SUPPLEMENTAL HIGHLIGHTS

From the 2002 HOUSING SURVEY

Differences from the 2000 Survey

Although this survey is a follow-up to the 2000 King County Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) Housing Survey, it differs in several respects.  Six of the nine questions are repeated from the 2000 Survey - while three questions regarding public/private partnership, developer pairing and public education campaigns were dropped.  In addition, the 2000 survey relied on multiple choice answers (yes, no, we’re working on this, etc.).  This time we asked for further details.  

Results are summarized in this document and the Summary Results Chart accompanying this report.  Results for the previous 2000 survey can be found at http://www.metrokc.gov/exec/orpp/gmpc/housing/report.html.

Diverse Support and Input

This survey was conducted with support and input from a variety of public, private and non-profit sources including King County Executive Ron Sims, members of the Growth Management Council, the King County Planning Directors, ARCH (A Regional Coalition to Create Housing) the Housing Partnership, and the Better Cities Coalition.  

It was conducted to help gauge progress that has been achieved over the past couple of years with regard to housing issues and to supplement the Buildable Lands Report, Benchmarks Report and Housing Toolkit efforts to provide a fuller picture of housing related actions.

Response Rate

Surveys were distributed to 39 cities and unincorporated King County in August, 2002.  In all, 28 jurisdictions including unincorporated King County responded (compared to 25 jurisdictions in 2000).  

These jurisdictions represent almost 93% of King County’s population (compared to 91.53% in 2000).  In addition, these jurisdictions represent all current and proposed urban centers as well as approximately  92% of the total growth targets approved by the GMPC at their September, 2002 meeting.

Trends

Of the 25 cities that responded in 2000, 19 submitted follow up surveys in 2002.  These follow-ups point out certain trends and accomplishments that have occurred in the past two years.  

· Five Story Wood Frame Construction:  In particular, significant progress has been made on provisions to allow 5-story wood frame construction.  In 2000, only the City of Seattle had approved this measure.  Two years later, there are 6 cities (Bellevue, Burien, Federal Way, Kenmore, Kirkland and Seattle) currently allowing it and 7 other jurisdictions (Kent, Redmond, Renton, SeaTac, Shoreline, Tukwila and King County) considering adopting standards that would permit this type of development.  It appears from Mercer Island’s response that there are additional jurisdictions that would approve this change to their code if adjustments were made to the State of Washington Uniform Building Code.

· Programmatic EIS: Significant change has also occurred with the adoption of Programmatic Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) for locations in Auburn, Burien, Issaquah, Kent and Tukwila during the previous two years.

· Accessory Dwelling Units: There has also been some progress in expanding opportunities for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) with Auburn, Enumclaw and Issaquah adopting provisions to allow ADUs in single family neighborhoods and Renton adopting provisions to allow them in the Resource Conservation Zone.  Several cities including Renton and Seattle are considering actions to expand opportunities for ADUs.  In addition, eastside cities working together through A Regional Coalition for Housing (ARCH) and in conjunction with the City of Seattle have assembled a “ADU Homeowner Packet” to promote the development of ADUs in their neighborhoods.

· SEPA Threshold: There has also been some change with regard to the SEPA threshold.  In comparison with the 2000 Survey, Redmond and King County show thresholds higher than those reported two years ago..

· Shared Parking: Almost all cities allowed shared parking provisions in 2000 and, as a result, no substantive change has occurred on this issue.  Seattle, however, has enacted provisions to waive parking requirements for affordable housing projects serving households at or below 30% of median income.

· Jobs Housing Distribution: With regard to Jobs Housing Distribution, a similar number of jurisdictions report taking this into account during planning; however, responses indicate a greater reliance on the sub-regional balancing approach adopted through the recently approved growth targets.

Other Major Findings

Both Cottage Housing and Transit Oriented Development look like housing concepts that a wide range of cities are considering and supporting.  These could make significant contributions towards supplementing capacity and increasing the diversity of housing choices throughout King County.

Density bonuses are offered for affordable housing by 10 jurisdictions and bonuses are offered in 11 for additional criteria.  Transfer of Development Rights programs are offered by several cities and jurisdictions including Issaquah, Redmond, Seattle and King County.  Federal Way, Redmond and King County have enacted provisions to require affordable housing in a certain percentage of new units in selected projects/locations.  Other incentives identified include the use of surplus property for affordable housing development and provisions to offer incentives for ownership housing.

In general, concurrency and infrastructure do not seem to be a significant constraint towards housing development; however, in a few areas these issues must be addressed to avoid a diminished ability to achieve growth targets in certain jurisdictions.

