue—cities pay more into state than get back  

· Need to partner State, regions, and cities

· Combine infrastructure development, appropriate zoning and other amenities to attract development.

· Need to be strategic about where public and private investment in infrastructure –who pays?

· Good, strong process (that’s also efficient) can help win community support.  Gov’t is the mediator/facilitator).

· Values disconnect in community is an issue.

· Public process needs to be well defined and finite

· Developer does lots of behind the scenes work to build support, to be frustrated later

Problems Summarized by Blue Group
· Who and how to pay for infrastructure.

· Too hard to build where you are allowed

· Targeting growth

YELLOW GROUP

· Permit Process

*
State requirements


Agency confusion


Rules/regs. Not coordinated


Timing (takes too long)

· Housing/Transportation


PRT


TDM Linkage (mobility as a housing outcome)


Pay for Parking—Corporate Responsibility

· Infrastructure/Capacity

· Small Cities—need for tools and expertise

· Public Resistance/Political Issues


Need for education


Traffic mitigation important


Density with incentives

· Transportation demand manual (TDM)


PRT


Political pressures

· Affordability


Rent/public trust housing

· Supply


Lack of land


Need infill


Need to collaborate to get infill

LIGHT GREEN GROUP

· Infrastructure cost

· Sprawl—(beyond King County) commuting to affordable housing, services not always available

· Average price of housing quickly exceeding ability to purchase.  Factors:  for families, below market rate

· Assumptions about housing types (SF homes for all)

· Need to look at rental market as part of solution

-  private sector as key part of solution (including low end)

-  solutions within GMA/urban growth boundaries

-  provide more housing type choices.  Factors:  zoning, resistance to change (politics) neighborhoods

-  public projects cost more.  Factors:  lender requirements, operating expenses.

-  Growing wage gap

· Public Resistance to change (neighborhoods)  Factors:  a)changing attitudes/mindsets.  GMA not well understood (tradeoffs); b) zoning; c) need more models for solutions

· Proximity of housing to jobs.  Factors:  a)zoning; b) land costs

· Market not responding to low end.  Factors:  a)competes with above 120%; b)gov’t regulations; c)cost to build; d)obstacles to cost-efficient housing

SYNOPSIS OF PROBLEMS (Large group report back)
· Permit Process (Timing/certainty)

· Housing/Transportation Linkages

· Lack of supply (Housing)

· Affordability (See low-income)

· Financing Certainty

· Single Family home assumption (public perception)

· Public resistance to change/increased density

· Proximity of Jobs/housing

· Low Income Range Housing

· Growing Wage/Income Gap

· Appeals/challenges to permits

· Housing Capacity/jobs/housing balance

· Infrastructure—who pays/who gets?

Solutions Development (Working Lunch) 
Prior to focusing on solutions, each table was asked to work together to develop (quickly) a logo and slogan for a campaign to improve housing in King County.  Creativity and humor was encouraged.  Each table presented its product and a winning table was selected by applause.

The entire group then reviewed the synthesized set of problems/issue statements and selected a few to outline potential steps to solve them.  Each Group was assigned one of the 5 major problem themes and asked to develop a list of possible solutions.

The group selected the following 5 Major Problem Themes from the Synopsis of Problems:

1. Public Resistance/Perception & Permitting—Land Use regulations (certainty)

2. Jobs/Housing balance, proximity, transportation

3. Market Response to broader range of income

4. Infrastructure

5. Low Income/responding to housing that private sector can/will not address

GROUP PROPOSED SOLUTIONS for 5 major themes

Dark Green Group

Public Resistance/Perception & Permitting Land Use Regs

· Up front process

· Set time periods

· Education/P.R.

