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Re:
Housing Stakeholders’ Model Practices

____________________________________________________________________________

Over the past three months, a group of housing stakeholders, drawn from those active in GMPC housing discussions, have been working to identify model practices that, if adopted at the local level, may help jurisdictions to achieve local housing goals.

The stakeholders group developed a list of ten priorities topics for which models can be identified, and presented that list to the GMPC earlier this year.  In most cases, our work on models has been focused on the current practices of local jurisdictions, rather than on creating entirely new and untested models.

On behalf of the housing stakeholders, I will present our work on five of the topic areas at the November 29 GMPC meeting.  Information on our work, as well as specific ordinance language for some of the topics, is enclosed with this memo.  These topic areas covered in this report are:

1. Accessory Dwelling Units

City of Mercer Island ordinance

2. Cottage Housing

City of Shoreline Ordinance

3. 120-day Project Review

Information on requirements of state law

Snohomish County timeline/process

4. 5-Story Woodframe Construction

Model ordinance developed by planning directors and building officials

5. Infrastructure and Impact Fee Assessments

Examples of fee waiver approaches

While each of these papers may not present a ready-to-adopt ordinance, they do show how various jurisdictions are working to expand housing in specific ways, and they raise important questions that each jurisdiction can address in light of its own situation.  The Stakeholders Group will continue to develop and refine ideas for expanding housing and improving affordability, and will present further thoughts in the coming months.

Cottage Housing in Your Community

A Guide to Drafting a Cottage Housing Ordinance

The Housing Partnership

June, 2001

Cottage housing is receiving increased attention as a way to meet the needs of a significant and growing share of the housing market.  A number of successful examples in the region provide useful lessons.

With the high price of multi-family zoned land, cottage development is really only practical in single family zones.  Several jurisdictions in the Puget Sound area have adopted, or are considering adoption of ordinances to allow construction of cottage housing in those zones.

It should be emphasized that cottage housing does not represent a new type of zoning, but rather an alternative use of land with an existing underlying zoning.  In some respects cottage housing is similar to single family housing and some respects it is more like multi-family housing.

Approaches to allowing cottage housing will vary by jurisdiction, existing land uses and market conditions.  What works well in one area will not necessarily be appropriate in another.  This report provides guidance to those looking for an approach that will both encourage cottage construction and ensure that the developments fit well into existing neighborhoods.

General considerations

When drafting a cottage housing ordinance the following should be kept in mind:

Entitlement.  Most cottage projects will be built on infill sites in established single family neighborhoods, so jurisdictions will need some process to determine if a proposed cottage development is appropriate.  This process should not be so cumbersome and uncertain that it scares away potential cottage developers and results in conventional single family development on parcels of land that would work well for cottages.  An administrative conditional use permit seems to strike a good balance between developer certainty and community input.

Making cottage development pay.  Because of the high price of land in multi-family zones, infill cottage development is, for the most part, only practical in single family zones.  But for builders to want to undertake cottage development, as opposed to building single family houses as the zoning would allow, cottage development has to be at least an equal, if not a better business proposition than single family.  A cottage ordinance and its accompanying processes must not be so restrictive that they tend to make single family construction a better option.

Re-defining density.  Most jurisdictions measure allowable densities by units-per-acre or by minimum lot sizes.  But all units are not created equal, and such measures foster a misperception of cottage housing.  For cottages it is more helpful to think of:

Floor area ratio (FAR).  By measuring the total floor area of a cottage development against the parcel size, cottages will likely have a smaller impact than the single family homes that would be allowed in the zone.

Population.  A cottage development will likely have the same, or fewer people than the single family homes that could be built on the site.

Cars and traffic.  A cottage development that attracts a mix of singles and couples will have no more cars than a group of houses, especially those with teenagers.

Another way to think about cottage housing is to measure intensity of use rather than counting the number of structures.  

What is the market?  Cottage developments built to-date have attracted large numbers of buyers who are single.  Some developments have attracted young or empty-nester couples.  Children are rarely seen in cottage housing built thus far.  A somewhat larger cottage could work for families with children, but parking may become an issue as those children get to driving age.

Zoning decisions can affect the ability of builders to target certain market segments.  Holding cottages to too small a size limit may eliminate couples or small families (single parent with one child, for example) from the market.  Zoning that makes a single floor possible will make cottages attractive to seniors who want to avoid stairs.  Parking requirements (either minimums or maximums) will strongly influence marketability.

