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AN ORDINANCE relating to affordable housing;
adopting the King County Affordable Housing Policy
Plan as the county-wide affordable housing plan for
King County; repealing Ordinance 2555 in its
entirety.

PREAMBLE:

On April 8, 1985 the King County Council
unanimously adopted Ordinance 7178 thereby adopting
the King County Comprehensive Plan which was
subsequently signed into law by the King County
Executive on April 15, 1985.

The King County Comprehensive Plan contains Goal 5
which states: Encourage affordable housing and
diversity in housing types, and lifestyle choices
ranging from urban to rural.

The King County Comprehensive Plan contains
residential development policy R-10l which states:
King County should encourage and promote a wide
range of residential development types and
densities in various parts of King County to meet
the needs of a diverse population and provide
affordable housing choices for all income levels.

Ordinance 7178 provides for the amplification and
augmentation of any or all of the elements of the
King County Comprehensive Plan, including a housing
element consisting of surveys and reports upon
housing conditions and needs as a means of
establishing housing standards to be used as a
guide in dealings with official controls related to
land subdivision, zoning, traffic and other related
matters.

On April 23, 1984 the King County Council passed
Ordinance 6762 approving the preparation of the
King County Affordable Housing Policy Plan.

On June 21, 1984 King County sponsored an
Affordable Housing conference attended by more than
70 people. The participants identified issues
related to regulations, higher density zoned land,
creative design, manufactured housing and housing
finance which required further study.

On October 29, 1984 the Director:of the Department
of Planning and Community Development formed a Land
Use and Development Issue Committee and a Housing
Finance Issue Committee consisting of King County
citizens to study high priority issues and develop
recommendations. The committees submitted reports
and recommendations to the King County Executive in
April, 1985.



.. .:.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

~8279

A Steering Committee of elected officials and staff
of all affected departments evaluated the
recommendations made by both issue committees,
evaluated additional recommendations made by King
County staff and developed the Executive Proposed
Affordable Housing Policy Plan, which was submitted
to the King County Council in December, 1985.

The King County Council conducted a series of
community meetings and presentations on the
proposed plan in 1986, followed by a public hearing
on October 6, 1986. The revised plan dated August,
1987 reflects citizen participation and changing
State and Federal legislation.

King County should encourage diversity of housing
types and costs throughout the County to meet the
affordable housing needs of existing residents and
those households expected to reside in all urban
areas and rural activity centers of King County.

King County should increase the supply and
accessibility of housing that is affordable to very
low income households.

King County should increase the supply of housing
affordable to moderate income households, including
both renters and those who wish to purchase their
own home.

King County should pursue changes in its land use
policies and regulations that result in lower
development costs without loss of adequate public
review, environmental quality or public safety, or
increased maintenance costs for public facilities.

King County should promote a fair share of
affordable housing in all urban areas and rural
activity centers through land use planning and
housing assistance initiatives to increase housing
opportunities for its low and moderate income
households.

Existing housing objectives and policies contained
in Ordinance 2555 are out of date and insufficient
to guide systematic planning, coordination and
development of affordable housing in King County.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:

SECTION 1. The goals, policies, objectives and strategies and

the short range work program and mid-range work program contained

in the revised Executive Proposed Affordable Housing Policy Plan

dated September, 1987 are adopted as a functional plan of the King
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of the King County Comprehensive Plan they constitute official

county policy which affect housing supply, conditions, occupancy,

cost, design, mix and location.
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SECTION 2. Ordinance 2555 is hereby repealed.

INTRODUCED AND READ for the first time this
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Affordable Housing Policy Plan responds to the problem of housing
affordability and the need for local government to take an active role
in addressing it. King County's Comprehensive Plan - 1985 directed
the plan to evaluate the impact of County codes and regulations on
housing affordability, and the availability of tools and incentives
for housing, including government programs. The Affordable Housing
Policy Plan sets out a work program for the next five years to implement
a broad range of affordable housing strategies.

The Need for Affordable Housing

Problems with housing affordabi1ity have affected both renter and home­
owner households in King County. Some low income renter households,
especially single parent families, pay an excessive proportion of their
income on housing costs. Other renter households are unable to purchase
a house due to recent price increases and high financing costs. Low
income homeowners can have difficulty affording needed maintenance.

For the purposes of this plan, the need for affordable housing has
three parts. First there is a need to increase the supply and afford­
ability of housing for low income households. The basic shelter needs
of King County residents is a primary concern. The supply of lower
cost and subsidized housing is inadequate to meet the growing need
of low income households, and the tools available for construction
of subsidized housing or rental assistance are 1imited. And there
is a continuing need to assist low income homeowners with necessary
housing repairs. Second, there is a need to improve affordabi1ity
for first time homebuyers. The basic economics of household incomes
and housi ng costs have changed over the past decade, shutti ng out many
first-time buyers. Homeownership is highly valued among King County
residents, and demonstration projects in King County and elsewhere
have shown that affordable homes can be built while still protecting
environmental quality and neighborhood compatibility. Third, there
is a need to reduce the cost of housing development at all price levels.
Rising costs of development have increased prices for all housing and
have made it difficult to build new lower cost housing. Although market
forces determine much of the cost of building and financing housing,
King County land use policies can affect what sort of housing is built,
and County development regulations and procedures affect the cost of
development.

The Role of King County in Affordable Housing

The role of local government in housing is changing. King County recog­
nizes that its actions influence the cost and type of housing built,
and that it must use all available tools to adequately shelter those
county residents who cannot find affordable housing. Briefly, King
County can use five types of strategies:
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(1) Financial Assistance. Because direct expenditures for housing
are severely limited by the State Constitution, King County must
use sources of funds other than County revenues. Federa programs
such as the Community Development Block Grant Program or funds
generated through a local housing bond issue can finance assisted
housing. King County can also support housing projects through
capital improvement spending for related public facilities.

(2) Development Codes and Standards. Changes to codes and standards
can improve affordability in two ways. First, cost savings changes
can reduce the cost of housing -development for all housing, for
example, through a reduction in the time required to obtain permit
approval or by less costly development standards. Second, code
changes can establish requirements and incentives that increase
the supply of affordable housing that is rented or sold to low
and moderate income households. These strategies incl ude density
bonuses, inclusionary zoning and priority permit processing.

(3) Land Use Planning and Zoning. Planning and zoning determine where
residential development can occur, the density that will be allowed,
and where road improvements are needed. Community planning also
involves residents and landowners in decisions regarding the amount,
type and location of future development. Although planning strat­
egies cannot put housing on the ground, they are vital for providing
opportunities for affordable housing.

(4) Coordination with other Housing Agencies. The King County and
Renton Housing Authorities develop, own, and manage low income
housing, and the Washington State Housing Finance Commission pro­
vides below market rate financing to moderate income home buyers
and multifamily housing developers. Affordable housing strategies
that build on these agencies' programs can be cost-effective,
and take advantage of their ability to issue tax exempt bonds.

(5) Legislative Change. The State Constitution and ,State law have
a tremendous impact on King County's ability to promote affordable
housing. Influencing proposed legislation is a continuing effort.

Affordable Housing Goals and Policies

The Affordable Housing Policy Plan uses each of the above types of
strategies to address the broad range of affordable housing need. The
Plan's goal and four policies guided the development of these strat­
egies; the policies are based on the three-part definition of housing
need described above, with an additional policy to promote a fair share
of affordable housing throughout King County.

Affordable Housing Goal. Encourage diversity of housing types
and costs throughout the county to meet the affordable housing
needs of existing residents and those households expected to reside
in all urban areas and rural activity centers of King County.

- v -



Affordable Housing ·Po1icy 1. King County should increase housing
opportunities for its low and moderate income households by pro­
moti ng a fai r share of affordable hous i ng in all urban areas and
rural activity centers through land use planning and housing assist­
ance initiatives.

Affordable Housing Policy 2. King County should increase the
supply and affordability of housing for low income households.

Affordable Housing Policy 3. King County should increase the
ability of low, moderate and median income households to purchase
their own home.

Affordable Housing Policy 4. King County should pursue changes
in its land use policies and regulations that result in lower
development costs without loss of adequate public review, environ­
mental quality or public safety, or increased maintenance costs
for public facilities.

Short Range and Mid-Range Work Programs

The Affordable Housing Policy Plan is an action plan; its emphasis
is on strategies that can be implemented over the next five years to
improve housing affordabi1ity. Each strategy contains a discussion
of the time and cost of implementation, and the responsible divisions
and departments, to aid in scheduling and budgeting the implementation
of the Plan.

The Short Range Work Program contains changes to current programs and
other actions that can be begun in the next two years. Mid-range Work
Program strategies will be initiated within five years; they are high
priorities that are more complex or costly. The Plan also identifies
several long range strategies that are more costly or rely on legislative
changes. These strategies will be reconsidered as part of the Plan
evaluation.

The affordable housing strategies are summarized in the following table.
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TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING STRATEGIES

POLICY 1. FAIR SHARE OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Objective 1A. Community Planning

Housing Needs Model

Council Motions for Community Plans

Cooperation with Cities and Towns

Objective 1B. Housing Assistance

Coordinating Rehabilitation and Planning

Coordinating Demonstrations and Planning

Dispersal of Assisted Housing

POLICY 2. HOUSING FOR LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS

Objective 2A. Development Incentives

Increasing PUD; Density Bonus

Density Bonus for Multifamily

CIP Funding for Affordable Housing

Priority Permit Processing

IncreasingWSHFC Low Income Units

Inventory of King County-owned Land

Constitutional Lending of Credit Amendment

Tax Increment Financihg Legislation

Objective 2B. Financial Assistance

Housing Bond Issue

Tax Exempt Financing for Rehabilitation

Tax Abatement for Low Income Housing

Community Development Organizations

Dev.elopment through Housing Syndications

POLICY 3. HOMEOWNERSHIP AFFORDABILITY

Objective 3A. Incentives and Requirements

PUD Density Bonus

Density Bonus for Subdivisions

Inclusionary Zoning in New MPDs

Inclusionary Zoning in Residential Development

Priority Permit Processing
- vi i -

Work Implementing Agencies
Program H&CD Ping BALD DPW

SR • 0
SR 0 •
SR 0 •
SR • 0
SR • 0 0 0
SR •

SR 0 •
MR 0 •
SR • 0 0
SR • •
SR •
MR 0 • 0

.
SR •
SR •
SR •
SR •
SR •
LR •
LR •

SR 0 •
MR 0 •
SR 0 • 0
MR 0 •
SR • •
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TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

Objective 3B. Financial Assistance

Housing Bond Issue

Lease Purchase Homeownership Program

Single Loan for Manufactured Housing

Urban Self-Help Housing

Housing Authority Legislative Changes

Community Land Trust

POLICY 4. REDUCED DEVELOPMENT COSTS

Objective 4A. Increased Densities

Community Plan Zoning Strategies

Density Zoning

Objective 4B. Infill Development

Development Variances

Mixed Use Zoning

Objective 4C. Design Innovation

Affordable Housing Design Competition

Mixed-Use Zoning and Demonstration

Building Code Variance Procedures

Objective 4D. Permit Processing

Administrative Permit Decisions

Automated Permit Processing

Density Zoning

Increased Lots in Short Subdivisions

Objective 4E. Development Standards

Variance Procedures for Road Standards

New Road Standard Classifications

County Drainage Utility

Work Implementing Atlencies
Program H&CD Ping BALD DPW

SR •
MR •
MR •
MR •SR •LR •

SR 0 •
MR 0 0 • 0

MR • •
SR •
SR • 0 0 0
SR • •
SR •
SR • 0

SR • 0
MR • 0
LR • 0

SR •
SR 0 0 0 •
SR •

Key: •

o
SR

MR

LR

Lead Agency

Supporting Agency

Short Range Work Program

Mid-Range Work Program

Long Range Strategy
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INTRODUCTI ON

I. THE ISSUE OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The need for an Affordable Housing Policy Plan grew out of an
increasing awareness by public officials and the housing industry
throughout the United States of the issue of housing affordability.
In King County, the Executive and County Council agreed that
a concerted effort to address affordable housing problems and
strategies was needed. The direction for this effort was adopted
in the King County Comprehensive Plan - 1985. The Affordable
Housing Policy Plan will implement County goals and policies
encouraging affordable housing opportunities for all County resi­
dents.

Affordability has become an issue because of recent, major changes
in the housing market throughout the United States. The 1970s
were a time of sharp increases in housing costs: construction
costs, vacant land prices, the price of existing houses, and
interest rates for construction financing and homeowner mortgages
all rose at once during this period of inflation and increasing
demand for new housi ng. House pri ces and rents rose faster than
household incomes, increasing the proportion of income that house­
holds must spend on shelter. These rising costs had the greatest
impact on affordability for low and moderate income renters,
who found both rents and first home purchascs more expensive.

One of the most dramatic results of rising housing costs was
the reduced ability of renter households to purchase a first
home. The combi nati on of hi gh pri ces and hi gh mortgage interest
rates put homeownershi p beyond the reach of many househol ds who
would have been able to purchase a house a decade before. In
1979, the rate of homeownership in the United States fell for
the first time since the early 1960s.

In the first half of the 1980s these rising costs have stabilized
and, in some cases, dropped. Yet housing affordability has not
returned to its previous levels. In spite of lower interest
rates the rate of homeownership continues to fall, especially
among young adult households, indicating that newly formed renter
households still have difficulty purchasing a first house.

Housing affordability problems are especially severe for the
l owest income households. The uneven recovery from the recession
of the early 1980s has left many people unemployed or underem­
ployed; their housing needs are indicated by the waiting lists
for public housing and emergency shelters. With recent cuts
in Federal housing programs, the problem of housing those people
who lack enough income to pay market rents has grown.
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In King County, house prices tripled during the 1970s; household
incomes, while rising, did not keep pace. Today the majority
of King County households cannot afford to purchase the average
priced house at $85,642, based on income alone. Rents also rose
faster than household incomes during the 1970s, stabilized for
a few years, and are beginning to rise again. In 1980, about
24% of King County's households spent more than 30% of their
income on housing, a common benchmark for affordable housing.
Most of these households were renters, almost all were low and
moderate income.

The combination of rising housing costs and decreasing Federal
resources had 1ed Ki ng County and many other states and 1oca1
governments to search for local solutions to housing affordability
problems. King County has addressed these issues through a variety
of approaches:

(1) adopting the King County Comprehensive Plan - 1985, containing
Countywide goals and policies encouraging affordable housing
choices and opportunities for all County residents, and
requiring preparation of a functional plan, the Affordable
Housing Policy Plan, to implement these Countywide goals
and policies;

(2) increasing the amount of higher density zoned land as com­
munity plans are updated, and amending the zoning code to
allow smaller lots, townhouse development, zero lot line
development, accessory units and manufactured housing in
neighborhoods with conventional housing;

(3) using development incentives to encourage production of
affordable housing, including a density bonus in the Planned
Unit Development Ordinance and an affordable housing require­
ment in some community plans for large parcel Master Plan
Developments; and

(4) encouraging housing programs and affordable housing demonstra­
tion projects in the Community Development Block Grant Pro­
gram; in 1985, 35% of Block Grant funds were spent on housing.

The purpose of the Affordable Housing Policy Plan is to bring
together these di verse affordable housi ng strategi es and develop
a comprehensive approach to improving housing affordability. The
plan contains changes in current County planning and development
regulation as well as several new housing strategies. Much can
be done by increasing our understanding of the impact of existing
County practices on housing development and affordability, and
by looking for opportunities to implement affordable housing
policies through existing operations.
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II. RELATION OF THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING POLICY PLAN TO OTHER KING
COUNTY PLANS AND POLICIES

The Affordable Housing Policy Plan is the functional plan that
implements the Comprehensive Plan - 1985 goals and policies
relating to affordable housing, consistent with all other Compre­
hensive Plan goals and policies. The Comprehensive Plan's chapter
on implementation describes the role of functional plans:

King County has a three-part planning system.
First, the Comprehensive Plan is the long-range,
Countywide land use plan. Second, under the direc­
tion of the Comprehensive Plan, community plans
establish detailed land use plans and capital
improvement recommendations for local subareas
of King County. Third, also consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan, functional plans are prepared
by King County, special service districts, or
other public agencies such as METRO. Functional
plans address location, design and operation of
public facilities and services (such as surface
water control and sewage disposal), and action
plans and programs for other governmental activities
(such as housing assistance and economic develop­
ment) .

Coordination with community plans is essential to the successful
implementation of the Affordable Housing Policy Plan. Many of
the plan's strategies relate to the land use plans and capital
improvement recommendati ons developed through the community plan­
ning process, therefore much of the plan will actually be imple­
mented gradually through each community plan update.

The Affordable Housing Policy Plan is also closely related to
two other policy plans: the Housing Assistance Plan and the
Community Development Block Grant Policy Plan. Each of these
plans provides policy direction for local use of Federal funds
and programs. The Housing Assistance Plan is prepared by King
County for the King County Community Development Block Grant
Consortium, consisting of unincorporated King County and 24 cities
and towns, excluding Seattle, Bellevue, Auburn and Yarrow Point.
It provides required information for a range of Federal housing
programs, including data on housing need and existing assisted
housing, local criteria for the use of housing program resources
and numerical targets for housing assistance in the coming year.

The Community Development Block Grant Policy Plan is also prepared
by King County for the Block Grant Consortium. The plan describes
block grant eligible programs and geographic areas, and sets
guidelines for reviewing projects. It also contains local program
policies for granting funds for community development projects
in unincorporated King County. Many housing initiatives, including
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housing rehabilitation, affordable housing demonstration projects
and the development of the Affordable Housing Policy Plan itself,
are funded through the Community Development Block Grant Program.
Because the Affordable Housing Policy Plan establishes an overall
King County approach to housing affordabi1ity, it will coordinate
the use of Block Grant funded programs with other Ki ng County
strategies to meet affordable housing goals.

III. PROCESS OF DEVELOPING THE PLAN

The Affordable Housing Policy Plan has been developed with the
active involvement of the public; staff of several cities and
towns in King County; and housing industry representatives. The
draft Plan was produced by a steering committee consisting of
Ki ng County Department, Executi ve and Council staff; King County
Housing Authority; and a suburban city representative. The
Steering Committee was staffed by King County Housing and Community
Development Division.

The development of the P1 an began in June 1984, when Ki ng County
hosted an Affordable Housing Conference to identify key issues
and potential strategies. The more than 70 Conference participants
i nc1 uded representati ves of the housing fi nance and constructi on
industries; land development and real estate sales professionals;
and local and State government elected officials and staff. The
Conference participants identified numerous affordable housing
issues deserving further study.

Ki ng County also conducted a survey of 500 County residents in
1984, asking about their opinions and need for affordable housing.
Their preferences regarding housing development features, renting,
homeownership, housing types and amenities provided additional
issues to be addressed in the Plan.

The issues and strategies identified at the Conference and through
the survey were then reviewed and prioritized by the Plan's
steering committee. Most of the high priority issues fell into
two broad categories of financing strategies and land use and
development strategies.

To analyze the issues and develop the strategies further, King
County Executive Revelle appointed knowledgeable community and.
industry representatives to serve on two Affordable Housing Issue
Committees. The Housing Finance Issue Committee was comprised
of professionals in housing finance, including mortgage bankers,
savings and loan officers, housing analysts, and administrators
of State and Federal housing finance programs. The Land Use
and Development Issue Committee was comprised of builders and
land developers, staff of suburban cities and towns, and community
representatives. The Issue Committees met over five months to
complete the reports. They evaluated housing affordabi1ity issues;
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reviewed existing King County programs and regulations; and devel­
oped recommendations for actions to be taken by King County.

The reports and recommendations of the Finance Issue Committee
and the Land Use and Development Issue Committee, completed in
Spring of 1985, were a major resource in the preparation of the
Plan. The Plan's steering committee evaluated the recommendations
of the Issue Committees and produced the Pl an over the next six
months. The Plan contains policies and programs developed by
the Issue Committees as well as new strategies not included in
the Issue Committee recommendations.

IV. CONTENTS OF THE PLAN

The Plan contains an analysis of the affordable housing issue,
beginning with an analysis of housing need, and including a discus­
sion of available approaches, proposed strategies, and detailed
work programs for each of the implementing agencies.

Chapter 1 contains a three-part definition of affordable housing
that provides the basis for the Plan's policies, objectives and
strategi es , The chapter also revi ews nati ona1 and local trends
in housing affordability, the components of rising development
costs, trends in the local housing construction market, and the
recent loss of Federal resources for housing programs.

Chapter 2 provi des some background on the role of Ki ng County
in providing affordable housing. The chapter summarizes already
adopted policies and ordinances relating to affordable housing
and provides an overview of the range of strategies available
to the County: those which are already underway, those which
can be initiated or strengthened, and those which are beyond
County infl uence due to private market forces or State Constitu­
tional limitations. Case studies of King County affordable housing
developments and of projects and policies from elsewhere in the
country illustrate the advantages and disadvantages of various
strategies.

In Chapter 3, the Plan's goal, policies, objectives and strategies
are presented. Beginning with a review of the policy direction
for affordable housing in the Comprehensive Plan, the chapter
presents a new affordable housing goal and policies, and an over­
view of the Plan's strategies for addressing housing need. The
four affordable housing policies are based on the three-part
definition of housing need introduced in Chapter 1, and the addi­
tional need to provide affordable housing opportunities throughout
King County.

Chapters 4 and 5 contain short range and mid-range work programs.
The work programs describe in detail each of the strategies intro­
duced in Chapter 3, including how the strategy will be implemented,
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the affordable housing benefit, advantages and disadvantages,
responsible agencies, time and cost of implementation, links
with other strategies, and citizen participation. The short
range work program contains strategies that can be implemented
in 1986 and 1987 because some or all of the needed staff resources
are already budgeted. Mid-range strategies, which are more complex
or have greater funding needs, will be implemented in 1988 through
1990.

The Plan's Appendix includes the Housing Finance Issue Committee
and Land Use and Development Issue Committee Reports and Recommen­
dations, and the results of the King County residents survey
on housing affordability.

v. PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

The Affordable Housing Policy Plan provides detailed direction
for the implementation of affordable housing strategies following
its adopti on by Ki ng County Council. Iti ncl udes short range
and mid-range work programs, spanning approximately 5 years,
which specify the roles and responsibilities of various King
County Departments and Divisions in implementing the strategies.
Each of the affordabl e housi ng strategi es incl udes a di scussi on
of the time frame and cost of implementation, providing a tool
for budgeting the resources necessary for implementing the Plan.

The Plan also establishes a system for evaluating the progress
of specific affordable housing strategies, and the Plan as a
whole, in meeting affordable housing objectives. As the Plan
is implemented, the information developed will assist King County
to adapt affordabl e housing strategies to changing housi ng need
and market conditions, and to continue to promote affordable
housing choices for households throughout the County.

- 6 -
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CHAPTER 1

THE NEED FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING

I . I NTRODUCTI ON

Definition of Affordable Housing

In this Plan the definition of affordable housing has three compo­
nents. The first critical need is to increase the supply of .rental
housing that is affordable to low income households. In an area
with a growing population like King County, these households often
cannot compete in a tight rental market. Many of these households
simply do not have the income to pay market1!ent: almost three
fourths of very low income renter households-:upay more than 30%
of their gross income on total housing costs.- By most defini­
tions, housing costs greater than 30% of income are considered
excessive for low and moderate income households.

The need for affordable housing for low and moderate income house­
holds is becoming increasingly evident. Local housing authorities
and emergency shelters report a growing need for housing assi st­
ance. About 5,600 elderly and family households are currently
on the waiting 1i sts for Sea ttl e, Renton and King County Housing
Authority placements. In the month of November 1984 alone, 3,786
people were turned away from emergency shelters in King County.
Public housing waiting lists have increased and families with
children are becoming more common at emergency shelters. Deterio­
rated housing can also be an indication of the inability of low
income households, both renters and owners, to afford decent,
safe and sanitary housing. Funds for Federal housing programs
that have traditionally served this group have been cut by 65%
since 1980.

liThe household income data in this Plan is based on the 1980 Census,
increased 30% to 1984 dollars as estimated by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics. King County·s 1984 median household income, for all
household sizes, is estimated to be $27,100, and average household
size is 2.8 persons. For this discussion, very low income households
earn less than 50% of the King County median household income, low
income households ea rn between 50% and 80% of the a rea medi an, and
moderate income households between 80% and 100%. The U. S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) uses similar income defini­
tions. HUD's income eligibility guidelines vary by household size,
and are therefore not the same as data presented here.

Z/Total housing costs include either a renter's rent and utility pay­
ments, or a homeowner's mortgage~ property taxes, insurance, mainte­
nance and utilities.
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Second, there is a need to increase homeownership affordability
for first-time home buyers. The desire to own one's own home
is strong across the United States. That desire was demonstrated
recently when King County received more than 400 applications
from famil ies wanting to purchase one of 22 manufactured homes
in the Manufactured Housing Subdivision Demonstration Project.
In another affordable housing program at the Klahanie development
on the East Sammami sh Pl ateau, the lower cost homes set asi de
for median income homebuyers are experiencing the greatest demand
in the entire subdivision development.

Yet in spite of the desire of many renter households to purchase
a home, market conditions in the 1980s shut out many potential
buyers. From the 1950s until the mid-1970s, house prices rose
more slowly than household incomes and interest rates were compar­
atively low. The majority of American households could afford
to purchase a house. After the rapid housing inflation of the
late 1970s, and with continuing high financing costs today, the
majority of households without equity in an existing home can
no longer qualify for a loan. In King County, where a survey.
of residents found that eight in ten renter households hoped to
purchase a home in the next *pree years, only 24% can afford even
the minimum priced new house.-

Finally, there is a need to increase housing affordability by
lowering the cost of developing all types of housing at all price
levels. The costs of development have soared over the past decade.
The resulting increases in house prices and rents have outpaced
rising household incomes, leading to higher housing costs for
residents at all income levels. Development cost increases are
partly due to economic forces such as high interest rates, which
are beyond the i nfl uence of 1oca 1 acti ons. But other factors,
such as land use controls that affect land supply and permit pro­
cessing time, can be influenced by local government. There is
a need to find ways to reduce development costs so that savings
can be passed on to consumers.

Major Findings

This chapter makes the following major findings regarding expected
household growth in the County, typical housing needs of various
groups of King County households, and residential construction
and market trends.

l/survey conducted by Gilmore Research Group for the King County Housing
and Community Development Division, 1984. Housing affordability
analysis based on a $70,000 house purchased with a 5% down payment,
and 12% fixed-rate, 30-year mortgage. U. S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development, Seattle Regional Office, 1985.
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(3) Households experiencing affordable housing problems can also
be found in a 4'7nge of income groups and among both renters
and homeowners.- For example:

J~

r:

( 1)

(2)

The number of houSeholds in King County grew 27% in the decade
of the 1970s. An additional 239,000 households 'are expected
to reside in the County by 2000, almost a 50% increase over
1980. The majority of the residential growth is occurring
in unincorporated areas, spurred in part by employment growth
in the suburban cities.

Lower income households live throughout King County. Employ­
ment and household growth projections indicate that this
pattern of dispersal will continue and that demand for afford­
able housing is occurring throughout the County. King Coun­
ty's policy is to assure opportunites for affordable housing
for households in each community planning area.

o Very low income renter households (earning less than 50%
of the County median; 15% of King County's households)
have great difficulty finding affordable housing; almost
three fourths spend more than 30% of thei r income for
rent and utilities. Efforts to assist these households
have traditionally required direct public subsidy. Due
to Federal funding cuts, subsidies must increasingly be
provided by State and local agencies.

o Low income renter households (households earning from
50-80% of median income; 9% of King County's households)
also tend to have high housing costs. Almost 45% pay
more than 30% of their income on rent and utilities.
Increasing the supply of lower cost rentals, particularly
larger units for families, will help this group.

o Moderate income renter households (earning from 80-100%
of median income; 5% of King County's households) are
less likely to be spending an excessive amount on housing
costs. Only 15% spend more than 30% of their gross income.
This income group includes households who are experiencing
difficulty in affording their own home. Many of these
households would like to purchase their first home, but
are shut out of the market by high house prices and mort­
gage interest rates.

r-

ifBased on the 1980 Census. The income categori es presented here do
not reflect eligibility for HUD programs, which is based on household
size.
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o About 21% of King County households are homeowners who
earn less than the County median income. Many of these
are elderly who own their home outright. But about a
third of these households, including many below 50% of
median income, spend more than 30% of their income on
mortgage payments and other housing costs. Some of these
very low income homeowners need assistance with major
home repairs, to enable them to keep living in their own
home and to prevent the loss of existing affordable hous­
ing.

(4) In spite of an active multifamily construction market, vacan­
cies remain low in most parts of King County and rents are
rising. There is need for still more multifamily housing,
particularly lower cost units.

(5) House prices and financing costs have improved somewhat in
the past year, yet mortgage payments are still beyond the
means of most Ki ng County renter househol ds. New construc­
tion, in particular, is unlikely to be affordable for the
growing numbers of low and moderate income households. Ef­
forts that decrease house prices and/or financing cost can
be very effective in helping median income households to
become homeowners.

(6) A variety of approaches, including land use and development
strategi es and fi nanci a1 measures, is needed to address the
broad range of household needs identified. The strategies
must be used appropriately in the diverse areas of King County
where household growth is expected.

Organization of this Chapter

To assess the need for affordable housing, this chapter reviews
the forecasted growth in households and trends in housing construc­
tion and affordability. Section II surveys the employment and
household growth experienced in King County during the 1970s,
and presents growth forecasts through 2000. Secti on I II revi ews
trends in single family and multifamily residential construction,
including the impacts of rising development and financing costs.
Section IV briefly describes the loss of Federal programs specifi­
cally targeted to the housing needs of low income households.

- 10 -



r

r-r-

r":

II. HOUSEHOLD AND EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

Patterns of Growth in King County

In the decade from 1970 to 1980, the 'number of households in King
County increased 26.7%, a substanti ally hi gher growth rate than
the County's 9.5% population increase. (See Figure 1.)

Part of the explanation for the rapid household growth is the
decrease in the average number of persons per household. From
1970 to 1980 household size decreased throughout the United States,
including in King County. As a result, even areas that experienced
a population loss, such as the City of Seattle and the Highline
and Shoreline community planning areas, still gained new house­
holds. (See Figure 2.) Therefore demand for additional housing
occurred in each of the cities and community planning areas in
King County.

FIGURE 1

KING COUNTY HOUSEHOLD FORECAST~
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5/Puget Sound Council of Governments, Popul ati on and Employment Fore­
casts 1984.
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The majority of both household and population growth took place
in the unincorporated parts of King County. Up until 1970, the
majority of King County households lived within the City of Seat­
tle. By 1980 only 44% lived in Seattle, while 35% lived outside
any incorporated area. If no major annexations take place, by
2000 unincorporated 6/King County will contain almost half the
County·s households.-

While no one would suggest that annexations will not occur over
these two decades, these stati sti cs sti 11 hi ghl i ght an important
fact regarding residential growth: The majority of residential
development occurs in unincorporated areas under the jurisdiction
of King County and thus the County·s land use regulations help
establish the pattern of development in growing communities
throughout the county.

~/Forecasts are produced by the Puget Sound Council of Governments
and reported in its Population and Employment Forecasts 1984 and
the 1985 Annual Growth Report by King County Growth Management.
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King County

FIGURE 2

1970 TO 1980 HOUSEHOLD CHANGE
BY COMMUNITY PLANNING AREA
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The Importance of Employment Growth

The residential growth in unincorporated King County, particularly
in the outlying areas, has been stimulated in part by employment
growth outside Seattle. Although Seattle still contains the major­
ity of Ki ng County I s jobs, more than half the new jobs created
between 1970 and 1980 are located outside Seattle. (See Figure 3.)
Most of these new jobs are located in suburban cities, and are
concentrated in the manufacturing and services sectors. Unin­
corporated King County also experienced some employment growth,
particularly in the retail and services sectors. While household
migration out of older urban areas such as Seattle has been occurr­
ing for decades, this employment growth in suburban cities has
contributed to residential growth in unincorporated areas beyond
the cities.

FIGURE 3

JOB GROWTH 1970 TO 1980 BY SECTO~/
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7/ Puget Sound Council of Governments and Ki ng County Land Development
Information System, 1984.
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Employment is expected to continue to grow in suburban cities
and unincorporated areas. (See Figure 4.) The two fastest growing
areas are the eastside cities and the south King County cities,
which are gaining new office and industrial park development. Com­
mercial and industrial growth is also occurring in the Highline
and Federal Way areas of unincorporated King County.

The expectation of contihuing employment growth in suburban cities
and unincorporated King County is a major reason for the forecasted
growth in households throughout the County. New housing develop­
ment will be needed in both existing urban areas and newly develop­
ing communities. The new jobs in the manufacturing, service and
retail sectors will pay the full range of wages and salaries and
thus wi 11 create a need for new housing affordabl e to the full
range of household incomes.

The following two tables contrast typical wages and salaries in
King County with affordable rents and house prices, providing
an indication of the range of housing needed to meet new housing
demand. Table 2 shows typical wages and salaries in the Seattle­
King County area, compiled from a variety of employment surveys.
Table 3 relates household incomes to the maximum amount the house­
hold could afford to spend for gross rent (including utilities)
or to purchase a first house.

The comparison of typical incomes and affordable housing costs
shows the importance of promoting affordable housing throughout
the County. The office, retail and light manufacturing jobs that
are being created include many lower paying positions. The resi­
dents who take these jobs will need affordable housing located
near their work, to minimize both the employees' transportation
costs and the environmental costs of automobile commuting -- energy
consumption, air pollution and the worsening traffic congestion
already experienced throughout the County.

