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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 2007 Housing Survey highlights actions taken by King County jurisdictions to address housing needs.  The survey gives special focus to efforts that support housing affordability and/or housing production.   This Survey is an update of the GMPC Housing Survey of 2002 and also includes two new topics (as shown below).

Survey Topics

The survey contains responses for the following 17 housing issues that have been identified as critical in meeting the housing needs of King County’s citizens.  

	1.Cottage Housing
	10. SEPA

	2. Transit Oriented Development
	11. Permitting Processes

	3. Five Story Wood Frame Construction
	12. Capacity for a Diversity of Housing Choices

	4. Accessory Dwelling Units


	13. Jobs Housing Distribution

	5. Flexible or Reduced Parking Standards
	14. Affordable Housing Preservation

	6. Design Standards
	15. Combining Tools and Incentives                                    (NEW QUESTION)

	7. Incentive Programs
	16. Other Housing Actions                                          (MODIFIED QUESTION)

	8. Impact Fees


	17. Your Analysis                                                                 (NEW ITEM)

	9.Infrastructure and Concurrency
	


Survey Summary:

The 2007 Housing Survey shows varying rates of progress amongst the different actions areas.  Some measures such as Transit Oriented Development seem to be providing significant support to housing development and affordability.  Others, such as Design Standards seem to show trends that may raise concerns about impacts on housing costs or production.  Mixed results can be seen for tools such as Incentive Programs where many jurisdictions have adopted such provisions but have seen mixed results in production and affordability.  Survey responses provided some indication of the number of units, and the affordability of those units, produced by different tools; however, a comprehensive reporting did not occur and therefore a definitive count cannot be produced from the responses.  A brief synopsis of 2007 answers, notable changes since 2002 and indications from cities about successes and unit production are listed for each of the 17 topics below:

· Question #1 Cottage Housing:  
· Whose doing it? Of the 25 jurisdictions responding in 2007, there are 6 jurisdictions that report adoption of cottage housing ordinances.  Several communities report that cottage units can be accommodated through existing zoning, demonstration projects or contract rezones.  
· What is new since 2002? Of the 19 jurisdictions that responded in both 2002 and 2007, the number of communities with cottage housing provisions has increased from 3 to 4.  One city repealed its cottage housing provisions since 2002 due to neighborhood concerns. 