Meeting a neighborhood need.  Cottage housing provides a way for people to give up their large house but stay in their neighborhood.  The reason that many people hold onto large single family houses long after they need all the bedrooms and the big yard is simply that they want to stay in an area they are familiar with.  Cottages allow empty-nesters, seniors, the newly-single to get the equity out of their large house but still have a detached home in a comfortable setting near friends and family.

Affordability.  Although cottages are small, they are not necessarily inexpensive to build.  A cottage includes all of the most expensive rooms of a house (kitchen, bathrooms) as well as heating, ventilation and other systems.  Moreover, it can be expensive to do construction work in the tight spaces of a cottage cluster.

Nevertheless, cottages and small lot houses have been built to sell at modest prices and have introduced some affordability into desirable neighborhoods.  Some requirements, however, will affect costs and the ability of a developer to build an affordable cottage cluster.  For instance, full two-story framing is less expensive than story-and-a-half framing, so, ironically, height restrictions can drive up construction costs.  Excessive setbacks, separations and parking requirements can use land that could otherwise accommodate more cottages or common buildings.  If impact fees, permit fees and utility hook-up fees are based on single family housing, they may be unreasonably high.

Utilities.  The treatment of public utilities is not a land use issue, but it needs attention.  Because most cottages are sold in condominium ownership, the water utility can provide a single water meter and leave it up to the owners association to install sub-meters and collect water and sewer fees from residents.  Where sewer rates are tied to water use, offset meters should be allowed to account for water used in site irrigation.  The stormwater run-off from cottages will be about the same as the equivalent single family development and should be treated the same.

Design guidelines and review.  Rather than codifying all parameters of cottage development, jurisdictions should consider a more informal approach of design guidelines and design review.  These processes, which should be handled administratively, allow a developer and city to work together to craft a development that meets community needs and works well with the site and the target market.

Parameters for Cottage Housing

Following are descriptions of the key parameters that make up a cottage housing ordinance, as well as some possible approaches.  For illustration, the application of each parameter within three cottage developments is shown.  (descriptions of these projects are at the back of the report).  Comments address both market and neighborhood factors.

Cottage Units Allowed

One way to determine the number of cottages that can be built on a site is to work through the underlying zoning.  Cottage ordinances adopted thus far in the region allow up to two cottages in place of each single family house that would otherwise be built on the site.  Where the zoning is more dense and/or the cottages are larger, this might be reduced to something like 1.75 cottages per house.

Ravenna Cottages
Greenwood Avenue Cottages
Poulsbo Place Cottages

3 for 1, not counting carriage units; 4.5 to 1 counting carriage units.
2 for 1
Part of a planned unit development.  Cottages are 12 units/acre on land zoned up to 22 units/acre.

Comments: A two-for-one cottage ordinance can work where land is relatively inexpensive.  In high demand areas a developer could easily find that building one large house is easier and more profitable than building two cottages.  In that case, an increase in the number of cottages allowed may tip the economic scales in favor of a cottage housing development.

Cluster Size

The clustering of cottages is an important design feature.  Creating a sense of community requires at least four cottages around a common open space.  If a cottage development gets too big -- more than a dozen units -- it begins to lose the sense of intimacy.  A masterplanned community may have as many units as space will allow and the market will absorb.  These units should, however, be arranged in their own smaller clusters.

Ravenna Cottages
Greenwood Avenue Cottages
Poulsbo Place Cottages

Six cottages and three carriage units in one cluster
Eight cottages and one common building in one cluster
Six clusters with between five and ten cottages per cluster

Comments:  The cluster and its central open space is meant to provide a quasi-public space for residents, with a presumption of a certain amount of sociability.  Planning and design guidelines, however, should not try to force this too much.  Experience and site-

specific considerations will be the best guide to what configurations and features will work best.

Total Floor Area per Cottage

To be defined as a "cottage," some upper limit may be placed on total floor area.  The examples top out at 1265 square feet, but it is suggested that a cottage could go higher.

Ravenna Cottages
Greenwood Avenue Cottages
Poulsbo Place Cottages

850 sf
768 to 998 sf
870 to 1265 sf

Comments: The size of a cottage will play a large part in determining what market segments find it appealing.  Smaller cottages -- under 1000 square feet or so -- will attract mostly single buyers with some couples, whereas larger cottages work well for couples or even small families. A cottage cluster could have several different sized cottages, giving buyers a variety of choices and encouraging some diversity of household sizes and make-ups.