The need for affordable housing can also be seen by comparing
median incomes, home values and rents in various parts of the
County. (See Figures 5 and 6.) Each of King County's community
planning areas contains a wide range of household incomes; the
median household incomes in Figure 5 indicate the relative propor­
tion of upper and lower income households in each area. The mean
house values are based on 1984 sales, not the appraised value
of all existing housing. Sales data provides a good indication
of the typical price of available housing. In areas where much
of housing for sale is new, prices are relatively high. Mean
rents in Figure 6 are shown for typical rental markets rather
than community planning areas and do not include rents for single
family houses.
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FIGURE 4

EMPLOYMENT CHANGE OF GENERALIZED GROUPSOF CITIES
BY DECADE
KING COUNTY
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TABLE 2

1984-85 TYPICAL ANNUAL SALARIES AND HOURLY WAGES
SEATTLE AREA~/

Engineer (beginning)
(experienced)

Bank Tell er
Bank Commercial Loan Officer

(beginning)
(experienced)

Registered Nurse
School Teacher
Accountant (beginning)

(experienced)
Accounting Clerk
Payroll Clerk
Fil e Cl erk
Typist
Computer Systems Analyst
Computer Programmer
Computer Operator

King County Average
(all occupations)

Electronics Assembler
(trainee)
(skilled)

Machi ne Operator
Residential Construction

Carpenter
Brickl ayer
Motor Vehicle Mechanic
Janitor
Warehouseman

$26,000
37,500
11 ,300

20,500
27,000
19,400
21,600
20,500
30,000
15,600
16,700
10,800
14,300
30,700
23,500
20,800

$20,300

$ 4.00/hour
6.00/hour
7.30/hour

11.00/hour
18.45/hour
12.50/hour
7.00/hour
9.00/hour

~/Estimates provided by the Washington State Division of Employment
Security, Wage Analysis Unit, Seattle, 1985.

h:203
12/05/85
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TABLE 3

KING COUNTY INCOME DISTRIBUTION AND HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

(3) (4)
(1) (2) MEAN MAXIMUM MAXIMUM

1984 NUMBER AND %OF ANNUAL MONTHLY HOUSE
INCOME RANGE HOUSEHOLDS INCOME RENT PRICE

< 6,'539 47,993 9.6% $3,269 $81.73 NA
6,540 - 13,079 61,811 12.4% $9,809 $245.23 NA

13,080 - 19,619 64,657 13.0% $16,349 $408.73 $32,945
19,620 - 26,159 64,237 12.9% $22,889 $572.73 $47,597
26,160 - 32,699 65,268 13.1% $29,429 $735.73 $61,173
32,700 - 39,239 53,251 10.7% $35,969 $899.23 $74,320
39,240 - 45,779 42,659 8.6% $42,509 $1,062.73 $86,694
45,780 - 52,319 29,738 6.0% $49,049 $1,226.23 $98,517
52,320 + 68,449 13.7% $52,320 $1,308.00 $104,025

All Households median $27,100 $677.50 $56,543
80% of median $21,680 $542.00 $45,295
50% of median $13,550 $338.75 $27,130

Renter Households median $16,916 $422.90 $33,333

CDBG maximum income
family of four $26,000 $650.00 $54,090

NOTES

(1) 1980,Census; increased 30.8% from 1979 to 1984 using Bureau
of Labor Statistics estimates, Puget Sound Council of
Governments.

(2) Number and distribution of households assumed constant over
1979-1984.

(3) Including utilities. Based on 30% of gross income spent
on total housing costs.

(4) Qualifying income based on Federal Housing Administration
standards: 38% of gross income less Federal income tax,
property tax, insurance, maintenance and utilities. Assumes
5% down payment, 12% interest rate and 3D-year term, and
no other household debt.

h:204
12/05/85
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The comparison of incomes with housing costs shows that rents
are a problem primarily for low income households, while homeowner­
ship is difficult for households earning up to and above median
income. As was shown in Table 3, the median income household
in King County earned $27,100 in 1984 and thus could afford either
rent and utilities at $677.45 per month or can afford to purchase
a $57,050 house. The actual average house price in 1984 was
$86,622. The median income renter household, earning $~?,916

annually, could afford $423 per month for rent and utilities.-

Clearly many households require housing that is well below average
cost in most areas of the County. Low income renter households
needing large units may have difficulty finding housing in some
rental markets. King County's median income household cannot
afford to purchase the average pri ced house in any part of the
County. Or seen another way, a household requires two average
or above average incomes to afford to purchase a medi an pri ced
house in even the less expensive areas of the County.

The difference between the price median income households can
afford and the average priced home is especially marked in the
fastest growing areas in the eastern part of the County. In these
areas where a substantial portion of the housing stock is new,
there is a shortage of the higher density older housing units
typically more affordable for low and moderate income households.
Given the continuing need for new housing forecasted for each
community planning area, the shortage will grow more serious unless
lower cost housing is constructed.

Examples of Forecasted Growth in Community Planning Areas

As discussed above, need for additional affordable housing is
anti ci pated throughout Ki ng County. For the purpose of ill ustra­
tion, the forecasted need for affordable housing in two community
planning areas is presented here. The forecasts include projected
househol d growth for both incorporated and unincorporated areas.
These two examples show how available household growth forecasts
for specific income groups and geographical areas can be used

2./Based on the affordability criteria in Table 3: rent and utilities
equa1 to 30% of gross income, and a house purchased with a 5% down
payment and a 30-year, 12% fixed-rate mortgage. House price estimates
assume that renter households have no equity in an existing house.
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to I estimate need for affordable housing.1Q! In addition, by dis­
cussing two very different areas, the examples illustrate how
various community planning areas will need to address the need
for affordable housing in different ways.

A strategy for developing more detailed estimates of need for
affordable housing wil l be discussed later in this plan. These
future estimates wi 11 be based on new forecasts whi ch wi 11 be
available in early 1986; the new data will reflect changes in
King County land use policies in the Comprehensive Plan-1985. The
data shown here are for illustration only.

Highline
The Highline community planning area extends from the southern
border of Seattle past the City of Des Moines to the south,
and includes Sea-Tac Airport, the Cities of Des Moines and
Normandy Park and por,tions of Kent and Tukwila. (Refer to
the Community Planning Areas map, Figure 5.) The area is
urban and almost entirely built up, although some large tracts
of vacant residential land still remain. The primary land
use is single family housing, much of it built between 1940
and 1950. The area also contains a substantial amount of
multifamily residential development: 46% of the multifamily
units in unincorporated King County are in Highline. High­
line's population has been declining slowly for the past
15 years, yet its number of households has steadily increased.
The proportion of households in each of the four income quar­
tiles is almost even (the number in the lowest quartile is
somewhat smaller), and remained almost unchanged between
1970 and 1980. (See Figure 7.)

Forecasts show Highline's population leveling off and then
increasing slightly by 2000. Overall the area is expected
to gain 9,300 households between 1980 and 2000. The number
of households in each income quartile will increase at roughly
the same rate, although the proportion in the highest income
quartile will drop slightly.

1Q!Puget Sound Council of Governments (PSCOG) forecasts are based on
Census household growth data and accessibility to employment, with
adjustments for land use policies and development trends. Forecasts
are produced for 73 analysis zones in King County and aggregated
into community planning areas. Household growth forecasts are
divided into quartiles by income, but because PSCOG operates in
a 4-county region, the median income is slightly lower than King
County's median household income. Therefore, forecasts undercount
slightly the number of households below the King County median.
The Lower Income quartile is approximately equal to the number of
households below 50% of median, Lower Middle approximates 50-100%
of medi an, Upper Mi ddl e approximates 100-145% and Upper is above
145%. King County median household income in 1984 was approximately
$27,100. I
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FIGURE 7

HIGHLINE HOUSEHOLD FORECASTS BY INCOME QUARTILE
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The forecasts show that Highline will need 2,350 new units
affordable to households earning less than 50% of the County
median ($13,550 in 1984 dollars) and 3,250 new units afford­
able to households earning between 50% and 100% of the County
median ($13,550 and $27,100 in 1984 dollars).

As an urban community with many services already available
(such as police, fire protection, sewer, water and transporta­
tion), Highline has been identified in the King County Compre­
hensive Plan-1985 as an area that can accommodate growth.
There is potential for both new single family construction
in underdeveloped areas and redevelopment to higher densities
and mixed uses (commercial and residential) in built-up areas.
Existing affordable housing can also be protected through
rehabilitation programs. The Highline Area Zoning in 1980
increased the amount of land available for multifamily devel­
opment and mobile home parks as a way to encourage the produc­
tion of lower cost housing in the area.
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Soos Creek

Soos Creek is the area of unincorporated King County directly
east of the r Green River Valley ci t tes, 'The area extends
north to south from Renton to Auburn.' A small part of
incorporated Kent is in the community planning area.

During the decade from 1970 to 1980 Soos Creek experienced
one of the highest increases in population in King County.
The area added 28,600 new residents (a 48% increase) and
12'1400 new households (a 78% increase). Most of the develop­
ment was low density single family development, although
the area also began to experience some growth of multifamily
development, which has since accelerated. In 1980, 84% of
all year round housing units were single family.

Residential growth in soos ' Creek during the 1970s led to
a dramatic change in the makeup of the community. In 1970,
the area contained approximately equal proportions of the
four income quartiles, although the number in the Low Income
quartile was lowest. Forty-five percent of the households
were below median income and 55% were above. By 1980, 31%
of the households were below median and 69% were above. (See
Figure 8.)

FIGURE 8

SOOS CREEK HOUSEHOLDS FORECASTS BY INCOME QUARTILE
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This pattern of growth, with increasing proportions of upper
income households, occurred in each of the fast-growing commu­
nity planning areas in the eastern part of King County where
the majority of new development was low density single family
houses. PSCOG forecasts predict that this pattern will become
even more pronounced in 1990 and 2000, with as many as 74%
of the households in Soos Creek above median income.

Still, Soos Creek will need new housing that is affordable
for households below median income as well. The forecasts
show that between 1980 and 2000 Soos Creek will need 3,400
additional units affordable for households earning less than
50% of the County median income ($13,550 in 1984 dollars)
and 4,000 additional units affordable to households earning
between 50% and 100% of median ($13,550 and $27,100 in 1984
dollars). Because the area lacks a large stock of existing
older housing, most of the increased need must be met through
new construction.

The pattern of growth during the 1970s was evident to County
planners producing the Soos Creek Plateau Community Plan
in 1979, although Census data was not available until 1983.
Anticipating continued residential growth in response to
the employment growth in nearby cities, the plan zoned a
substantial amount of multifamily land, as well as low density
single family and rural densities. The 1983 King County
/\nnua 1 Growth Report reported that Soos Creek conta i ned the
third highest amount of multifamily zoned acreage in King
County. Due to forecasts of hi gh demand for thi s 1and, it
was estimated to be an 8-year supply.

The high rate of growth in Soos Creek is continuing. Since
the 1979 plan, 4,856 residential construction permits have
been authorized; approximately 16% of residential growth
in Ki ng County. Only Federal Way and Northshore exceeded
Soos Creek in permit activity. Of the permits authorized,
30% were for multifamily units. The 70% that were single
family typically were developed at low to moderate densities
of 3 to 4 units per acre.

Development in Soos Creek, particularly the multifamily devel­
opment, is concentrated in the north and along the western
side where roads and sanitary sewers are available. The
central and eastern parts of Soos Creek are developed at
lower densities and do not have sewer service. Future
development in these areas, particularly at higher densities,
depends on extensions to sewer service, road improvements
and the land's capacity.
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Land use and zoning for Soos Creek will be reevaluated in
the next few years in response to high growth rates and
Comprehensive Plan changes. The next community plan i update
will I determine if the Comprehensive Plan designated I

Transitiqnal Areas should become urban to provide needed
land for development or should remain rural. The plan will
also increase the densities of single family areas, and
determine how to provide urban level services to these areas.
These decisions will have a significant/impact on the' ability
to provide adequate affordable housing in the community
planning area.
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III. HOUSING SUPPLY AND AFFORDABILITY

As discussed briefly in the Introduction, the inflation and high
interest rates of the 1ate 1970s reversed a decades-long trend
of increasing housing affordabil ity. From the mid-1950s to the
mid-1970s, household incomes rose faster than rents and house
prices, and interest rates remained fairly stable. On the average,
households could afford a higher quantity and quality of housing
over time. By the late 1970s, inflation began to erode household
incomes and interest rates topped 10% for the fi rst time. The
median house price rose $16,000 in just 2 years.

The dramatic escalation of housing prices in the late 1970s was
caused by a combination of real estate speculation in an inflation­
ary market, strong demand for new housing units and rising costs
of residential development. Homeownership also suffered from
high interest rates that shut many median income households out
of the market for the first time since the 1950s. The inflation­
fueled house price increases have ended in most markets, but the
costs of producing new housing remain high. And although mortgage
interest rates have dropped sl ightly in the past year, they are
still well above mid-1970s levels and are likely to rise again.
As inflation continues to cause real household incomes to fall,
housing costs remain a large and growing expense for many house­
holds.

This section presents an overview of housing development costs
and how they have contributed to rising prices, and a discussion
of the effects of high development and financing costs on housing
supply and affordability in King County.

Components of Rising Development Costs

National data show that rising house prices are due to both rising
development costs and constructi on trends favori ng 1arger houses
on larger lots. This section describes the components of develop­
ment costs in terms of their contribution to the final price of
a house, and in terms of their contribution to the recent increase
inhouse pri ces. Ki ng County Growth Management Secti on revi ewed
several studies of housing price increases as part of the Housing
Market Study in 1979. Although the information is dated, it pro­
vides an indication of relative price increases during the mid­
1970s when house prices were beginning to rise rapidly. Estimates
of current cost components are taken from the National Association
of Home Builder's (NAHB) Builders Cost of Doing Business Study,
1985.

(l) Construction. King County's Housing Market Study found that
rising labor and materials costs accounted for 40-60% of
house price increases in the 1970s. Labor and materials
were not responsible for such a large proportion of the

- 30 -



r::

I

,--.

i
)

overall price increases because construction costs were rlslng
most rapi dl y, but because they compri se such a 1arge part
of overall construction costs. NAHB surveys show that con­
struction costs currently account for 59% of the cost of
a new house.

(2) land. land costs experienced some of the highest rates of
increase of all development costs components. In the five
year period between 1975 and 1980 the cost of a single famil¥
lot in King County increased from $8,300 to $20,600, an in­
crease of 147%. Unimproved land zoned for single family
residential use in developing fringe areas of King County
increased 204% during the same periDfTI from $7,300 per acre
in 1975 to $22,100 per acre in 1980.-- Using somewhat ear­
lier studies, King Countys Housing Market Study found that
land costs -- primarily land development costs -- were respon­
sible for approximately 20-30% of the increased price of
a house in the mid-1970s. Currently, land costs account
for approximately 17% of the price of a new house.

(3) Financing. The Housing Market Study found that increased
construction financing costs were responsible for 12-18%
of the increased price of a new house during the mid-1970s.
With the substantially higher interest rates of the late
1970s and early 1980s, that proportion probably grew larger.
Housing construction in King County and throughout the United
States dropped off sharply during the 1980-82 recession as
a result of builders' high financing costs and the unwilling­
ness and inability of many buyers to purchase houses at high
interest rates. Currently, indirect costs, including con­
struction financing, account for approximately 10% of the
price of a new house.

(4) Builder Overhead and Profit. The Housing Market Study found
that increased builder overhead and profit accounted for
10-20% of the increased price of a new house by the mid 1970s.
Currentl y, overhead and profit contri bute about 17% of the
price of a new house.

(5) Development Standards. Over the past decade, local govern­
ments have requi red a greater quantity and quality of roads
and utilities in new developments. The requirements arose
after local governments were forced to correct expensive
traffic, storm drainage and sewer problems to respond to
growth. Increasingly they have attempted to make new develop­
ment "pay its own way" by constructing both on-site and off­
site improvements at the beginning of the project. These
requirements are reflected in increased land development
costs, discussed above, and thus in the price of a new house.

ll/Ray Miller, "Assessing Residential Land Price Inflation", Urban
Land, Urban Land Institute, March 1981. -----

- 31 -



(6) Permit Processing Time. The environmental protection and
growth management legislation adopted over the past 15 years
has increased both the scope of agency review and the amount
of public involvement in the development process. The
legislation contributes to the quality of life of County
residents and protects against costly environmental degrada­
tion. At the same time, incremental changes in development
codes have created a complex system that is costly for both
King County and developers. In King County, increasingly
complex codes, difficulty in coordinating several reviewing
agencies, an inadequate manual tracking system, and insuffi­
cient staff to meet cyclical and seasonal building permit
demand have all been identified1~J contributing to a lengthy
and complex permitting process.- Longer permit processing
time increases builder overhead costs and is reflected in
the price of a new house.

(7) House Size. Increasing house size is a significant reason
for rising costs in new single family houses. The average
new house has grown steadily larger -- falling back slightly
during recessions then growing larger during the next
upswing -from 1,450 square feet in 1963 to 1,630 square feet
today. In 1984, only 17hff new single family houses were
under 1,200 square feet.- Yet, in 1983 dollars, each 100
square feet of extra space and assoI!~ted land adds $5,000
to the average pri ce of a new home.- While the trend of
increasing house size can be seen as a problem of homebuyers
desiring homes that are beyond their means, it is also an
indication of a shift in the construction industry from
starter homes to replacement homes. This shift is reinforced
by the difficulty of selling to households that do not have
equity in an existing house.

King County can affect these components of rising costs to varying
degrees. Some factors, such as the cost of labor, materials and
financing, can be influenced only slightly, for example through
promotion of alternative building technologies and by providing
financial subsidies to the most needy families. King County
regulations affect the costs associated with land development
more directly. Thus, to the extent that savings in development
costs are passed on to consumers, the County can promote affordable
housing development through changes in its development regulations
and procedures.

11!King County Council, Committee on Permit Processing Report, October
1984.

ll/U. S. Bureau of the Census, June 1985. Reported in Land Use Digest,
Urban Land Institute, August 17, 1985.

~/Based on 1983 housing costs. Homeownership Affordability in the
1980s, U. S. League of Savings Institutions, 1983, p. 7.
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Single Family Homeownership and Affordability in King County

I'

The impact of rising house prices and financing costs on homeowner­
ship nationally has been quite evident. The rate of homeownership,
which had been rising since the 1960s, has fallen since 1980.
Beginning in1979~ for the first time since 1953, the median-income
household could not a1'49rd to buy the median-priced new home,
based on income alone.- The resulting "gap" -- the difference
between the price the median income family could afford and what
the medi an pri ced house costs -- has become the measure of home­
ownership affordability. According to the U. S. League of Savings
Institutions (which compares the median price of a new house with
the income of householders under 35 years old, whoare typically
first-time homebuyers), the gap widened to more than a $19,000
difference with the high mortgage interest rates of 1981 and was
still greater than $16,000 in 1983. (See Figure 9.)

FIGURE 9
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ji/Ibid., p. 4.

~/House price based on a 25% downpayment equal to 25% of monthly median
income for husband/wife families with householder under 35 years
of age. Homeownership Affordability in the 1980s, U. S. League
of Savings Institutions, 1984.

,.... - 33 -



Another measure of the homeownership gap is the National Associa­
tion of Realtors' (NAR) affordability index. The index compares
the price of existing houses with the median income of all house­
holds, therefore the gap is smaller than the League of Savings
Institutions I measure. The index peaked in 1972, when the median
income househol d had 153% of the income needed to purchase the
median priced existing house. Affordability then began to decline,
until, by 1981, the median income household had only about 64%
of the income needed to purchase the median pri ced house. The
affordability gap has now improved to 98% of the necessary income,
due mostly to the recent drop in interest rates. The current
measure is based on a national average pri ce of $75,000 for an
existing house, which is approximately $10,000 below 17'}e average
sales price for new and existing houses in King County.--

In King County as in the rest of the country, the single family
construction market swtnqs widely with recessions and recoveries.
Building permits authorized fell through 1980-82 and then almost
doubled in 1983-84. Most of the construction was in unincorporated
areas, especially Northshore, Federal Way and Soos Creek. Over
the past seven years, single family construction in urban unincor­
porated areas averaged three units per1~fre densities while rural
development averaged one unit per acre.--

Ki ng County 's median household incomes and house pri ces are both
above national averages. And as is true for the country as a
whole, the median income family cannot afford the average priced
house. The gap is closing, however. Between 1980 and 1984, real
household incom19Jcorrected for inflation) fell 3%, but real house
value fell 15%.-- Current house prices are still higher in rela­
tion to incomes than they were prior to 1980.

The importance of homeownership to King County residents was shown
in a recent survey regarding housing affordability. The majority
of both renters and homeowners preferred to own a single family
house on a separate lot. If necessary, ,they were more likely
to accept a manufactured house on thei r own lot or an attached
house with ground 1eve1 access than a mobil e home ina mobil e

lllSeattle Times, November 3, 1985

l§I1984 Yearly Building Permit Activity Report and 1985 Annual Growth
Report, King County Land Development Information System, Spring
1985.

ji/Seattle-Everett Real Estate Research Report, Spring 1985, p. 41.
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home park or a highrise condominium. The survey respondents were
also willing to give up a separate dining room, an extra bedroom
or extra space in each room in order to afford to purchase a house,
but were not willing to lose a Fojvate yard, extra insulation
or high quality building materials.--

Such cost cutting techniques would be effective in improving home­
ownership affordabi 1ity for many of King County's renter house­
holds. Given today's minimum priced new house at $70,000, only
24% of Ki ng County renter households and 48% of homeowner house­
ho1ds can afford to purchase the mi nimum pri ced new house, based
on income alone. But if the price were reduced by $1,000, an
additional 1,416 non-elderly renter households would qualify.
Table 4 shows how many King County households would qualify due
to additional price reductions. Non-elderly renter households,
which do not have equity in an existing home, are most likely
to benefit as first-time homebuyers.

TABLE 4

INCREASE IN KING COUNTY QUALIFYING HOUSEHOLDS
DUE TO REDUCTIONS IN NEW HOUSE PRICES21/

Increase in Qualified Households
Minimum Nonelderly Elderly Nonelderly Elderly

Sales Price Total Renters Renters Owners Owners

$65,000 29,990 7,080 460 18,830 3,620
60,000 56,650 15,980 1,120 31,370 8,180
55,000 83,310 24,880 1,780 43,910 12,740
50,000 118,910 33,780 10,680 52,810 21,640

20/ A Survey of Ki n9 County Hous i n9 Affordabi 1ity, Gi 1more Research
Group for King County Housing and Community Development Division,
May 1984.

ll/Based on a 30-year, 12% fixed-rate mortgage, with a 5% down payment.
U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Seattle Regional
Office, August 1985.
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Multifamily Housing Supply and Affordability in King County

Like the single family residential construction market, multifamily
construction was slowed by the rising development costs and inter­
est rates of the late 1970s. In unincorporated King County multi­
family construction dropped steadily from 1980 to 1983. Then
in 1984, construction authorizations increased 149% to 3,416 units,
higher than the 1980 level. Multifamily now accounts for 42%
of residential development in unincorporated areas.

In the incorporated cities multifamily construction accounted
for more than two-thirds of new residential units in 1984. Of
the 4,070 units authorized, just over half (2,210) were in ~~,ttle,
followed by Bellevue, Kent, Redmond, Renton and Des Moines.--

The surge in multifamily construction is partly due to the favor­
able tax treatment given rental housing projects. Changes in
Federal income tax regulations in 1981 cut the depreciation period
in half, making rental properties a much more attractive investment
and therefore encouraging production.

The multifamil y market was further stimul ated when tax benefits
were combined with low cost financing. Washington State began
in 1984 to offer below market rate financing for first-time home­
buyers and multifamily project developers through the Washington
State Housing Finance Commission (WSHFC). In its multifamily
program, the Commission uses tax exempt bonds to provide long
term financing at below market interest rates. In exchange, the
apartment owner agrees to rent 20% of the units to households
below 80% of the County median income, adjusted for household
size.

In the King-Pierce-Snohomish County region, WSHFC funded loans
for 3,500 units in 1984, about 40% of the total units which
received permits in the three counties. In 1985, multifamily
construction is expected to increase 50% over 1984 levels"23/The
Commission expects to fund about one-fourth of the new units.--

The new rental units are anticipated to be absorbed without any
sharp increase in vacancies. Pent up demand for rental units
is strong enough to keep most King County markets near their cur­
rent, low 3-5% vacancy rates. During 1986, vacancies will rise
slowly to 6-7% in most areas of the County (lower in Seattle and
higher in the Burien- Tukwila-Renton marke~4' but these vacancy
rates still indicate a strong rental market.--

ll/1984 Yearly Building Activity Report, King County Land Development
Information System.

Q/King-Pierce-Snohomish Apartment Market Study, Cain and Scott, Inc.,
April 1985, p. 1.

11/Ibid., p. 5.
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In spite of the rapidly increasing number of units, rents have
begun to rise in most of King County. Apartment operators predict
rents will increase from 6-8% in 1985 and 1986. Demand is particu­
larly strong for higher priced apartments, with two-income renter
households becoming increasingly common. ' Many new2~fd renovated
units are planned to meet this higher income market.--

There is some evidence of a shortage of large, lower cost rental
units. Accurate measures of supply have not been developed, but
low vacancy rates indicate that few larger units are available.
In addition, rental market surveys show no larger units at all
in some of the major markets in King County. A problem of afford­
ability certainly exists for some large families: with average
rents for a three bedroom unit ranging from $400 to $700 per month,
household incomes equal to 90% of the County median 2~?d higher
are needed to afford the average three bedroom unit.-- Renter
households are likely to have incomes below median, and single
parent families, in particular, have difficulty paying rents for
1arge units.

The current booming multifamily market indicates a tremendous
demand for rental units in King County. It supports current King
County efforts to increase the amount of higher density zoned
vacant land, to allow needed multifamily construction in urban
areas of the County. The strong demand is also an indication
of the problem of homeownership affordabil ity: some of today ' s
renters would certainly have been home purchasers a decade ago,
and many would like to purchase a house in the near future.

~/Seattle-Everett Real Estate Research Report, Spring 1985, p. 11.

26/ Ibi d., p. 12-17.
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IV. TRENDS IN FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR HOUSING

Much of the preceding discussion of single family and multifamily
housing markets has focused on issues of demand and supply.
Housing need, by contrast, includes the housing units needed by
those King County residents who are not able to successfully com­
pete in the housing market. These residents have traditionally
been assisted through Federal housing programs.

Federal programs have been 1imited to certain categories of needy
households: families with children, the elderly and the handicap­
ped. In the past, Federal programs have provided funding for
rental assistance to lower income renters, and construction and
substantial rehabilitation for single family and multifamily low
income housing. The programs have also provided operating and
modernization funds to public housing authorities.

The changes in Federal housing programs since 1980 have been dra­
matic and are likely to continue in the near future. The Federal
role in housing has been successfully reduced by the Reagan Admin­
istration: funding has been cut 68% since 1981 (See Figure 10.)

FIGURE 10
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and program emphasis has shifted from construction of new units
to vouchers that subsidize rent payments for existing private
units. Rental rehabilitation programs have been initiated to
keep adequate numbers of safe and sanitary low income units avail­
able in the private market.

~

Funding for urban housing programs are expected to stabil ize in
1986 near 1985 levels. Rural programs, however, are expected
to be cut an additional 40% in 1986. Rural housing programs,
administered by 'the U. S. Department of Agriculture Farmer's Home
Administration, financed 60 single family and 30 multifamily
housing units in King County in 1984.

In addition to direct cuts in housing programs, the Reagan Adminis­
tration has proposed to eliminate indirect subsidies to housing
through revisions to the tax code. The Treasury Department's
proposed tax reform (Treasury II) woul d double the 1ength of real
estate depreciation schedules which were reduced in 1981, and
would eliminate tax exempt bonds for private purposes, including
single family and multifamily housing. The proposals are by no
means certain to be passed, but they warn of further reductions
in available tools for housing assistance.

The implications of these changes for local government are clear:
the housing needs of the poor are increasingly a local responsi­
bility to be financed with local resources. And with the Federal
government also pulling out of other funding roles, such as eco­
nomic development, mass transit, social services and waste treat­
ment, the competition for remaining Federal Block Grant funds
and local revenues will be fierce.
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CHAPTER 2

THE ROLE OF KING COUNTY IN PROVIDING AFFORDABLE HOUSING

I. INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the range of activities that King County
can undertake to encourage the production or maintenance of afford­
able housing. Actions already taken by King County to encourage
affordable housing are described in Section III. Examples of
affordable housing developments that presently exist in King
County are described in Section IV; these examples show the results
of various incentives, program~ and regulations which have already
been promoted by King County. Section V explains what King County
is prevented from doing to produce affordable housing by the
Washington State Constitution, State law or by market circum­
stances.

The activities of other State and local governments wh i ch have
developed plans and programs designed to produce affordable housing
are discussed in Section VI. Particular attention has been di­
rected to the successful efforts of local governments in New
Jersey and California, which have been directed through State
law or court decision, to make affordable housing strategies
part of their community planning.

It is important to keep in mind that the vast majority of housing
development is and will continue to be undertaken by private
sector developers, builders and lenders. Programs that provide
public financial subsidies can play an important role, for example:

o Housing authorities (King County, Seattle, Renton) develop
and manage low income rental housing with rents based
on the tenant's ability to pay.

o ~~ashington State Housing Finance Commission provides
below market rate mortgage financing to eligible first
time homebuyers, and below market rate long term financing
to multifamily housing developers who commit to rent
20% of their units to households earning below 80% of
the County median income.

o The King County Block Grant Consortium funds a variety
of housing programs for low and moderate income households:
housing rehabilitation, emergency shelters, single family
subdivisions, manufactured housing parks and other innova­
tive demonstration projects.

A combination of public and private sector approaches is needed.
As discussed in Section VII of this chapter, a cooperative effort
between the private sector, citizen and neighborhood groups,
municipalities, nonprofit organizations and various King County
Departments is vital in order to make significant progress on
the need for affordable housing in King County.
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II. WHAT KING COUNTY CAN DO TO HELP PRODUCE AFFORDABLE HOUSING

(1) King County can provide direct subsidies to produce affordable
housing for low and moderate income households.

Using Federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds,
King County can develop affordable housing or to help other
eligible organizations provide affordable housing to the
most needy househo l ds inKing County. Federal regul ations
permit CDBG funds to be used for 1and acqui sition, the cost
of installing sewer and water facilities and streets, and
management expenses in support of new hous i ng constructi on.
Some organizations are permitted the use of CDBG funds for
new housing construction which is generally an ineligible
activity.

King County receives an annual entitlement of CDBG funds
from the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD). The King County CDBG Joint Policy Committee. King
County Executive and King County Council review and approve
or deny request for the use of CDBG funds. Competition
for the limited funds is always great, especially as Federal
funds for other social service and housing activities have
been reduced or eliminated. In 1985, approximately 35%
of all available CDBG funds were allocated to housing activi­
ties including land acquisition for an Affordable Homes
Demonstration Project and housing rehabilitation.

King County will continue to place a high priority on housing
development and rehabilitation programs when allocating
CDBG fundi ng. Peopl e benefitti ng from the use of CDBG funds
must qualify as low or moderate income households as defined
by HUD. King County will seek additional housing resources
through other remaining Federal programs, or any new programs
that become available. A detailed review of King County's
role in assisted housing programs using Federal funding
is contained in the King County Annual Housing Report, r~ay

1985.

(2) King County can work with other governments, the private
sector and other organizations to help produce housing.

King County has a significant opportunity to work with others
to help produce affordable housing. Since the Washington
State Housing Finance Commission (WSHFC) is the largest
single source of multifamily mortgage funds in King County,
Ki ng County can urge the WSHFC to develop pol i ci es and pro­
grams which assist substantial numbers of lower income house­
holds.
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King County also has a history of co-developing affordable
senior and family housing with the King County Housing Author­
ity, nonprofit organizations and several cities. But public
funds are 1imited and are expected to become more scarce
in future years; Since the private construction industry
is, and will continue to be, the largest provider of housing,
new ways should be sought to engage the private sector in
new initiatives and efforts to produce affordable housing.

Much of the urban areas within unincorporated King County
surround incorporated cities and towns. These areas receive
essenti a1 faci 1iti es and servi ces and represent the greatest
opportunity available to King County to increase land use
densities to an average of 7-8 units per acre. To increase
urban densities, however, will require close cooperation
between King County and the cities and towns within the
County to assure that levels of essential services and facil­
ities are expanded to keep pace with new development and
redeve1opment.

King County can show others how to develop affordable housing
and distribute infonnation to builders, developers and the
public about affordable housing.

King County has developed several demonstration projects
that have produced affordable housing for lower income house­
holds. The results of these projects, and others near comple­
tion, are not widely known by the general public or by build­
ers and developers. Ki ng County can i ntens ify its efforts
to inform the private sector and the public about the results
of these demon strati on projects and di stri bute the results
of affordable housing demonstration efforts undertaken by
other cities and counties in Washington State and elsewhere.

,--..e',"

(4) King County can increase the supply of higher density zoned
land to help reduce the cost of new housing.

Land price inflation is caused by a variety of demand forces
and local supply characteristics. Author Jay Miller described
the interplay of supply and demand factors leading to the
increased cost of land in a 1981 paper: "On the supply
side, constraints on the supply of developable land, increas­
ing site development requirements, and long delays in the
approval process have all contributed to land price inflation.
Supply restrictions can result from natural features of
terrain or government policies such as large lot zoning,
urban growth boundaries or the reluctance to build new public
f'act l i t i es ;" "On the demand side, strong housing demand
spurred by regi ona1 populati on shifts and the entrance of
the baby boom generation into the housing market also creates
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inflationary pressures in the land market." "A third factor
which contributes to rising land prices are expectations
of future supply and demand in the land market. In areas
with a track record of increasing housing demand and rising
land prices, investment in land becomes attractive for specu­
lation purposes, further perpetuating the inflationary spiral.
Growth boundaries an?1/other restrictions in future supply
have similar effects. "- .

King County regulates the supply of residential zoned land
through area zoning adopted through the community planning
process. While the amount of land in King County is indeed
limited, the supply of land zoned for residential use can
be increased through individual rezone requests or by plan
amendments resulting in area wide rezone actions. Recent
community plans have increased the supply of higher density
zoned land to meet estimated future demand, especially for
multifamily development. The King County Comprehensive
Plan - 1985 calls for most growth to occur in urban areas,
after being carefully planned and served by adequate public
services and utilities. Policy R-201 of the Comprehensive
Plan - 1985 states: "Ktnq County should seek to achieve
an average density of 7 to 8 dwell ing units per acre for
new development in the portions of the urban area that are
undeveloped, are served or can be seved by adequate services,
and are free of physical constraints. Urban areas with
an existing established character of development at lower
densities are not included in this policy."

Since the King County Comprehensive Plan - 1985 directs
higher density residential development to urban areas with
services and facilities, King County can also work coopera­
tively with municipalities to increase the supply of land
zoned for higher densities within their jurisdiction.