· Continuous process

· Campaign to support growth management

Who/When

· Everybody:  public/private partnership

· Ron 

· “one bite at the job”—helps elected officials make hard decisions

· living long enough—political experience important in deciding where to take a stand

· process coopted by negative/naysayers

· Need to tell public about successes, also need to deliver successes

· Don’t over promise

· 2-way street: gov. & developers share responsibility to deliver

· One bad apple spoils—drives most regulations

· 2% interest rate change equates to $47k addition to price affordability

· When people understand ground rules—planning and permitting more smooth


--consistently teach people about and apply rules


--helps people feel fairly treated in process

· Public process related to discretionary permit leads to greatest delay and uncertainty

· Not lack of process or no process, but put process up front. (Could apply to targeted areas.)


--Lay out mitigation up front


--invest in good communication (visual aids) to take plans to level that community can access

· Giving people “second bites” is costly

· Opponents bear no cost in delaying process

· --levy fee (that could be returned with a win

· Provide information packages to developers—front load process

· Have reps from all govt agencies meet with developers at pre-application stage

· How to dealt with change in time (values/needs change over time)


--be clear that allowing a “second bit” has cots

· Govt best way to participate in keeping cost down is shortening process

· Elected officials need political will to stick to decisions

· Single bite at apple up front


--needs a change to traditional way


--need to give elected officials coverage to make this change

roster/list of experts)

· Process Concurrency technique/measures need to recognize urban/rural characteristics

· Narrower streets, etc. leads to more buildable land; reduced costs

· Balance cost and infrastructure needs--creative design can serve needs at ower cost

· Long process is counterproductive

· Give parameters upfront = realistic expectations

· Need to be concrete in communicating results of growth management to public

· Education campaigns help public focus on real issues and break myths

· Focus on middle ground rather than polar extremes

· Helps people articulate needs/wants

· Your expert vs. my expert leads to permit delay—use commonly agreed upon expert (use preestablished delays are the norm for multifamily housing

· Developers need help of multiple experts—this is especially $ for small developers; leads to longer timeline

· Long delays/process make hard to take advantage of favorable financing/low interest rates, etc.

· Constructive public participation, e.g. design review

· Flexible regulations

· Quality design

· Public input at planning stage

· Don’t create expectation that “yelling” = change to standing decisions

· Need to be visual to communicate with public

· --visual preference surveys

· Be clear about tradeoffs


--link costs to choices

Blue Group 
Transportation Links/Jobs/Housing Balance

(Need to Get Employers to this Table)

· Housing near jobs

· Deal with more job growth (Increase housing targets?  Met old housing goals)

· Implement Vision 2020 Transportation Plan—Who:  GMPC counties/cities/state, any money


--Sound Rail lines


--urban villages:  density, jobs, less parking


--create new job centers

         
--developer pairing (jobs + residential)—Tool Box

--density bonus/incentives to create mixed use or low income housing—

Tool Box

--need cooperation with state-owned land (for transit housing)


--Prime the pump for development types (density, mixed use and jobs)—

Tool Box


TDR



Tax incentive



Amenities



Height bonuses

· Tax Revenue sharing 

· Job steering to urban centers needing them—Tool Box
· Encourage ADU’s—Tool Box
· Allow housing piggyback on commercial—no restrictions—Tool Box

· Encourage private companies which provide vanpool with state gas tax to communities or community-sponsored “transit” neighborhood—Tool Box

· GMPC should create a model ordinance for medium-sized urban centers using/showing best practices incentives; promote the kind of development we want –Tool Box

--mixed use


--build and plan for mixed use—individual cities supported by GMPC—See Tool Box



Infrastructure




Economic Development Marketing



Land Assembly



Tax forgiveness (?) incentives

· State Fund Sound Rail Northgate (move to phase I)—Everyone lobby state

--State Gas tax (discourage driving sales tax)


--Countywide Parking Tax

--Pursue Tri County Solutions

Implement successful prototype projects

Expand urban/rural TDRs—Tool Box

GMPC staff research what is already working and encourage and assist other cities to do same

Yellow Group

Market Response to Broader Range of Income Group

· Govt Options

--develop incentives

--allowable housing types

--develop standards/fees


--parking


--develop contracts (?)