The option of a larger cottage will be attractive to developers since the additional space, such as an extra bedroom, is less expensive to build, but may increase the value of the building significantly.  If larger cottages are part of a development, however, provision must be made for some additional parking that would be needed for teenagers with cars.

Main and Second Level Floor Areas

Regulating the main floor area controls the footprint and scale of each cottage.  Some jurisdictions have then imposed a maximum for the second floor as a percentage of the first floor area, in order to minimize mass and bulk.  These parameters can vary within the cluster.

Ravenna Cottages
Greenwood Avenue Cottages
Poulsbo Place Cottages

425 sf main floor, 425 sf upper floor
648 to 798 sf main floor.  118 to 203 sf upper floor
805 sf main floor, 460 sf upper floor in two-story cottage.  870 sf main floor in rambler.

Comment: Instituting complex formulas for floor areas can give neighbors some assurance that the cottage development will not overwhelm its surroundings.  At the same time, rigid formulas will complicate the design process and may foreclose options that would work well on a given site (for example, a daylight basement on a steep site).

Another consideration comes from viewing cottages as senior housing.  Many seniors will look for a one-story home so they do not have to worry about stairs as they become older.

Height Limit

A number of factors determine appropriate height limits for cottage development.  The underlying zoning will have a height maximum.  Additional height can be granted for steeply pitched roofs (greater than 6:12, for example).  

Ravenna Cottages
Greenwood Avenue Cottages
Poulsbo Place Cottages

28 feet max
22 feet max
20 feet max.

Comments:  The architectural styles favored in cottage developments built thus far tend to include lower plate heights on the second floor, placing part of the living space in the roof.  This building style is common in most neighborhoods, so cottages built this way will fit in.  But because this style uses dormers and results in complicated interior and exterior angles, it is a more expensive style of construction, as compared to a full two-story building with an attic.  Going to a full two stories must be approached with great care, however, due to concerns about "skinny houses."

Another architectural feature that will affect height is the desire to raise cottages off the ground.  When cottages are clustered close together, a few steps up to a porch allows for a visual separation between community space and private space.

Common Open Space

Cottage developments generally cluster around some common open space.  The size of this space will be determined by the overall density of the project, the footprints of the cottages as well as the setbacks and separations.  

Ravenna Cottages
Greenwood Avenue Cottages
Poulsbo Place Cottages

200 square feet per unit
575 square feet per unit
Common space in clusters ranges from 259 sf to 780 sf per unit.  370 sf average.

Comments:  More dense projects on expensive land will, naturally, have less open space, so it is important to maximize the common space by minimizing space in setbacks and separations.

Distance between Structures

The buyer of a cottage home is presumed to be more concerned with ownership of four walls and the simple fact of detachment, than with the distance from the neighbors.  Building codes specify a minimum of six feet between structures for fire safety, and this may be sufficient in many developments.

Ravenna Cottages
Greenwood Avenue Cottages
Poulsbo Place Cottages

Six feet
10 feet minimum
Six feet

Comments:  For projects with high land cost, the site plan will need to emphasize the maximum footprint of the cottages for economic reasons, and put as much of the remaining space as possible into the common areas.  Such a site plan will need to have minimal separations.  Careful design can preserve privacy.

Setbacks

Front, side and rear yard setbacks will likely begin with those in the underlying zoning.  An averaging of setbacks around the side and rear yards can provide design flexibility while not overwhelming the neighbors.

Ravenna Cottages
Greenwood Avenue Cottages
Poulsbo Place Cottages

10 feet front, five feet side, two feet along alley
Average of 10 feet side and rear.  Front setback N/A
Three feet side and rear, 10 feet front.

Comments:  Setbacks from the street and from adjacent property represent land that cannot be used very productively in a cottage cluster.  Because the emphasis of a cottage development is on common central open space, peripheral areas should not be expected to have much utility.  Therefore, setbacks should be minimized so the central common space can be maximized.  If setback averaging is used, the cottages closest to the property line may be those with the least bulk.