A number of cities have taken actions to provide for a more diverse range of housing options, especially for housing options that tend to be more affordable.  

Several cities with urban centers have or are taking actions to boost housing capacity and production in their centers to achieve a concentration of housing within the center in a manner consistent with planning goals. 

Summary of Actions on New Survey Topics

· Cottage Housing: Significant work is being done in many jurisdictions in King County to explore this relatively new housing concept.  Seattle and Shoreline were among the first to create cottage housing provisions and both have projects that have been completed under these new provisions.  Redmond recently approved cottage housing provisions and Kirkland has approved interim cottage housing standards for five demonstration projects.   Cottage housing may be accomplished through clustering in Issaquah and Snoqualmie, in Mixed-Use zones in Snoqualmie, through Planned Urban Development in Bellevue and through Special District Overlay in SeaTac. Cottage Housing demonstration projects and provisions have been proposed in SeaTac and King County. Other cities that are considering cottage housing provisions include Black Diamond, Burien, Enumclaw, Issaquah, Kent and Renton.  

In general these provisions all limit the size of the cottage units to no more than 1,000 square feet in size.  Allowed density is typically 2 cottage units for every standard single family home allowed by base zoning.  In Seattle, the density is 1 cottage unit per 1,600 square feet of lot size.

· Transit Oriented Development (TOD): Most cities expect to have dense mixed use development located with or adjacent to transit facilities such as Metro transit centers, Sounder stations, Sound Transit Light Rail stations, and park and ride lots.  In addition, many jurisdictions plan on locating TOD projects within dense areas such as downtowns and urban center where there is frequent transit service.  Completed TODs include Overlake TOD in Redmond and Downtown Transit Center in Renton.  Anticipated TOD projects will be located in jurisdictions including:  Auburn, Bellevue, Burien, Duvall, Federal Way, Issaquah, Kenmore, Kent, Kirkland, Mercer Island, Newcastle, Redmond, Renton, SeaTac, Seattle, Shoreline, Snoqualmie, Tukwila and unincorporated King County near Woodinville.

· Design Standards:  Most jurisdictions have some form of design standards relating to multi-family housing developments.  A significant number are part of the administrative review process.  Seattle requires many projects to be reviewed at public meetings of its Design Review Board, while Mercer Island and Redmond have a citizen Commission, Snoqualmie has a New Construction Committee, and Lake Forest Park puts Town Center developments before the city council for design review.  Black Diamond requires design review by the Planning Commission for projects near the historic core.  Duvall reviews through Planning Commission and city council.  In Enumclaw, Issaquah, Kent and Kirkland, design review can be either administrative or through committee depending upon the scale and location of the project.  

· Incentive Programs:  Density bonuses for affordable housing are offered in Bellevue, Covington, Federal Way, Kirkland, Mercer Island, Redmond, SeaTac, Seattle, Shoreline and unincorporated King County.  Additional bonuses for features such as open space, market rate housing, underground parking, historic preservation, master planning, wetland preservation, on-site child care, energy conservation, senior/disabled housing are offered by Burien, Covington, Federal Way, Kent, Kirkland, Redmond, SeaTac, Seattle, Tukwila and King County.

King County’s Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program allows rural property owners to sell development rights that can then be purchased by urban property owners in King County and in some cities to allow increased density.  Redmond has its own TDR program to transfer rights from critical habitat and agricultural lands, as well as a residential density transfer program to transfer rights from steep R-1 land within the city to other areas, Seattle has TDR for affordable units.  Issaquah and Redmond cited clustering to encourage density by transferring density credits within a site.

A certain percentage of new units within a project must be reserved for affordable housing in projects: (1) located in the Redmond downtown or Willow/Rose Hill area, (2) over 25 units located in Federal Way and (3) in Master Planned Development in unincorporated King County, Issaquah and Snoqualmie.

Other incentives offered by cities include the following:

a. Kent provides tax exemption provisions for owner-occupied multi-family (condominium, townhome) in the downtown. Redmond is considering similar provisions.

b. King County has provisions to allow the dedication of surplus property for affordable housing development that is being used in several projects including the Greenbrier Heights project in Woodinville. Mercer Island provides waivers for design review and permit fees for projects with affordable housing.  

c. Renton is considering provisions to allow a 50% bonus in the downtown that is currently requires conditional use approval to be allowed through administrative design review.  

d. Seattle exempts projects that contain a mix of residential and commercial uses from density limits in commercial zones.  