--design

--distribution of revenues (state and county)

· Refine Funding Strategies

(Partnerships)

[Framework]

Public

Resource Strategies           

· Education—botton--cash, middle—in-kind; top—supply/reg. Reform

[Local Actions]

· Supply Actions (Sam’s 5)

· Land Use Regs (incentives, standards)

· Revenue—state and county actions

· Production

· Density in existing urban areas

· Size and number of UCS

· Number over 13 UCS

· “move the line” (UGB)

· Combo of above

· Supply Necessary

· Density/zoning/standards/UGS (?)

· Nongovt options:


--design

Light Green Group
Infrastructure

· How infrastructure affects cost of housing

· Reduce/delay collection of impact fees tied to public good

· Raising Taxes

· Dedication of taxes related to growth

· Reduce demand for Infrastructure

· Ensure funds are used in appropriately growth -supporting infrastructure

· For affordable housing—shift some of the infrastructure cost away from the front end, or more units.

· Localize tax credit, i.e, waive sales tax, fees for certain projects

· Local permits—changing attitudes move towards “making it work”


Common sense legislation

· Revise allocations for schools—state

· Reduce indirect cots

· Efficient land use within areas with infrastructure

· Target money to fund infrastructure in planned growth areas/centers

· Standardize LOS

Summary of Action by Green Group:

· Statewide effort –bond issue for infrastructure

· Local Option Tax

· Prioritize use of current local money to fund infrastructure

· Dedicate current growth related tax to growth, i.e., real estate excise tax

· Leveraging existing $ (Bonding)

Red Group

Low Income/Respond to housing demand that private sector can/will not address

· Define

· Public private Partnership

· Land purchased with public money

· Utilities paid with public money

· Density bonuses

· Land Use Incentives


Narrower roads


Parking requirements


Accessory dwelling units


Less amenities

· Money—public/private partnerships


Excise tax


Capital gains—capture appreciation on existing housing/land—retain money at local level

· Private/corporate Inclusion(economic basis all business)/Partnership

· At the table

· Educate

· Help provide solutions, i.e., Santa Clara Co. Solution

· Tax Increment Financing with a twist

· State to provide local discretion

· Assistance from “corporate lobby” to persuade states to allow local tax discretion

· ADU Campaign


Regulation changes


Educate community


Technical Assistance

· Public/Private Partnership

· Land cost control

· Finance structure/subsidy

· Land use incentives

· Corporate—all business

· Facilitating Alternative Housing

· Restructure state/local tax interface

Implementation Plan (Afternoon Session)

Description:  Each table worked through several assigned issue statements, answering these questions for each statement:

· “Which actions are necessary in order to effectively address this issue?”

· “What commitments are necessary, and from whom, in order to implement the actions?” and

· “Who will commit and report back on the implementation of these actions?  What is the timeline?”

Each table worked on its issues and reported back to the entire group for group discussion.  The framework of a housing implementation plan was developed, including commitments from retreat participants to implement and report back on actions included in the implementation plan.

BARRIERS

· Accountability needs commitments/check-ins

· Need agreement from more players to engage (citizens, business, community councils)

· Lack of coordination across jurisdictions 

ACTION PLANS

· Programmatic EIS to create building opportunity

· Developer pairing (employment/housing)

· Raise SEPA threshold for housing units 

· Shared parking regulation

· Allow 5 story wood frames in local UBC

· Commit to measurable strategies

· Work as coalition to work on solutions (public and private) 

· Create an action agenda (train to jump on) be specific

· Clarify jobs/housing position and transportation solutions

· Public education (especially housing types)

--Identify specific things for business community (i.e., minimize time commitment)


--Tools to support elected officials [polling/marketing (doing now)]

· Get individual organization/association to buy into larger coalition

· Create “checklist” in next 2 weeks for review to include in report card

· Send out notes from this meeting to participants

· GMPC Staff organizes ideas from today to create game plan

· Identify coalitions for shared issues 

· Shared “toolbox” for local jurisdictions
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