Higher density development does not necessarily ensure that
homes will be reasonably priced within the means of King
County residents, however. Other actions, policies and
programs are needed to do so.

(5) King County can offer land use and development incentives
to encourage developers and builders to take action in the
public interest.

Through King County's zoning ordinance and various community
plans, King County can offer inducements to builders to
build, develop and/or maintain something in the public inter­
est, such as on-site open space or off-site traffic improve­
ments .

..!/Jay Miller, "Assessing Residential Land Prices Inflation", Urban
Land, March, 1981. --
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A typical incentive to encourage developers to produce afford­
able housing is a density bonus. Density bonuses improve
the development potential of a builder's land by allowing
more units to be constructed per acre of land than allowed
by zoning .

Another potential incentive is to offer priority treatment
in the permit review process for developers who propose
projects which provide affordable housing. Since land cost
increases and cost increases due to unexpected delay are
major factors in financing developer's cost of operation
and the final housing purchase price or rent, it is in every­
one's best interest to reduce delays as much as possible.
When a developer is providing a major public benefit, such
as housing which will be sold or rented to low income house­
holds, giving that project's review priority above others
may be justified.

A third potential incentive is to use capital improvement
spending to subsidize projects which have committed to provide
affordabl e housing. The capital improvement projects coul d
be off-site, such as major arterial improvements needed
for the development, or on-site work that contributes to
required public roads or utilities.

King County can revise regulations and requirements to help
reduce the cost of developing housing.

King County administers a variety of development regulations
that determine how, when and where new housing will be con­
structed. These regul ati ons are patterned after State ena­
bling legislation and model codes used throughout the State
of Washington. A recent study by Washington State described
the regulations clearly under the control of local governments
which may have a direct effect on land and construction
costs. They are as follows:

o "zoninq ordinances, which govern density and the placement
and mix of residential, commercial, industrial and other
land uses;

o subdivision regulations, which govern site development
standards for roads, water, sewer, drainage, etc.;

o building codes, which regulate construction, fire, plumbing
and electrical standards;

o design and preservation requirements, which control the
aesthetics of building exteriors and signs, and seek
to protect si gni fi cant hi stori c , or architectural struc­
tures; and
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o permit and administrative review procedures necessary
to implement various ordinance requirements such as re­
zones, variances, use permits, design 2?nd engineering
approvals and building occupancy permits. 11-

There are a variety of necessary reasons for such regulations,
many of which have been refined over the years at the request
of the general public and the housing industry. Such regula­
tions are often enforced to protect public health, safety
and the general welfare. The separation of incompatible
land uses and the prevention of public nuisances may also
be an objective of local regulations. Despite all good
i ntenti ons , regul ati ons can produce unexpected results.
In 1983 the Nationa1 League of Citi es reported that up to
21% of the3 price of a new house may be due to excessive
regul ati on..-I Other reports make simil ar but more conserva­
tive findings that 1110 to 15 percent of the final cost of
development could be eliminated by cutting out excessive
government regul ati on and standards that are not e~~5?ti al
to the protection of the public's welfare and safety.II--

A review of the literature found no definitions or examples
of what constitutes excessive regulation or essential stand­
ards. However, it is clear that housing developer~ and
consumers blame part of the increase in the cost of housing
on government regulations.

(7) King County can urge State legislative refonn to increase
available tools and resources to help produce affordable
housing.

Sinee State 1aw restri cts Ki ng County's abil ity to produce
affordable housing (see Section V) or to encourage others
to do so, King County can advocate changes to existing laws.
When establ i shing a position on a proposed change to State
law, King County must carefully examine the fiscal, environ­
mental and policy impacts.

g/Affordable Housing Local Government Regulatory and Administrative
Techniques, Planning and Community Affairs Agency, Olympia, WA,
May, 1984, p. i v.

11"St reaml i ni ng the Local Development Process ll
, Housing Supply and

Affordability, National League of Cities, reprinted by the Urban
Land Institute, 1983, p. 180 .

.Y John R. Nolon, "Produc inq Affordable Housing Requires Lead Role
for Local Governments", Journal of Housing, December, 1980, p. 618.

~/Charles Thurow, Reducing the Cost of Housing: Actions for State
and Local Governments, U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop­
ment and the Urban Land Institute, August 1979.
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III. PAST AND CURRENT EFFORTS TO PRODUCE AFFORDABLE HOUSING

This Affordable Housing Policy Plan was developed to respond
to the policy direction established in the King County Comprehen­
sive Plan - 1985. Goal 5 of the Comprehensive Plan states:
"Encourage affordable housing and diversity in housing types,

r'C, and lifestyle choices ranging from urban to rural. II Several
policies contained in the Comprehensive Plan amplify this goal
and give direction for its implementation.

-CC', A recent publ ication prepared by the State of Washington&-I reported
the efforts of 87 cities and counties in the State to encourage
the producti on of affordabl e housi ng. King County successfully
implemented 19 of 26 regulatory and administrative techniques
included in the survey (one technique, "all ow substandard lots
to develop", was missed in the chart) and was surpassed by only
two 1oca1 governments - Cl ark County and Kitsap County - in its
efforts to encourage affordable housing. Figure 11 summarizes
the actions taken by King County and the cities responding to
the survey. Tables 5 and 6 provi de more detail on Ki ng County
land use and policy plans, and codes and ordinances relating
to affordable housing.

FIGURE 11

SUMMARY OF REGULATORY AND ADMINISTRATIVE TECHNIQUES
CONSIDERED BY WASHINGTON STATE JURISDICTIONS

i ~
- j 1

.t"i :I I ~
• Ii :I I i ~

0. .:& ~ i ;;.i;' c f!
e 5.1 sr.'" 0 l!'S.
~ 0 liS 1L.~'l!~ Iii'. i lL~r
N Of: ~. ~"l:":O i!i' N .. I .....

Legend: r ~ ~ elI.9 r l' i I ~ I '0 l ~ J i i i= i ir ~ -: ~! 2' - iii ~ lit '" j i t ~ •• j ~ :. i s ~
/ - Considered ~ ! i iii ~ iii I ! ! oS 1 ~ r j t Q ~ ~ .! l _ ! i Of: i i
X - Rejected ~ c! J ~ :9 :9 ~ ~ t' J ~ ~ l ~ 1: ! I I ~ I i I. Of: I ! ~
o - Implemented ! t ~ • J § '" I § ft··. l • :< :< • .ll Ii ! i :l ~ g'

~ ~ - t J ~ .2.! ttl t J ~ J J ~', l ~ i 1 "5
County / City .9 ~ j I "':< t. 1 j '" Of: Of: '" :< ! :< :c iii I. 0 d i iii S :!

King County 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 / 0 0 / 0 / 0 0 0 0 0 / 0 / 0 0 0 0
Auburn X 0 X X X X X 0 0 0 X X X X / X X X / 0 0
Bellevue / 0 / I / / 0 / X 0 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 / X 0 X / X
Des Moines I X / X X X X I X X X 0 0 0 0 0 0
Issaquah 0 0 0 0 I I 0 0 / 0 / X / X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 0 / 0 0 X
Redmond 0 0 0 0 0 / / X 0 / 0 0 0 0 0
Renton / 0 / 0 0 0 X I 0 / 0 0 0 0 0

- . Seattle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 0 0 0

"_.."~-

r-

~/Affordable Housing Local Government Regulatory and Administrative
Techniques, State of Washington, Planning and Community Affairs
Agency, May 1984.
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TABLE 5

AFFORDABLE HOUSING ELEMENTS OF KING COUNTY LAND USE AND POLICY PLANS

Name of Plan

King County Comprehensive
Plan -- 1985

Community Plans

Bear Creek Community Center
(1971)

Federal Way Community Plan
(1975, revised 1980)

Highline Community Plan
(1977)

Northshore Community Plan
(1977, revised 1981)

Soos Creek Community Plan
(1979)

Shoreline Community Plan
(1980)

Summary of Affordable Housing Strategies

Established affordable housing as a major
goal, tied to many policies throughout
the Plan, including increased densities,
increased multi-family housing, site design
(especially clustering), development stand­
ards, CIP target areas and density credits
for low-income housing.

(New Plan scheduled for adoption in 1986.)

Increased the supply of multifamily zoned
land (new Plan scheduled for adoption
in 1986).

Increased multifamily land.

Increased multifamily land.

Increased multifamily land.

Increased multifamily' land. Recognizes
that elderly multifamilly housing generates
less impacts on the su~rounding neighborhood
and all communities thould share in the
location of low income housing.

Vashon Community Plan
(1981)

Permits 50% to 100%
low/moderate income
multifamily housing.
land.

density bonuses for
single family and

Increased multifamily

East Sammamish Community
Plan
(1982)

Newcastle Community Plan
(1983)

Tahoma/Raven Heights
Community Plan
(1984)

Functional Plans

King County 1983-1985 Housing
Assistance Plan/1985 Annual
Action Plan
(1984)

1986 Community Development
Block Grant Consortium
Po1i coy Plan
(1985)

Provides for Master Plan Developments
in large tracts, which have a requirement
for including low and moderate-income
housing. Increased multifamily land.

Permits density bonuses of 50% and higher,
in rezones to developers of low-income
family and elderly housing. Provides
for Master Plan Developments in large
tracts, which have a requirement for includ­
ing low and moderate-income housing.
Increased multifamily land.

Allows increased density bonus of up to
33% in rezone requests for the development
of low-income elderly housing. Provides
for Master Plan Developments in large
tracts, which have a requirement for includ­
ing low and moderate-income housing.
Increased multifamily land.

Sets goals, strategies and programs for
assisted housing activities within the
King County Consortium.

Establishes criteria and funding gUidelines
for Block Grant housing assistance programs.
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IV. SELECTED AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS IN KING COUNTY

Past Experiences

Affordable housing has been a topic of interest and concern in
the King County area for about 20 years. Early demonstration
projects in King County experimented with smaller units and lots
and reduced building and development standards with varying degrees
of success.

Timberlane
The Timberlane Development in the Maple Valley area of South­
east King County was sponsored by HUn and featured small
ranch style homes on small lots. Housing costs were reduced
by using 20 foot wide streets, including a 3 foot thickened
edge on each side, and reduced lot sizes and building stand­
ards. Unfortunately, local residents were not able to main­
tain adequate repairs on many of the homes and on the streets
and communityfacil iti es owned by the homeowner associ ation.
Housing repair and rehabilitation programs for the community
have been complicated by the high proportion of investor
owned properti es in the area. Affordabil ity at Timberl ane
also suffered due to the isolated location of the development.
The approximately 600-unit development was built during
the late 1960s and early 1970s in a relatively undeveloped
part of unincorporated King County, making residents dependent
on cars for access to employment, shopping, health care
and other services.

Operation Breakthrough
In 1970, Hun sponsored Operation Breakthrough whi ch resul ted
in an affordable housing demonstration project in the Totem
Lake - Kingsgate area of Northeast King County. The Operation
Breakthrough Project featured factory built structural" compo­
nents for floor, ceiling and wall assemblies which were
then erected on the site. The neighborhood features common
open space, a looped private street system with several
cul de sacs maintained by a community association. Local
residents report satisfaction with their homes although
many of the factory buiIt panels were replaced duri ng an
initial warranty period. However, some concern has been
voiced about the abil ity of the homeowners associ ati on to
accumulate adequate reserve funds to repair local streets
when such work is needed.

lessons learned

The lessons learned from these two established demonstration
projects provide some insight for developing new affordable home­
ownership programs for low and moderate income households in
King County.
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(1) Basic building codes and construction standards for site
buiIt homes or factory buiIt structures should be retained
unless there are overriding reasons to modify them. Homeowner
warranties should always be provided especially when using
experimental codes.

(2) Durable building materials are worthwhile investments to
avoid unnecessarily high costs of repair and maintenance
at a later date.

(3) Location should be convenient to retail shopping, services,
public facilities and services to avoid unnecessarily high
travel costs.

(4) If streets and other facilities are to be privately owned,
then homeowner association or project management fees should
be structured to provide adequate reserves for street repair
and resurfacing and other routine maintenance tasks.

(5) Developments should provide a mix of housing types affordable
to a range of household incomes rather than concentrating
and isolating large numbers of low income households.

(6) High density developments, with reduced lot sizes and street
widths, must provide adequate parking for both homes and
community facilities.

Recent Affordable Housing Developments

The following developments were selected to provide an array
of examples of affordable housing in King County. The majority
are homeownership projects although they differ widely. They
include condominium projects (Providence Point), manufactured
housing (Federal Way and Vantage Glen), a self help housing program
(House My People in Black Diamond) and projects that combine
attached/detached and clustered house units (Upland Green and
Klahanie). Some of the projects involved public subsidies (CDBG
funds and below market rate financing), to provide lower income
people homeownership opportunities. Others utilized private
financing with innovative site development and unit design to
provide affordable housing for moderate and median income house­
holds. Several of these developments have utilized bonus density
incentives available through King County regulations to build
more units in exchange for a commitment to sell or rent units
to lower income households at affordable prices. This sample
of existing affordable housing developments in King County was
selected to illustrate many of the innovative site design, develop­
ment standards and programs contemplated by this Affordable Housing
Policy Plan.
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Location:

Developer:

Features:

UPLAND GREEN 1981 - 1982

Kirkland/Totem Lake: 13314 NE 136th Place
Kirkland, WA

Conner Development Company

o 178 units range in size from 920 - 1,860 square
feet

o 1981 prices range from $55,000 to $82,000 per unit

o Small lots of 4,000 - 5,000 square feet

o Units are mixed attached and detached
o Public streets

o Variances permitted narrow rights of way for
local streets, asphalt paving with thickened
edge in lieu of curbs and gutters, and ommission
of some walkways.

........J
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Market: Upland Green was developed to appeal to first time
homebuyers who were single, or young couples with
one or two children.

Site Design: Lot sizes are typically 4,000 - 5,000 square feet.
Site encompasses 29 acres with 10 acres dedicated
as open space. Net density is 7 units per acre.
Amenities include landscaped and natural open space
and two tennis courts. Street rights-of-way were
r-educed from 60 feet to 40 feet. Pavement wi dth
is 28 feet on through streets and 24 feet on cul-de­
sacs. Asphalt paving with thickened edges for
storm water control were substituted for concrete
curbs and gutters except at the main entry. Interior
walkways replaced sidewalks except on two through
streets.

,r--
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Units:

Financing:

Contact:

178 total units: 112 are attached duplex and four­
plex units and 66 are detached zero lot line units.
Prices range from $55,000 to $82,000 in 1981 dollars.
Units are frame construction over crawl spaces
with cedar board or shingle siding. Construction
cost in 1981-82 was $38 per square foot for the
attached units and $40 per square foot for the
detached units.

Approximately 90% of Upl and Green buyers obtained
Federal Housing Authority (FHA) insured loans.
About 75% of those households selected graduated
payment rather than fixed payment loans. With
a5% downpayment, typical monthly costs for a $63,000
home with a graduated payment loan was $769 in
1982, including taxes, insurance, association dues
and utilities. For the standard FHA loans in 1982
typical monthly costs were approximately $100 higher.
All units are owned fee simple.

Gary Upper, Land Development Manager
Conner Development Company
846 - 108th Avenue Northeast
Suite 202
Bellevue, WA 98004
455-9280
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Location:

Developer:

Features:

VANTAGE GLEN 1984 - PRESENT

East Hill between Kent and Renton (south of the
intersection of Benson Highway and Carr Road on
Benson Highway): 18000 107th Place Southeast

Renton, WA

Housing Authority of the County of King (HACK)

o 164 double and singlewide manufactured homes

o Discounted purchase prices and affordable site
rents available to lower income seniors.

o Tax exempt financing for site construction and
King County CDBG funds for site acquisition
and design.

o First rezone approved under Residential Mobile
Home Park (RMHP) Ordinance in King -County with
density bonus.
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Vantage Glen was developed for senior citizens
because of the critical shortage of affordable
and stable site rents in manufactured housing parks.

Site Design: The 164 home sites average 3,500 square feet, or
8 units per acre. Gross density including open
space is 4 units per acre. Thi s 44 acre project
was the first to receive a 50% bonus density incen­
tive according to the RMHP Ordinance. Amenities
include 22 acres of open space, a community center/
recreation facility, pedestrian access to a bus
shelter near the communi ty center and recreati ona1
vehicle parking.

r-

r-r-.

,~

Units:

Financing:

Management:

Contact:

Total of 164 units ranging from 1,100 to 1,500
square feet. Each unit is special ordered according
to the purchaser's specifications. Prices range
from $27,000 to $37,000 complete with set-up, storage
building and attached carport. HACK receives all
home orders, determines eligibility of purchasers
and purchases units directly from the manufacturers,
Fleetwood and Moduline. All units are "deep set"
so that the floor elevations are slightly above
grade level, making the units appear similar to
site built homes.

Eligible purchasers must be low income senior citi­
zens ($20,800 for a couple and $18,000 for one).
Ki ng County CDBG funds tota11 i ng $837,405 covered
site acquisition, planning and engineering. HACK
financed construction and development costs for
streets, sewer and water 1ines, and other improve­
ments by the sale of a $1.8 million tax exempt
note. The resulting low site rents of $150 per
month for singlewide sites and $160 per month for
doublewide sites are expected to be more stable
than private market rents.

HACK will manage and maintain the property, streets
and amenities. Should residents choose to sell
thei r homes, HACK wi 11 purchase the unit and resell
it to an eligible purchaser.

Bob Davis
Construction Planning and Development Manager
Housing Authority of the County of King
15455 65th Avenue South
Tukwila, WA 98188
244-7750
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Location:

Developer:

Features:

KLAHANIE 1985 - PRESENT

East Sammamish Plateau: East of Issauqah - Pine
Lake Road Southeast, south of Southeast 32nd Street
North, and west of Southeast Issaquah - Fall City
Road

Lowe Enterprises Northwest, Inc.

o 883 acre planned community

o 3,200 dwelling units planned

o 700 units of housing affordable to low, moderate
and medi an income housi ng requi red as conditi on
of rezone

o Mixed single family, attached single family,
and multifamily units

o Single family detached lots from 4,000 to 12,000
square feet

o 300 acres of open space
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Market: Klahanie is being developed as a village within
unincorporated King County and will, upon completion,
provide a range of housing opportunities, retail
services, and offices. Total population after
a 15 year development program is estimated at 7,900
people. Division 1, presently under development,
consists of single family detached homes appealing
to first time homebuyers who typically have two
incomes, as well as move-up buyers seeking larger,
more expensive homes than they own at present. Mar­
ket research shows that 40% of the first time home­
buyers work in Seattle.

,..=.
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Site Design: Lot sizes within Division 1 range in size from
4,000 to 12,000 square feet. The site encompasses
883 acres. Gross density is 1imited to four units
per acre. Amenities include 300 acres of open
space, the retention of natural wetlands incl uding
Yellow Lake and Queens Bog; a trail system; tennis
courts; a 30 acre County park; and landscaped green
areas. Streets are public, developed to King County
standards. Retail commercial is proposed for subse­
quent divisions, as is a fire station site, elemen­
tary school site and a park and ride lot.

Units: Division 1 consists of 268 single family residential
units constructed by four different builders. Prices
range from $85,000 to $165,000. Upon completion
about 65% of Klahanie will be single family
residences. About 29% wil be single family attached
homes or townhouses, and 6% will be multifamily.

(
I

Special
Conditions: Division 1 is required to provide 64 units of housing

affordable to median income households, those earning
between 100% to 120% of median income for King
County as prescribed by the U. S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development ($32,500 to $40 ,625) .
Subsequent divisions will be required to provide
housing affordable to moderate income ($26,000
to $32,500 in 1985) or low income (below $26,000
in 1985) households. In total, 700 units are ex­
pected to be provided that are affordable to low,
moderate, and median income households.

Contact: Tom McCracken, President
Chip Marshall, Vice President
Lowe Enterprises Northwest, Inc.
1900 112th Avenue Northeast, Suite 102
Bellevue, WA 98004
455-4260
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location:

Developer:

Features:

PROVIDENCE POINT 1984 - PRESENT

East Sammamish Plateau: Located north of South­
east 43rd Way between East Lake Sammamish Parkway
Southeast and 228th Avenue Southeast:

4135 Providence Point Drive Southeast
Issaquah, WA 98027

Swanson-Dean Corporation

o 1,176 clustered/attached condominium homes

o "Lt fe care" concept for retirement age people

o 177 units to be sold or rented to low and moderate
income persons

o 1985 prices range from $64,000 to $185,000

o Village design with Town Hall, retail sales
and services, active/passive recreation, transit,
continuing education, and security amenities.
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Market:

Site Design:

Units:

Special
Conditions:

Financing:

Contact:

Providence Point is being developed as a reti rement
community for persons 62 years and over. Active
and passive recreation opportunities are offered
for the active retired. Congregate housing, a
health care center to be operated by the Sisters
of Saint Joseph of Peace, health maintenance pro­
grams, and in-home health services are all planned
to provide a life care situation for local residents
allowing them to stay in the community as their
health care and housing needs change over time.

The site encompasses 180 acres. Three rezones
and a planned unit development (PUD) approval from
King County, permitted the development of 1,176
attached condominium units clustered in five vil­
lages. Each village is oriented to recreation
opportunities, including tennis, shuffleboard and
boccie courts, swimming, bowling, and other more
passive activities. Open space divides the villages
and surrounds the perimeter of the property. "Center
Village" features a Town Hall with a restaurant,
retail sales and services.

1,176 total condominium units ranging in price
from $64,000 to $185,000 in 1985 dollars. Unit
size ranges from 592 square feet to 2,086 square
feet. Each unit features an alarm system connected
to a central computer. The two story condominiums
are built on slopes which provide direct access
to both levels without need for elevators or stairs.

Units are frame construction with sawn cedar shingles
and composition roofs.

As a conditi on of PUD and rezone approval, Swanson­
Dean Corporation has agreed to sell 177 units to
low and moderate income persons at prices they
can afford. Price and income stipulations apply
to the fi rst purchase and do not govern the resale
of homes.

All units are owned as condominiums. Presales
are encouraged and Swanson-Dean Corporation is
accepting interest bearing deposits for general
and specific reservations. Unlike some retirement
communities, no founders fees or entrance fee pay­
ments are required.

Gary King, Vice President
Swanson-Dean Corporation
2100 112th Northeast
P. O. Box 488
Bellevue, WA 98009
455-2100
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Location:

Developer:

Features:

HOUSE MY PEOPLE 1981 - PRESENT

Black Diamond, Carnation and Enumclaw, WA

House My People, Inc.

o Supervised owner-built homes
o Below market interest rates based on ability

to pay

o 1,056 square feet home homes for $40,000 per
home with no down payment

u j
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Market: Under this program, self help housing is for highly
motivated singles and families who are employed,
considered to be lower income according to the
U. S. Department of Agriculture Farmers Home Adminis­
tration (Farmers Home) and capable of making regular
mortgage payments. Particular emphasis is placed
on households who commit to building their own
homes and assisting other families to build their
home over a one year period. All participating
households agree to work 30 hours per week to partic­
ipate in the program.

Site Design: House My People acquires lots serviced by sewer
and water in identified rural areas. To date,
their activities in King County have been in the
cities of Carnation, Black Diamond and Enumclaw.

-~~

Units:

Financing:

Contact:

All units must be modest but adequate according
to Farmers Home program regulations. The standard
unit built in recent years is a 1,056 square feet
3 bedroom rambler with a single car garage. Wood
frame constructi on over a crawl space is uti 1i zed.
Units are finished with wood siding and composition
shingle roofing.

Long term financing and construction loans are
made by Farmers Home. Homes built in Enumclaw
in 1983 had mortgages of $39,950 at a maximum of
10-7/8% interest. The actual interest rate is
based on a person's ability to pay and may be consid­
erably 1ess than the maximum. The Enumcl aw homes
were appraised at $53,000. The $12,050 difference
represents. the "sweat equity" the househol d has
invested in building their homes. No down payments
are required but a credit report fee of $40 and
hand tool expenses up to about $200 are required.

Jim Montgomery
Executive Director
House My People
P. O. Box 219
Sumner, WA 98390
863-8188
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v. WHAT KING COUNTY CANNOT DO TO HELP PRODUCE AFFORDABLE HOUSING

(1) King County cannot use general taxpayer funds for housing,
except for the necessary support of the poor and infirm.

The State Constitution (Arti c1 e VI I, Secti ons 5 and 7) pre­
vents local governments from making gifts or loans that
benefit private parties or organizations, except for the
necessary support of the poor and infirm. This prohibition
has been narrowly interpreted by Washington courts, therefore
King County can only use general taxpayer funds to assist
destitute individuals, for example through involuntary mental
or alcoholism treatm~;t, not lower income people in need
of affordable housing.-

King County is permitted to use outside sources of. funds,
such as Federal housing programs, to assist lower e income
people without violating the State Constitution, however.
(See Section II for an explanation of the use of Federal
CDBG funds for affordable housing.) In addition, a majority
of King County voters can authorize an increase in local
property taxes to finance affordabl e housing through a bond
program without violating the State Constitution.

(2) King County cannot influence the mortgage market to reduce
overall interest rates, revise standards used to qualify
homebuyers for loans or to increase the supply of money
available for housing finance.

Mortgage interest rates and money supply are governed by
international and national monetary policy and are clearly
beyond the control of local government, including King County.
Requirements for mortgage eligibility such as debt to equity
standards, allowed ratios of housing cost to total income
and down payment requi rements are set by 1eadi ng mortgage
i nstituti ons who attempt to mi nimize the 1ender's ri sk of
homeowner default to the maximum practical extent. Local
banks and thrifts utilize national underwriting standards
to assure their ability to sell mortgages they originate
in the national secondary mortgage market. Any deviation
from customary underwriting standards may cause a local
1ender to requi re additi ona1 pri vate mortgage insurance
(at the homebuyer's expense) so the loans made will be market­
able. Otherwise, lenders must retain the loans in their
portfolio of investments and forego their ability to liquidate

lIPresentation by Phyllis K. Macleod, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney,
Office of the Prosecuting Attorney Civil Division, King County,
Washington to the Affordable Housing Policy Plan Housing Finance
Issue Committee, December 12, 1984, and Memorandum from Phyllis
K. Macleod to JoAnn Ritchie dated January 15, 1985.
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(3)

the mortgage and obtain more money available to loan. King
County is unable to influence these national underwriting
standards to make housing more affordable for local residents.

Ki ng County cannot waive some requi rements estab1i shed by
State law that contribute to the cost of housing in King
County.

State laws stipulate minimum building codes. mandatory public
hearings and public notification and appeal periods for
actions taken by King County officials and King County Counc­
ilmembers. Many of these requi rements were establ i shed
by State law to protect publ ic interests and to institute
codes and public notification. hearing and appeal procedures
that are consistent among local governments within the State.
Some of these requirements add to the time necessary to
obtain building permits, rezones and subdivision approvals
which add to the purchase price of new homes. Unless State
legislative action is taken, however. King County cannot
violate these established laws.
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VI. EXPERIENCE OF OTHER LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

California and New Jersey local governments are noteworthy for
the emphasis they have placed on affordable housing in recent
years for very different reasons.

California cities and counties have responded with varying degrees
of success to State legislation which requires them to:

o adopt five year plans to meet low and moderate income
housing needs;

o plan to meet regional fair share goals of low and moderate
income housing as determined by regional councils of
government;

o zone land for housing that can be built at the least
possible cost;

o provide coordinated processing of res i.dentl al development
applications, and

o provide density bonuses and other incentives to developers
providing 25 percent or more of t'Wl units in a development
as low or moderate income housing.-

By 1983, approximately 20,000 units of affordable housing had
been built, were under construction or committed for development
in cities and counties throughout California.

New Jersey 1oca1 governments, on the other hand, have begun re­
sponding to the New Jersey Supreme Court Mount Laurel II opinion
issued in January 1983. Mount Laurel II acted to end zoning
and land use practices that excluded lower income people from
much of the State (in the words of the Court) II not because housing
could not be bui1t for them, but because they are not wanted".
It is important to recognize, however, that several New Jersey
1oca1 governments had adopted and operated programs to produce
affordable housing prior to the 1983 decision, partly due to
the efforts of a State agency called the Department of the Public
Advocate.

Not surprising, local governments most active in producing or
encouraging affordable housing are in either California, New
Jersey or in other areas where the cost of housing is sufficiently
high to urge local actions. An ext~,ive, but not definitive
survey of inclusionary housing programs- (those requiring afford-

~Alan Mallach, Inclusionary Housing Programs: Policies and Practices,
The Center for Urban Policy Research, Rutgers University, 1984.

1/Ibid.
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able housing to be included in new development, often in exchange
for incentives) identified 72 separate programs. Thirty-eight
of the programs were in California, 16 in New Jersey, 5 in Colo­
rado, while Massachusetts, Illinois and New York had 2 each and
Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Maryland, Oregon, Virginia and
Washington had 1 each.

Prior to the development of the Affordable Housing Policy Plan,
King County staff reviewed the affordable housing plans and pro­
grams of ei ght cities and counti es throughout the United States
and from Vancouver, British Columbia. Table 7 provides a summary
of these plans.
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VII. THE IMPORTANCE OF A COOPERATIVE EFFORT IN PROVIDING
AFFORDABLE HOUSING

King County has taken an important step in recognizing the need
for affordable housing in Chapter 1 of this Plan. The fqllowing
chapters contain goals, policies, objectives, strategies and
specific agendas for action to address the identified need within
the 1imits that King County must operate. While consensus about
the need for more affordable housing in King County may be
achieved, it will require a cooperative, ongoing effort to put
proposed policies and programs into action.

The Private Sector

Since the private finance, development and building industries
will continue to provide housing for the majority of King County
residents, King County must continue to maintain the cooperative
effort establ i shed June 21, 1984 at the King County Conference
on Affordable Housing. This effort was developed further through
the activities of the Housing Finance and Land Use and Development
Issue Committees and should continue to be expanded through the
public review and implementation of this Plan.

Community and Neighborhood Groups

None of the goals, policies, objectives or other actions contained
in this Plan will be realized without the understanding and cooper­
ation of community and neighborhood groups within King County.
Neighborhood and environmental quality must not be sacrificed
to produce more affordabl e housing. Instead, new opportuniti es
to locate affordable housing within the urban areas and rural
activity centers of King County should be identified through
the community planning process, which will continue to be a grass
roots effort involving local citizens. In this way community
concerns will continue to be heard and addressed.

Muni cipal ities

Incorporated cities and towns, and King County must continue
to work together in a cooperative manner. All development, includ­
ing affordable housing development, that occurs within the identi­
fied service areas of municipalities should be coordinated with
the affected municipality. Levels of public services andJfacili­
ties needed to serve new development· and increased residential
densities should be taken into account when coordinating actions
to encourage affordable housing.

King County Departments

King County Departments, especially the Department of Planning
and Community Development and the Department of Public Works,
must continue to develop effective working relationships to foster
affordable housing development.
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Nonprofit Organizations

King County is reliant upon the experience and expertise of the
King County Housing Authority (HACK), the Renton Housing Authority
and several nonprofit housi ng organi zati ons. These organi zati ons
are needed to develop, build and rehabilitate affordable housing
for lower income households.

King County has also worked effectively with the Washington State
Housing Finance Commission, an important source of below market
rate financing for first time homebuyers and private developers
of multifamily housing.

The effectiveness of King County's plan to encourage affordable
housing will depend on the continuation and expansion of these
cooperative efforts. This cooperation is in the best interests
of all the people of Ki ng County, especi ally those in need of
affordable, decent, safe and sanitary housing.
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CHAPTER 3

GOALS, POLICIES, OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGIES

I . INTRODUCTION

This chapter introduces the policy framework arid recommended strat­
egies for the Affordable Housing Policy Plan. The Plan contains
both existing and new goals and policies, and objectives and strat­
egies to implement them. The hierarchy of policy direction is
as follows:

o Goal and policies contained in the King County Comprehen­
sive Plan - 1985 relating to housing affordability and
the Affordable Housing Policy Plan;

o Goal and policies of the Affordable Housing Policy Plan,
directing the major focuses of the Plan;

o Objectives, which provide benchmarks for achieving the
Plan's goals and policies; and

o Strategies to implement the objectives.

The policy direction for affordable housing contained in King
County's Comprehensive Plan - 1985 is reviewed in Section II.
Section III introduces the Affordable Housing Policy Plan's addi­
tional goal and policies, which reinforce the Comprehensive Plan's
aim of providing affordable housing choices throughout King County
and focus on the three aspects of housing need identified in Chap­
ter 1.

Section III also presents the Plan's objectives and strategies,
which follow each of the affordable housing policies. The strate­
gies are ranked either high or low priority. High priority strate­
gies are recommended for implementation, and are described in
detail in the Plan's mid-range and short-range work programs,
Chapters 4 and 5. The low priority strategies are of two kinds.
Some of these strategies endorse currently proposed activities
and legislation by King County or Washington State, which will
help achieve the goal of increased housing affordability. Others
are long range strategies that are difficult to implement or of
less proven effectiveness; these will be reevaluated as part of
the continuing monitoring and implementation of the Plan.
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II. POLICY DIRECTION FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING
IN THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN - 1985

The King County Comprehensive Plan's policy direction for afford­
able housing is expressed in its goals, policies and discussions
regarding the impact of land use decisions on housing affordabil­
ity, and in its specific references to the Affordable Housing
Policy Plan.

Affordable housing is the subject of Goal 5, one of the Comprehen­
sive Plan's ten goals:

Goal 5. Encourage affordable housing and diversity in housing
types, and lifestyle choices ranging from urban to rural.

Affordable housing is also a major focus of the Comprehensive
Plan's Residential Development policies. The first general policy
describes King County's role in providing affordable housing
choices throughout the County:

Residential Development Policy R-I0l. King County should
encourage and promote a wide range of residential develop­
ment types and densities in various parts of King County
to meet the needs of a diverse population and provide afford­
able housing choices for all income levels.

The Comprehensive Plan contains five other general policjes for
residential development. These policies discuss the importance
of establishing densities based on the land's natural capacities,
the need to focus most growth in Urban Areas, and the appropriate
residential growth for Transitional Areas, Rural Areas and Resource
Lands. All of the Comprehensive Plan's residential policies will
guide the strategies adopted in the Affordable Housing Policy
Plan.