· Is it working? Survey responses indicate the number of units produced by cottage housing provisions has been somewhat limited in cities where they are allowed.
· Question #2 Transit Oriented Development:  
· Whose doing it?  Of the jurisdictions responding to the 2007 Survey, 12 are involved in the development of specific TOD projects.  Another 8 are supportive of TOD and support transit supportive development and/or site specific TOD in their communities.  
· What is new since 2002?  Since 2002, 12 cities have completed or have made substantial progress in creating specific TOD projects while 1 city has encountered setbacks in the development of a potential TOD site.  
· Is it working?  Survey responses indicate the number and affordability of units produced in existing or planned TOD projects is significant and exceeds several hundred throughout King County.
· Question #3 Five Story Wood Frame Construction:  
· Whose doing it? There are 8 communities reporting adoption of provisions to allow Five Story Wood Frame Construction in 2007.  Several other communities indicate a potential interest in adopting such measures.  
· What is new since 2002?  Of cities reporting in both 2002 and 2007, the number of communities allowing 5 Story Wood Frame Construction increased from 5 to 8 with one city repealing its provisions during this period.  
· Is it working?  Some cities report significant use of this provisions, while other that have adopted this measure report limited use in new development.  
· Question #4 Accessory Dwelling Units:  
· Whose doing it?  There were 22 cities responding in 2007 that reported adoption of ADU provisions.  Two of the three remaining communities that do not currently permit ADUs are considering adopting such provisions.  
· What is new since 2002?  The one community responding in 2002 without ADU provisions is currently considering adopting such measures.  In addition, several jurisdictions reported easing of standards to stimulate the production of ADUs in their community since 2002.  
· Is it working?  Four cities indicated unit production totals indicating an average of between 1 and 13 new ADUs in each city per year.  These production levels are not necessarily indicative of the results experienced in all communities.  Cities have been tracking their ADU production as part of their work on the Buildable Lands analysis and Benchmarks Reports.
· Question #5 Flexible or Reduced Parking Standards:  
· Whose doing it?  There were 21 cities that have flexible or reduced parking in 2007 and one of these communities is considering adopting such measures.  
· What is new since 2002?  Between 2002 and 2007, 3 cities reported amendments to reduce the amount or increase the flexibility of parking standards.  Of note, minimum parking standards were eliminated in Seattle for commercial zones impacting mixed use development projects in those locations.
· Is it working?  Several cities indicated that parking standard reductions seemed most effective in urban center locations.
· Question #6 Design Standards:  
· Whose doing it?  In 2007, 22 of 25 cities indicated the existence of some form of design standards in at least one part of their community.  
· What is new since 2002?  Among the 19 cities that responded in both 2002 and 2007, 4 cities reported adoption of new design standards while another 4 indicated revisions to existing standards.  In some cases, these revisions were intended to clarify or simplify the design review process.  
· Is it working?  Cities were not able to quantify impact on housing production or costs related to design standards.  
· Question #7 Incentive Programs:  
· Whose doing it?  There 21 cities reporting the adoption of incentive programs to support housing production or affordability in 2007.  Density bonuses (15 of 25 jurisdictions) and tax abatement (5 of 25) were the incentives most frequently mention by various cities although the structure of the survey does not provide a comprehensive assessment of the number of cities that provide these incentives.  
· What is new since 2002?  For communities responding to the surveys in 2002 and 2007, ten indicate the adoption or consideration of enacting new incentive programs.  
· Is it working?  Several communities indicated that there were a limited number of affordable housing units produced through density bonus provisions.  Cities indicated more success with adoption of the tax abatement provisions although a specific number of units created through this measure were not indicated by respondents.
Question #8 Impact Fees:  
· Whose doing it?  Of the 25 respondents to the 2007 Survey, there are 21 cities that report existing or proposed impact fees.  
· What is new since 2002?  Many communities reported new impact fees or increases in existing impact fees between 2002 and 2007.  One city adopted fee waivers for affordable housing, while one city is considering restricting such waivers to non-profit developers.   
· Is it working?  Several communities indicated that the fee waiver programs had been used to support the construction of a significant number of affordable housing units.  
· Question #9 Infrastructure and Concurrency:  
· Whose doing it?  There were 5 of 25 cities reporting some problems with concurrency in the 2007 Survey.  
· What is new since 2002?  Three communities indicated progress between 2002 and 2007 in resolving transportation or infrastructure barriers to development. 

· Is it working?  Cities did not provide an assessment of impact on housing production and affordability from these barriers.
· Question #10 SEPA:  
· Whose doing it?  In 2007, 9 out of 25 cities reported adoption of a Programmatic EIS or “Urban Infill” SEPA Exemption for a portion of their community.  Four additional communities are considering adoption of a PEIS in their jurisdiction. 