Parking

Parking is perhaps the most significant factor in the economics of cottage housing.  The space needed to maneuver and park a car is nearly the same as the footprint of a small cottage.  Moreover, clustering does not generally allow parking immediately adjacent to each cottage.  Cottage projects must have enough land to provide a separate parking area, preferably out of view of the street.  The presence of an alley can eliminate the need for a driveway and turn-around space.

The number of spaces required per unit will be determined primarily by the market segment the development is targeting.  Smaller cottages (under 1000 square feet) will typically be owned by single adults, who will probably own just one car.  Larger cottages are suitable for couples who may own two cars and even a third if they have teenagers.  If there is no on-street parking for guests, additional spaces will be needed on-site.  Parking requirements may be lowered if good transit service is nearby.

One way to recoup the cost of providing parking is to build carriage houses over the parking area.  Although it is possible to build one carriage unit over two parking spaces, a more likely configuration would be one unit over three or four spaces.

Ravenna Cottages
Greenwood Avenue Cottages
Poulsbo Place Cottages

One enclosed space per unit.  Three carriage units on top of nine-car parking structure.  On-street parking available
One enclosed space per unit and seven uncovered spaces.  No on-street parking.
One enclosed space per unit.  Some attached to unit.  On-street parking available.

An evolutionary process

Although the region has seen several successful cottage developments, both new and old, the concept is still evolving.  Developers continue to learn what designs and configurations work best for various market segments.  Communities continue to learn how to make cottages fit well into existing neighborhoods.

Cottage ordinances should recognize the continuing evolution of cottage housing and be written with enough flexibility so that builders and communities can work together to create great projects.  Jurisdictions should anticipate fine-tuning their approach to cottage housing after some projects are on the ground.

Cottage Housing Examples

Ravenna Cottages

The Ravenna Cottages is a nine-unit project in Seattle's Ravenna/Greenlake neighborhood.  Threshold Housing developed the project and all units have been sold to individual buyers at market prices.

The project consists of six cottages facing each other across a central courtyard, and three carriage units that sit above a nine-car above-ground parking structure accessed from the alley.  The parcel is about 10,000 square feet.

The Ravenna Cottages were built under the Seattle design demonstration program, which allows projects to be built that would not otherwise conform with existing zoning.

Cottages at Poulsbo Place

Poulsbo Place is a planned unit development (PUD) just north of downtown Poulsbo, in Kitsap County.  It is being developed by Security Properties.

The 17.3 acre development was the former site of military housing.  Four types of homes are  being built, ranging from 870 square feet to 2250 square feet.  The project includes a 3.7 acre section with 45 cottages arranged in clusters around common yards.  Some front on the street while others front on walkways.  Some have attached garages.

Greenwood Cottage Homes

This cluster of eight cottages is being built in Shoreline, under its cottage zoning ordinance which permits cottages as a conditional use.  The 35,000 square foot parcel sits behind two single family homes fronting on the street.  The cottages in the rear are accessed by a driveway between the houses.

The cluster employs six different designs, with two models repeated.  They surround a lawn and pea patch garden and share a common building and storage shed.

Sample Ordinance for Cottage Housing

For use with
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NOTES ON FORM OF MODEL ORDINANCE

This model ordinance is not intended for adoption as is.  The ordinance must be tailored to the needs of each individual jurisdiction.  Also, the current code must be reviewed to ensure that the new cottage housing ordinance is consistent with all other code provisions.  If amendments to other code language is necessary this can not be done by mere reference in this ordinance but requires a specific amendment.  Each jurisdiction will have their own preferred form of adoption which will include such as things as a valid enacting clause, an effective date, a severability clause, and signatures of the appropriate officials.

SECTION 0.00.000 COTTAGE HOUSING

A.
Cottage Housing is permitted in all residential zones by administrative Conditional Use Permit or Site Plan Approval.


B.
General development standards are listed in Table 0.00.000(A) and in this chapter.

TABLE 0.00.000(A)






Existing Single Family Zone  -  DU/Acre   or   SF/DU


R-4    or    R-10,000
R-6    or   R-7,200
R-8   or   R-5,000 

Total Floor Area per Cottage
1,000 to 1,400 SF
975 to 1,200 SF
950 to 1,100 SF

Main Level Max Floor Area:

     Min. Percentage of Cottages

     All others 
700 to 800 SF

800 to 900 SF                                                                                       
675 to 750 SF

800 to 850 SF
650 to 700 SF

700 to 800 SF

Cottage Units Allowed in Place of Each   SFR Allowed by Zone:

     Main floor < 701 to 751 SF

     Main Floor > 750 SF
2.00

2.00
2.00

1.75
2.00

1.75

Cluster Size – Min and Max
4 and 12
4 and 12
4 and 12

Height Limit – Average
18 feet
18 feet
20 feet

Additional Height if >6:12 pitch
25 to 28 feet
25 to 28 feet
25 to 28 feet

Min. Common Open Space/Cottage
400 to 500 SF
250 to 350 SF
200 to 300 SF

Min. Distance between Structures
10 to 15 feet
6 to 10 feet
6 feet

Parking space per Cottage* (See also 0.00.000(C))

     Main Floor < 701 SF

     Main Floor > 700 SF
1.5 to 2.0

2.0
1.0 to 1.5

1.0 to 2.0
1.0 to 1.5

1.0 to 2.0

Interior Setbacks from Adjacent Property:

     Average

     Not less than
15 to 20 feet

15 to 20 feet
7 to 10 feet

5 to 7  feet
7  feet

5  feet

Setback from Public Street

     Average

     Not Less than
15 to 20 feet

10 feet
10 to 15 feet

7 to 10 feet 
7 to 12 feet

5 to 10 feet


C.
Additional parking requirements and methods of modification.

1.
50 % of adjacent street parking spaces may count towards meeting minimum parking space requirements; however, at least 1.0 space per cottage must be provided on site. 

2.
Parking may be reduced by 25% if there is bus service within 500 feet walking distance; however, there must still be at least 1.0 parking space per cottage on site.

3.
Parking spaces that are provided on site shall be clustered to the side or rear of the development unless the site is accessed directly from an alley and the parking is screened from the public streets and adjacent properties.


D.
Cottage orientation and application of current lot size requirements.

1.
Cottages shall be oriented around the common open space.

2.
Cottages may be developed as multiple cottages per parcel.  Minimum lot sizes per unit do not apply.  (Note: An exception for cottage housing should be noted in the code where minimum lot sizes for residential zones are prescribed).


E.
Additional restrictions.



(Additional possible restrictions include covered porches; pitched roofs; private yards; some parking with direct back-out into the street.)

LOCAL PROJECT REVIEW -120 day timeline 

The Stakeholders Group finds that an expeditious permitting process is critical to the ability of developers to build housing, and must be a part of any local strategy to keep housing rents and prices affordable. 

This paper presents only preliminary information that has been gathered on local project review and permitting.  The inclusion of Snohomish County and City of Kent timelines is not intended as an endorsement of these processes.  Instead, the Stakeholders Group considers this paper a foundation from which discussion and the possible development of a permitting model may be developed and presented to the GMPC for future consideration. 

I.
STATE REQUIREMENTS

In 1995, the Legislature adopted ESHB 1724 -a regulatory reform effort intended to streamline local permit processes and to simplify land use and environmental regulations.  The legislation, which applied to all counties planning under the Growth Management Act -including King County - required local jurisdictions to implement three regulatory reform measures: (1) Local governments were required to integrate SEPA review into their standard permit process; (2) local governments were required to allow for no more than one open record hearing appeal and one closed record appeal during the permit process; and, (3) local governments were required to issue a decision within 120 days of the submission of a complete project application (however, local governments could not be held liable for failing to meet the 120-day target set by the Legislature). 

On July 1st, the 120-day provision of ESHB 1724 was discontinued. While local governments are still required to limit appeals and to have SEPA review integrated into their permit process, they are no longer required to meet any timelines issued by the state.  Instead, local governments are to establish their own timelines for permit review:

Development regulations adopted pursuant to RCW 36.70A.040 shall establish time periods for local government actions on specific project permit applications and provide timely and predictable procedures to determine whether a completed project permit application meets the requirements of those development regulations. Such development regulations shall specify the contents of a completed project permit application necessary for the application of such time periods and procedures.

(Revised Code of Washington 36.70B.O80, As of July I, 2000) 

Under the new statute, local jurisdictions are required to implement their own ordinances, resolutions or practices to insure timely and predictable processes for permit review.  Before July 1, local governments could not be held liable for failing to meet the Legislature's 120-day timeline.  However, under RCW 64.40.020( 1 ), if local governments fail to meet their own timelines - set in locally established ordinances -they may be held liable for damages.