One of the major aims of the Comprehensi ve Pl an is to encourage
higher densities in urban areas .. In several places, the plan
identifies opportunities and approaches for higher densities and
stresses the interrelationship of density with public facility
costs, environmental costs and affordable housing. For example:

An important policy direction in the King County
Comprehensive Plan - 1985 is to encourage higher
residential densities in Urban Areas where growth
will occur, in order to control public costs, con­
serve energy and natural resources, reduce deve1op­
ment pressure on Rural Areas and ResourcE1;Lands,
and provide more affordable housing choices.-

liKing County Comprehensive Plan - 1985, p. 71.
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The Comprehensive Plan also identifies several land use and devel­
opment tools that can" be used to encourage private developers
to provide important public benefits, including affordable housing.
Density bonuses or credits, which are currently available through
Pl anned Un it Developments, should be ava il ab1e to a wi de range
of residential developments.

Residential Development Policy R-303. Density credits should
be encouraged in Urban Areas and Rural Activity Centers with
adequate facilities and services to achieve important public
benefits such as innovative low cost housing, significant
historic preservation, or energy conservation. Density cred­
its should be available to single family detached housing
developments, multifamily projects, or developments combining
both attached and detached dwelling units.

Another tool available for encouraging public benefits is the
capital improvement budget. The Comprehensive Plan provides con­
siderable policy direction for prioritizing capital improvement
spending. Spending for public facilities and services is intended
to support the concentration of growth in urban areas by improving
existing facilities. The plan allows County resources to be tar­
geted within urban areas to support additional public objectives,
such as economic development, energy efficiency and affordable
housing.

Plan Concept Pol icy PC-205. Within Urban Areas, King County
may establish geographic target areas in unincorporated King
County that will have high priority for public facility and
service improvements. These target areas should be estab­
lished, following study and public review, in locations where
pub1i c faci 1ity and servi ce improvements woul d most effec­
tively advance King County's economic development, energy
efficiency, or affordable housing objectives. These target
areas will shift over time as improvements are installed
and adopted service level standards are attained.

The purpose and scope of the Affordable Housing Policy Plan is
also described in the Comprehensive Plan. The Affordable Housing
Policy Plan is to be comprehensive in scope, proposing both govern­
ment housing programs and changes in King County land use policies
and regulations to encourage affordable housing:

The Comprehensive Plan does not address government
housing programs; a functional plan -- the Afford­
ab1e Hous i ng Pol icy Plan -- wi 11 address such pro­
grams in Ki ng County as well as other necessary
policies to further the County's goal of afford­
able housing.

and
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One of the plan's basic goals is to encourage
affordable housing choices for King County
resi dents. . . Whil e government housing programs
address this issue for limited segments of the
population (for example, the handicapped or low­
income elderly), most housing will continue to
be fi nanced and developed by the pri vate sector.
King County recognizes there is a relationship
between its land use policies and regulations and
the private sector ' s ability to provide affordable
housing. The role of the Comprehensive Plan is
to provide opportunities for diverSZI housing
choices, allowing for affordable housing.-

The role of the Affordable Housing Policy Plan, as a functional
plan, is to implement the Comprehensive Plan's goals and policies
relating to affordable housing. The plan's policies, objectives
and strategies approach the issue of affordable housing comprehen­
sively in order to address the diverse housing needs of King County
residents.

I/Ibid., p. 69 and 70.
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III. AFFORDABLE HOUSING POLICY PLAN: GOAL, POLICIES, OBJECTIVES
AND STRATEGIES

The Plan contains a specific affordable housing goal, derived
from the Comprehensive Plan, and four new affordable housing
policies. The policies focus on the need to provide affordable
housing opportunities throughout King County and to address the
three major components of housing need identified in Chapter 1.

The Plan's objectives and strategies are organized into four
groups, implementing the four affordable housing policies. Short
range and mid-range strategies are thoroughly described in the
work programsi n Chapters 4 and 5. For each of these strategies,
the lead agency and time frame for implementation is identified,
whi ch wi 11 enabl e readers to locate the work program di scussi on
in Chapter 4 or 5.

Affordable Housing Goal. Encourage diversity of housing
types and costs throughout the county to meet the affordable
housing needs of existing residents and those households
expected to reside in all urban areas and rural activity
centers of King County.

Affordable Housing Policy 1

Policy 1. King County should increase housing opportunities
for its low and moderate income households by promoting
a fair share of affordable housing in all urban areas and
rural activity centers through land use planning and housing
assistance initiatives.

King County's policies favoring diversity of housing types, life­
style choices and affordable housing opportunities are well estab­
lished in the Comprehensive Plan - 1985. These policies, combined
with the projected growth of low and moderate income households
throughout King County, point to the need for a fair share policy.
The objective of the policy is to provide opportunites for lower
cost rental and homeowner housing in each community planning
area. Fair share strategies provide a way to estimate affordable
housing need and to allocate resources throughout the County.
They address both assisted and market-rate housing, through both
land use decisions and housing assistance initiatives.

Community planning, the vehicle for land use planning and zoning
in King County, is the most appropriate way to implement a fair
share policy. An adequate information system is needed, including
procedures to estimate need for affordable housing, and to evaluate
the effectiveness and appropriateness of various strategies to
provide affordable housing in the community planning areas. A
fair share policy is critical to the success of the Plan and
to the widespread implementation of its other three policies.
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Objective 1A. CORDIunity Planning. King County should plan
for a fair share of affordable housing as part of the commu­
nity planning process to promote affordable housing opportuni­
ties in all urban areas and rural activity centers of the
county.

Strategy 1. Develop an affordable housing needs model
based on forecasted demand for housing to be used to
develop affordable housing targets for each community
plan. (H&CD with Planning; short range)

Strategy 2. In King County Council Motions establ ishing
the scope of community plans, provide specific goals
for affordable housing to direct the efforts of King
County staff and citizen advisory committees. (Planning
with H&CD; short range)

Strategy 3. Cooperate with cities and towns to determine
the overall need and capacity for affordable housing
in community planning areas, and how affordable housing
opportunities should be provided in incorporated and
unincorporated areas. (Planning with H&CD; short range)

Objective 18. Housing Assistance Initiatives. King County
should coordinate its housing assistance efforts, where
possible, to help achieve fair share targets for affordable
housing.

Strategy 1. Coordinate available housing rehabilitation
programs with community planning to identify and save
deteriorating housing. (H&CD with Planning; short range)

Strategy 2. Coordinate affordable housing demonstration
projects and other Community Development Block Grant
funded projects with community planning to help meet
affordable housing targets. Use demonstration projects
to educate community groups about the need for affordable
housing and the ways it can be achieved. (H&CD with
Planning; short range)

Strategy 3.
of assi sted
development
(H&CD; short

Continue the current
hous i ng when deve1opi ng
strategies, such as a
range)

policy of dispersal
new assisted housing
housing bond issue.

Affordable Housing Policy 2

Policy 2. King County should increase the supply and afford­
ability of housing for low income households.

Land use and development strategies that reduce development costs,
particularly those that increase the density of development,
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Improve the Planned Unit Development (PUD)
providing an increased density bonus in

a commitment to produce below market rate
low income households. (BALD with H&CD;

,-,
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can h~lp improve housing affordability for many low income house­
holds. By increasing the number of new units developed , rent
increases wi 11 be restrained and exi sti ng ~ low-cost units wi 11
become available for low income households. But strategies that
reduce development costs cannot meet the needs of the lowest
income households who cannot pay market rents or who cannot afford
to maintain their home. With the current reduction in Federal
programs to assi st these househol ds , additi ona1 1oca1 strategi es
are needed to provide housing assistance.

Objective 2A. Development Incentives. King County should
expand its available tools to encourage developers to build
rental units affordable for low income households.

Strategy 1.
Ordinance by
exchange for
rentals for
short range)

Strategy 2. Provide a density bonus to all multifamily
developers who commit to rent a percentage of units to
low income households at below market rates. (BALD with
H&CD; mid-range)

Strategy 3. Establish priority permit processing for
affordable housing projects as an incentive for developers
who commit to produce below market rate housing. (BALD
with Public Works; short range)

Strategy 4. Use capital improvement spending to support
planned affordable housing developments. (H&CD with
Public Works and Planning; short range)

Strategy 5. Urge the Washington State Housing Finance
Commission to increase the percentage of units that must
be rented to low income households in multifamily projects
receiving below market interest rate WSHFC financing.
(H&CD; short range)

Strategy 6. Conduct an inventory of King County owned
lands to determine the resources available for public
purposes, including housing for low income residents.
(Planning with H&CD and Public Works; mid-range)

Strategy 7. Urge the Washington State Legislature to
relax Constitutional lending of credit restrictions to
permit local governments to use local resources~ such
as land, to leverage private funds for affordable housing
development. (H&CD; short range)
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Strategy 8. Urge the Washington State Legislature to
permit local governments to use tax increment financing
in mixed use commercial/residential developments. Capital
improvement projects using tax increment financing can
be an incentive for affordable housing development. (H&CD;
short range)

Objective 28. Financial Assistance. King County should
finance the production of additional pUblicly owned or subsi­
dized rental housing throughout King County and should provide
financial assistance to non-profit housing developers and
low income homeowners.

Strategy 1. Investigate the potential for a housing
bond issue in 1987, which would provide funds to the
King County Housing Authority and the Renton Housing
Authority to develop housing for low income households
throughout King County. (H&CD; short range)

Strategy 2. Contract with the Washington State Housing
Finance Commission or the King County Housing Authority
to use tax exempt financing to further reduce interest
rates that existing King County CDBG housing rehabilitation
programs can offer low income homeowners. (H&CD; short
range)

Strategy 3. Urge the Washington State Legislature to
permit tax abatement for rental property owners who commit
to maintain rents for low income households at below
market rates. (H&CD; short range)

Strategy 4. Establish neighborhood-based community devel­
opment organizations in areas of King County where low
income households are concentrated, which would develop
below market rate rental housing as well as generate
economic development projects. (Long range)

Strategy 5. After proposed changes in Federal tax laws
have been reviewed, consider assisting a non-profit housing
agency to develop low rent multifamily projects through
non-profit housing syndications. (Long range)

Affordable Housing Policy 3

Policy 3. King County should increase the ability of low,
moderate and median income households to purchase their
own home.

The belief in homeownership opportunity is strong in King County.
In a recent resident survey, 90% of the owner and renter respond­
ents felt that those who desire their own home should be able
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to buy one. Yet because of recent increases in house prices
and financing costs, the majority of King County households can
no longer afford to purchase a house based on income alone. Renter
households without equity in an existing house are often shut
out of the homeownership market.

Strategies that reduce development costs, Policy 4, should result
in some increase in homeownership affordability, but King County
should also assist potential homeowners directly. Low income
households close to affording their own home can be assisted
through financial subsidies, although the cost of direct assistance
in homeownership programs is expensive in comparison to renter
assistance programs. Potential homeowner households who are
of low, moderate and median income can also be aided by providing
incentives for developers to produce below market rate housing.

Objective 3A. Development Incentives
Ki ng County should expand its avail ab1e
developers to build housing affordable
and median income home purchasers.

and Requi rements.
tool s to encourage
for low, moderate

C--'

rr :

['

Strategy 1. Improve the Planned Unit Development (PUD)
Ordinance by providing an increased density bonus in
exchange for a commitment to build below market rate
housing for eligible homebuyers. (BALD with H&CD; short
range)

Strategy 2. Provide a density bonus to all residential
developers in Urban Areas and Rural Activity Centers
who commit to sell a percentage of units to low and moder­
ate income households. (BALD with H&CD and Planning;
mi d- range)

Strategy 3. When planning for master plan developments
(MPDs) on large urban parcels, continue to require MPD
developers to sell 30% of their units to low, moderate
and median income households. (Planning, H&CD and BALD;
short range)

Strategy 4. Adopt inclusionary zoning on a sliding scale
based on project size: require all housing developments
to sell a percentage of their units to low, moderate
and/or median income households. (BALD with Public Works
and H&CD; mid-range)

Strategy 5. Establish priority permit processing for
affordable housing projects as an incentive for developers
who commit to produce below market rate housing. (BALD
with Public Works; short range)

Objective 38. Financial Assistance. King County should
directly assist eligible households who wish to purchase
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their own home. King County should continue using Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds, which are available
for households earning less than 80% of the County median
income adjusted for household size, as well as developing
new funding sources.

Strategy 1. Investigate the feasibility of including
homeownership assistance as part of a housing bond issue
in 1987. (H&CD; short range)

Strategy 2. Assist the King County Housing Authority
to establish a lease purchase homeownership program.
(H&CD; mid-range)

Strategy 3. Urge the manufactured housing industry and
local lenders to assist households to purchase manufac­
tured housing and land with a single loan, substantially
reducing down payment and financing costs for the pur­
chaser. (H&CD; mid-range)

Strategy 4. Assi st an establ i shed non-profit self-hel p
housing agency to operate in urban areas of King County,
to enable eligible households to build their own homes.
(H&CD; mid-range)

Strategy 5. Urge the State Legislature to permit housing
authorities to serve moderate income households, which
would allow development of mixed-income projects and
homeownership programs. (H&CD; short range)

Strategy 6. Assist a non-profit housing agency to acquire
land to develop a community land trust, enabling homeowners
to lease rather than purchase their lot. (Long range)

Affordable Housing Policy 4

Policy 4. King County should pursue changes in its land
use policies and regulations that result in lower development
costs without loss of adequate pub1i c revi ew, envi ronmenta1
quality or public safety, or increased maintenance costs
for public facilities.

Rising costs of development -- land, residential construction,
financing, permit processing, roads and utilities -- have contribu­
ted to increased rents and house prices at all price levels.
Restra ining development cost increases, where possibl e, is essen­
tial for improving housing affordability. King County is able
to influence these costs through its community planning, zoning
and subdivision ordinances, road and utility standards and permit
review procedures. Significant housing cost savings can be
achieved through higher densities, for example, a major emphasis
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of the Comprehensive Plan. To the extent that developers pass
costs savings on to consumers through reduced house prices and
rents, strategies that help cut development costs can restrain
rising housing costs and can increase the amount of new, lower
cost housing development~

Strategies that reduce development costs also help to achieve
the plan's other policies, increasing affordability for potential
homebuyers and for low income renter households. Yet l and use
strategies rely entirely on market competition to force development
cost savings to be passed on to consumers. In desirable locations,
lower cost housing will not be built regardless of any development
cost savings. Because market forces favor the highest value
development for any particular parcel of land, it is unlikely
that land use policy and regulatory changes by themselves could
result in an increase in housing affordability sufficient to
meet the housing needs of low and moderate income households.
Therefore, strategies to address Policy 4 are considered necessary
but not sufficient as approaches to affordable housing.

Objective 4A. Increased densities. King County should
increase the supply of land zoned for higher density single
family and multifamily development.

Strategy 1. Use a combination of small lot single family
and multifamily zoned land for each community plan update,
to achieve Comprehensive Plan policies for increased
density in developing urban areas. (Planning with H&CD;
short range)

Strategy 2. During the revisions to the zoning code,
examine the advantages and disadvantages of a change
from zoning by minimum lot size to zoning based on overall
development density, as a way to achieve the densities
designated in community plans and relieve pressure on
environmentally sensitive areas. (BALD with H&CD, Planning
and Public Works; mid-range)

Objective 48. Infill Development. King County should encour­
age the production of affordable housing on under-developed
or skipped-over sites in urban areas, where many services
are available and household transportation costs are rela­
tively low.

Strategy 1. For small infill sites in developed areas,
provi de vari ances to development standards, where justi­
fied' to make development on skipped-over sites more
feasible. (BALD and Public Works; mid-range)

Strategy 2. Increase use of the Mixed Use Zone during
community planning to encourage mixed commercial and
residential developments, particularly residential infill
in under-developed commercial areas. (Planning; short
range)
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Objective 4C. Design Innovation. King County should encour­
age cost-saving innovations in housing design and construc­
tion.

Strategy 1. Establish an annual Executive/Council afford­
able housing design competition to promote innovative
housing design and construction techniques that can be
replicated by other developers. (H&CD with BALD and
Public Works; short range)

Strategy 2. Encourage mixed use (commercial and residen­
tial) development in high density urban areas through
increased use of the Mi xed Use Zone and through a CDBG­
funded demonstration project. (Pl anning and H&CD; short
range)

Strategy 3. Provide written explanations of the variance
criteria and procedures for the Uniform Building Code
to make it easier for builders and developers to propose
cost-saving alternatives. (BALD; short range)

Objective 40. Pennit Processing. Ki ng County shoul d look
for opportunities to reduce the time required to review
development permits, without loss of adequate review or
public involvement.

Strategy 1. Reclassify certain permit decisions that
are made by a zoning adjuster to allow decisions by
the reviewing agency (administrative decisions), without
any change in the hearing examiner appeal process. (BALD
with Public Works; short range)

Strategy 2. Support the development of an i nterdepart­
menta1 automated permit system to improve the effi ci ency
of King County's permit review procedures. (BALD with
Public Works and Planning; short range)

Strategy 3. During the zoning code revisions, evaluate
the advantages and disadvantages of density zoning, which
could reduce permit review time and increase the amount
of land readily available for residential construction.
(BALD with Public Works; mid-range)

Strategy 4. After development standards for short subdivi­
sions have been revised, support State legislative action
to permit counties to increase the number of lots that
can be created by short plat. (Long range)

Objective 4E. Development Standards. King County should
enhance its use of performance standards, which allow devel­
opers to propose lower-cost alternatives appropriate to
the scale and location of development.
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CHAPTER 4

SHORT RANGE WORK PROGRAM

I. INTRODUCTION

This chapter details the Plan's strategies proposed for implementa­
tion in 1986 and 1987. Some of these strategies can be added
to already budgeted work items for 1986 and begun relatively soon.
Others requiring additional budget authority may not begin until
1987. For all of these strategies, implementation should begin
quickly; in some cases mid-range work program items depend on
the products of these strategies.

The work program is organized according to implementing agency.
The strategies outlined in Chapter 3 are divided into H&CD strate­
gies, Planning Division strategies, BALD strategies, and Department
of Publ ic Works strategies. The majority of the strategies will
actually require participation by two or more agencies, therefore
each agency's work program references additional strategies that
the agency will assist in implementing. In most cases the strate­
gies in this chapter are expressed the same as in Chapter 3. In
a few cases two strategies are combined, for example, when an
agency can address low income renter and homeowner housing at
the same time.

The following table summarizes the strategies in the short range
work program, and the affordable housing policies the strategies
address.
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TABLE 8

SUMMARY OF SHORT RANGE WORK PROGRAM

HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

Capital Improvement Program Incentives

Affordable Housing Design Competition

Housing Bond Issue

Tax Exempt Financing for Rehabilitation

Increasing WSHFC Low Income Units

Housing Needs Model

Legislative Issues

Coordinating Rehabilitation and Planning

Coordinating Demonstrations and Planning

Dispersal of Assisted Housing

PLANNING DIVISION

Council Motions for Community Plans

Community Planning Strategies

Cooperation with Cities and Towns

BUI LDING AND LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

Increasing PUD Density Bonus

Priority Permit Processing

Administrative Permit Decisions

Building Code Variance Procedures

Automated Permit Processing

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Road Standard Variance Procedures

Affordable Housing Policies

Fair Low Home Reduced
Share Income Owner- Develop.

Housing Ship Costs

• 0 •D • •••• 0• ...• •• 0 0 0•
• 0

~( • ()

• ) ()

• •• • •••
•

Key: •

o
Primary Benefit

Additional Benefit - 90 -
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II. HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

STRATEGY 1. USE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT SPENDING TO SUPPORT PLANNED
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS.

Brief Description. As Federal dollars for assisted housing are
cut, providing affordable housing for low income County residents
will require the use of local resources. Although King County
is prohibited by the State Constitution from building housing
directly, County funds can be used to build public facilities,
such as roads, that are part of a private residential development.
King County can use capital improvement program (CIP) funding
for public facilities that are ordinarily required in private
developments, encouraging the development of units affordable
to low income households. Comprehensive Plan Policy PC-205 encour­
ages focusing capital improvement spending in support of public
benefits such as affordable housing.

The process of ranking CIP projects relies primarily on technical
measures of service adequacy mandated by State law. King County
uses additional socio/economic criteria in developing a ranking,
but these are secondary to 1eve1 of servi ce criteri a. Once an
initial ranking of projects is developed, however, other non-tech­
nical issues must be considered before CIP allocations are made.
For example, these issues can include geographical distribution
and use of other funding sources.

King County should adopt a policy making affordable housing an
objective of capital improvement spending. An opportunity to
support a private affordable housing development would thus become
a criteria for ranking CIP projects. CIP affordable housing funds
could be used to repair or upgrade an off-site public facility,
for example, to fund a development1s portion of a regional traffic
improvement. CIP funds could also be used for on-site public
facilities if the development would produce a significant amount
of below market rate housing.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy can produce new rental
or for-sale housing for low and moderate income households, Poli­
cies 2 and 3.

Advantages. This strategy uses existing local resources to achieve
two goals: improvement of public facilities and production of
new affordable housing. It provides a means for focusing CIP
project funding in identified target areas where affordable housing
developments are planned.

Disadvantages. Affordable housing would become another competing
factor in an already complex CIP process; it will be difficult
to delay high priority road and utility improvements in favor
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of a project that will provide affordable housing. A legal 0plnlon
will be needed to assure that King County funds are used for public
purposes only, and do not violate State lending of credit restric­
tions. And the quick timing needed for private housing development
may be difficult to coordinate with a multi-year capital improve­
ment program.

Responsible Agencies. H&CD wi 11 identify potenti al housi ng pro­
jects and advocate for using CIP funds as an affordable housing
incentive. H&CD will also be responsible for monitoring any
affordable housing obligation associated with CIP funded projects.
Planning Division will assist in identifying potential projects
through its CIP planning and contact with land owners during commu­
nity plan updates. Public Works will retain responsibility for
the CIP program, with assistance from Transportation Planning
in the Planni ng Di vi s i on, and for managi ng capi ta1 project con­
struction.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. An affordable housing cri­
teria for CIP project ranking should be adopted by 1988, with
implementation following on a project by project basis. No addi­
tional implementation costs are anticipated.

Links with Other Strategies. CIP incentives could be linked with
other affordable housing development incentives, such as density
bonuses, to increase the amount of affordable housing produced.
If Federal housing programs and CDBG funds are not available,
CIP funds could be used as the public subsidy for low income
housing in future divisions of several existing MPD projects.
The existing MPD agreements obligate developers to sell or rent
10% of their units to low income households only if King County
can provide a subsidy.

Citizen Paritcipation. Publ i c parti ci pati on woul d occur as the
CIP program is reviewed and adopted by the King County Council,
and during public hearings for individual projects.

STRATEGY 2. ESTABLISH AN ANNUAL EXECUTIVE/COUNCIL AFFORDABLE
HOUSING DESIGN COMPETITION TO PROMOTE INNOVATIVE HOUSING DESIGN
AND CONSTRUCTION TECHNIQUES THAT CAN BE REPLICATED BY OTHER DEVEL­
OPERS.

Brief Description. One affordable housing demonstration project
should be authorized by the King County Council and Executive
each year. The demonstration should be conducted as a design
competition to promote cost-saving innovations in site and building
design and construction that can be replicated by other developers.
The demonstrati on also provi des an opportunity to test vari ances
to King County codes which, if successful, would result in changes
to codes or standards.
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An interdisciplinary team of King County staff, architects, land­
scape architects, developers, home builders, realtors and housing
financiers should oversee the demonstration. The team would select
in advance several potential design or construction techniques
that could be tested in a demonstration project. Techniques
requiring variances to King County zoning, road or building codes
would need to be functionally equivalent to code standards, and
to remain within State limitations on· residential construction
va ri ances. The team woul d then issue a request for proposal and
select a developer and project.

Trade and professional associations would promote the selected
project and its success in providing affordable housing. King
County could choose not to become financially involved in any
part of the design competition, or could use CIP spending as an
additional incentive.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy can help reduce develop­
ment costs (Policy 4) and publicize the need for affordable hous­
ing.

Advantages. This strategy challenges architects and builders
to develop cost-saving techniques to make new housing affordable.
The demonstrati on projects should i nfl uence future developments
to adopt these practices. Ideally the demonstration project would
show that affordable housing can also be profitable, and would
lead more builders to a lower cost housing market.

Disadvantages. Certain variances may involve risk to King County
of increased liability and maintenance costs. By including King
County staff familiar with these issues on the interdisciplinary
design competition team, these problems should be minimized.

Responsible Agencies. H&CD will coordinate the design competition,
including the involvement of members of the development and finan­
cial professions. Planning, BALD and Public Works staff will
be part of the interdisciplinary team directing the design competi­
t".1 on.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. The first annual affordable
housing design competition should occur in 1987. Although King
County may not contribute directly to the design competition,
it would incur costs due to staff involvement. H&CD, BALD, Public
Works, Planning, Prosecuting Attorney, Council and Executive staff
would all be involved in planning the demonstration and reviewing
the project proposals.

links with Other Strategies. Affordable housing demonstration
projects, including the design competition, provide an excellent
opportunity to promote the use of development incentives and seldom
used code provisions, for example, PUD density bonuses and mixed
use zoning.
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Citizen Participation. The participation of industry groups and
active marketing of the project's results to the public are criti­
cal to the demonstration's success.

STRATEGY 3. INVESTIGATE THE POTENTIAL FOR A HOUSING BOND ISSUE
IN 1987, WHICH WOULD PROVIDE FUNDS TO KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY
AND THE RENTON HOUSING AUTHORITY TO DEVELOP HOUSING FOR LOW INCOME
HOUSEHOLDS THROUGHOUT KING COUNTY.

Brief Description. King County should consider offering a housing
bond issue for voter approval in 1987. Funds genera ted by the
bond issue would be used to finance the completion of two senior
housi ng projects in Redmond and Renton for whi ch 1and has been
acquired. The balance of funds would be dedicated to financing
affordable housing for low income families. A combination of
manufactured housing and site built structures would be developed
by the King County Housing Authority and the Renton Housing Auth­
ority with bond issue funds.

The appropriate size of the housing bond issue will be determined
in 1986 during program development. As a rough benchmark, King
County should consider a $25 million bond issue which would finance
construction of approximately 500 new assisted rental units. This
bond issue would be half the size of the City of Seattle's $48
million Senior Housing Bond Issue in 1981, which financed 1,216
units for elderly and handicapped households. Units for families
would be larger and therefore more expensive, but land costs would
be lower outside Seattle.

The Housing Bond Issue could also be used to fund homeownership
programs for low and moderate income families. A homeownership
component coul d increase the number of uni ts produced due to the
private funds leveraged. For example, if a quarter of the $25
million bond issue was spent on homeownership subsidies averaging
$3,500 per unit (similar to the Vantage Glen project), an addi­
tional 1,750 for-sale units could be produced. This would raise
the estimate of total units for the bond issue from 500 to 2,100.
The 375 remaining rental units would be available permanently
for low income households, while the for-sale units would be
restricted to low or moderate income households only for the ini­
tial sale and for resales within a limited number of years.

Voter approved general obl igation bonds rather than councilmanic
bonds woul d be used for bond issue. Councilmani c bonds must be
repaid through project revenues, which would preclude setting
rents low enough to assist very low income households.

Affordable Housing Benefit. Funds from a housing bond issue would
be spent to assist low income households, Policy 2. If a home­
ownership initiative is included in the bond issue, this strategy
will also address Policy 3.
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Advantages. Financial support for publicly assisted housing for
low income households is the most effective way to assure adequate
and affordable housing for King County's most needy households.

Disadvantages. Because a bond issue requires the approval of
the majority of King County voters, it is a highly uncertain strat­
egy. King County voters have approved only two recent general
obligation bond issues, neither was for housing. In addition,
legal issues regarding the jurisdictions to be included in the
bond issue will need to be resolved.

Responsible Agencies. H&CD will perform the necessary research
and program development in support of the bond issue proposa1,
working with Housing Authority and suburban city staff.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. The bond issue development
work will be conducted in 1986, in preparation for the November
1987 ballot. Resources for H&CD research work are requested in
the 1986 Executive Proposed Budget. Staff expenses for developing
bond-financed housing projects would be paid out of the bond pro­
ceeds.

Links with Other Strategies. The bond issue strategy is tied
to the fair share strategy above, which calls for continuing King
County's policy of dispersal of assisted housing.

Citizen Participation. King County will need to work with com­
munity groups, particularly housing advocacy groups, to educate
the public on the need for assisted housing. Marketing the bond
issue to voters will be the responsibility of a citizen group
formed for this purpose, not King County staff.

STRATEGY 4. CONTRACT WITH THE KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY OR
THE WASHINGTON STATE HOUSING FINANCE COMMISSION TO USE TAX EXEMPT
FINANCING TO PROVIDE BELOW MARKET INTEREST RATE LOANS FOR HOUSING
REHABILITATION FOR LOW INCOME HOMEOWNERS.

Brief Description. King County currently operates an Affordable
r~onthly Payment Loan (AMPL) housing rehabilitation program using
CDBG funds. By combining existing programs with below market
rate financing available through the Washington State Housing
Finance Commi ss i on (WSHFC) and the Ki ng County Hous i ng Authority
(HACK), greater interest subsidies can be offered to low income
households needing major home repairs. WSHFC has indicated an
interest in developing a rehabilitation program.

Ki ng County shoul d contract with WSHFC or HACK and with pri vate
lenders to develop a rehabilitation program financed with tax
exempt bonds. The program could provide homeowner rehabilitation/
purchase loans and rental rehabil itat ion loans as well as low
income homeowner rehabilitation loans.
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Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy di rectly assi sts low
income households, Policy 2.

Advantages. Rehabilitation is an excellent strategy for assisting
low income homeowner households and for preserving the existing
supply of lower cost housing. WSHFC/HACK financing will decrease
the AMPL Program's interest rate for low income households by.
two percentage points.

Disadvantages. In any program targeted to households who ordinar­
ily would not qualify for a loan, efforts must be taken to manage
a private lender's risk. King County may need to use CDSG funds
to create a loan loss reserve account, typically 10% to 15% of
the total program amount, to provi de WSHFC/HACK adequate security
to maintain its favorable bond rating and thus the program's two
percentage point interest rate reduction. The actual size of
the reserve account will be negotiated with the participating
lender. King County's excellent record with the AMPL Program -- no
defaults in the program's 5-year history -- should reduce reserve
requirements.

Responsible Agencies. H&CD will be responsible for developing
the program with WSHFC and private lenders.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. H&CD will begin to work
with WSHFC to develop this program in 1986, using existing staff
resources. The program will rely on existing H&CD staff who are
currently administering the AMPL Program; it will not require
new County administrative resources.

links with Other Strategies. This program wi 11 operate i ndepend­
ently of other affordable housing strategies.

Citizen Participation. WSHFC/HACK will coordinate public involve­
ment in developing the new program. King County will continue
to market housing rehabilitation programs to low and moderate
income households.

STRATEGY 5. URGE THE WASHINGTON STATE HOUSING FINANCE COMMISSION
TO INCREASE THE PERCENTAGE OF UNITS THAT MUST BE RENTED TO lOW
INCOME HOUSEHOLDS IN MULTIFAMILY PROJECTS RECEIVING BELOW MARKET
INTEREST RATE WSHFC FINANCING.

Brief Description. WSHFC's popular multifamily program provides
below market rate long-term financing to apartment building devel­
opers. In exchange the developer must rent 20% of the apartment
units to l ow income households. H&CD recently worked with ~~SHFC

to adjust eligible household incomes for the program according
to household size, to improve the program's ability to target
resources to households most in need of affordable rentals.
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Ki ng County shoul d urge WSHFC to further improve the program IS

low income targeting by increasing the percentage of units which
must be rented to low income households. Housing finance commis­
sions in other states use greater requirements for low income
benefit; the State of Texas, for example, recently increased its
low income requirement to 50% of all units financed through its
tax exempt financing program.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy directly increases
the supply of below market rate housing for low income households,
Policy 2.

Advantages. Thi s strategy uses an exi sti ng program to increase
the number of newly developed rental units affordable to low income
households. WSHFC's below market rate financing has been shown
to be an excellent incentive for affordable housing, and can be
made more effective.

Disadvantages. Because apartment rents are used to repay the
project developer's debt to the ~JSHFC, a decrease in the number
of units renting at market rates will diminish cash flow. The
reduced profitabil ity caused by the below market rate requirement
may cause some project developers to seek market rate financing
to avoid any low income benefit obligation.

Responsible Agencies. H&CD is responsible for coordination with
WSHFC.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. H&CD will urge WSHFC to
make these proposed changes in its multifamily program in 1986.
Existing H&CD staff will carry out this strategy.

Links with Other Strategies. This strategy could potentially
be linked with dispersal of assisted housing, H&CD Strategy 10,
by working with WSHFC to target funds to areas lacking below market
rental housing.

Citizen Participation. WSHFC will involve the public and the
housing industry in planning for changes in program operations.

STRATEGY 6. DEVELOP AN AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEEDS MODEL BASED ON
FORECASTED DEMAND FOR HOUSING TO BE USED TO DEVELOP AFFORDABLE
HOUSING TARGETS FOR EACH COMMUNITY PLAN.

Brief Description. As shown in the examples in Chapter 1 of the
Highline and Soos Creek community planning areas, not only is
a need for affordable housing anticipated throughout King County,
but the opportunities and constraints for providing this housing
vary considerably from area to area. Communities differ, for
example, in the amount of existing low cost housing, the availa­
bility of sewer service and roads to support higher density growth,
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and the presence of environmental constraints that limit develop­
ment.

An affordable housing needs model should be developed to estimate
the need for affordable housing in each community planning area,
taking into account these opportunities and constraints. When
a community plan is updated, the estimate of need provided by
the model will become the community plan's target for affordable
housing.

The factors to be included in the model will be determined as
it is developed in 1986. The model is likely to be based on PSCOG
household growth forecasts (discussed in Chapter 1) and will take
into consideration a variety of other factors influencing housing
need and land development. For example, the analysis will likely
include existing need for affordable housing (as indicated by
concentrations of deteriorated housing and of low and moderate
income households paying more than 30% of their income on housing
costs), capacity of remaining vacant and underdeveloped land,
available services, access to transit, existing assisted housing,
and existing and forecasted employment opportunities.