· What is new since 2002?  Six communities responding in both 2002 and 2007 indicated adoption of a PEIS or “Urban Infill” SEPA Exemption over the last five years.  In addition, one community reported raising its SEPA thresholds during this period.  
· Is it working?  While the “Urban Infill” SEPA Exemption is associated with the development of a specific project, the impact of PEIS on housing production or affordability in other locations could not be quantified.
· Question #11 Permitting Processes: 
· Whose doing it?  Only one community reported difficulty with its permitting process in 2007 due to a continuing moratorium is prohibiting projects for proceeding through the permitting process.  In addition, three cities (including 1 that responded to both surveys) indicated improvements were currently in development for their permitting systems.  
· What is new since 2002?  Eleven communities, including 9 that responded in both 2002 and 2007, reported recent specific improvements in their permitting process.  
· Is it working?  No examples were provided about the impact of these improvements on housing production, however, one city indicated adoption of specific permit procedures to expedite permits for affordable housing projects and two other communities indicated revisions that could be used to support affordable housing development.
· Question #12 Capacity for a Diversity of Housing Choices:  
· Whose doing it?  There were 23 out of 25 communities indicating an ability to accommodate a range of housing choices in 2007.  
· What is new since 2002?  Twelve of the 19 jurisdictions responding to both surveys indicated they had taken actions to expand capacity and/or choice of housing type.  One community indicated adoption of a provision to generally restrict the expansion of housing capacity through rezones unless growth targets are not being met.   
· Is it working?  Cities indicated that the cumulative effect of expansions (or proposed expansions) of capacity will allow thousands of new units of various types to be accommodated within their jurisdictions.
· Question #13 Jobs-Housing Distribution:  
· Whose doing it?  There were 20 of 25 communities indicated an attempt at influencing the ratio of jobs and housing specifically within their community. (It is important to note that a sub-regional attempt to balance jobs and housing was incorporated into the adoption of the growth targets.) 
· What is new since 2002?  In addition, 7 of the 19 cities that responded in 2002 and 2007 indicated specific recent or proposed actions to improve the jobs and housing ratios in their community.  
· Is it working?  Specific actions to increase housing capacity in the Bel-Red Sub area of Bellevue, the Overlake planning area of Redmond and in Seattle’s urban centers including downtown were cited as specific actions intended to located thousands of additional housing units near employment locations within their City.  
· Question #14 Affordable Housing Preservation:  
· Whose doing it?  There were 10 communities among the 25 respondents to the 2007 survey that are members of ARCH and provide specific allocations each year to support affordable housing preservation (as well as development).  In addition, the City of Seattle has adopted a levy to support affordable housing preservation efforts.  Other communities indicated actions such as support for housing repair programs, inclusionary zoning requirements and covenants for affordable units created through incentive program as methods to preserve housing affordability.  
· What is new since 2002?  A few cities indicated an expansion of financial contributions for affordable housing preservation between 2002 and 2007.  One community reported special efforts to mitigate the loss of affordable housing due to the closure of mobile home parks in their community.  
· Is it working?  Reponses did not provide a good indication of the number of affordable housing units that were preserved using these methods.
Question #15 Combining Tools and Incentives:  
· Whose doing it?  There were 7 communities reporting existing provisions that can be used to combine tools and incentives and an additional 7 communities indicating a desire to adopt these types of provisions.  
· What is new since 2002?  This question was not asked in 2002 so there is no ability to indicate the change in interest in these types of measures over the last 5 years.  
· Is it working?  In addition, cities did not provide an assessment of the impact of these provisions on housing production or affordability.
· Question #16 Other Housing Actions and Question #17 “Your Analysis”: 
·  These questions provided cities with an opportunity to reflect on housing actions that fell outside of the designated survey questions.  As such, it is not possible to easily compare responses between the 2002 Survey and the 2007 Survey.  Among the responses provided by jurisdictions, several housing provisions were mentioned as potentially promising measures.  These included the use of surplus property for affordable housing and the adoption of inclusionary requirements for affordable units in new development.  Clustering provisions were also highlighted as a method to preserve density on sites constrained by environmentally sensitive areas.  Concern was expressed about the effectiveness of density bonus programs for affordable housing due to current market conditions.  The City of Redmond indicated that up to 200 units of affordable housing has been, or is in the process of being, constructed due to inclusionary zoning provisions in the downtown.  In addition, they are exploring a new concept called “Backyard Homes” which allow the development of smaller homes through the subdivision of large existing lots.
Areas of Progress:

A. The 2007 Survey shows clear progress over the last five years in the following areas: 

· Transit Oriented Development appears to be a promising method to increase the amount and diversity of housing choices throughout King County as many cities report significant work on TOD projects that will incorporate housing development in their communities (including numerous new affordable housing units).  