II.
Snohomish County's 120-day timeline 

Though expired, state-mandated timelines are still employed by some local governments.  In Snohomish County. most permit applications are processed within 120 days.  A 120-day timeline -similar to ESHB 1724’s timeline -has been adopted by ordinance by Snohomish County.  However, some permit applications are not governed by the 120 - day rule. Administrative permits -for final plat approval, residential grading, short subdivisions, garage and shed additions, temporary dwellings, accessory apartments, residential flood hazards, landmark designations, right-of-ways and public areas -are typically processed under 120 days, but are not governed by the rule.  More complicated permits - which require amendments to code or to the County Comprehensive Plan - are unlikely to be processed within 120 days and are not subject to the 120 - day rule.  Also, permits for fully contained communities, master planned resorts and for essential public facilities are also exempt from the rule.

Permits requiring a Hearing Examiner decision - and most administrative permits, which do not require a Hearing Examiner decision - are usually processed within 120 days.  Within 28 days of the submission of a permit application, Snohomish County' s Department of Planning and Development Services (PDS) must issue a determination of completeness.  If a permit application is found to be incomplete, PDS’ 120-day clock is stopped.  After an application is deemed complete, PDS has 7 days to notify the public and relevant stakeholders about the permit application.  For non-shoreline pemits, a 21-day public and agency comment period follows this notice. 

Snohomish County 120-day timeline for permits requiring a Hearing Examiner's

decision: 

· Application is submitted

· Completeness determination is issued (Clock starts)

· Notice of application is issued (7 days)

· Public and agency comment period expires (28 days) 

· Notice of hearing and SEPA detennination are issued (49 days)

· SEPA comment period expires (64 days)

· SEPA appeal period expires (71 days)

· PDS recommendation to Hearing Examiner is submitted (94 days)

· Public hearing-ends {101 days)

· Decision of Hearing Examiner is issued (120 days)

· Appeal period expires (134 days)

· County Council appeal hearing ends (176 days, if required) 

· Written decision of County Council is issued (183 days, if required)

After the comment period, PDS project evaluation begins.  PDS staff evaluates the permit application to insure compliance with growth management and SEPA laws, and to insure consistency with comprehensive plans.  Meanwhile, a SEPA threshold determination is also made during this time period.  If a determination of Non-significance is made, a meeting before the Hearing Examiner is immediately scheduled.  If a determination of significance is made, PDS' s 120-day clock stops for the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement.  If an appeal of a SEPA decision is filed, the appeal hearing is combined with the project hearing.

Within 45 days of the scheduling of a hearing and the issuance of a SEPA determination, PDS staff must supply a report and recommendation to the Hearing Examiner.  The Hearing Examiner is allowed 7 days to review the information before the public hearing begins.  The public hearing is to last no longer than 4 days, and the Hearing Examiner is allowed 15 additional days to issue a final decision.  Snohomish County's 120-day clock expires with the issuance of a Hearing Examiner's decision.

Further appeals do not fall into Snohomish County's 120-day timeline.  Project permit appeals may be filed with the County Council, but SEPA appeals must be filed in Superior Court.  Should a Hearing Examiner's decision be appealed to the County Council, the Council is allowed 60 days to conduct a hearing and to issue its final written decision.

III.
Kent's 120-day Timeline 

In Kent, a pre-application conference is required of all projects that require a decision by a Hearing Examiner - and of all projects that require SEPA review.  After a pre-application conference is requested, the City has 5 days to schedule a conference and 30 additional calendar days to conduct the conference. 

Once a determination of completeness is issued, the City has 10 days to notify agencies of the application and 14 days to notify the public and relevant stakeholders.  SEPA-exempt projects - which require only a Planning Director's final decision - do not require public notification, unless a public comment period or an open record hearing is necessary.  At the time of completeness determination, a tentative time, date and place of a public hearing is established.

Administrative permits require the final decision only of the Planning Director.  Conditional use permits, variances and preliminary plats require the final decision of a Hearing Examiner.  Rezones - and planned unit developments with changes of use - require a Hearing Examiner's recommendation and a City Council decision.  Planning Director and Hearing Examiner decisions and recommendations must be issued 14 days after a record is closed.  Kent does not hold itself liable for damages if it fails to meet its 120-day timeline.  However, if the 120-day target is not reached, applicants must be supplied with a written explanation for the delay and an estimated date for a final decision. 