While the affordable housing needs model is being developed, the
effectiveness of various land use and development incentive strate­
gies for achieving affordable housing targets will also be
assessed. The model will contain an estimate of the amount of
affordable housing likely to be developed under each land use
designation. Once the model has been applied through the community
planning process, and the land use strategies used where appropri­
ate in the community planning areas, the actual resulting afford­
able housing will be measured. The evaluation of these strategies
will be part of the plan evaluation, described in Chapter 5.

Coordination with cities and towns will be important both during
the development of the model and its application through community
planning. By examining the total anticipated growth in the commu­
nity planning area -- including incorporated and unincorporated
areas -- a comprehensive approach to provi di ng affordabl e housing
can be developed.

Affordable Housing Benefit. The affordable housing needs model
is a major step in implementing a fair share of affordable housing
throughout King County (Policy 1). By establishing targets for
affordable housing, the model will also help to achieve the other
three affordable housing policies: increased low cost housing,
homeownership affordability and reduced development costs.

Advantages. A housing needs model will not by itself produce
affordable housing. But it will provide specific, quantified
affordable housing targets that should strengthen and focus afford­
able housing efforts.
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Disadvantages. An attempt to quantify housing need in a particular
area is certain to be complex and controversial. Fair share models
from other parts of the country can be used as examples to clarify
the policy decisions that must be made.

The housing needs model will also require new data sources. The
detailed land development information in King County's Annual
Growth Report covers only unincorporated areas, and thus provides
an incomplete picture of the housing market. Land capacity and
development data for cities and towns must be reconciled with
uni ncorporated King County data before estimates of 1and capac! ty
and development trends for the enti re county can be made. ~1uch

of the data gathered for this analysis will have other useful
applications for King County and the incorporated cities and towns.

Responsible Agencies. H&CD will have lead responsibility for
developing the affordable housing needs model. Planning Divisionis
Land Development Information System (LOIS) staff will assist with
the techni ca1 aspects of the model, and BALD, Pub1i c Works and
Planning will supply relevant housing development and land use
information. The King County Council will review the housing
needs model during its development, to approve its future use
in community plan updates.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. The development of the hous­
ing needs model will begin in 1986 with a review by H&CD and LOIS
of similar approaches in other parts of the country. LOIS will
also begin to develop needed data for incorporated areas and will
work with PSCOG to refine household forecasts for use in the model.
The affordable housing needs model will be completed by 1987 and
wi 11 be used to estimate housing need as each new community pl an
is in it i ated.

H&CD will develop the model using existing 1986 budgeted staff.
LOIS will request a budget increase in 1987 to manage the new
data sources.

links with Other Strategies. The affordable housing needs model
is tied closely with other strategies. It provides the estimate
of affordable housing need to be used in King County Council
Motions directing community plans, Planning Strategy 1. For Plan­
ning Strategy 2, cooperation with cities, the model creates both
information needs and affordable housing targets that will require
considerable cooperation to achieve.

Citizen Participation.
advi sory commi ttee of
from cities and towns
model.

King County should assemble a technical
housing industry representatives and staff
to assist in developing the housing needs
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STRATEGY 7. SUPPORT AFFORDABLE HOUSING LEGISLATION BEFORE THE
STATE LEGISLATURE.

Brief Description. King County should continue to support State
legislation for affordable housing. The following issues are
likely to be debated in the 1986 and 1987 Legislative sessions:

(1) Tax abatement for low income rental housing. Property owners
who commit to maintain below market rents should be taxed
at present use not fair market value, reducing the pressures
to convert low cost rental housing to another use.

(2) Tax increment financing to finance capital improvements
related to economic development. In tax increment financing
'or community redevelopment financing), local governments
issue bonds to finance capital improvements related to private
development, which are then repaid through the project's
increased property taxes, not current expense funds. King
County should work to include mixed-use commercial/residential
projects in proposed tax increment financing legislation
to allow affordable housing development.

(3) Affordable housing development by local government. King
County must continue to urge the State Legislature to amend
the Constitution I s lending of credit restrictions to permit
local governments to use local resources for affordable
housing and economic development. This Constitutional change
would make a wide range of community development strategies
available to local governments in Washington State. King
County could then use its resources, for example, County
owned land, to subsidize affordable housing projects.

(4) Moderate income housing development by housing authorities.
Housing authorities should be permitted to serve moderate
income households. This would enable the development of
mixed income projects, which are more cost effective than
buildings with only low income units, and homeownership pro­
grams.

Affordable Housing Benefit. These 1egi sl ati ve strategi es improve
the tools available to assist low income households, and thus
support Policy 2 and 3.

Responsible Agencies. H&CD is responsible for housing related
legislative issues.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. H&CD will continue to raise
affordable housing issues during each legislative session. These
strategies do not require additional staff resources.
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Links with Other Strategies. These legislative issues are closely
tied to many affordable housing strategies. Specifically, use
of King County owned land as a development incentive, discussed
in mid-range Planning Strategy 1, relies on a Constitutional change
in lending of credit restrictions; and the lease-purchase home­
ownership program, mid-range H&CD Strategy 2, depends on the abil­
ity of housing authorities to serve moderate income households.

Citizen Participation. Both tax increment financing and changes
in lending of credit prohibitions depend on Constitutional change,
which will require voter approval.

STRATEGY 8. COORDINATE AVAILABLE HOUSING REHABILITATION PROGRAMS
WITH COMMUNITY PLANNING TO IDENTIFY AND SAVE DETERIORATING HOUSING.

Brief Description. As part of each community plan, housing condi­
tions in the community planning area should be surveyed by H&CD.
Survey results should be included as part of the community profile
produced at the beginning of each community plan process. Informa­
tion on the location of housing needing repair will be useful
to community planners who can coordinate with existing housing
programs to address affordable housing targets in community plans.
The data will also be generally useful for H&CD when assessing
housing needs and marketing housing rehabilitation programs.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy supports the pol icies
of providing housing opportunities throughout King County
(Policy 1) and assisting low income households (Policy 2).

Advantages. Coordination of housing rehabilitation programs with
community planning will help both efforts. H&CD's current housing
conditions survey, produced in 1981, is out of date. By updating
housing conditions information as part of the community planning
cycle, survey costs can be kept manageable. The survey will help
H&CD to target its rehabil itati on program marketi ng to househol ds
needing assistance; housing rehabilitation programs are currently
marketed through newspaper advertising and at community fairs
and home repair shows. At the same time, housing rehabilitation
programs can be a resource for reaching community planning's
affordable housing targets.

Disadvantages. Coordinating housing rehabilitation with community
planning has no significant disadvantages.

Responsible Agencies. H&CD will conduct a housing condition survey
as part of each community plan. Planning Division will assist
in marketing rehabilitation assistance to community groups involved
in community planning.
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Schedule and Cost of Implementation. Implementati on wi 11 begin
with the next community plan update and continue as part of the
community planning process. Each survey would require budget
approval; its cost will depend on the number of housing units
to be surveyed within the community planning area. A 1981 housing
conditions survey of the entire County, excluding Seattle and
Bellevue, cost approximately $15,000. That study relied primarily
on assessor data, with limited field work to check the survey
findings.

Links with Other Strategies. Housing rehabilitation programs
will function relatively independently of other affordable housing
strategies.

Citizen Participation. The citizen participation which is already
a part of the community planning process provides another marketing
opportunity for rehabilitation programs.

STRATEGY 9. COORDINATE AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS
AND OTHER COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT FUNDED PROJECTS WITH
COMMUNITY PLANNING TO HELP MEET AFFORDABLE HOUSING TARGETS. USE
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS TO EDUCATE COMMUNITY GROUPS ABOUT THE NEED
FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND THE WAYS IT CAN BE ACHIEVED.

Brief Description. King County has funded affordable housing
demonstration projects annually si nce 1980. The demonstrati ons ,
which typically use Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds
for land acquisition and development, promote the use of cost­
saving housing design and construction techniques that can be
replicated by private housing developers without subsidy. Future
affordable housing demonstration projects should be coordinated
with community planning to help meet affordable housing targets
and to demonstrate housing development strategies that are particu­
larly appropriate for a community planning area.

Affordable Housing Benefit. Coordination of affordable housing
demonstrations with community planning will support Policy 1,
fair share of affordable housing. The projects demonstrate strate­
gies that help to reduce development costs, Policy 4.

Advantages. In addition to the immediate benefit to the demonstra­
tion project participants, the projects promote cost-saving tech­
niques that can result in decreased housing costs. This strategy
also supports one of the major purposes of the plan: integrating
housing programs with affordable housing land use and development
strategies to help improve housing affordability.

Disadvantages. Because housing demonstration projects are by
definition innovative, they typically result in relatively high
per unit costs. Recent King County affordable housing demonstra­
tion projects have required CDBG subsidies from $3,500 to $16,800
per unit, which have leveraged additional private funds.
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Responsible Agencies. H&CD is responsible for planning and imple­
menting affordable housing demonstration projects. Planning Divi­
sion and Public Works will become involved in planning demonstra­
tions and locating suitable sites.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. Affordable housing demonstra­
tions should continue to be funded annually. The projects can
be managed by existing H&CD staff with no extra administrative
expenses. In the past, land acquisition and other development
costs have been approximately $300,000 to $400,000 in CDBG funds
per project.

Links. with Other Strategies. Demonstration projects could be
used to promote the use of development incentives proposed in
this plan, such as PUD density bonuses.

Citizen Participation. The result of demonstrations are widely
publicized to the housing industry to promote replication of cost­
saving techniques. Results should also be publicized among commu­
nity groups, including community plan advisory committees, to
educate communities about affordable housing need and strategies.

STRATEGY 10. CONTINUE THE CURRENT POLICY OF DISPERSAL OF ASSISTED
HOUSING WHEN DEVELOPING NEW ASSISTED HOUSING DEVELOPMENT STRATE­
GIES, SUCH AS A HOUSING BOND ISSUE.

Brief Description. King Countys Housing Assistance Plan (HAP),
which provides policy guidelines and numerical goals for publicly
assisted housing, contains location criteria to aid dispersal
of assisted housing. New assisted housing is discouraged in areas
where existing permanently assisted housing already comprises
5% to 10% of the housing stock. It is unacceptable if the number
of assisted units is above 10% of existing housing. The location
of new assisted housing will also depend on the Countys growth
policies, accessibility issues and environmental conditions. The
intent of the criteria is to promote diversity and vitality of
neighborhoods and avoid concentrations of assisted housing.

The dispersal policy and location criteria should continue to
be used as King County develops local resources for assisted
housing. Projects developed by private developers should also
continue to be monitored to avoid concentrations of assisted
housing.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This policy supports Policy 1, fair
share of affordable housing.

Advantages. King County's assisted housing dispersal policy and
criteria are a well established part of the site selection proce­
dures for assisted housing.
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Disadvantages. No disadvantages have been identified.

Responsible Agencies. H&CD will continue to work with the King
County and Renton Housing Authorities when leasing and developing
new housing projects using King County funds.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. Implementation of this strat­
egy will occur as funds are developed for assisted housing. Exist­
ing H&CD staff will carry out the strategy.

Links with Other Strategies. This strategy relates to the King
County housing bond issue strategy and the use of capital improve­
ment spending as an incentive for affordable housing. The location
of existing assisted housing will be included in the housing needs
model, H&CD Strategy 6, and potential sites for future assisted
housing will be considered in community plans.

Citizen Participation. H&CD and housi ng authority staff i nvolve
community groups when developing new assisted housing projects.

H&CD SUPPORT IN IMPLEMENTING OTHER STRATEGIES

In addition to its lead role in the above strategies, H&CD will
provide support to other King County divisions and departments
to implement affordable housing strategies. As King County's
housing division and the lead agency in developing the Affordable
Housing Policy Plan, H&CD will continue to emphasize the importance
of affordable housing in a wide range of King County actions. In
particular, H&CD will contribute to the following short range
affordable housing strategies:

Fair Share Strategies: Council Motions for Community Planning,
Coordination with Cities. H&CD will work with Planning Division
to implement a fair share affordable housing policy. H&CD will
support LDIS efforts to obtain the resources necessary to develop
an adequate housing market information base for the housing needs
model. As the mode l l s housing needs targets are used to guide
community planning, H&CD will remain involved in assessing the
effectiveness of affordable housing strategies. H&CD will also
participate with Planning to coordinate with cities and towns
on affordable housing objectives, both through the development
of community plans and through review of comprehensive plans and
other land use decisions by incorporated jurisdictions which affect
housing affordability.

Below Market Rate Housing Strategies: PUD Density Bonuses, Prior­
ity Permi t Review. H&CD will be involved in developing the PUD
affordable housing code changes and will remain active in promoting
thei ruse. H&CD wi 11 also work with BALD and Pub1i c Works to
establish criteria for choosing priority permit review projects.
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Development Review and Utilities Strategies: Automated Permit
Processing and Surface Water Management Utility. H&CD will support
BALD and Public Works in urging adequate funding to establish
an interdepartmental automated permit processing system and a
County drainage util i ty. Whi le the contri buti on of these manage­
ment improvements can not be measured precisely in units of new
affordable housing, they will provide a general improvement in
County operations which can make development more predictable
and allocate costs more equitably.
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III. PLANNING DIVISION

STRATEGY 1. IN KING COUNTY COUNCIL MOTIONS ESTABLISHING THE SCOPE
OF COMMUNITY PLANS, PROVIDE SPECIFIC TARGETS FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING
TO DIRECT THE EFFORTS OF KING COUNTY STAFF AND CITIZEN ADVISORY
COMMITTEES.

Brief Description. King County Counci 1 adopts a motion di recting
each community plan update, including the scope of issues to be
addressed in the plan. Recent Council Motions have directed commu­
nity plans to provide for affordable housing needs, without speci­
fying how much housing need is expected to occur or how it should
be met. The direction for affordable housing should be more spe­
cific: affordable housing targets in Council Motions should be
quantified based on the outcome of the affordable housing needs
model, H&CD Strategy 6.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy addresses the need
for a fair share of affordable housing throughout King County
(Policy 1). Because it focuses planning efforts on finding strate­
gies to improve housing affordability, it contributes to the other
three affordable housing policies as well.

Advantages. A specific affordable housing target will assist
both community planners and citizen advisory committees by making
thei r responsi bil iti es better defined and understood. Community
plans should reflect this change by applying more affordable
housing approach~s to meet their targets.

Disadvantages. Once the affordable housing model has been devel­
oped, quantifyi ng the need for affordable housi ng shoul d become
a rel ati vel y standard procedure. Strategi es to encourage afford­
able housing through community planning, however, will be more
complex and diverse. Each community plan must provide affordable
housing opportunities in ways that are appropriate ~o the community
planning area. These issues are discussed further in Planning
Strategy 2.

Responsible Agencies. Planning Division is principally responsible
for Council Motions for community plans. H&CD will be involved
in the use of the affordable housing model and the development
of community planning strategies to address affordable housing
needs.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. Council Motions will reflect
the estimates of affordable housing need produced by the model
as soon as they are available, most likely beginning in 1987,
and thereafter for each community plan. Adding affordable housing
targets to Council Motions will not create any new costs.

Links with Other Strategies. In addition to the direct link with
H&CD Strategy 1, the affordable housing needs model, this strategy
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is linked with the land use and development incentive strategies
in this Plan, which provide ways to address housing need in each
community planning area.

Citizen Participation. This strategy brings the citizens involved
in community planning directly into planning for affordable
housing. It provides an opportunity to explain the need for
affordable housing and to show examples of demonstration projects
and other affordable housing developments.

STRATEGY 2. USE A RANGE OF APPROACHES TO MEET COMMUNITY PLAN
TARGETS FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING OPPORTUNITY, INCLUDING CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIES, INCLUSIONARY ZONING FOR MASTER PLAN DEVEL­
OPMENTS, MIXED USE ZONES, AND SMALL-LOT SINGLE FAMILY AND MULTI­
FAMILY ZONED LAND.

Brief Description. In the short range work program, H&CD Strat­
egy 1 describes the affordable housing needs model which will
provide affordable housing targets for community planning. Com­
munity planners and citizen advisory committees will need to use
land use and CIP planning strategies to reach their affordable
housing targets. These strategies, combined with housing initia­
tives by H&CD and affordable housing development incentives, will
provide opportunities for needed affordable housing in each com­
munity planning area.

A range of approaches will be identified and evaluated as part
of the development of the affordable housing needs model. Several
approaches are discussed here which should be applied in community
plans where appropriate.

(1) Community plans should promote mixed commercial/residential
i nfi 11 development through increased use of the mi xed use
zone. Multifamily residential development can be successfully
combined with commercial development in high density urban
areas, providing an excellent opportunity for affordable
housing. Existing services, such as roads and utilities,
can reduce development costs, and households benefit from
good access to transit and shopping.

(2) Community plans should require inclusionary zoning obligations
when planning for master plan developments (MPDs). In com­
munity planning areas where large urban parcels are available,
MPDs are a potential long range approach to development.
Communities should continue to require affordable housing
to be produced as part of MPDs to prevent the exclusion of
low, moderate and median income households from large, growing
areas of the county.
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(3) Community plans should achieve the Comprehensive Plan's policy
of 7 to 8 units per acre densities in newly developing urban
areas by using a mix of small-lot single family and multi­
family zoning. This strategy builds upon community planning's
current use of development trends to estimate needed multifam­
ily zoning; it adds consideration of small-lot single family
zones and housing affordability issues. As the relationship
of various zoning categories to housing affordability is
assessed (see the Plan Evaluation section at the end of this
chapter) land use planning will become more effective in
promoting affordable housing opportunities.

(4) Community plans should consider affordable housing when prior­
iti zing transportati on projects. During the community pl an­
ni ng process, Ki ng County staff frequently have contact with
major land owners and developers in the area. They are in
a good position to identify opportunities for using CIP funds
to encourage new affordable housing developments.

Affordable Housing Benefit. In general, the appl ication of the
housing needs model in community planning implements Policy 1,
fair share of affordable housing. Infill development, higher
densities and targeted CIP projects help reduce development costs,
Policy 4. Inclusionary zoning will increase the supply of housing
for low and moderate income households, Policies 2 and 3.

Advantages. The community planning process allows the area's
affordable housing needs and opportunities to be considered compre­
hensively. Community plans will also examine the effects of
affordabl e housi ng strategies on other important objecti ves for
the community planning area, such as environmental protection
and provision of adequate services. Although planning cannot
guarantee actual production of affordab 1e housing, the emphas is
created by the housing needs target will assure that opportunities
for affordable housing are provided in community plans.

Disadvantages. The relationship of land use planning to afford­
ability is hard to define or quantify. Any estimate of effective­
ness for various land use approaches will provide only a rough
idea of the amount of affordable housing that can actually be
encouraged through community planning.

Responsible Agencies. Planning Division will use a range of land
use strategies to meet affordable housing targets through community
planning. H&CD will be involved in the use of the affordable
housing needs model in community planning and will serve on com­
munity plan technical advisory committees. Public Works will
remain responsible for the CIP process; Planning will add afford­
abl e housi ng consi derati ons when pri oriti zi ng transportati on
improvements, and H&CD wi 11 advocate for affordable hous i ng bene­
fits through CIP project rankings.

- 108 -

, I



,--

_:..;.

,......""

.-~.-'
r-:

r:

-":--.

~

!

-

"'~'-'<

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. This strategy will be imple­
mented as part of each community plan and should require no addi­
tional resources for Planning staff.

Links with Other Strategies. This strategy applies the affordable
housing needs model, described in the short range work program,
H&CD Strategy 1, to community planning. Community planners can
also identify opportunities for using CIP spending to promote
affordable housing, H&CD Strategy 1.

Citizen Participation. The citizen advisory committees established
for each community plan update will participate in planning for
affordable housing. The proposed strategies will be reviewed
at public hearings held prior to the adoption of community plans.

STRATEGY 3. COOPERATE WITH CITIES AND TOWNS TO DETERMINE THE
OVERALL NEED AND CAPACITY FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN COMMUNITY
PLANNING AREAS, AND HOW AFFORDABLE HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES SHOULD
BE PROVIDED IN INCORPORATED AND UNINCORPORATED AREAS .

Brief Description. Cooperation between King County and the incor­
porated cities and towns must be one of the centerpieces of the
Affordable Housing Policy Plan. As discussed in Chapter 3, the
Comprehensive Plan is emphatic about concentrating growth in exist­
ing activity centers to keep public costs manageable and to reduce
pressure on rural areas and resource 1ands. The need to concen­
trate growth is particularly strong for affordable housing initia­
tives, given the relationship of low densities to rising housing
development costs. The areas in and around incorporated cities
and towns that can be serviced to support urban densities provide
some of the most appropriate locations for affordable housing.

Increased cooperation regarding the County's affordable housing
needs should be developed at several levels. First, there is
a need for coordinated data collection between the various juris­
dictions. Common data will help in analysis of housing need,
land capacity and development trends in various ·areas of the
County. A common information base will assist cooperative planning
efforts to address housing need.

Second, there is a need for King County to work closely with incor­
porated cities and towns when planning for affordable housing
in community plans. This communication, which already exists,
will become an important forum for affordable housing issues when
specific housing needs targets are added to the scope of community
plans. King County and each incorporated jurisdiction will develop
a cooperative planning process through an interlocal agreement,
which will help to clarify roles and responsibilities when planning
for affordable housing in and around cities and towns.
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IV. BUILDING AND LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

STRATEGY 1. IMPROVE THE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) ORDINANCE
BY PROVIDING AN INCREASED DENSITY BONUS IN EXCHANGE FOR A COMMIT­
MENT TO BUILD BELOW MARKET RATE RENTAL HOUSING AND HOUSING FOR
ELIGIBLE HOMEBUYERS.

Brief Description. The PUD Ordinance, which is typically used
in single family or duplex zones, currently provides density
bonuses for a range of public benefits. Some of the project bene­
fits are not typically provided by developers, while others, for
example, landscaping, may be required in developments not receiving
density bonuses. The Ordinance contains a density bonus for
affordable housing which has been used only once, in part because
sufficient densities can be achieved using other bonus options.

As a short range strategy, the PUD's density bonus for affordable
housing should be .increased to make it a more effective incentive.
At the same time, density bonuses for less critical needs, or
for features required in other develoments, should be dropped
from the Ordinance. Density bonuses should be available for only
a few major public benefits. Developers using the affordable
housing bonus would agree to provide below market rate rental
or for-sale housing for eligible households.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy directly addresses
Policies 2 and 3, housing for low income households and homeowner­
ship affordability. By increasing the amount of lower cost housing
produced in new housing developments, it may also contribute to
Policy 1, fair share of affordable housing.

Advantages. Development incentives are an affordable housing
approach that can be effective with private developers. By provid­
ing a sufficient density bonus, PUDs may cause a significant number
of new developments to contain lower cost units that are well
integrated into new communities. The strategy challenges develop­
ers to build lower cost housing that does not detract from the
rest of the development.

Di sadvantages. Developments usi ng the PUD Ordi nance are 1ike 1y
to require complex permit reviews, and thus may be time consuming
and costly for both King County and the project developer. Because
few developments use PUDs, the number of affordable housing units
that can be produced through thi s strategy is 1imited. In addi­
ti on, community groups may feel that substanti a1 density bonuses
will allow developments that were not intended by community plans.

Responsible Agencies. BALD would be responsible for rewriting
the PUD Ordinance, with support and reveiw by Public Works. H&CD
would participate in creating an affordable housing emphasis in
the new ordinance, and would monitor affordable housing agreements
for projects using the density bonus.
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Schedule and Cost of Implementation. The PUD density bonus for
affordable housing could be amended in 1986, with implementation
following as the Ordinance was used. Because initial planning
for revisions to the Ordinance have already begun, the amendment
to the density bonus for affordable housing should require a rela­
ti ve small amount of staff time. Because the number of PUDs is
small, H&CD staff requirements to monitor annual compliance reports
should also be low.

links with Other Strategies. Improving the effecti veness of the
PUD affordabl e housi ng density bonus provides an opportunity to
gain more experience with the bonus before making it available
to all residential developments (BALD mid-range Strategy 1). The
PUD bonus has the potential for being linked with other incen­
tives, such as financing strategies for homeownership, to increase
the amount of affordable housing produced.

Citizen Participation. BALD staff would contact local builders
and developers informally when amending the density bonus. Public
comment on density bonuses for affordable housing would occur
during public hearings, which are required for all PUDs.

STRATEGY 2. ESTABLISH PRIORITY PERMIT PROCESSING FOR AFFORDABLE
HOUSING PROJECTS AS AN INCENTIVE FOR DEVELOPERS WHO COMMIT TO
PRODUCE BELOW MARKET RATE HOUSING.

Brief Description. The time needed for permit review is one of
the few components of development costs that can be substantially
influenced by local government. King County attempts to keep
permit review times as low as possible for all developments. The
current "fl rs t in - first out" system is intended to be as fair
as possibl~ to all project developers. Special treatment is justi­
fied, however, when a private development provides a substantial
publ ic benefit. And the savings that priority permit review can
achieve for the developer will provide an additional incentive
to produce the public benefit.

All the agencies involved in development permit review must par­
ticipate in establishing the procedures and criteria for priority
processing. The criteria for determining whether a project
receives priority review must be specific: for example, participa­
tion in certain King County affordable housing programs, or a
minimum number of below market rate units produced. Priority
for affordable housing projects must be considered in relation
to other King County priorities, such as economic development.
It is important to use the incentive selectively, providing ade­
quate staff to review priority projects quickly while maintaining
service levels for other projects.
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Ki ng County shoul d provi de expedited permit revi ew for projects
producing a minimum number of below market rate housing. The
incentive should be available to developers who use optional devel­
opment code incentives, such as the affordable housing density
bonus, or financial incentives using CIP or CDBG funds, and thus
commit to producing below market rate units. Priority review
should also be available to developers participating in the Execu­
tive/Council Affordable Housing Design Competition.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy supports Policy 2,
housing for low income households, and Policy 3, homeownership
affordabil ity.

Advantages. Priority permit processing enhances the effectiveness
of other development i ncenti ves and fi nanci a1 assi stance strate­
gies, and can therefore increase the amount of below market rate
housing produced.

Disadvantages. Priority projects will require extra coordination
and staff time to prevent increases in the time and cost of other
project revi ews. Even the pri ori ty projects coul d lose some of
thei r advantage if several competing projects were under revi ew
at one time.

Responsible Agencies. BALD will take the lead in the overall
coordination of priority review projects. All the reviewing agen­
cies granting development permits, including Public Works, Public
Health and Fire Marshall, must participate in developing the strat­
egy and coordinating individual project reviews.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. This strategy will be imple­
mented as other development incentives become available. Some
additional staff time will be needed to coordinate specific project
reviews.

Links with Other Strategies. In addition to links with affordable
housing development incentives, coordination of this strategy
will be more effective within an automated permit processing sys­
tem.

Citizen Participation. Projects receiving priority permit proces­
sing will be required to follow standard public notification proce­
dures.

STRATEGY 3. RECLASSIFY CERTAIN PERMIT DECISIONS THAT ARE MADE
BY A ZONING ADJUSTER TO ALLOW DECISIONS BY THE REVIEWING AGENCY
(ADMINISTRATIVE DECISIONS) WITHOUT ANY CHANGE IN THE HEARING EXAM­
INER APPEAL PROCESS.

Brief Description. For conditional use permits and zoning code
vari ances, the zoni ng code currentl y prescri bes a revi ew process
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composed of several steps: the reviewing agency (BALD) submits
a report and recommendation to a zoning adjuster who holds a public
hearing and issues a decision. The applicant or an interested
party can appeal the decision to a hearing examiner who holds
a second public hearing~ .

To save permit review time and cost, King County should amend
the zoning code to authori ze the revi ewi ng agency to grant or
deny conditional use permits and zoning code variances. Several
months can be saved by omitting the zoning adjuster's public
hearing. Any appeal to the agency's decision would be decided
by a hearing examiner, who would conduct a public hearing as be­
fore.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy would reduce permit
processing time and thus development costs (Policy 4).

Advantages. By omitting a step in the permit process for variance
and conditi ona1 use development permits, both developers and Ki ng
County can save time and money without loss of adequate review
or public involvement.

Disadvantages. In the current review process, the zoning adjuster
holds a public hearing prior to making a decision and is sometimes
able to bring opposing parties to a compromise. Compromise will
be more difficult when hearings are held afer a decision is made.

Responsible Agencies. BALD would be responsible for writing zoning
code amendments and for making future vari ance and conditiona1
use decisions.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. Much of the analysis for
this strategy is complete. The zoning code amendments will require
some staff time and could be made in 1986.

Links with Other Strategies. This strategy is independent of
other affordable housing strategies.

Citizen Participa'tion. Hearing examiners would hold public hear­
ings on appeals to permit decisions.

STRATEGY 4. PROVIDE WRITTEN EXPLANATIONS OF THE VARIANCE CRITERIA
AND PROCEDURES FOR THE UNIFORM BUILDING CODE TO MAKE IT EASIER
FOR BUILDERS AND DEVELOPERS TO PROPOSE COST-SAVING ALTERNATIVES.

Brief Description. Variances for building construction techniques
and materials are currently allowed by the Uniform Building Code
(UBC), but are used infrequently. Variances could be granted
for construction that meets the code's performance criteria. King
County should encourage builders to experiment with costsaving
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building techniques by providing written descriptions of
performance criteria and variance procedures. The scope of vari­
ances that can be granted is limited by the State's building code.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy could reduce development
costs, Policy 4.

Advantages. Thi s strategy focuses on the need to i denti fy and
use cost-saving building design and construction techniques, and
thus has the potential for lowering development costs in the long
term. Once a cost-saving technique has been tested through code
variances and shown to be successful, the building code should
be amended to allow the design or construction technique outright.

Disadvantages. Non-traditional construction may cost more in
the short term. King County's housing market is comprised pri­
marily of small builders who may lack the economies of scale needed
to change building construction techniques or materials. Changes
in usual construction practices will also increase both the
builder's and King County's risk.

Responsible Agencies. BALD will be responsible for clarifying
performance criteria and variance procedures in the building code,
and for reviewing variance requests.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. Information on building
code variances could be provided in 1986 by existing BALD staff.

Links with Other Strategies. Building code variances may be con­
sidered for the Executive/Council Affordable Housing Design Compe­
tition, or linked with affordable housing development incentives.

Citizen Participation. Building code variances do not typically
involve public review. However, an existing Building Code Advisory
Committee of industry representatives can assist in evaluating
new construction methods.

STRATEGY 5. SUPPORT THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN INTERDEPARTMENTAL AUTO­
MATED PERMIT SYSTEM TO IMPROVE PERMIT PROCESSING.

Brief Description. King County's permit processing system is
very difficult to manage. County agencies review more than 30,000
permit applications annually. In 1984, BALD's Permit Center infor­
mation line alone received from 370 to 630 calls per day. Automa­
tion woul d vastly improve the County's abil ity to manage permit
processing, improving the accuracy of information available for
making permit decisions and coordination among King County's
reviewing agencies.
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An automated system would allow many improvements. A common data
base among County Departments would speed up permit review. Permit
reviewers would have better access to information on site condi­
tions, applicable codes and other development requirements,
improving the quality of permit decisions. Automated permit
tracking would allow better scheduling of reveiwers ' time and
developers could check on the status of their permit application
more easily. With a monitoring system in place, typical turnover
times for a variety of permit types could be forecast.

Automation would also make it easier to disaggregate permit review,
assigning individual staff to certain types of permits. Develop­
ment permits are currently reviewed on a "first in - first out"
basis, a relatively simple and fair system. However, smaller
and less complex development permits must wait in line as permit
reviews work on larger, more time consuming projects. Separating
developments requiring very lengthy reviews from those that are
more routine would allow these projects to turn over more quickly.

Affordable Housing Benefit. Thi s strategy addresses development
costs, Policy 4.

Advantages. A new system would help permit reviewers to avoid
errors and thus reduce County risk. It would speed County permit
review, particularly for less complex projects. And it would
provi de more predi ctabil ity and therefore help reduce costs for
project developers.

Disadvantages. An automated permit processing is expensive, par­
ticularly its up-front acquisition and data conversion costs.

Responsible Agencies. BALD will be the lead agency in developing
the automated system, working closely with Public Works.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. Current estimates of project
costs include approximately $800,000 for system acquisition and
development (including hardware, software, custom modifications
and training), $138,600 annually for operation and maintenance
and $117,000 to convert assessor situs files.

Links with Other Strategies. This strategy will improve coordina­
tion of priority permit reviews, BALD Strategy 2.

Citizen Participation. Citizen participation is not anticipated.

BALD SUPPORT IN IMPLEMENTING OTHER STRATEGIES

Affordable Housing Design Competition. BALD staff will participate
in reviewing King Countyi s request for design proposal, selecting
the developer/builder and reviewing permit appl ications for the
project.
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V. DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

STRATEGY 1. ESTABLISH A CLEAR PROCESS FOR DEVELOPERS TO PROPOSE
ALTERNATIVE ROAD DESIGNS THAT MEET THE SERVICE LEVELS USED TO
DEFINE THE ROAD STANDARD.

Brief Description. Development variances allow developers and
builders to propose lower cost alternatives to road and drainage
standards which meet performance criteria. Variances can be espe­
cially useful for infill sites that can not be easily developed
using existing code requirements. Yet developers and builders
are typically not aware that variances are available for road
and drainage standards.

Procedures for applying for variances should be specified in an
administrative rule that is referenced in King County's Road Stand­
ards. By making the decision process and criteria clear to
builders, unreasonable variance requests should be avoidable.
Adequate resources must be available to review requests for vari­
ances.

Affordable Housing Benefit. By granti ng vari ances to allow cost
saving designs, development costs can be reduced (Policy 4).

Advantages. By specifying how variances will be evaluated, King
County can allow developers to propose variances which provide
adequate service for less expense. The new Road Standards will
include performance requirements for developments of various sizes,
which should help developers demonstrate that a lower cost design
will adequately serve their development. Variances can result
in lower per unit costs by reducing construction costs.

Disadvantages. Variance requests should be granted where the
proposed change will not threaten public safety or environmental
quality, impede traffic circulation or increase County maintenance
costs. This determination of future impacts is difficult to make.
Reviewing variances increases permit review time and costs, and
granting variances increases the risk of higher maintenance costs
in the future.