· Impact Fees:  Transportation impact fees were noted for Auburn, Bellevue, Carnation, Covington, Duvall, Enumclaw, Issaquah, Kirkland, Newcastle, Redmond, Renton, SeaTac, Snoqualmie, Tukwila, and King County.  School fees were noted for Auburn, Carnation, Covington (for locations in the Kent School District), Duvall, Enumclaw, Kent, the Issaquah School District (including Issaquah and portions of Bellevue and Renton), Snoqualmie and portions of unincorporated King County.  Park fees were noted in Carnation, Duvall, Enumclaw, Issaquah and Redmond.  Fire fees are collected in Issaquah and Redmond.  Black Diamond and Burien are considering adopting fees in the future.

In addition, Federal Way, Kent, Newcastle identified fee in lieu of programs for open space/recreation.  Seattle also identified fee-in-lieu of programs.

Fee waivers are available for affordable housing in Bellevue, Covington, Issaquah, Kirkland, Redmond and King County.  In Issaquah, fees for parks, traffic and fire are waived for affordable housing, however, there is no waiver of school fees.  Snoqualmie waives processing fees for affordable housing.  Other exemptions include school fee exemptions for senior housing in Auburn, traffic fee exemption for housing in Auburn’s downtown, school fee exemptions for accessory dwelling units in Federal Way, and in Renton fees are waived for new “for sale” housing in the downtown.

· Infrastructure/Concurrency:  Transportation concurrency is a problem in some unincorporated King County areas as well as Issaquah.  Sewer infrastructure is a constraint in Carnation, Duvall and Enumclaw, while Newcastle and Tukwila have areas within their city on private systems, and this has been a barrier to in-fill in Tukwila.  Water supply was identified as a potential barrier in Black Diamond while Redmond cited that some are required to perform concurrency mitigation.   Renton cited transportation impacts and brownfield clean-up as hampering development.  

· Permitting: Carnation, Covington, Duvall, Federal Way, Issaquah, Kent, Mercer Island, Redmond, Renton, SeaTac, Seattle, Shoreline, Tukwila and King County cite measures already taken to streamline their permitting process.  In addition, Auburn, Burien, Kent, SeaTac, Seattle, Shoreline and King County report additional action to promote streamlining.  Some, such as Shoreline and Burien offer expedited permitting for a fee.  Kirkland is considering waiving permit fees, expediting permitting and paying or waiving infrastructure/utility costs for affordable housing projects.

· Capacity for a Diversity of Housing Choices:  

Cities reported a variety of housing options allowed in their communities including:  Accessory Dwelling Units, Cottage Housing, Duplexes, Senior Housing, Townhomes, Multi-Family, Mixed Use, Small Lot Single Family and Large Lot Single Family.  Some cities are trying to broaden their mix of housing.  For example, Kent has recently adopted Multifamily Townhome and Mixed Use zones.

Several cities including Duvall, Redmond, Renton, Shoreline and King County have adopted minimum density provisions, although others have determined that current development is meeting expectations for minimum density and therefore regulatory standards are not needed at this time.  SeaTac is considering adopting minimum density provisions.  

Changes to capacity through zoning have not significantly decreased capacity.  Zoning capacity has been increased in Bellevue and Kent and is proposed in Kenmore and Kirkland.  Only slight decreases in capacity through rezoning were reported.  Redmond and Seattle have standards to ensure rezones will not diminish capacity for future development.

The recent Buildable Land Report provides additional details on capacity for single family, multi-family, mixed use and pipeline development.  

· Affordable Housing Preservation:  Many cities participate through the King County CDBG Consortium in King County’s programs to preserve affordable housing through the Housing Repair Program and the Housing Finance Program.  Cities such as Kent and Renton have supplemental programs.  The City of Seattle has significant programs including the Preservation of Existing Housing Service Program, Office of Housing Rehabilitation Loans, the Weatherization Program, the Homeownership Assistance Program and the Minor Home Repair Service Program.

· Other:  

a. Burien has taken action to allow housing on non-conforming lots.  

b. Kent has established no minimum lot size, reduced side yard setbacks, allowed short platting for up to 9 units and narrowed street widths in single family neighborhoods.  

c. Redmond notes securing sites for affordable housing development including the Home Choice Way project proposed by ARCH.  

d. Several cities have worked with HomeSight to increase homeownership in their community.  

e. Some cities note that infill development has increased due to moratoriums or concurrency constraints.  

f. Master Planned Development in Issaquah and King County will provide dedicated affordable housing opportunities.  

g. SeaTac and King County have proposed demonstration projects for cottage housing.

h. Redmond adopted regulations for retirement residences that allow the number of units to be increased by up to three times the underlying density in single family zones with a requirement that 25% of the units added be available to moderate income senior households.
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