· Numerous cities have been amending Zoning Codes to increase the amount and diversity of housing choices and meet Countywide Planning Policy objectives for future growth.

· Streamlining and expediting permit processes.  Programmatic Environmental Impact Statements have been adopted in multiple jurisdictions and several cities have also acted to relax SEPA thresholds.
· Inclusionary requirements for affordable housing seem to have generally resulted in the successful incorporation of affordable housing units in new development in locations including the Redmond Ridge Master Planned Development and the Issaquah Highlands Master Planned Development and downtown Redmond.
· The development of Accessory Dwelling Units continues at a modest and consistent pace throughout King County and several smaller jurisdictions have taken actions to allow these units in their communities.
· 5 Story Wood Frame Construction provisions have been adopted in most urban center locations.
B.  The 2007 Survey showed mixed progress over the last five years in the following areas: 

· A limited number of cottage housing projects have been developed during the past 5 years.  Four new cities have enacted cottage housing provisions; however, one of the three jurisdictions which permitted these developments in 2002 has since repealed its cottage housing regulations.  

· Density bonuses, impact fee waivers, the use of surplus property for affordable housing development and tax abatement for multi-family development have met with somewhat mixed results with tax abatement appearing to provide more support to affordable housing development than density bonuses. 
· Cities have made some progress at resolving infrastructure deficiencies and constraints to concurrency. 
C.  The 2007 Survey shows the following areas where progress has either been slow or there are some cases of trends which may inhibit housing production or housing affordability:
· Impact fees and design standards appear to have gradually increased over the past five years. 

· Outside of Seattle, parking standards have remained generally similar over the past five years.

· Efforts at preserving existing affordable housing have generally not changed over the past 5 years.  
· Efforts to improve the jobs-housing ratio appear similar to those indicated in 2002, although Bellevue’s Bel-Red sub area plan, Seattle’s urban center plans and Redmond’s Overlake plan is intended, in part, to address the jobs-housing ratio in that community.
· Minimum parking standards eliminated in Seattle for commercial zones impacting mixed use development projects in those locations.
Conclusions and Potential Next Steps:

The 2007 Housing Survey provides a glimpse at the current environment for housing development and affordability.  While the results are not exact, some responses highlight possible areas for future action and investigation.

Transit-oriented Development and, perhaps to a lesser extent, the sale of surplus property for affordable housing development appear to offer promising ways to substantially increase housing production, as well as, housing affordability.  Expansion in the capacity for housing development, especially multi-family development within and near urban centers, appears to be a promising strategy to improve the jobs-housing balance in many communities.  Efforts to broaden the range of housing choices and expand opportunities for fee-simple townhouses, small homes, and cottage units are measures that could help keep home-ownership opportunities available for first-time buyers and smaller households.  Tax abatement programs and inclusionary zoning requirements may be effective at incorporating affordable housing markets in areas where the affordability of new development is beyond the reach of median or lower income households.  Density bonus programs, impact fee waiver programs and similar incentives may need to be revised in order to be effective in the current housing market.  It is also important to note that many cities have not yet adopted the full range of tools available to them.
The results of the 2007 Housing Survey did not provide enough data to quantify the number of units that have been, or could be produced through these various methods and strategies.  Further investigation could help comprehensively determine which cities have adopted specific measures and also identify which approaches hold the greatest promise to assist the housing market in King County, although no specific attempt at such analysis is anticipated at this time. Cities could be encouraged to consider actions that they can take to broaden their range of actions on housing production and affordability.  One possible avenue for making further progress in these areas is implementation of the PSRC's Vision 2020 update, the draft of which includes expanded policies, actions, and data monitoring on housing and housing affordability, including development of a proposed regional housing strategy.
BACKGROUND

See attached: 

· 2007 Housing Survey Supplemental Highlights

· 2007 Housing Survey Summary Charts

RECOMMENDATION

Informational briefing.  No action required.
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