Responsible Agencies. Public Works will be responsible for speci­
fying variance procedures and reviewing variance requests.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. Variance criteria and proce­
dures will be specified in an administrative rule, which will
be completed in 1986. Staff time to write variance procedures
will be needed. If many developers request variances, additional
staff to review requests will also be needed.

Links with Other Strategies. Variances to Road Standards may
be proposed as part of the Executive/Council Affordable Housing
Design Competition, H&CD Strategy 2.
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Citizen Participation. The public hearings required for all sub­
division, PUDs and public right-of-way dedications provide an
opportunity for public comment on specific variance requests.

PUBLIC WORKS SUPPORT IN IMPLEMENTING OTHER STRATEGIES

Below Market Rate Housing Strategies: PUD Density Bonuses, Prior­
ity Pennit Processing. Public Works will review the PUD density
bonus code changes developed by BALD. Procedures for granting
priority permit processing to affordable housing developers must
also be established with Public Works· involvement. These housing
projects will require priority review in Public Works as well
as BALD.

Pennit Processing Strategies: Automated Pennit System. While
BALD will take the lead in developing permit automation, Public
Works will need to assure that the new systems effectively coordin­
ate review between the two agencies.

Affordable Housing Design Competition. Public Works staff will
participate in reviewing King County's request for design proposal,
selecting the developer/builder and reviewing permit applications
for the project.
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CHAPTER 5

MID-RANGE WORK PROGRAM

I. INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the strategies that will be implemented
in 1988 through 1990. These mid-range strategies are all high
priority strategies that, because of their complexity or funding
needs, requi re extra time to impl ement. Many of the short range
strategies already initiated (described in Chapter 4) will continue
to be implemented concurrently with these new strategies.

As in Chapter 4, the work program is organized according to imple­
menting agency. Each section contains the strategies which the
agency has lead responsibility for implementing, and summarizes
its role in supporting strategies implemented by other agencies.
The strategies in this chapter are usually expressed the same
as when introduced in Chapter 3, with some modifications to combine
related strategies. Table 9 summarizes the mid-range strategies,
and the affordable housing policies they address.

The process for evaluating the implementation of the Plan is
described at the end of this chapter. Evaluation will require
information on the effects of various land use designations and
changes in development code and procedures on housing affordabil­
ity. Therefore the first step will be to coordinate with cities
and towns to establish a sufficient data base relating to residen­
tial development and affordability. Then after a few years of
experience, King County will evaluate the effectiveness of the
strategi es that have been impl emented, and reexamine affordabl e
housing priorities in light of changes in housing need.
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TABLE 9

SUMMARY OF MID-RANGE WORK PROGRAM

HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

Urban Self-Help Housing

Lease Purchase Homeownership Program

Single Loan for Manufactured Housing

PLANNING DIVISION

Inventory of King County-owned Land

SUI LDING AND LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

Density Bonus for Affordable Housing

Inclusionary Zoning for Residential Development

Density Zoning

Zoning Code Variances for Infill

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Road Standard Variances for Infill

Key: • Primary Benefit

o Additional Benefit
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Affordable Housing Policies

Fair Low Home Reduced
Share Income Owner- Develop.

Housing Ship Costs

•
••

• 0

• •
0 • •0 0 ••
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II. HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

STRATEGY 1. ASSIST AN ESTABLISHED NON-PROFIT SELF-HELP HOUSING
AGENCY TO OPERATE IN URBAN AREAS OF KING COUNTY, TO ENABLE ELIGIBLE
HOUSEHOLDS TO BUILD THEIR'OWN HOMES.

Brief Description. Nonprofit self-hel p housing agencies operate
74 programs throughout the country assisting low income households
build their own homes. In most se l f-he lp developments, approxi­
mately 10 to 12 households work together to build all the houses
at a single site, under the superviSion of an experienced construc­
tion manager. Program participants or their families' members
typically must work 30 hours per week over approximately one
year to complete the houses, in addition to holding a full-time
job.

In King County, self-help agencies operate in rural areas (homes
have been built in Carnation, Black Diamond and Enumclaw, for
example) under a U. S. Department of Agriculture Farmers Home
Administration (FmHA) program. FmHA pays for construction manage­
ment by a nonprofit organization and provides below market mortgage
interest rates for: the Jaw income participants. In an FmHAproject
in Enumclaw managedby'House My People; for example, land and
materials cost $37,700 per house and construction management
cost approximately $3,000 per house. The participants received
1ow interest mortgages from FmHA, for $39,950 once the homes were
completed .."The, finished houses were appraised for $53,000. The
$13,050 difference between the loan value and appraised value
represents the "sweat equity" that the househol ds achi eve through
the ~elf-help progr~m.

King County should use CDBG funds to assist self-help housing
agencies to operate in urban areas not eligible for the FmHA
program. CDBG funds can be used tc ipurchase land for the program .
.The funds coul d be recaptured once the homes were bui lt and the
mortgages sold, or used to capitalize a revolving loan fund to
continue to assist eligible households to participate in, the
self-help program. Long term mortgage financing may be available
through the Washington State Housing Finance Commission. In
a presentation, to the Northwest Self-Help Housing Association
in 1985, the WSHFC director indicated a strong interest in pro­
viding long term financing for self-help programs and suggested
that reduced fees may be available for low income households.

Affordable· Housing Benefit. This strategy addresses homeownership
affordability, Policy 3.

Advantages~ In additi on to provi di ng an opportunity for homeowner­
ship for low income households, a self-help program teaches main­
tenance and repair skills that enable the homeowner to keep house­
hold expenses down. King County·s contribution to self-help
projects could be recaptured or reinvested in future self-help
projects.
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Disadvantages. Only a few households can be helped at anyone
time due to the intensive supervision required. Self-help programs
in urban areas will also need a source of financing for short
term construction, which is usually not eligible for CDBG funds.

Responsible Agencies. H&CD will propose CDBG funding in 1988
or 1989 for an urban self-help project and will oversee its imple­
mentation. H&CD and other County agencies could become involved
in helping the self-help agency locate suitable property for
acquisition.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. Land for a 10-to-12-unit
self-help development will require approximately $250,000 in
CDBG funds. The fundi ng should be sought for the 1988 or 1989
CDBG program year.

Links with Other Strategies. This strategy is independent of
other affordable housing strategies.

Citizen Participation. The self-help housing agency would adver­
tise the program and select eligible households.

STRATEGY 2. ASSIST THE KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH
AN AFFORDABLE HOUSING LEASE PURCHASE PROGRAM FOR LOW AND MODERATE
INCOME HOUSEHOLDS.

Brief Description. The lease purchase program provides eligible
households an affordable house, with an option to purchase the
house at a predetermined price at the end of an ll-year lease
period. It involves the use of tax exempt financing and the
tax code to encourage upper income people to invest in low income
housing.

The program is modeled on a homeownership program in Tulare County,
California. New homes are constructed by participating builders
and sold to investors at below market interest rates. Mortgage
funds for this program are generated through the sale of tax
exempt multifamily mortgage revenue bonds. Investors then lease
the homes to qualified households for eleven years. Prior to
leasing, each household must purchase an option to buy the property
at the end of the 1ease peri od. The opti on is estimated to cost
$3,000 or 5% of the appraised value of the home, whichever is
greater. Eligible households have incomes in the range of $16,000
to $26,000 per year and must have good credit and rental histories.
The household's monthly lease payment is made to the investor
through the hous i ng authority; it includes the mortgage amount,
taxes, insurance and a management fee. At the end of the 1ease
term the home is refinanced and the household obtains possession
of the house and makes mortgage payments directly to the mortgage
holder.
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Under thi s program the housing authority issues mortgage revenue
bonds for long term financing. The housing authority also locates
qualified low and moderate income households and investors to
participate in the program. The participating households make
lease payments directly to the housing authority, which then
assures that payments to bond holders are made and that taxes
and insurance are paid in a timely fashion. In the event of
tenant default, the housing authority is responsible to evict
the tenant, repair the unit if needed, and re-lease and re-option
the unit to a qualified household.

King County should assist the King County Housing Authority to
develop a similar lease purchase program. King County could
ensure that units are affordable through Community Development
Block Grant or capital improvement program subsidies to low and
moderate income households. Land purchase and the cost of install­
ing roads, sewer and water facil ites could be reduced with these
subsidies. According to the Tulare, California Housing Authority's
estimates, a mortgage pool adequate for 200 to 300 units is needed
to justify startup of the program.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This program directly addresses
Policy 3 by increasing the ability of low and moderate income
households to purchase their own home.

Advantages. Low and moderate income households participating
in the program receive the right of possession of the house at
a predetermi ned pri ce and the ri ght to any future appreci ati on
in the value of the property if they sell it after the lease
term. An analysis performed by the Tulare County Housing Authority
indicates that a household's lease payment on a $67,000 house
would be $354 less than their payment on a Federal Housing Adminis­
tration (FHA 203b) mortgage. The net savings available to a
qua1ifi ed household under the 1ease purchase program is approxi­
mately $40,800 compared to a conventional mortgage. Their princi­
pal and interest payments on a fixed term mortgage will not
increase over the 1ife of the 1ease. The taxes and insurance
they pay can be expected to increase proximate to the rate of
i nfl ati on, whi ch is estimated to be 1ess than the rate of rent
increases if they had continued to rent their home. (In 1985
the rate of rent increases in King County is approximately double
the rate of inflation.) During the lease term, the lessees may
sell their option to other qualified low and moderate income
households. After the lease term, the program participants will
also receive the tax benefits of homeownership.

Investors receive a reasonable rate of return on investment and
tax benefits. A projecti on performed by M. Green and Company,
Certified Public Accountants for the Tulare County Housing Author­
ity, anticipates an average annual return of 23.44% over the
life of the project, after taxes, on a cash investment of $13,130.
Investors have no day to day management responsibility as the
housing authority would collect lease funds and ensure principal,
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interest, tax and insurance payments. The housing authority
also ensures an adequate level of maintenance to the home and
is responsible to evict, re-lease and re-option the home to quali­
fied households if necessary under the terms of a management
agreement.

Bond holders are secured by the credit worthiness of the issue.

Disadvantages. At present, housing authorities in Washington
are prevented from assisting moderate income households. This
program would require that the Housing Authorities Law (Chapter
35.82 of the Revi sed Code of Washi ngton) be revi sed to permit
housing authorities to assist moderate income households.

In the event that a lessee defaults on their lease, investors
may be responsible for paying the mortgage and maintaining the
property until a subsequent lessee could be qualified by the
housing authority. This would reduce the return on investment
that the investor coul d expect from the program. A trust fund
would be established to pay mortgages in the event of lessee
default, which would mitigate this potential loss to the investor.

If a househol d wi shes to sell thei r opti on pri or to the end of
the 1ease peri od and is unable to do so, they may default on
the lease and forfeit their option payment to the investor. In
addition, there is no guarantee that financing will be available
at reasonable rates in eleven years to allow the household to
refinance their home. The household will build up equity during
the lease period through principal payments and appreciation
in the value of the house. If the property does not appreciate
in value during the eleven year lease period, the household may
have inadequate equity to refinance the home. None of the tax
benefits of homeownership will be made available to the partici­
pating household until the end of the lease period when the home
is refinanced.

Responsible Agencies. H&CD will assist the King County Housing
Authority to establish this affordable housing lease-purchase
program.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. No new staff costs are
anticipated to be incurred by H&CD. Bond proceeds and management
fees will pay the housing authority for the cost of administering
this program.

links with Other Strategies. The affordable housing lease-purchase
program is closely linked to other strategies. The program will
assist communities to meet their affordable housing targets. The
King County policy of dispersing low income housing units to
avoid concentrations of assisted housing will apply to this pro­
gram.
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This strategy is also related to King County'ssupport of afford­
able housing legislation before the State Legislature as an amend­
ment to the Housing Authorities Law will be required to assist
moderate income households.

Citizen Participation. The King County Housing Authority will
market the program to the public and screen applications for
eligibility.

STRATEGY 3. URGE THE MANUFACTURED HOUSING INDUSTRY AND LOCAL
LENDERS TO ASSIST HOUSEHOLDS TO PURCHASE MANUFACTURED HOUSING
AND LAND WITH A SINGLE LOAN, SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCING DOWNPAYMENT
AND FINANCING COSTS FOR THE PURCHASER.

Brief Description. Manufactured housing has been shown to be
cost-effective and affordable. It enables low and moderate income
households to own their own home, in some cases on their own
lot. As demonstrated in the King County-sponsored manufactured
housing subdivision in Federal Way, manufactured housing can
be designed to blend in well with site-built homes in conventional
neighborhoods.

King County's 1984 housing affordability survey found that many
households would consider manufactured housing an acceptable
homeownership option if they could own both the manufactured
house and their own lot. To exercise this option, a household
needs to take out two loans, one for the 1and and one for the
manufactured house. Two loans are requi red because manufactured
housing dealers want to arrange financing before assembling and
delivering a house, and lenders are not willing to make a single
loan for a house and 1and until the house is permanently on the
lot. Two loans require two downpayments, two sets of closing
fees, and so on, and are sufficiently expensive to prevent some
low and moderate income households from taking advantage of this
opportunity for homeownership.

The obstacle to the single loan approach is that the loans cannot
be sold on the secondary market until 'the house is permanently
situated on the lot. A single loan would need to be closed prior
to deli very of the house, based on the future va1ue of the house
and lot. A lender would risk a change in interest rates between
the time the loan is closed and when it can be sold. Because
lenders are unwilling to take the risk of making loans that cannot
be sold immediately, an interim secondary market is needed to
purchase and hold the loans while the. house is constructed and
delivered.

King County should encourage the manufactured housing industry
and local lenders to create a pool of funds to purchase single
loans by private lenders for manufactured houses and vacant lots.
One potential source of funds is the Washington State Housing
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Finance Commission (WSHFC), which could set aside funds to purchase
single loans and then sell them to the secondary mortgage. market
once the house is delivered.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy addresses homeownership
affordability, Policy 3.

Advantages. The single loan strategy involves the manufactured
housing industry and local lenders in supporting and promoting
an important affordable housing option. WSHFC funds could be
used to improve the affordability of manufactured housing for
low and moderate income households who are first time homebuyers.

Disadvantages. A legal opinion is needed to assure that the
WSHFC has the statutory authori ty to act as a condui t to the
conventional secondary mortgage market for these loans.

Responsible Agencies. H&CD wi 11 work with manufactured housi ng
industry, 1ender representati ves and the WSHFC to create a pool
of funds for single loans.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. H&CD staff would work with
industry and lender representatives to develop this strategy
in 1988. This strategy will not require additional staff in
H&CD.

Links with Other Strategies. This strategy could be used to
meet inclusionary zoning obligations; for example, a subdivision
developer could sell lots prepared for manufactured housing to
low income households purchas i ng manufactured housi ng under the
single loan approach.

Citizen Participation. Manufactured housing dealers a'lc lenders
would advertise the availability of single loans to potential
buyers.

H&CD SUPPORT IN IMPLEMENTING OTHER STRATEGIES

King County Land Inventory. H&CD will work with Planning Division
to evaluate the potential for using King County owned land as
an affordable housing resource as part of the Open Space Plan.

Zoning Code Revision Project. H&CD will work with BALD and other
divisions and departments on zoning and subdivision code revisions,
providing assistance on land use regulation and permit processing
issues relating to housing affordability.

Below Market Rate Housing Strategies: Inclusionary Zoning and
Affordable Housing Density Bonus. H&CD will monitor any affordable
housing commitment for developments having an inclusionary zoning
requirement or using a density bonus.
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III. PLANNING DIVISION

STRATEGY 1. CONDUCT AN INVENTORY OF KING COUNTY OWNED LANDS
TO DETERMINE THE RESOURCES AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES, INCLUDING
HOUSING FOR LOW INCOME RESIDENTS.

Brief Description. King County currently owns numerous parcel s
of vacant land in incorporated and unincorporated areas of the
county. Many parcels have legal restrictions on their use, for
example, dedications for open space, drainage facilities or parks,
or long term leases for forest production. A single source of
information on the size, location, environmental constraints
and legal restrictions for each parcel is now being compiled
for the first time by the Planning Division as part of the Open
Space Plan.

King County should evaluate the potential of using County-owned
vacant 1and as a resource for affordable housing developments.
The Open Space Plan will enable the County to determine which
parcels are physically capable of being developed and have no
legal requirements limiting their use. Some parcels may be needed
for parks or drainage facilities, others might be sold, traded
or donated. The Open Space Plan should identify those parcels
which could potentially be used for affordable housing develop­
ments.

As described earlier, the Washington State Constitution prohibits
lending of the publ tc vs credit for private purposes, including
housing for low income residents. Therefore, this strategy can
not be implemented until State Constitutional limitations are
relaxed to allow King County to sell or donate land at below
fair market value to subsidize affordable housing.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy would assist low income
housing development, Policy 2.

Advantages. The vacant 1and inventory wi 11 encourage producti ve
use of an existing County resource.

Disadvantages. The State Constitution has been interpreted strict­
ly, preventing local assistance even to very low income households.
Therefore, a Constitutional amendment wi 11 be needed before King
County can sell land for below market value in support of low
income housing development.

Responsible Agencies.. The survey of County-owned 1and is bei ng
conducted by Planning Division as part of the Open Space Plan.
This strategy extends that work to include an analysis of parcels
suitable for affordable housing development. H&CD will be respon­
sible for urging a State Constitutional amendment and for develop­
ing assisted housing projects using King County owned land.
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Schedule and Cost of Implementation. The Open Space Plan is
currently under way. The additional analysis could be added
to the plan during 1986 with some increase in staff time. Imple­
mentation of the strategy depends on State Legislative action.

Links with Other Strategies. Once lending of credit restrictions
are relaxed, a land banking program for affordable housing could
be initiated. Land can be used as financial assistance to private
nonprofit housing agencies and public housing authorities to
develop low income housing through a wide range of strategies.

Citizen Participation. Public comment would be part of environ­
mental review and development permitting for any new development
of County property. Any Constitutional amendment will require
the approval of Washington State voters.

PLANNING DIVISION SUPPORT IN IMPLEMENTING OTHER STRATEGIES

Zoning Code Revision Project. Planning staff will work with
BALD throughout the zoning code project, including development
of density bonuses and inclusionary zoning code changes and consid­
eration of density zoning.
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IV. BUILDING AND LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

STRATEGY 1. AS PART OF THE MAJOR REVISIONS TO THE ZONING CODE,
ALLOW DENSITY BONUSES FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN ALL SINGLE FAMILY
AND MULTIFAMILY DEVELOPMENTS IN URBAN AREAS AND RURAL ACTIVITY
CENTERS.

Brief Description. The Comprehensive Plan identifies density
bonuses as an effective tool to realize important public benefits.
Residential Policy 303 encourages the use of density bonuses
in Urban Areas and Rural Activity Centers to persuade private
developers to provide low cost housing or to promote historic
preservation and energy conservati on. It speci fi es that density
bonuses "should be available to single family detached housing
developments, multifamily projects,' or developments com~ining

both attached and detached dwelling units. 1I
.

King County currently allows a density bonus for affordable housing
in its Planned Unit Development (PUD) Ordinance. As discussed
in the Short Range Work Program, the PUD process is used i nfre­
quently due to its complex permit review and high up-front costs.
In addition, the affordable housing density bonus competes with
many other density bonuses available for PUDs and has been used
on1yonce. As part of the Plan I s Short Range Work Program, the
PUD Ordinance will be amended to make the affordable housing
density bonus a more effective incentive for developers using
PUDs. Still, the PUD bonus provides only limited effectiveness:
only 6 or 7 PUDs are recorded each year, and high up-front costs
make affordable housing difficult to produce.

As part of the overall revisions to the zoning code, King County
should make a density bonus for affordable housing available
to all residential developers. In exchange for increased develop­
ment potential, the project developer would agree to sell or
rent a percentage of the units to low and moderate income house­
holds at a price they could afford. Making the bonus available
to all residential development would encourage widespread use,
and therefore increased production of affordable housing.

Affordable Housing Benefit. The strategy will increase the supply
of housing available to low and moderate income renters and first­
time home buyers, Policies 2 and 3.

Advantages. Development incentives are an affordable housing
approach that can be effective with private developers. A suffi~

cient density bonus would encourage a significant number of new
developments to include lower cost units that are well integrated
into new communities. The strategy supports the Comprehensive
Plan's emphasis on increased densities.
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Disadvantages. Currently, residential development in King County
typically falls below the maximum allowed densities specified
in community plans, therefore a density bonus for affordable
housing would not increase the number of allowed units signifi­
cantly beyond the community plan designation. If affordable
housing density bonuses are combined with density zoning (BALD
Strategy 2), however, the community plan densities will be
exceeded. In either case, communi ty groups may oppose increased
density and smaller lot sizes.

Responsible Agencies. The Zoning Code Revision Project is directed
by BALD, with Planning, Public Works and H&CD participation. H&CD
will work with BALD to determine the extent of the density bonus
and the number of affordable housing units required, and will
monitor sales and rental agreements with developers using the
bonus.

Time and Cost of Implementation. The appropri ate use of density
bonuses is already a topic for evaluation in the Zoning Code
Revision Project, which will be completed in 1987. This strategy
can be achieved with the project's time and staff resources.
H&CD currently monitors several similar affordable housing agree­
ments. Sales reports are produced by independent auditors, requir­
ing only a small amount of H&CD staff time for review. Once
the bonus becomes frequently used, however, the task of monitoring
the affordable housing commitments will grow. The H&CD staff
resources for monitori ng house sal e and rental agreements shoul d
be supported through development fees.

links with Other Strategies. Density bonuses will be useful
for producing affordable housing in the majority of residential
developments which are too small for inclusionary zoning require­
ments. For projects having inclusionary requirements, bonuses
can be used to produce additional affordable housing.

STRATEGY 2. ON A SLIDING SCALE BASED ON PROJECT SIZE, REQUIRE
All HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS TO SEll A PERCENTAGE OF THEIR UNITS
TO lOW, MODERATE AND/OR MEDIAN INCOME HOUSEHOLDS.

Brief Description. Requirements for affordable housing develop­
ment, or inclusionary zoning, already exist in King County for
large, mixed residential/commercial projects. These master plan
development (MPDs), are currently allowed in three community
planning areas where large urban parcels are still undeveloped:
East Sammami sh , Tahoma/Raven Hei ghts and Newcastl e. Because
of their large scale (minimum project size ranges from 250 to
400 acres in the three communities), d~velopers must provide
a range of public benefits. Provision of affordable housing,
through inclusionary housing requirements, is included in each
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of the three MPD guidelines. Thirty percent of the MPD's units
must be sold to eligible households: 10% to median income house­
holds, 10% to moderate income and 10% to low income.

Because of the large acreage required in MPDs and their application
in only three community planning areas, they are a limited tool
for affordable housing in spite of their inclusionary housing
requirements. The vast majority of housing is constructed in
smaller subdivisions. In many parts of King County, the new
housing being constructed tends to be too expensive for low,
moderate and median income households.

To assure that lower cost housing is also built, inclusionary
zoning should be extended to all housing developments over a
minimum size. The requirement should be applied according to
project size. For example, projects from 50 to 100 units in
size should make 10% of the total units available to moderate
income households; projects from 100 to 500 units should make
10% of the total units available to low income households and
10% to moderate income househol ds ; and projects over 500 units
should make available 10% each to low, moderate and median income
households. Both rental and for-sale units could be used to
meet the requirement.

To provide additional flexibility, developers should have the
opt i on of fee in 1i eu payments to a Ki ng County-managed hous i ng
deve1opment fund. Deve1opers should also be allowed to exceed
their minimum requirements and then apply excess units to projects
elsewhere in King County, although safeguards would be needed
to prevent an over-concentration of low income housing. Develop­
ments might be exempted from the inclusionary housing require­
ment if located in area which already exceeds an established
level of housing affordable for low income households.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy directly addresses
Policies 2 and 3, affordability for low income households and
homeownership affordability. It also indirectly addresses
Policy 1, fair share of affordable housing, by increasing the
amount of lower cost housing in new housing developments.

Advantages. Thi s strategy is a di rect requi rement and therefore
is the most certain way to assure that new affordabl e housing
will be built throughout the county.

Disadvantages. This strategy implies a major shift in housing
policy for King County which will require substantial documentation
and community education to achieve. Once the policy is in place,
King County will need to monitor compliance for each housing
development constructing housing under this requirement. Adminis­
tration could become complex, particularly the fee in lieu program.
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Responsible Agencies. Code revisions would be written by BALD,
with review by Public Works. H&CD will advocate for the strategy,
monitor compliance to the inclusionary zoning requirement, and
administer the fee in lieu funds.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. Code revi si ons to impl ement
this policy could be written by 1987, with immediate implementa­
tion. BALD code development staff would be diverted from other
code revisions for this project. H&CDls monitoring responsibilites
could require a new staff position; a funding source should be
identified for this ongoing monitoring function, possibly by
increasing development fees, to avoid using limited CDBG adminis­
tration funds.

Links with Other Strategies. With this requirement in place,
development incentives for affordable housing may be used less
often in large projects. Incentives such as density bonuses
may still be quite useful to encourage affordable housing in
smaller, infill developments.

Citizen Participation. The public hearings required for all
subdivisions and PUDs provide an opportunity for public comment
on specific projects.

STRATEGY 3. AS PART OF THE MAJOR REVISIONS TO THE ZONING CODE,
EXAMINE THE ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF A CHANGE FROM ZONING
BY MINIMUM LOT SIZE TO ZONING BASED ON OVERALL DEVELOPMENT DENSITY.

Brief Description. The Zoning Code Revision Project provides
an opportunity to consider major changes to land development
regulations, rather than simply code amendments, which will affect
housing affordability. Density zoning is one of the options
that should be explored.

Traditional zoning, as in King County, regulates density by minimum
lot sizes. This system makes it difflcult to work with irregular
or constrained parcels; community plan densities are seldom
reached. As subdividers attempt to maximize the number of develop­
able lots, they push development onto environmentally sensitive
lands. Zoning by minimum lot size also creates homogenous neigh­
borhoods, restricting housing diversity and the dispersal of
affordable housing throughout communities.

Traditional subdivision regulations for single family developments
also limit the amount of land available for construction of new
housing. Typically, land developers subdivide large vacant parcels
through a permit review process lasting a year or longer, and
then sell blocks of lots to builders. Permit processing costs
increase the price of land, and builders are restricted to the
existing supply of subdivided lots.
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King County has allowed alternatives to traditional subdivisions
through its Cluster Subdivision and Planned Unit Development
Ordinances. Both approaches base the number of allowed lots
on the overall zoning density (for example, 5 units per acre)
rather than minimum lot sizes, allowing more housing diversity
and reducing pressure on environmentally sensitive areas. PUDs
also allow additional density in developments that provide certain
optional amenities.

Both cl uster subdi vi si ons and PUDs requi re 1engthy review proc­
esses. In addition, PUDs developers must commit in advance to
the mix of housing types; any attempt to respond to changes in
housing market demand would require a new subdivision. Therefore
PUDs require an experienced developer/builder with considerable
financial resources. Because of these difficulties, less than
10% of new units are currently developed through PUDs, and as
of the end of 1984, only 322 units have been developed in cluster
subdivisions.

As part of the zoning code and subdivision changes, King County
shoul d consi der density zoni ng as a way to address these issues.
Density zoning would eliminate traditional minimum lot size and
dimension regulations for all residential developments. Develop­
ment would instead be regulated by the overall number of units
allowed on a site, regardless of housing type, and by criteria
for height, bulk, privacy, noise, traffic, environmental protection
and so on. This approach would encourage flexibility in site
design and building type, tailored to market demand for housing
and the environmental limitations of the site.

King County should also consider allowing single family construc­
tion without subdivision where feasible. State law requires
public hearings when public right-of-way for roads and utilities
are established. For multifamily construction in areas where
right-of-way is already established, a developer can deed the
land to the County without a public hearing. If this option
is extended to single family development, subdivisions will not
be required if right-of-way is already established and the devel­
oper/builder does not want to sell individual lots. If the builder
does want to sell individual lots, subdivision could occur simulta­
neously with site plan review, preventing a commitment in advance
to a mix of building types. This approach would make much more
vacant land available for development, and processing time could
be reduced by as much as a year, allowing builders to respond
quickly to market demand for various housing types.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy addresses all four
affordable housing policies: fair share of affordable housing,
housing for low income households, homeownership affordability
and reduced development costs.

Advantages. Density zoning may help achieve several County objec­
tives: achieving planned densities, protecting environmentally
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sensitive land and promoting diversity of housing type and cost.
Changes in subdivision regulation could reduce permit processing
time dramatically for some projects, and increase the amount
of developable land. Density zoning will redirect land use regula­
tion away from minimum lot sizes, which have the effect of keeping
housing prices high and segregating communities by income. Minimum
l~t sizes prevent widespread development of diverse and affordable
housing types, such as duplexes and townhouses, and the dispersal
of affordable housing throughout communities. Public health
and safety concerns, such as traffic safety and circulation,
building height and bulk, parking, open space, and surface water
runoff can be protected through discretionary review of density
and environmental impacts.

Disadvantages. Density zoning could create new problems. Criteria
for evaluating environmental impacts may be difficult to adminis­
ter. Site plan revi ew woul d address many of the issues formerl y
resolved during subdivision, and thus would become more lengthy
and complex. Site plans would be required on more developments,
and public hearings would still be required for public street
dedications in advance of approving the site plan. Public opposi­
tion may also arise when zoning no longer regulates the character
of residential development or promotes neighborhood conformity.
Projects proposing a mix of housing types may encounter opposition.

Responsible Agencies. The Zoning Code Revision Project is directed
by BALD, with Public Works, H&CD and Planning Division participa­
tion. H&CD will assist with housing development and affordability
issues.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. Code revision began in
1985 and will be completed in 1987. Density zoning and subdivi­
sion options will be evaluated by staff assigned to the Zoning
Code Revision Project.

links with Other Strategies. The overall code revisions will
incorporate the changes to the PUD Ordinance discussed in the
Short Range Work Program. Density zoning would provide flexibility
which would make inclusionary zoning obligations easier to achieve
(BALD Strategy 2).

Citizen Participation. The Zoning Code Revision Project will
include input from development industry representatives and city
and town staff, and public review of draft codes.

STRATEGY 4. FOR SMAll INFIll SITES IN DEVELOPED AREAS, PROVIDE
VARIANCES TO ZONING CODE STANDARDS, WHERE JUSTIFIED, TO MAKE
DEVELOPMENT ON SKIPPED OVER SITES MORE FEASIBLE.

Brief Description. King County's Comprehensive Plan supports
infill development in urban areas as a way to reduce the public
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costs of growth. Infill helps to concentrate growth in urban
areas where many urban services already exist, and reduce develop­
ment pressure on rural areas and resource lands. By increasing
densities in urban areas, it supports public transit and energy
conservation.

The Comprehensive Plan also recognizes the potential connection
between infill and affordable housing: infill development can
cost less for the developer due to existing roads and utilities,
and infill locations tend to be less expensive for low and moderate
income households due to nearby transportation, employment and
shopping.

But underdeveloped parcels in otherwise developed urban areas
often have some obstacle to development. Sites that have steep
slopes, unstable soils, seasonal water flows or some other environ­
mental constraint on development should remain undeveloped. Some
skipped over sites have less serious problems, such as diffi­
cul t access or topography, or an odd shape that makes zoning
requirements hard to meet. Other parcels may be undesirable
because they are subject to current development standards although
surrounding properties were built without these improvements.

Some of these infill sites may be excellent locations for afford­
able housing. If the land is moderately priced and site conditions
do not require expensive construction techniques, the existing
services and higher densities often available with infill develop­
ment can make it affordable for both the developer and future
households. The factors that make infill parcels good candidates
for affordable housing should be better defined so that strategies
can be targeted to encourage their development.

King County should encourage infill development by granting zoning
variances where justified. Building setbacks and other 'zoning
requirements should be relaxed if the site is difficult to develop
under existing requirements, but the proposed development is
appropriate for the location. Opportunities for infill should
not be lost by requiring standards that are not in character
with the neighborhood. If a small parcel is located in an area
developed below current standards, and the area is not designated
for redevelopment, zoning code variances should allow the new
development to match the level of the surrounding area.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy addresses Policy 4,
reduced development costs.

Advantages. Infill development helps reduce public facilities
costs by lessening the need to extend public facilities to unserv­
iced areas. Because of existing roads and utilities, some infill
sites have lower private development costs than sites in outlying
areas, allowing new lower cost housing to be built. Variances
can encourage development on skipped over urban land while protec­
ting environmentally sensitive areas.
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Disadvantages. Whether a development can be considered infill
depends on the size of the pa rce1 and the 1eve1 of development
in the surrounding area. Additional work is needed to determine
the size and type of infill land that holds the most potential
for affordable housing development, and the type of actions King
County should take to encourage its development. In addition,
vacant parcels in urban areas often serve as local parks and
open space; neighbors may oppose variances that encourage develop­
ment.

Responsible Agencies. BALD will coordinate with Planning and
Public Works to develop an approach and definition for infill
development. BALD is responsible for reviewing requests for
zoning code variances.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. County strategies to encour­
age infill will be developed as part of zoning code revisions
and completed in 1987. The work will require additional BALD
staff time.

links with Other Strategies. Infill
encouraged through variances to Road
Strategy 1.

development can also be
Standards, Public Works

Citizen Participation. Publ ic hearings are required for zoning
code variances, providing an opportunity for public comment on
specific projects.
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V. DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

STRATEGY 1. FOR SMAll INFIlL SITES IN DEVELOPED AREAS, PROVIDE
VARIANCES TO ROAD STANDARDS, WHERE JUSTIFIED, TO MAKE DEVELOPMENT
ON SKIPPED OVER SITES MORE FEASIBLE.

Brief Description. The rationale and policy direction for infill
development is discussed at length in BALD Strategy 4. The Compre­
hensi ve Plan supports i nfi 11 as a way to concentrate growth in
urban areas where many services are already available, and to
reduce development pressures on rural areas and resource lands.
Some infill sites may be excellent locations for affordable
housing: if the land is moderately priced and site conditions
do not requi re expensi ve constructi on techni ques, exi sti ng roads
and utilities at infill sites can reduce development costs. Higher
density urban areas can also be more affordable for low and
moderate income households due to reduced transportation costs.

