
GMPC HOUSING RETREAT SUMMARY

24 March 2000

Below is a summary of the Growth Management Planning Council Housing Retreat.  This represents a synopsis of the work of each group as staff has interpreted it from the work sheets.  Attached is the verbatim translation of that work.  As you review both pieces of work, let us know if they accurately reflect your discussions.   

Retreat Facilitator:
Pat Serie, President, EnviroIssues

Goal of the Housing Retreat:  Identify key housing problems, the roles of various stakeholders, and practical solutions related to housing production and affordability.  Leave the retreat with consensus on a housing implementation plan.

Keynote Presentation:   "The Realities of Housing Development in King County" ​​​​​​​​​​–​​What conditions Influence Housing Production and Affordability?  Maria Barrientos, Principal, barrientos LLC 

Barrientos presented an overview of the factors which influences the cost of housing development.  Those factors include income, debt service, operating expenses, infrastructure, land costs, and permitting time.  She cautioned that her presentation was meant to be provocative, to spur thought, and to stimulate conversation for the rest of the day.  Barrientos pointed out that there are constraints for government and developers; she challenged both sides to be creative.   She explained that trends show that around large urban centers is where higher housing costs occur.  She discussed the various definitions of affordability, noting that some say it’s 50-80% of median income while she believes it to be 80-120% of median, with anything above 120% considered high end housing.   Barrientos concluded that there are different definitions of affordability depending on what is trying to be achieved.   

Additional points presented by Barrientos:

· Some areas of the County are not building market rate housing.

· Market rate fluctuates depending on the neighborhood because it costs the same to build.

· 95% of the housing stock is built by the private sector.  It’s necessary for government to ask developers what is needed to get the housing built.

Barrientos reviewed the costs it takes to finance a project, adding that what is left for the developer is very little.  A question was raised about the equity that the developer has to look forward to over time.  She cautioned that bankers must be convinced that project would work immediately not down the line. 

A discussion ensued about growth management and about housing being cheaper to build because infrastructure was already there. Barrientos explained that if infrastructure needs to be improved, as it often does in urban areas, it’s also expensive; it doesn’t matter if it’s already there.  Judy Clibborn reminded Barrientos that she challenged the common thinking about what growth management is suppose to do. 

Defining the Problems (Morning Session) 
· Participants worked in table groups to develop problem or issue statements about housing issues in King County.   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.  

· Each table then described its issue/problem statements to the large group. 

· Focused issue statements were developed and used to help work through possible solutions.

From the small group discussions, a range of problems was identified, resulting in the following recurring themes:  (See attached for complete list.)

· Permit Process (Timing/certainty)

· Housing/Transportation Linkages

· Lack of supply (Housing)

· Affordability 

· Financing Certainty

· Public perception of Single Family housing

· Public resistance to change and 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?

From the list above, participants agreed on 5 issue statements of the housing problems, which included:

1. Jobs/Housing balance, proximity, transportation

2. Public Resistance/Perception & Permitting—Land Use Regulations (certainty)

3. Market Response to broader range of income

4. Infrastructure

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

Solutions Development (Working Lunch)
Problem/issue statements were assigned to each table for development of solutions and implementation plans.  Below is a synopsis of proposed solutions for the 5 major problem/issue statements:  (See attachment for complete list.)

· Jobs/Housing Balance, proximity, transportation

· Housing near jobs

· Implement Vision 2020 

--Urban villages:  density, jobs, less parking


--Density bonus/incentives to create mixed use/low income housing

· Taxing Strategy

--Tax Revenue Sharing


--State Gas Tax


--Countywide Parking Tax

· GMPC create a model ordinance for medium-size urban centers

--Plan and build for mixed use


--Create infrastructure, economic development, and tax incentives

· GMPC staff research existing tools that work and assist jurisdictions in utilizing those tools

· Public Resistance/Perception & Permitting Land Use Regulations

· Education Campaign

--Garner support for growth management 

--Inform public about land use regulations/ground rules/hard choices

--Support politicians

· Cooperation and shared responsibility between public and private sectors


--Flexibility in regulations


--Delay and uncertainty leads to high costs

· Market Response to broader range of incomes

· Resource Strategies


--distribution of state/county revenues

· Land Use Regulations


--incentives/standards

· Education


--government and private actions

· Infrastructure

· Dedicate taxes related to growth

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

· Prioritize use of local funds to pay for infrastructure

· Low Income/Responding to housing that private sector can/will not address

· Public/Private partnership


--land cost control/land purchased with public money


--infrastructure paid with public money


--finance structure/subsidies

--land use incentives (density bonus, relaxation of road standards, parking, accessory units)


--education on both sides


--two-way partnership in finding solutions

· Accessory Dwelling Units


--educate community


--changes in regulations


--technical assistance

Implementation Plan (Afternoon Session)
Description:  Each table worked through its 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 for larger group discussion.   The framework of a housing implementation plan was developed, including commitments from numerous retreat participants to implement and report back on actions included in the implementation plan

Below are some of the barriers sited by participants in correcting the housing problems:

· Accountability needs commitments/check-in

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

· Lack of coordination across jurisdictions

· Clarify jobs/housing position and transportation solutions

Follow-up for GMPC and GMPC Staff

· Commit to measurable strategies

· Work as coalition on public/private solutions 

· Create an action agenda; organize retreat ideas; create game plan 

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

· Send out notes to retreat invitees

· Identify coalitions to work on shared issues

· Solicit support from individual organizations/associations to buy into developing coalitions 

· Develop a shared “toolbox” for local jurisdictions


--Minimize time commitment)


--To support elected officials

PROPOSED ACTION PLANS

1. Support programmatic EIS process that will facilitate building opportunities. 

2. Develop jobs/housing strategies to address imbalance.

3. Raise SEPA threshold to exempt projects 20 dwelling units and under.

4. Change development regulations to allow shared parking.

5. Allow 5-story wood frames in local Uniform Building Code.
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