Kent's 120-day timeline for permits requiring a Hearing Examiner's decision or SEPA review: 

· Pre-application conference is requested

· Pre-application conference is scheduled (5 expired days)

· Pre-application conference is held (35 expired days)

· Application is submitted 

· Completeness determination is issued (120-day clock starts)

· Notice of application issued to agencies (10 days) 

· Notice of application and hearing issued to public, if required (14 days)

· Agency comment period expires (28 days) 

· Public comment period expires - minimum timeframe (28 days)

· Public comment period expires - maximum timeframe (44 days)

· Record is closed- maximum timeframe (106 days) 

· Decision of Planning Director or Hearing Examiner is issued (120 days)

· Administrative appeal period expires (134 days)

IMPACT FEE EXEMPTIONS

The Stakeholders Group finds that impact fees can have a negative effect on the construction of affordable housing, and that measures to reduce or waive such fees for projects that include affordable housing units can encourage its development. Because affordable housing provides public benefits, it is appropriate to consider impact fee exemptions as part of local strategies to keep housing prices and rents affordable.

This paper presents only preliminary information that has been gathered on local impact fee exemptions. The inclusion of specific ordinances and codes is not intended as an endorsement of these measures. Instead, the Stakeholders Group considers this paper a foundation from which discussion and a model impact fee exemption for affordable housing may be developed and presented to the GMPC for future consideration.

The Growth Management Act grants cities specific authority to exempt low- income housing projects from the payment of impact fees. 

King County exempts all senior housing and low or moderate-income housing developed by public housing agencies or private nonprofit housing developers from the payment of school impact fees.  Private developers may apply for and receive reductions in school impact fees if the low or moderate-income units meet the same criteria established for public housing agencies and nonprofit housing developers. (King County Code Chapter 21A.43.)

King County may exempt or partially exempt low or moderate-income housing developed by public housing agencies or private nonprofit housing developers from the payment of Mitigation Payment System (MPS) fees for road improvements.  (Housing affordable to households earning 50% or less of area median income is exempt from MPS fees?) (King County Code Chapter 14.75) 

The City of Redmond exempts all housing units affordable to households earning 60% or less of area median income from the requirement to pay all impact fees, subject to a minimum 25-year covenant and other conditions.  The City Council may waive up to 50% of the required impact fees for owner-occupied housing affordable to households earning between 61% and 80% of area median income. (Redmond Community Development Guide and Redmond Municipal Code Section 20D.6010-050; Ordinance No. 2072.)

The City of Bellevue exempts any development or portion thereof used exclusively for affordable housing (housing affordable to families with an income up to 80% of area median income) from the requirement to pay a transportation impact fee, subject to a City-approved agreement that such affordable housing will continue as long as the structure exists.  (Bellevue Municipal Code, Chapter 22.16.)

APPLICATION OF CONCURRENCY SYSTEMS TO AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

The Stakeholders Group finds that concurrency standards can have a negative effect on the construction of affordable housing, and that measures to provide favorable treatment or waive requirements for projects that include affordable housing units can encourage its development.  Because affordable housing provides public benefits, it is appropriate to consider concurrency standards modification as part of local strategies to keep housing prices and rents affordable.

This paper presents only preliminary information that has been gathered on local impact fee exemptions.  The Stakeholders Group considers this paper a foundation from which discussion and model concurrency standards for affordable housing may be developed and presented to the GMPC for future consideration. 

The Growth Management Act requires local jurisdictions to implement transportation concurrency systems, and allows jurisdictions to implement other concurrency systems. 

Because the GMA gives local authorities the responsibility to create concurrency systems, local jurisdictions should be able to exempt affordable housing from concurrency requirements or provide favorable treatment for affordable housing projects. 

Search of local ordinances and codes did not turn up any examples of exemptions or favorable treatment for affordable housing. 

King County Transportation Concurrency Management Program provides a concurrency certificate valid for 180 days; within that period, the developer must file for a development permit. One 180-day extension may be requested if a mandatory. pre-application meeting has been scheduled with the permitting agency (DDES) prior to expiration of the certificate.  These time periods are too short for most low and moderate-income housing developments, where access to development capital and public financing is restricted and it may take 1-3 years to assemble financing.  Concurrency certificates valid for longer periods would assist the development of affordable housing units.
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