King County should encourage infill development by providing
variances to Road Standards where justified. Street, sidewalk
and road-related utility requirements should be relaxed if the
proposed development is appropriate for the location. If an
area is not planned for redevelopment, new developments should
be allowed to match the standard of the surrounding area.

Affordable Housing Benefit. This strategy addresses Policy 4,
reduced development costs.

Advantages. Infill development is a principal strategy for
focusing growth in existing urban areas to reduce sprawl and
better manage public facilities costs. By providing variances
to some road and road-related utility standards to promote infill,
King County will achieve a savings in capital facilities costs
due to the greater utilization of existing facilities.

Disadvantages. Granting variances to standards for public facili­
ties always involves some risk of increased maintenance and repair
costs. Development on infill sites with steep slopes, flooding
or ponding may increase storm water runoff problems for the sur­
rounding area. In addition, in areas where vacant parcels serve
as neighborhood open space, communiti es may object to vari ances
that encourage its development.

Responsible Agencies. Public Works will review requests for
road standard variances for infill projects.

Schedule and Cost of Implementation. Public Works, BALD and
Planning will take up the issue of encouraging infill development
by 1988. Public Works will require staff resources to develop
variance guidelines and to review variance proposals.

links with Other Strategies. Thi s strategy is rel ated to BALD
Strategy 4, which promotes infill through zoning code variances.
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Citizen Participation. Opportunities for publ ic comment on road
standard variances would occur during the public hearings for
preliminary and final subdivision approvals.

PUBLIC WORKS SUPPORT IN IMPLEMENTING OTHER STRATEGIES

Inventory of King County-owned Land. Public Works will coordinate
its own inventory of land owned by the Department of Public Works
with the overall King County inventory, to help establish a compre~

hensive analysis of the County's land resources.

Zoning Code Revision. Public Works will be actively involved
in BALDls code revision project, which will impact its permit
review procedures.
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VI. AFFORDABLE HOUSING POLICY PLAN EVALUATION

King County has experienced dramatic changes in housing needs
and the housing market in the decade from 1975 to 1985. The
housing needs of 1985 are the result of changes in household
makeup, economic conditions and Federal resources for housing
that will continue to change in the future. These variables
make it difficult to predict the housing needs of the 1990s.

Housing needs and market conditions should be examined again
after the plan has been in place for several years to see if
the plan's emphasis should be redirected. The long term strategies
presented in Chapter 3 and the recommendations of the Issue Commit­
tees would be reconsidered as part of the evaluation. The plan
eva1uati on should ask two questions: Are the affordabl e housing
strategies successful in addressing the Plan's affordability
policies of fair share, increased housing for low income house­
holds, homeownership affordability and reduced development costs?
And are the strategies still appropriate and still the highest
priorities for addressing housing need as we now understand it?

To answer the first question, a system for monitoring the results
of the affordable housing strategies should be established as
the strategies are first implemented. Community plan strategies
will begin in 1987 or 1988, following the development of the
housing needs model. Other affordabl e housing strategies, such
as development incentives, will be implemented through code changes
and capital improvement planning.

New data sources will be needed to evaluate the Plan. In order
to analyze the relationship of land use designations to housing
affordability, for example, some sampling of house prices and
rents will. be needed. Cooperation with cities and towns will
be important for tracking development and affordabi 1ity trends
in King County's housing markets.

As reliable data on implementation of the strategies is developed,
community planners will have more guidance in planning to meet
affordable housing targets. The housing needs model will be
refined to reflect the amount of affordable housing that can
be provided through community planning's land use and CIP planning
strategies. It will give community planners a better indication
of the amount of affordable housing likely to be produced in
response to development incentives.

The evaluation of the Plan itself should be initiated in 1989,
after the affordable housing strategies have been in operation
for several years. The evaluation would reexamine trends in
housing need to see if new strategies should be developed, and
would determine if the affordable housing strategies already
in place should be strengthened or changed.
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H&CD will be responsible for the Plan evaluation. Planning staff
will provide technical assistance and assist with policy analysis.
H&CD will work with Planning Division to develop a system for
monitoring the implementation and effectiveness of the Plan's
land use and development incentive strategies.

The Plan evaluation will include participation of staff from
citi es and towns, housing industry representati ves and community
groups. Staff of cities and towns will also participate in devel­
oping the information base for monitoring the effectiveness of
various affordable housing strategies.
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April 12, 1985

TO: King County Executive Randy Revelle
The King County Affordable Housing Policy Plan Steering Committee

FM: Gordon Schlicke,Chairman

Members of the Affordable Housing Finance Issue Committee

RE: The Affordable Housing Finance Issue Committee Report

We are pleased to present the completed work of the King County Affordable

Housing Finance Issue Committee. As a Committee we were charged with the

responsibility of assessing existing King County policies and programs for

affordable housing. The Committee also identified new policies, programs
and strategies to promote the financing, rehabilitation and development of

affordably priced rental and owner-occupied housing within suburban King
County. Given these responsibilities, the Committee chose to focus its efforts

on strategies with the greatest promise for results over the next one to
two years.

The Committee utilized a working subcommittee structure to develop its recom­

mendations. This subcommittee approach allowed i~dividual members to apply

their expertise in specific areas of interest, given the limited time provided
to review and assess the issues. The Committee addressed some very difficult
issues with much thought, consideration and research by the subcommittees.

Criteria were established for use by the Committee in prioritizing issues.

The Committee addressed all relevant issues as thoroughly as possible, within

the time frame allowed. We met approximately every other week from November 14,
1984 through February, 1985 to prepare the enclosed recommendations.
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The Committee adopted endorsements to address those issues of importance

which were not pursued by the Committee as fully as recommendations. The

endorsements reflect the Committee's recognition of issues for further investi­

gation and development by King County. The endorsements are not developed

as full recommendations because many of them did not meet our self-imposed

criteria of considering strategies which could be implemented within two

years.

We sincerely hope that the hard work of this Committee, and the recommenda­

tions and endorsements made, will be helpful to you and the King County Afford­
able Housing Policy Plan Ste~ring Committee in addressing some of the major

financial concerns pertaining to affordable housing. We further understand

that you and the King County Council must balance the diverse interests and

needs of King County residents. To this end, we urge you to incorporate

these recommendations fully into the King County Affordable Housing Policy

Plan and other policies, plans and programs, where appropria~e.
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INTRODUCTION

The lack of affordable housing has become a growing
and median income residents living in King County.
homeowners find it increasingly difficult to obtain
and sanitary housing to meet their needs.

problem for low, moderate
Renters as well as potential
affordable, decent, safe

r-

This report contains the recommendations of the King County Affordable Housing
Finance Issue Committee in response to the need for affordable housing in
King County. King County Executive Randy Revelle charged this Committee

with the responsibility of reviewing and assessing those issues most relevant
to the cost of housing in King County and developing strategies to provtde
affordable housing. The Committee met regularly for over three months with
the assistance of King County technical resource staff to research, gather
information, evaluate programs and policies before making the enclosed recommenda­
tions for new policies and programs. The Committee approached the problems
presented to them by looking at methods to improve housing affordability
within the shortest possible time period while recognizing that the future
housing needs of a diverse and growing King County population reach far beyond
a two year time period.
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HOUSING AFFORDABIlITY IN PERSPECTIVE

Housing affordability has become a serious problem for about one quarter
of King County's 273,500 households.!/. Housing is generally viewed as afford­
able when a household can pay the cost of housing that meets its needs and
still have resources left for other necessary household and personal expenses.
According to a national standard, no more than thirty percent (301) of a
household's monthly income should be expended for housing to be considered
affordable. Based on a recent survey of King County residents1./ about twenty­
three percent (231) of King County households spend more than thirty percent
(301) of their income on housing.

King County's residents have not seen their incomes rise as rapidly as the
cost of housing has increased in the recent past. According to information
available from the 1980 U. S. Census of Population and Housing, the medi~n

value of a home in King County more than tripled between 1970 and 1980, from
$21,700 to $71,700 (a 230 percent increase). Median rents increased 125

percent from $114 to $256 during the same ten year period. On the other
hand, median family income increased 113 percent from 1970 to 1980. By the
first half of 1984, the median value of owner-occupied housing in King County,
excluding Seattle, increased further to $89, 14ol/. Although the cost of
the median priced home in King County has declined slightly over the last
year, increasing numbers of households are excluded from purchasing homes.
While rental rates remained reasonably stable between 1980 to 1983, recent
market trends indicate that rents are up 7.1 percent from a year ago and
are expected to increase at about the same rate in 1985. Census data indicate
that renter households earn a little more than half of the median income
of owner households and they tend to pay a greater percentage of their income
for housing than do homeowners.

1/1983 King County households less Seattle and Bellevue from the King County
uLand Development Information System U

, March, 1985.

l./A Survey of King County Housing Affordability, Gilmore Research Group
for King County Housing and Community Development Division, May 1984.

l/Fal l 1984 Seattle-Everett Real Estate Research Report, Seattle-Everett
Research Committee, Volume 35, Number 2.
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This housing affordability problem is experienced nationwide and is reflected
in national trends. Between 1980 and 1983 the percent of Americans who own
their homes slipped from sixty-five and six-tenths percent (65.6%) to sixty

four and six-tenths percent (64.6%) the first decline in these statistics
since 1962.

The Survey of King County Housing Affordability prepared in May 1984 concluded
that of those renters who had never owned a home, an overwhelming eight out
of ten (81%) would like to purchase a home in the next three years. Because
Qf this overriding interest in home ownership and the prevailing expertise
of the Housing Finance Issue Committee members in single family housing finance
techniques, the Issue Committee focused on strategies to improve housing
affordability for potential homeowners in King County with predominantly
moderate and median incomes. The Issue Committee has addressed low income
housing needs by developing housing rehabilitation strategies, endorsing
s~lf help housing initiatives and recommending a broader use of the Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds King County receives from the U. S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development.

For the purposes of this report, the Issue Committee is defining the terms
low, moderate and median income consistent with definitions established by
theU. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development:

o A family of four is considered to be low income if their annual income
does not exceed $26,000 (i.e. 80% of median income for the Seattle
Everett Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA».

o A family of four is considered to be moderate income if their total
income is between $26,000 per year and $32,500 per year (i.e. between
80% and 100% of the median income for the Seattle-Everett SMSA).

o A family of four with an annual income between $32,500 and $40,625
is considered a median income family (i.e. between 100% and 120%
of median for the Seattle-Everett SMSA).
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Definition of Affordable Housing

In order to effectively address the affordability problem, the Housing Finan~e

Issue Committee found it necessary to define "affordable housing" in such
a way that will apply in future years. A price-level definition of affordable
housing was ruled out because it is a static instrument to define affordability,

which would become irrelevant in one or two years.

The Issue Committee adopted two definitions of affordable housing commonly

used in the real estate finance industry. Whichever of the following definitions

is most favorable to the purchaser, should be used:

o Housing is considered to be affordable if the housing loan payment to

gross income ratio does not exceed twenty eight percent (28%) of income

and if the obligation to income ratio does not exceed thirty six percent

(36%) of total income.

Loan payment to income ratio includes principal, interest, taxes and

insurance divided by total income.

Total obligation to income ratio includes all outgoing payments including
mortgage/loan payments, revolving credit obligations, etc. divided

by total income.

o The standard residual method may also be used. This method considers

net income rather than gross income figures and uses a comprehensive definition

of debt which includes both principal, interest, taxes and insurance,
as well as all maintenance, heat and utility costs associatd with homeownership.

Taking total debt from total net income, the standard residual is the
amount of money remaining for all other living expenses, once all debt

has been paid.

The Federal Housing Administration (FHA) requires a standard residual

amount of $400 per month for a single person, $500 per month for a
couple and $125 per month for each child.
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The conventional ratio method of calculating debt to income may reflect
a less favorable picture of the ability to assume debt and still have enough
money remaining to live on. In this case, the standard residual method is
used; as it is a more accurate indication of real debt to real income, with
all living expenses calculated into the determination of an ability to assume
home-ownership expenses.
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IDENTIFICATION OF HOUSING FINANCE ISSUES

King County Housing and Community Development Division (H&CD) identified
housing finance issues from two sources. The King County Affordable Housing
Conference held on June 21, 1984 in Renton, Washington brought together local
lenders, developers, local government officials, builders and others to define
issues and strategies for affordable housing in a series of small group sessions.
Three such sessions were held on housing finance which resulted in consensus
on eleven (11) priority issues and strategies. H&CD staff also accumulated
housing finance issues determined from the Survey on King County Housing
Affordability and evaluated each issue from the Conference and Study according
to several standards and requirements to narrow the field of issues to the
most effective in producing affordable housing.

Upon the recommendation of the Affordable Housing Policy Plan Steering Committee,
King County Executive Randy Revelle recommended the following issues to the
Housing Finance Committee for further study:

1. King County should work with the Washington State Housing Finance Commis­
sion to develop programs to provide more single and multi-family mortgage
funds.

2. King County should consider feasible alternatives to create a variety
of financing options for all types of affordable housing such as:

o The use of public pension funds to buydown interest rates and lower
the cost of home mortgages;

o The creation of a deferred compensation program to reduce home mortgage
payments;

o The creation of a King County program to assist qualified home buyers
with down payment requirements by lowering fees and/or points;

q The use of King County Community Development Block Grant funds to
create a mortgage insurance program (such as the HUD 221 D 2 Program)
for qualified King County residents;

- 9 -



o The use of private funds, second mortgages, pooled mortgages and lever­

aged buydowns to create greater opportunities for home ownership;

o Encouraging the use of underwriting criteria that recognize energy
efficient construction when determining a homebuyer's eligibility

for a loan; and

o The use of Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds to construct

more demonstration projects like the Federal Way manufactured housing
subdivision. This project was funded by King County with CDBG funds
and by Continental Incorporated so that the homes valued at $62,000

actually cost their owners $40,000.

3. Lenders should be encouraged to finance projects with a variety of building

types (such as a combination of single family and townhouse units or

mobile home and manufactured housing subdivisions), so that available
land is used to its fullest potential in King County.

These issues were recommended for further study by King County Executive
Revelle with the understanding that the Issue Committee had the latitude
to address other issues of importance regarding housing finance, as time
permitted.
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PROCESS AND CRITERIA USED TO EVALUATE ISSUES
AND DEVELOP STRATEGIES

At the first meeting of the Housing Finance Issue Committee, each of the
issues recommended for further study was subjected to two tests.

(1) Is the issue manageable for the Committee to investigate thoroughly
within the given time frame?

(2) Will a strategy to address the issue result in a positive plan for action
within one or two years?

Preliminary strategies were then rated according to ten (10) criteria. Each
strategy was expected to meet a majority, but not all, of the following evalua­
tion criteria:

(1) A strategy must result in an increase in the supply or the retention
of existing affordable housing in King County.

(2) A strategy must improve housing affordability by reducing the cost of
housing within the range of $40,000 to $80,000 and benefit low, moderate
or median income households.

(3) A strategy must reduce the consumer1s initial and/or life cycle cost
of housing.

~- (4) A strategy that improves housing affordability for a substantial number
of people is preferred over a strategy that benefits a small number
of people.

(5) A strategy that provides significant cost reductions to the consumer
is preferred over a strategy that has a small impact on cost to the
consumer.

(6) A strategy that can be implemented by modifying existing programs is
preferred over a strategy that requires new programs to be created.
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(7) A strategy that can be implemented at a relatively low startup and

administrative cost tb,the public is preferred over a strategy that

is relatively expensive to implement.

(8) A strategy that is considered highly feasible is preferred over a strategy
that is possible but untested or experimental and not feasible.

(9) A strategy that may be implemented in one year or less is preferred

over a strategy that may take two or three years to implement.

(10) A strategy that does not increase King Countyfs exposure to liability

is preferred over a strategy that increases potential liability~

The process of assessing the effectiveness of each strategy led the CommHtee
to prioritize and adopt the following strategies for further study. The

Committee then organized itself into subcommittees to research and prepare

materials for further review and discussion by the Committee as a whole.

The strategies selected for further study are as follow:

(1) Washington State Housing Finance Commission Strategies

(a) Tax exempt financing for housing rehabtlit8tion.

(b) Tax exempt financing for housing acquisition.

(2) Mortgage Insurance/Guaranty Strategies

(a) Mortgage insurance/mortgage guaranty programs for ~ligible homeowners.

(3) loan Strategies

(a) Greater uSe of bonus density incentives to encourage affordable
housing.

(b) Single-loan approach for manufactured housing.
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(4) Comunity Development Block Grant (CDBG) Strategies

(a) Tri~party financing agreements between local government(s), lenders
and the Federal National Mortgage AS$ociation.

(b) Housing Demonstration projects using Community Development Block
Grant funds.

(c) Greater use of self-help housing methods to produce more affordable
housing.

The$e strategies were then refined and discussed on an in-depth basis by
the subcommittees for development into recommendations and approval by the
Committee as a whole. A detailed discussion of each of the recommended strate­
gies follows in the next section.
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HOUSING, FINANCE ISSUE, COMMIITEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Housing Finance Issue Committee recognizes the need for affordable decent,

safe and sanitary rental and owner-occupied housing. While the Committee
recognizes the need for a broad range of housing options, the following recom­

mendations are focused on strategies which:

o Make affordable housing accessible to prospective homeowners who
are not eligib.le for limited Federal housing assistance .proqrams ;

o Can be implemented within one to two years;

o Emphasize methods to recover or recycle funds targeted for affordable

housing programs rather than programs targeted to serve as a one.... time

grant for housing related activities; and

o Establish working relationships between King County and non-governmental
organizations and businesses which will result in the availability
of more affordable housing for low, moderate and median income families.

The recommendations made by the Housing Finance Issue Committee are based

on their merit and potential effectiveness in providing more affordable housing

to King County residents. They are as follow:

o King County should work with private lenders and the Federal National
Mortgage Association to establish a tri-party agreement to provide

below market interest rate mortgage money to eligible homeowners;

o King County should encourage the use of a single loan approach to

finance manufactured housing units and the sites the units will be

installed upon to 'reduce financing costs and out-of-pocket expenditures

necessary for low and moderate income people to purchase manufactured
homes;

o King County should work in cooperation with private lenders and the

Washington State Housing Finance Commission to provide below market
interest rate, tax exempt funds for housing rehabilitation;
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o Ki ng Countyshoul d reduce the cost of homeownershi p for low and moderate
income people by establishing a mortgage insurance program; and

o King County should expand upon past and present efforts to fund housing
demonstration projects using Community Development Block Grant funds.
Such projects can de~onstrate new or innovative land development,
construction or lending practices and methods which result in more
affordable housing. The public, bankers, builders, developers, suburban
cities and others can benefit from demonstration projects in addition
to the low and moderate income people who are selected to live in
such housing.
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Federal National Mortgage Association

(Fannie Mae) Tri-party Agreements

Recommendation

The Issue Committee recommends that King County work cooperatively with private

lenders and the Federal National Mortgage Association (Fannie Mae) to establish
a tri-party loan agreement. By pledging thirty percent (30%) of the total
value of a loan pool under this program, King County can reduce the interest
rate of mortgage money offered by private lenders by approximately five percent
(5%). Fannie Mae is a secondary market source for mortage money. Approved
lenders may enter into an agreement with King County to establish a pool
of funds available for loans at an agreed interest rate. Ownership in the
pool is typically divided among Fannie Mae (60%), the local government (30%),
and the local lender (10%).

Background

The participating lender and Fannie Mae both receive the agreed yield on

their respective portion of the pool ownership. King County has the choice
of foregoing a yield on its share or charging a nominal return. The actual

rate charged to the borrower will depend on the extent of yield requirement
by King County.

Loans are originated and serviced by the lender, for which a servicing fee

is paid by Fannie Mae on its share of the pool. King County may also select

the lender as its servicer and agree to a servicing fee, typically .375%.

In any event, all Fannie Mae Seller-Servicer rules are in effect.

Loans must be secured by first liens on single family dwellings. Maximum

loan amounts and loan-to-value ratios are subject to Fannie Mae guidelines.
Assumption by qualified borrowers is allowed provided the terms of sale are
approved and the assumptors otherwise qualify as credit worthy and meet the
requirements of the program in effect at time of assumption.
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Loans for new construction or substantial rehabilitation of the property

qualify for inclusion in the pool. The property may be owner-occupied or

investor-owned. Loans in the non-occupant-owner category will carry a higher
interest rate and fee structure.

Private mortgage insurance is required if the loan-to-value ratio exceeds
80% and the lender retains less than a 10% interest in the pool. Insurance
is not required if the loans are covered by a repurchase agreement.

The Committee recommends the inclusion of both low and moderate income families
as defined by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Lenders
will follow Fannie Mae underwriting guidelines to assure uniformity to the
pool and an even approach to risk analysis.

Fannie Mae routinely issues forward commitments to purchase loans, mlnlmum
Fannie Mae participation in a pool of this nature is $250,000, there is no .
maximum. Generally, the greater the delivery time allowed, the greater the
front end fees.

Advantages

As loans are paid down, recapture of the principal occurs. King County would
receive regular principal paydowns on its share. This allows recycling of

the CDBG funds and is seen as a major advantage. Once established, the program
has the potential of self-perpetuation.

Lenders are motivated to participate since they receive loan fees, servlclng
income and the market yield on their share of the pool; The extent of lender
participation may be limited in times of economic constriction. However,
it is difficult to imagine extended time periods wherein Fannie Mae would
not purchase participations.

Implementation

A minimum note or coupon rate is established. Changing the pro-rata share
or the yield requirement for the lender or King County will affect the note

rate for the pool.
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Example: YF = Gross Yield to Fannie Mae 16.5 %

YL = Gross yield to Lender 16.5 %

YC = Gross yield to County 0 %
F = Fannie Mae1s pool interest 60 %

L = Lender·s pool interest 10 %

C = County·s pool of interest 30 %

sf = Servicing Fee .375%

(F x YF) + (L x YL) + (C x sf) = Note Rate

(.6 x .165) + (.1 x .165) + (.3 x .00375) = 11.66

In this example loans can be originated at 11.66%, well below the 16.5%

market rate. King County1s participation at 0% yield in this example
acts as the lever to buy down the note rate to the borrower.

Summary

The Committee recomrrends that King County allocate Community Development
Block Grant funds for its thirty percent (30%) share of a tri-party agreement
in the next block grant consideration. If funds are not sufficient to provide
for a meaningful number of units, we recommend multi-year appropriations
until sufficient capital is accumulated.

For example:

If a standard of 80 to 100 housing unit pool is established, then, depending
on average loan amounts and other variables, a sum of $900 thousand
to $1.5 million should be appropriated. This assumes a 30% interest
in a total pool of $3 million to $5 million.
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Single loan Approach to Manufactured Housing

RecoRlllendation

The Issue CORlllittee recoRlllends that King County encourage the use of a single
loan approach to finance manufactured housing units and the sites the units
will be installed upon, to reduce the financing and out-of-pocket expenditures
necessary for low and moderate income people to purchase manufactured homes.
King County should consider the allocation of CORlllunity Development Block
Grant funds as a demonstration project for this purpose.

Background

A major reason why manufactured housing is not more frequently purchased
is that the buyer cannot obtain a mortgage loan for the housing unit until
it is in place on the lot. A real estate mortgage loan is made (with few
exceptions) against the market value of the completed unit permanently situated
on a lot. Manufacturers will not normally begin assembly on a manufactured
home until they have the entire cost of the home in hand. Potential low
or moderate income purchasers cannot make th1s payment because they are not
likely to have adequate savings and cannot borrow against the uncompleted

product.

Advantages of Manufactured Housing

Manufactured housing offers a legitimate opportunity to reduce housing costs
for low and. moderate income families and individuals. By the time lot purchase
and other expenses are added to the price of the manufactured unit, the total
cost is toward the high end of the affordability range for the low income
family. However, the use of manufactured housing can make public subsidy
dollars go much further than in the case of site-built housing, since the
relative cost of manufactured housing is less than site-built housing.

The advantages of manufactured housing lie in cost savings in the production
process. The United States League of Savings Institutions called the manufac­
tured housing sector 1I ••• the most cost-efficient force in American homebuilding
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today. II Construction costs of comparable 1,500 square foot units are about
34% lower using manufactured housing factory built techniques rather than

site built approaches. This works ou~ to about $17,000 per unit less than

the final cost of a home for a comparable site built home (excluding land
prices).

The Single Loan Approach

Because the savings can be considerable on manfactured homes, the Committee

recommends that King County develop a program which facilitates the purchase
of manufactured housing by low and moderate income families and individuals.

The most effective program is one which makes payment for the unit available

to the manufacturer prior to construction. Under these conditions the manufacturer
could then complete and deliver the unit.

The key mechanism for doing this would be a single loan, for the value of
the lot and completed housing unit, given by a private lender. Such loans

would be made, in effect, on the futurevqlue of the land and improvements.

The loan could be disbursed in either of two ways: in a lump sum to an interest

bearing account in the name of the borrower, or in increments to the borrower

or the manufacturer as needed. Whichever technique is used, lenders can

participate only if the loan is immediately marketable.

There is precedence for making mortgage loans on the basis of future value

in Rainier National Bank's purchase/rehabilitation loan program. Under this

program the bank makes a loan large enough for the purchaser to acquire the
property and rehabilitate it, the basis for the loan being the value of the

rehabilitated property. The Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA),

also known as Fannie Mae, has agreed to purchase the loans made under this

program, and in an unstable market this is an essential ingredient. Fannie

Mae has been asked to purchase similar single loans on manufactured homes

but has declined to do so since the agency apparently feels that a program
supporting new construction violates its charter. The possibility should
still be pursued with the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation (FHLMC),
also known as Freddie Mac.
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Fannie Mae could still serve as the market for such loans after the housing

unit was completed and in place on the lot. In the absence of Fannie Mae
commitments for single loans o~ new manufactured homes, the Committee recom­
mends that King County enter into an agreement with WSHFC to set aside an
agreed upon amount of funds to purchase single loans closed by private lenders
against vacant lots and manufactured housing units. As an alternative to
an agreement with WSHFC, King County should consider creating a pool of funds
from its COBG entitlement to purchase these loans.

WSHFC or King County would provide the secondary market function, selling
the loans to Fannie Mae after the unit is completed and permanently in place.
Thus the risk of interest rate differentials between the time the loan is
made and the time it is marketed to the conventional secondary market would
be taken by the WSFHC or King County. Since the time needed to erect and
complete a manufactured home is minimal compared with site built methods,

that risk is seen as small.

This program could apply to scattered site housing or could be used in residen­
tial developments. All units financed in this manner would have to meet
Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac standards. Units could be chassis built, kit built,
log, panel or any other type of marrufactured housing, but an important part
of the program should be that the manufacturer/developer has the full responsi­
bility for preparing the site and constructing the unit. This is the fastest
way to construct a unit and therefore, the least susceptible to interest

rate fluctuations.

Issue

The major issue to be addressed is whether or not the Washington State Housing
Finance Commission has the statutory authority to act as a conduit to the
conventional secondary mortgage market for these loans. Initial reaction
indicates that there would be no problem, but a legal opinion would have
to be sought from the WSHFC before the program could be put into place.
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Tax-Exempt Bonds to Finance Rehabilitation

Recommendation

The Issue Committee recommends that King County work in cooperation with
private lenders and the Washington State Housing Finance Commission to provide
below market interest rate, tax exempt funds for housing rehabilitation. This
will encourage the improvement of the existing housing stock in King County
which is the most affordable for low and moderate income people.

Background

In using this strategy, King County will take steps to make available tax

exempt mortgage revenue financing for owner-occupied and/or rental housing.

While the majority of tax-exempt mortgage revenue bond funds are used to

provide financing for first time homebuyers and the development of rental

housing, tax-exempt bonds have also been successfully used to finance the

rehabilitation of owner-occupied and rental housing. Because rehabilitation

loans are normally unsecured loans or junior liens on mortgaged properties,

tax-exempt financing for rehabilitation is often more costly and more difficult

to structure than financing to purchase homes or develop new rental housing.

The Case for Rehabilitation

Housing rehabilitation can make a significant contribution to maintaining

affordable housing. Rehabilitation has several advantages:

o Used or existing housing is generally less expensive than new housing,
even after rehabilitation;

o Rehabilitation extends the life span of existing lower-priced housing,

therefore maintaining the current supply;

o Full use of existing housing reduces the need for public infrastructure

expenditures required by new housing (streets, schools, sewer, water,
etc. ) ;
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o Rehabilitation improves the neighborhood as well as the home;

o In built-up areas where new construction is not feasible, rehabilitation
makes old housing meet new needs.

Advantages of Tax-Exempt Bond Financing

The primary advantage of tax-exempt mortgage revenue bond financing is that
rehabilitaion loans can be made available to borrowers at lower than conventional
rates. Rates typically can be two to three percent lower depending on the
program and market conditions. A recent State of Ohio issue has a standard
borrower interest rate of 11.5% and a Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
subsidized 5.5% rate for lower-income residents. Other advantages of a bond­
financed program include:

o CDBG funds can be leveraged to offer deeper interest rate reductions.
The depth of the subsidy can be adjusted to meet the needs of borrowers.

o Because the program relies on private lenders to make the loan, it
requires few County administrative resources.

o Bond-financed programs can replace some of the reductions in Federal
housing rehabilitation programs.

Issues

A 1984 legal opinion obtained by King County casts doubt on the legal authority
of the County to issue its own tax-exempt mortgage revenue bonds. It is
therefore necessary to identify an organization with which King County may
work to develop a rehabilitation financing program. It is feasible for King
County to expand its relationship with the King County Housing Authority
or the Washington State Housing Finance Commission (WSHFC). Program flexibility
will be broader with a WSHFC program because the WSHFC has clear authority
to serve moderate-income residents while local housing authorities are more
narrowly restricted to low-income residents.
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In working with the chosen issuer, program design issues must be addressed.
Among them are:

o Market: Because the bond-financed program is market based and uses
loans instead of grants, an assessment must be made of both the demand
for a program and the market for loans at a projected interest rate
and of a given program design.

o Eligible Applicants and Properties: A decision must be made whether
to offer a homeowner rehabilitation program, a homeowner rehabilitation­
purchase program, and/or a rental housing program. Bonds used to
finance the rehabilitation of owner-occupied homes count toward the
state1s yearly limit for single family mortgage revenue bonds. There
is no volume limit for rental housing bonds.

o King County Contribution: An up-front contribution is often required
to establish the program. Such funds would add security to the loans
and increase the marketability of the bonds. Added security may
be necessary because rehabilitation loans are usually considered
more risky. The size of the contribution varies based on the size
of the bond issue, program guidelines, and other forms of security
(like the commonly used FHA Title 1 insurance). In addition to security
contributions, the County may wish to include additional contributions
to reduce the interest rate on loans for lower income borrowers.

o Income Limits: If CDBG funds are used with bond financing, the program
will have to be structured to take into account the low income requirements
of the CDBG program.

Summary

A bond-financed housing rehabilitation program.is a
County to maintain a supply of affordable housing.
can effectively be used in conjunction with limited
funds.
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Mortgage Insurance Alternatives

Recolllllendation

The Issue Committee recommends that King County reduce the cost of homeownership
for low and moderate income people by establishing a mortgage insurance program.

Background

Mortgage insurance has a contradictory impact on housing affordability.
The positive impact is that private mortgage insurance can assist families
with limited capital in the purchase of a home by permitting lenders to increase
their loan-to-market-value ratio, often up to 95% of the market value of
the property. On the negative side, mortgage insurance is not free; the
first year premium must be paid in advance (and can be as much as 1-2% or
more of the loan amount), and the annual premium can range from .25 to .65%
of the principal balance. This premium can be the additional expense that
tips the scales against a home buyer's eligibility for a loan. The idea
of this strategy is to provide adequate mortgage insurance yet minimize the
cost of that insurance to the home buyer.

There is a role for lenders, private mortgage insurance providers and King
County. King County may choose to act through housing authorities, non-profit
organizations, or public corporations specifically created to work in the
mortgage insurance field. The Committee recommends that the effort be a
partnership promoted by King County, working with private lenders and mortgage
insurance companies, rather than a separate publicly funded mortgage insurance
corporation created on the local level. The creation of a public corporation
would not address the issue of housing affordability. The fees and annual
charges required to support a public corporation would probably be comparable
to a private mortgage insurance corporation.

Assuming the concept of the public-private partnership, the Committee recommends
two strategies, pool insurance and co-insurance. Under pool insurance, a
large group of homes are covered under one premium at a bulk rate, rather
than insuring on a house-by-house basis. The risk is spread and the cost
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of the premium reflects this reduced risk. Co-insurance requires a partnership
between private mortgage insurers and King County, with shared risk. King
County would establish a fund to be matched by private mortgage insurers
under this example.

The most effective approach would be a combination of pool and co-insurance,
enabling the home buyer to reduce closing costs and have lower monthly payments.
This approach would make possible higher qualifying obligations/income ratios,
which will allow families to make a greater commitment to housing cost than
are permitted through existing programs.

As an alternate strategy, the Committee recommends that King County guarantee
the flow of premiums to the private mortgage insurer. Under this strategy,

a fund would be created to assure that the insurer receives premiums for
a set period of time, such as five years. Through this method, a modest
public investment could assist a large number of home buyers by reducing
premiums.
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For example:
Assuming a sales price of

down payment

loan amount
term

adjustable rate

$65,000

3,250

61,750
30 yrs

10.5%
With Standard

Mortgage Insurance
Program

With Alternative*
Mortgage Insurance

Program

r~-'

•__ 0_

Payment:
Principal and Interest
Private Mortgage Insurance

Insurance
Taxes
Total

1st year Premium

Renewal

Minimum Income
to Qual ify

Maximum Other Debts

Ratios (Loan Payment-to-income/
total obligation-to-income)

Minimum Funds Required
to Close: Prepaids

Closing Costs
Down
Total

$ 564.85
20.58
16.50
55.00

656.93

1,358.50
(2.2%)

16.50
( .40%)

2,628.00

210 .00

25/33

532.00
3,224.00
3,250.00

$7,006.00

$ 564.85
7.20

16.50
55.00

643.55

0.00

7.20
(.14%)

1,950.00

97.00

33/38

532.00
1,866.00
3,250.00

$5,648.00

*With Pool Insurance all homes are covered under one bulk rate
premium, in this case allowing a below market renewal (.14%).

- 27 -



With Co-Insurance, the County insures the top 7.5%, the mortgage insurance

company pays the second 7.5%, with joint payment of the last 15%, giving

30% coverage to insure higher ratios. This makes possible a $0.00 first year
premium to the borrower, and also reduces the renewal. King County would

lien the property in case of default and there would be a penalty for early

se11 out.

In this example, using the alternative mortgage insurance program, King County

can save the borrower $1,358 at closing and $13.38 per monthly payment.
The alternative program will also allow a borrower to qualify with income

up to $678 per month less than under the standard program.

Impact

One or a combination of the alternatives listed above could result in the
elimination of mortgage insurance up front fees and/or the reduction in the
amount of annual premiums. A greater number of potential home buyers may
come within reach of a home, especially if qualifying ratios are also raised.

The County must identify the group to be assisted and the price range of
the housing. The County can then begin to work with lenders and mortgage

insurers to establish a program acceptable to all three parties. The County,
mortgage insurance companies and lenders would need to work together to satisfy

all the necessary requirements to meet their individual criteria: underwriting,

percentage of costs, maximum sales prices and incomes, types of properties,

etc.

Summary

Through the development of an alternative mortgage insurance program, using
pool and/or co-insurance, a guarantee fund, and through raising qualifying
ratios, the County can significantly reduce the cost of mortgage insurance

premiums and increase the number of families able to qualify for mortgage

loans. This strategy requires minimal capital and allows the County to recover
potential losses.
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Housing Demonstration Projects

Reconmendation

The Issue Committee recommends that King County expand upon past and present
efforts to fund housing demonstration projects using Community Development
Block Grant funds. Such projects can demonstrate new or innovative land
development, construction, or lending practices and methods which result
in more affordable housing. The public, bankers, builders, developers, suburban
cities and others can benefit from demonstration projects in addition to
the low and moderate income people who are selected to live in such housing.

Background

Demonstration projects serve a variety of purposes. They may:

o Demonstrate the effectiveness of specific construction procedures
or methods to local housing developers;

o Demonstrate the IIIendabil t ty" of specifi c construction or housing
types to the financial community;

o Develop or improve the capabilities of a specific sector of the con­
struction industry;

o Provide a format for investigating or demonstrating experimental
land use, siting or building code alternatives;

o Provide data and experience needed for effective housing policy and
planning .

. King County has, in the past, used CDBG funds to support and assist two housing
demonstration programs: a manufactured housing subdivision demonstration
project in 1983 - 1984, and a factory built housing demonstration project
funded for 1985. King County has also funded a wide varie~y of housing programs
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with CDBG funds during the past decade, some of which may be considered demonstra­
tion or experimental, for example scattered site residences for mental health
programs.

The 1974 Community Development Block Grant Act allows funding of site acqulsl­
tion, infrastructure improvements, direct subsidy of income-eligible residents,
loans for housing rehabilitation and economic development. Direct funding
of new construction is not allowed except under special exceptions.

Advantages

To date, King County·s housing demonstrations have been directed toward construc­
tion methods (e.g. component built housing). There are, however, a number
of other potentially fruitful areas and recently generated ideas which have
been locally developed. Some of these ideas are:

o Housing Financing: As a significant variable in the cost of housing,
financing is an excellent target of a demonstration program. Financing
mechanisms are not necessarily limited to construction/mortgage lending
variations but could explore several developing concepts. For example,
the tri-party blended mortgages presented earlier in this report

as a Committee recommendation could be very effectively displa~ed

in a demonstration program.

o Ownership Structure: Several variations of the traditional rental,
condominium, or fee simple ownership patterns have been developed.
Partnerships between non-profit organizations and private investors
using such mechanisms as leasebacks and bargain sales should be con­
sidered in a demonstration project. With King County providing assis­
tance with early development costs or seed money, substantial savings
may be obtained through proper use of tax incentives and tax-exempt
status.

o Policies: Housing development or incentive policies under consideration
by King County can be subjected to "field testing" through demonstration
projects. Similarly, demonstration projects can be used to effectively
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show the effects of specific land use or development policies. A
demonstration could be structured to make maximum use of King County1s
current density incentives. These incentives, although available
for several years, have not been used on a widespread basis. A demonstra­
tion project would be of significant value in identifying the use
of incentives and improvements to existing codes.

o Construction: A construction oriented demonstration project could
explore specific code alternatives, allowing more cost effective
construction. The Uniform Building Code allows for variances subject
to testing as approved by the local building official. King County,
with such organizations as the Association of General Contractors
(AGC); Seattle Master Builders Association; American Institute of
Architects (AlA); Washington Association of Building Officials (WABO);
and academic groups, can assist with the research and development
of alternate codes.

Summary

Housing demonstration projects provide an effective method of proving, investi­
gating and/or marketing new housing development practices with significant
possibilities for reducing the cost of housing. In addition, housing demonstration
projects provide an opportunity to King County for community education to
improve public understanding and acceptability of new housing types, land
development practices and housing financing methods. The Committee recommends
that King County continue to invest CDBG funds into housing demonstration
projects that can be replicated by the private sector. Special efforts should
be made by King County to publicize the results of the demonstration projects
to the public and to the private sector.

Consideration should be given to working with CDBG-eligible organizations
at the policy level to structure combined demonstrations and to the possibility
of performing II cont ract ll demonstrations with private developers. This latter
approach will be effective for specific policy or code explorations.
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HOUSING FINANCE ISSUE COMMITTEE ENDORSEMENTS

In addition to the foregoing recommendations made by the Housing Finance

Committee, the Committee also endorsed several strategies to produce affordable
housing. Endorsements were selected for one or more of the following reasons:

o The Committee had a limited amount of time to devote to analyzing
each issue and chose to focus on the recommendations that would be
the most effective;

o The criteria used to determine the potential effectiveness of the
identified strategies resulted in a primary and secondary ordering
and prioritization of issues. Those strategies which were secondary
in nature were considered for selection as endorsements; and

o The strategies requiring legislative action or constitutional amendments
were endorsed rather than recommended, because implementation would
likely take more than the specified one to two year period.

Rental Assistance

The Issue Committee endorses the concept of rental subsidies/payment assistance
programs for low and moderate income families as a tool to create a greater
pool of available affordable rental housing options. The Committee recognizes
that although existing programs such as the U. S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) Section 8 Certificate and Housing Voucher programs
have met some renter's affordable housing needs, future Federal funding is
uncertain. We recommend that current funding levels for these programs be
maintained and that recognition be given to existing programs and their positive
impact in creating affordable rental housing. Direct subsidy/payment assistance
programs do not comply with the Committee's criteria which give priority
to the recovery or recycling of King County funds. However, the Committee
endorses rental support programs in concept and urges King County to continue
to research the issue and develop creative new approaches to affordable rental
housing. One such approach is the tax abatement legislation endorsed in
this report.
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Planned Unit Development and Bonus Densities

The Affordable Housing Finance Issue Committee endorses the concept of encour­
aging the use of King County Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) as well as
the implementation of Master Plan Developments (MPDs) and land use bonus
densities in conjunction with Washington State Housing Finance Commission
(WSHFC) financing as a means of creating greater home ownership opportunities
for low, moderate and median income families.

There are several possible strategies:

o Develop an information sheet for developers of PUDs and MPDs, outlining
the bonus density incentives and the method of applying for the WSHFC
funds from the multi-family revenue bonds;

o Work with the Seattle Master Builders Association to develop a workshop
demonstrating how to use the bonus and the multi-family funds;

o Develop a package with the WSHFC that includes a set-aside of multi­
family bond money for builders interested in taking advantage of
the bonus density incentives.

The relevant ordinances are: Planned Unit Development (6-7-76) King County
Code 21.56.170, Ordinance #2745 - A density bonus of up to .2 dwelling units/
acre is allowed for providing rental units at or below 90% of the fair market
rents; and RT Residential Townhouse Classification (1-7-80) King County Code
21.17, Ordinance #4688 - Permits the development of townhouses in the RT
lone. Master Planned Development provisions in the Newcastle, Tahoma, Raven
Heights and East Sammamish Community Plans also offer bonus density incentives.

Legislative Strategies

Tax Increment Financing

The Affordable Housing Finance Issue Committee endorses the concept of tax
increment financing (also known as community redevelopment financing) to
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finance public facilities for economic development and mixed use (m~lti-family

residential and commercial developments) so long as a.ffordable housing results
from the action. Tax increment financing generates revenues to pay for public

improvements by:

o Establishing a predevelopment property tax base for the area to be

redeveloped;

o Projecting the amount of new regular property taxes over and above
established base that would accrue to all jurisdictions if public
improvements were made and private development occured;

o Using the projected new tax revenues to issue community redevelopment
bonds, which will fund public improvements.

The Committee encourages King County to pursue State legislative action to
provide for tax increment financing to produce affordable housing in conjunction
with mixed use economic development projects.

Tax Abatement Legislation

The Affordable Housing Finance Issue Committee endorses the concept of tax

abatement legislation which would result in a tax reclassification of non-profit
owned and managed housing projects and reduction or elimination of property

taxes for documented low income rental housing, of five or more units, effectively
reducing overhead costs. Properly constituted, such tax abatement may also
provide a strong disincentive to abandon existing rental housing and may
make investment more attractive both for new construction and for maintenance.

Tax abatememt legislation could be of significant benefit to the future stability
of our low income housing stock, and would affect King County's current affordable
housing demonstration programs. If this strategy is to be pursued this year,
a quick and diligent response by King County officials and lobbyists is required.
The Committee recommends that King County staff pursue this strategy in the
1985 legislative session.
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Manufactured Housing

The Affordable Housing Finance Issue Committee endorses the concept of reform

of current legislation affecting manufactured housing. House Bill 718, presently
under consideration by the State Legislature, would move to reclassify manufactured
homes as real property rather than as personal property for tax collection
purposes. This measure would equate the value of the owner-owned land and
the manufactured unit as one, thus combining their values for tax purposes.
Endorsement of this legislation would support this Committee's recommendation
of establishing a single loan approach to finance new manufactured housing
development in the future.

Self Help Housing

The Affordable Housing Finance Issue Committee endorses the concept of self
help housing and programs to promote self help housing. Self-help housing
programs allow potential homeowners to actually construct their own homes
with supervision by trained professionals. Such programs could result in
affordable housing options for a limited group of potential homeowners.

The Committee emphasizes the importance of an adequate counseling and training
support program to be implemented in conjunction with self help housing programs,
to insure the satisfactory completion of individual projects.

The Committee recommends that King County give support to self help housing
programs as a demonstration project using Community Development Block Grant

\

funds.

- 35 -



CONCLUSIONS

The Housing Finance Issue Committee recommends that King County integrate

the foregoing recommendations and endorsements into the Affordable Housing
Policy Plan and other King County plans, policies and programs where appropri­
ate. Clearly, there is a role for King County to assist the private finance
community and others to produce and retain affordable housing. Because of
the constitutional prohibitions on the lending of local and state governments'

credit for private benefit, King County will necessarily be limited to assisting

people who earn less than eighty percent of the median income for the area.

However, since Federal funds received for use by King County over the last
ten years to provide housing opportunities for low and moderate income people

are periodically subject to reductions and/or freezes, King County must diver­
sify its housing efforts and establish more working partnerships with the

private sector. Otherwise, the housing needs of the low and moderate income
people (over 170,0001/ in 1980) residing in King County outside of Seattle

and Bellevue may be unmet by the private sector.

The Issue Committee is confident that the recommendations offered in this
Report will produce affordable housing. King County is urged to implement

the recommendations as soon as possible. If the private finance community
is invited to participate in one or more of these recommendations, support

will be mobilized quickly as we are committed to provide affordable housing
opportunities for those King County residents that need affordable, safe
and sanitary housing.

Beyond the tangible benefits of direct financial assistance to low and moderate

income people by King County, the Housing Finance Issue Committee recognizes

the broader benefits of demonstration projects sponsored by King County. Well

planned and effectively marketed demonstration projects, many of which are
recommended in this report, benefit a greater number of people than those

directly assisted by the project. King County is encouraged to continue

i/Seattle-Everett, Washington Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area 1980
Census of Population and Housing, United States Department of Commerce,
Bureau of the Census
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and diversify the use of demonstration projects to show private developers,

lenders, suburban cities, special interest groups, and others that untried
or underutilized finance, development or technological innovations can be
used to produce affordable housing. In this way, King County can influence
and assist the private sector in providing affordable housing for residents
who do not normally benefit from King County housing programs.

GS/c:3

4/25/85
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May 1, 1985

TO: Randy Revelle, King County Executive

The King County Affordable Housing Policy Plan Steering Committee

FM: Kay Shoudy, Chairperson

Members of the Affordable Housing Land Use
and Development Issue Committee

RE: The Affordable Housing Land Use and Development Issue Committee Report

We are pleased to present the Report and Recommendations of the King County

Affordable Housing Land Use and Development Issue Committee. As a Committee,

we were given the responsibility to review existing King County policies

and programs that relate to affordable housing. The Committee also identified

new policies, procedures/programs and strategies to produce new affordable

housing and to retain and improve the existing affordable housing stock

in King County.

The Committee has developed recommendations that address the problem of
I

affordable housing in two ways. The first are recommendations that will

improve the affordability of all new housing, for example, revisions to

the permit approval process, changes in the level and application of development

standards and the creation of a county-wide drainage utility. Second, the

Committee developed recommendations which are better able to target specific

geographic areas for the benefit of specific groups of people. These strategies,

which are intended to be implemented through the community planning and

zoning processes, include creating a larger supply of higher density zoned

land and establishing infill development strategies for under-used and skipped­

over land in otherwise developed areas.



Randy Revelle

May 1, 1985

Page Two

The Committee worked together as a group on the entire Report. Consensus

was reached on all of the recommendations presented in the Report after
thorough discussion and many constructive debates. The Committee addressed

all of the issues that you recommended for further study and added a new
issue regarding accessibility. We met approximately every other week from

November 20, 1984 through April, 1985 to prepare the enclosed recommenda­
tions.

We sincerely hope that the time, effort, and hard work of the Committee
will assist you and the Affordable Housing Policy Plan Steering Committee
to recognize and address the major land use and development issues related

to affordable housing. We urge you to incorporate these recommendations

fully into the King County Affordable Housing Policy Plan and other plans,

policies, and programs where appropriate.

RR:JR:c:410
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The lack of affordable housing has become a growing problem for people living
in King County, especially low, moderate and median income households. The
recent rise in housing costs has affected families with children, seniors
on fixed incomes, and young adults trying to purchase a first home. For
many King County residents, high rents are a burden and homeownership is
beyond reach. Renters and potential homeowners find it increasingly difficult
to obtain affordable, decent, safe and sanitary housing to meet their needs.

This report contains the recommendations of the King County Affordable Housing
Land Use and Development Issue Committee in response to the need for affordable

,-- housing in King County. King County Executive Randy Revelle charged this
Committee with the responsibility of reviewing and assessing those land use
and development issues most relevant to the cost of housing in King County
and developing strategies to provide affordable housing. The Committee met
regularly for over five months with the assistance of King County technical
resource staff to research, gather information, evaluate existing programs
and policies before making the enclosed recommendations for new policies
and programs.

The Committee began with seven issues recommended for study by King County
Executive Randy Revelle, which are described in Section II. The original
seven issues evolved into the eight issues discussed in this report. The
Committee's recommendations for these eight issues are summarized briefly
below.

1. Higher Density Zoned Land. King County should increase the amount of
land zoned for small lot single family (RS 5000 and RS 7000), mobile
home park (RMHP), townhouse (RD 3600) and high density residential develop­
ment (RM 2400, RM 1800 and RM 900).

2. Land Development Information System. King County should improve its
system for monitoring the supply of vacant land. Parcel-level data on
vacant residential land zoned for medium and high densities should be
included in the Vacant Land Inventory.

- 1 -
r-



3. Community Plans. King County should require consideration of affordable

housing in new community plans and community plan amendments, including

provision of adequate medium and high density-zoned vacant residential
land, coordination of public services and amenities with affordable housing,
and protection of existing housing.

4. Plan Implementation. King County should revise its zoning and other
development ordinances to promote an efficient permit approval process.
Positive incentives, location and design criteria, fewer on-site restric­
tions and more flexibility in the application of design standards should
be considered.

5. Development Standards. King County should look for opportunities to
increase the flexibility of its development standards. Performance criteria
should be developed that allow roads, drainage and other improvements
to be scaled to the size and density of .the development served.

6. Flexibility/Predictability in the Permit Process. King County should
balance predictability and flexibility by encouraging creative development
approaches through a flexible permit process but, at the same time, providing
a rapid and predictable permit process when more straightforward developments
are proposed;

7. Community Education. King County should improve the public's and the
development industry's understanding of both the need and the potential
for affordable housing. Opportunities to advocate for affordable housing
include the community planning process, other meetings and conferences,
and well-publicized demonstration projects.

8. Accessibility. Because the impact of housing location on transportation
costs is an important component of housing affordability, King County
should encourage the development of affordable housing in locations that
minimize the cost of travel to employment and shopping areas.
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I. HOUSING AFFORDABIlITY IN PERSPECTIVE

Housing affordability has become a serious problem for about one quarter

of King County's 273,500 households1/ . Housing is generally viewed as affordable
when a household can pay the cost of decent housing that meets its needs

and still have resources left for other necessary.household and personal
expenses. According to a national standard, no more than thirty percent
(30%) of a household's monthly income should be expended for housing to be

considered affordable. Based on a recent survey of King County residentsl/
about twenty-three percent (23%) of King County households spend more than

thirty percent (30%) of their income on housing.

King County's residents have not seen their incomes rise as rapidly as the
cost of housing has increased in the recent past. According to information
available from the 1980 U. S. Census of Population and Housing, the median
value of a home in King County more than tripled between 1970 and 1980, from

$21,700 to $71,000 (a 230 percent increase). Median rents increased 125
percent from $114 to $256 during the same ten year period. On the other

hand, median family income increased 113 percent from 1970 to 1980. By the
first half of 1984, the median value of owner-occupied housing in King County,

excluding Seattle, increased further to $89,14~/. Although the cost of

the median priced home in King County has declined slightly over the last

year, increasing numbers of households are excluded from purchasing homes.
While rental rates remained reasonably stable between 1980 to 1983, recent
market trends indicate that rents are up 7.1 percent from a year ago and

are expected to increase at about the same rate in 1985. Census data indicate

that renter households earn a little more than half of the median income
of owner households, and they tend to pay a greater percentage of their income

for housing than do homeowners.

1/1983 King County households less Seattle and Bellevue from the King County
"Land Development Information System," March, 1985.

gjA Survey of King County Housing Affordability, Gilmore Research Group for
King County Housing and Community Development Division, May, 1984.

l/Fall- 1984 Seattle-Everett Real Estate Research Report, Seattle-Everett
Research Committee, Volume 35, Number 2.
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This housing affordability problem is experienced nationwide and is reflected

in national trends. Between 1980 and 1983 the percent of Americans who own

their homes slipped from sixty-five and six-tenths percent (65.6%) to sixty-four

and six-tenths percent (64.6%) -- the first decline in these statistics since

1962.

Definition of Affordable Housing

Affordable housing is decent housing priced within the means of King County

residents. King County can influence housing affordability in two ways.

First, the County can adopt land use changes that help to restrain the rising

cost of all types of housing. Second, the County can encourage the production

of housing for low and moderate income residents. Affordability must not

be achieved at the expense of safe and sanitary housing conditions, and it

should take into account life-cycle maintenance and transportation costs

as well as initial purchase price.

The Land Use and Development Issue Committee has developed recommendations

based on this two-tiered definition of affordable housing. First, the Committee

recognizes that existing land use and development policies and standards

adopted by King County affect the cost of all new construction regardless

of price in King County. As a result, the Committee recommends changes to

existing land use polici7s, street, storm drainage, and other development

standards as well as th~ permit administration and approval process to make

all new construction re,atively more affordable than it is today. The Committee

believes that it is the :appropriate role of King County to allow the private

building and developmen~ sector to operate with as much flexibility and creativity

as possible so long as public goals such as environmental quality, neighborhood

integrity, and the publfc's health, safety and welfare are protected. Any
I

reduction in the time necessary to obtain permit approval or the reduction

in the cost of providing essential public services like street, sanitary

and storm sewerage and water will improve the affordability of new housing

in King County and is strongly supported by the Committee.

Second, the Committee re.cognizes that low, moderate and median income house­

holds experience the greatest difficulty in finding affordable, decent, safe
I
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and sanitary housing for rent or purchase in King County. For the purposes
of this report, the Committee is defining the terms low, moderate and median

income consistent with definitions established by the U. S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development. These definitions are as follow:

o A family of four is considered to be low income if their annual income
does not exceed $26,000 (i.e., 80% of median income for the Seattle­
Everett Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA)).

o A family of four is considered to be moderate income if their total
income is between $26,000 per year and $32,500 per year (i.e., between
80% and 100% of the median income for the Seattle-Everet SMSA).

o A family of four with an annual income between $32,500 and $40,625
is considered a median income family (i.e., between 100% and 120%
of median for the Seattle-Everett SMSA).

Households in these income groups should not pay rent or mortgage payments
in excess of thirty percent (30%) of their income for their housing to be
considered affordable. In an effort to encourage the production of new housing
and preservation of existing housing that is affordable for low, moderate

and median income households, the Committee has developed several recommenda­
tions intended to increase the supply of affordable housing through revisions
to community plans and area zoning. These recommendations include increasing
the amount of land zoned for medium and high densities, promoting infill
development and preserving and rehabilitating existing housing.
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II. IDENTIFICATION OF LAND" USE AND DEVELOPMENT ISSUES

The Committee began its process by evaluating seven land use and development
issues identified by King County Housing and Community Development Division
(H&CD). H&CD had initially identified these issues from two sources.
The King County Affordable Housing Conference held on June 21, 1984 in
Renton, Washington, brought together approximately seventy (70) local
lenders, developers, local government officials, builders and others to
define issues and strategies for affordable housing. Three small group
sessions were held on four topics - regulatory requirements, availability
of higher density land, creative design, and manufactured housing - which
resulted in consensus on forty-four (44) priority issues and strategies.
H&CD staff also accumulated land use and development issues determined
from the Survey on King County Housing Affordability and evaluated each
issue from the conference and survey according to several standards and
requirements to narrow the field of issues to the most effective in producing
affordable housing.

Upon the recommendation of the Affordable Housing Policy Plan Steering
Committee, King County Executive Randy Revelle recommended the following
issues to the Land Use and Development Issue Committee for further study:

The Committee should investigate the following issues which relate
to the implementation of the Comprehensive Plan, recognizing that
the King County Council may amend the Comprehensive Plan prior to
adoption:

1. There is a need for more land which is zoned for single family
5,000 square foot lots (RS 5000) or smaller to allow more afford­
able housing in King County;

2. In order to establish and maintain an adequate supply of higher
density land for development, King County should take into consid­
eration the fact that not all vacant land is available for develop­
ment, or buildable, and;
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3. King County should consider the potential impact on the housing

consumer of the implementation of the Comprehensive Plan. When
community plans are revised to accommodate higher densities,
all plans should be amended simultaneously. Impacts on land
values, capital improvements planning, open space designation,
etc. should be recognized by the study of this issue.

The Committee will also study two issues that relate to the revision
of King County subdivision, zoning, and planned unit development

ordinances and permit administration processes. This review should
recognize the work in progress by the King County Council Committee
on the Permit Process and address the following issues:

4. King County should revise the zoning, planned unit development
and subdivision ordinances to encourage more affordable housing.
Bonus density incentives, location criteria, fewer on-site use
restrictions, more flexibility in the application of densities
and lot sizes should be considered to encourage more cluster
development.

5. King County's land use regulations should be more predictable
to reduce the amount of risk a developer must accept to try some­
thing new or innovative. In such cases where additional predict­
ability will prevent flexibility in the permit process, the Issue
Committee should determine which objective should be given prior­
ity; more flexibility or more predictability.

The Committee will also study issues not directly related to work
in progress by the King County Council:

6. There should be more affordable housing demonstration projects.
For example, the Federal Way manufactured housing subdivision
demonstrated that manufactured housing is an affordable alternative
to site built homes and can be located to create attractive neigh­
borhoods in King County.
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7. Development standards for roads, drainage facilities and other
improvements should be scaled to the size and density of develop­
ment and the neighborhood served, so adequate levels of service
are provided at a minimum cost to the developer and homeowner.

These issues were recommended for further study by King County Executive
Revelle with the understanding that the Issue Committee had the latitude
to address other issues of importance regarding land use and development,
as time permitted. The Issue Committee exercised their option to address
other issues and made recommendations on a new issue entitled Accessibility.
In addition, several issues recommended for further study were reworded
and in some cases made more detailed after extensive discussion by the
Issue Committee.
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III. LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT ISSUE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The following section contains the recommendations of the
Development Issue Committee for eight (8) primary issues.
follows:

1. Higher Density Zoned Land

2. Land Development Information System

3. Community Plans

4. Plan Implementation

5. Development Standards/Surface Water Management

6. Flexibility/Predictability in the Permit Process

7. Community Education

8. Accessibility

- 9 -
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1. Higher Density Zoned land

Additional land zoned for higher densities is needed in King County. In

identifying such lands, location criteria and neighborhood compatibility

should be considered. A diversity of housing types and technologies including

manufactured housing, factory built housing and site built housing should

be encouraged by King County through land use plans and regulations.

There is need for more land zoned for the following higher densities:

o single family 5,000 square foot lots (RS 5000) or smaller;

o single family 7,200 square foot lots (RS 7200);

o residential townhouses (RD 3600);

o medium and higher density residential dwellings (RM 2400~

RM 1800, RM 900); and

o mobile home parks (RMHP).

Discussion

Increased density creates many opportunities to reduce costs that may lead

to more affordable housing. For example, as the number of housing units

per acre increases, the costs per unit for land, streets, sidewalks and

utilities all decrease. For multifamily projects, shared wall construction
provides additional savings. Higher densities can also provide continuing

life-cycle cost savings to the purchaser through improved transit service
and, in multifamily projects, reduced heating bills. Zoning land for higher

densities will not ensure that affordable housing will be built, of course;

locational characteristics will determine whether luxury condominiums are

feasible instead. However, an ample supply of vacant land at various densities

should increase the amount of affordable housing constructed.
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The Issue Committee agreed that King County should establish and maintain
an adequate supply of hazard-free vacant land available for the development
of affordable housing. If such a supply is maintained through area zoning
and if King County land use regulations and processes are improved, then
the private sector will be able to respond to the housing needs of most
King County residents except for the lowest income groups. Some members
of the Committee expressed concern that higher densities would not guaranty
that affordable housing would be provided. These members wanted to recommend
that developers be required to construct a certain proportion of affordable
housing where land has been zoned for inceased densities. The majority
of the Committee opposed attaching any such inclusionary zoning requirements
to increased densities.

Recollll1endations

(1) King County should plan and zone an adequate supply of land for housing
at zoning densities and in locations where affordable housing is feasible.

(2) Consistent with Comprehensive Plan designations, each community planning
area should contain an adequate supply of vacant single family zoned
land (such as RS 5000, RS 7200 and RMHP zone classifications) and
multifamily zoned land (including RD 3600, RM 2400, RM 1800, and RM 900
zone classifications) to satisfy the demand for affordable housing
within the six to ten year planning horizon for each community plan.

(3) The Sewerage General Plan requires a minimum of a five year supply

of developable vacant land within the sewer local service area at
all times. Considering that much of this land may not be for sale
or subject to site development constraints that are not presently
possible to know under the Vacant Land Inventory, this minimum threshold
should be raised to a minimum of ten (10) years.
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2. land Development Infonmation System

King County should continue to monitor the supply of vacant land so that
increased land costs due to insufficient supply can be prevented. In order

to adequately evaluate the supply of land for residential development, King
County's Vacant land Inventory component of the land Development Infonmation

System (lOIS) should maintain infonmation at the parcel level on all vacant

land that is zoned for small lot, medium and higher density development.

Discussion

The King County Land Development Information System (LOIS) is a computerized

data system used to monitor the rate of subdivision activity (formal plats

and short plats), rezone requests, forest land conversion, and building
permit approval for single-family, multifamily, industrial and commercial

buildings. The LOIS is used by King County to prepare the Annual Growth

Report which presents overview information about the status of community

planning areas, area zoning, forecast population and development activity

on an annual basis.

An important component of the Annual Growth Report is an analysis of vacant

land supply and demand. Such information is utilized by King County to

monitor the supply of vacant land. When data indicate a shortage of vacant

lands, changes to area zoning may be recommended to assure an adequate supply

of hazard-free land available for development. The relationship between

the supply of vacant land is proportionate to the cost of such land if it

is for sale. If land supplies are relatively abundant, the cost for such

lands will be relatively moderate (notwithstanding special considerations

like views, proximity to highly specialized services and other factors).

If the supply of land is constricted by area zoning, then the cost of vacant

land will increase, provided the economy is expanding and the demand for

new housing is increasing.

Because land costs constitute approximately twenty-five percent (25%) of

the cost of new homes in King County, the supply of land and hence the Land

Development Information System is of critical concern to the Land Use and
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Development Issue Committee. However, it is important to note that the

cost of land is only one variable in the final purchase price or rent for

new housing. The cost of financing, improvements like street, water, storm
and sanitary sewer facilities, builqing materials and the builder's overhead

• I',:

and profit all contri bute to the consumer I s cost of housing. In additi on,
the supply of land available for housing development near public services
and facilities is finite and will continue to be more limited in the future
than at present.

RecoRlllendations

(1) King County should recognize that not all vacant land is available
for sale and development when preparing the Annual Growth Report.

(2) The King County Growth Management Section should inventory vacant land
by parcel and specific location as soon as possible. The information
for these parcels should specify data on the physical development con­
straints which include:

o parcel number;
o location, section, township range;
o taxpayer name, address;
o assessed value of the land and assessed value for improvements

to the land and total valuation;
o zone classification;
o mapped hazards (steep slopes, wetlands, coal mine hazards, etc.);

and
o location within local service area.

(3) The following information is needed to prepare land use plans that
encourage the production or retention of affordable housing and should
be available at the community plan level:

o Vacant parcels contiguous to other ,vacant parcels and individual
lots surrounded by developed property should be determined;
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o The availability of services (especially roads, sewer and water)

to vacant ~arcels of land should be identified;

o The site location of vacant lands should be correlated to the
level of service of area roads and the disposition of the property
in relation to the sewer local service area should be determined;
and

o Since land consumption rates are influenced by the net density

that can be achieved on individual parcels of land, less severe

topography (less than landslide hazard Class III slopes) should

be determined in identified urban growth centers.

Related Issues

Higher Density Zoned Land and Community Plan issues discussed in this report

relate to the Land Development Information System.
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3. Community Plans

It is through the community plans that many of the affordable housing recom­

mendations would be implemented. King County should revise the process
of amending community plans and area zoning so that identifying opportunities
to accommodate higher densities is a priority. Tradeoffs between community
interests and the need to produce affordable housing must be addressed during
any amendments to community plans, and measures that improve design compati­
bility should be adopted.

Discussion

King County is divided into thirteen (13) community planning areas. The
King County Council has adopted nine (9) community plans and one "middle"
plan so far, and plan updates and new community plans are currently being
developed in the Bear Creek, Snoqualmie, Highline, Vashon and Federal Way
Community Planning Areas. Area zoning is customarily adopted with the goals,
policies, objectives and capital improvement priorities for each community
planning area. The community planning process employed by King County involves
citizen advisory committees and technical review committees to ensure that
the values and goals of existing County residents are addressed. The planning
process is divided into five general phases: planning inventory and analysis;
development of alternatives; development of proposed plan; plan review and
adoption by the King County Council; and plan implementation. The actual
scope of issues to be addressed in each community plan and the process to
be employed are determined by the King County Council after recommendations
by the Planning and Community Development Department, the King County Executive
and citizen committees. Plans are scheduled for revision every six (6)
to ten (10) years.

Opportunities for affordable housing vary from community planning area to
community planning area in King County. For example, in developed subareas
of community planning areas, retention and rehabilitation strategies may
be most effective to preserve affordable housing. Multifamily housing and
small lot (i.e. RS 5000) single family housing opportunities may also be
found in developed areas.
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In suburban fringe areas, opportunities for affordable housing are more likely

to be f9und in moderate density subdivisions, planned unit developments and

mixed use (multifamily and commercial) developments when located near sufficient
utilities and services. In rural areas of King County, large residential

lots with minimal public services may repre~ent affordable housing opportunities.

However, when opportunities for affordable housing are identified in the

community planning process, the cost of providing public services to such

areas should be considered to avoid unnecessarily high service delivery costs

over the life of the housing that may be constructed. Opportunities for

affordable housing are expected to be located in each urbanized or developing

community planning 'area and may be located within or outside of higher density
candidate areas.

The community planning process is important to the issue of affordable housing

because area zoning ultimately determines the capacity of each community

planning area for residential development. Residential densities necessary

to support the development of affordable housing are either encouraged or

discouraged through the community planning process and area zoning. The

involvement of representative citizens in the community planning process

is a deliberate attempt to listen to, and accommodate as much as possible,

community concerns during the revision and development of community plans.

As a result, issues such as neighborhood compatibility and transitions between

land uses are addressed in most community plans.

The community plan process also serves to identify and prioritize needed

capital improvements. Adequate levels of service on area roads, sufficient

water and sewer services and appropriate parks and community facilities are

all needed to support additional residential development, including affordable
housing.

The Committee considered recommending that affordable housing requirements
be established as a condition of rezones that permit increased densities

when the reZones are achieved during community plan revisions. In this way,

residents of a community planning area accepting higher densities
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as a means of providing their fair share of affordable housing could be certain

that some specified proportion of affordable housing would be built. The

Committee decided against any regulatory means of producing lower cost housing,

concentrating instead on recommendations that would eliminate barriers and

provide incentives for developers to produce affordable housing.

Recomendations

(1) The King County Council should establish a policy declaring a need for

affordable housing in every community planning area. King County staff

should determine a minimum and maximum number of housing units needed
Countywide based on the supply, quality and affordability of the existing

housing stock, the rate of population growth forecast and the rate of

growth in employment in King County. Implementation of this policy

should occur through the community plan process and through cooperation

with cities.

Each community planning area should plan for fair shares of affordable

housing, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, because population

growth, employment opportunities and affordable housing opportunity

areas all differ among community planning areas. However, a community

planning area's fair share of affordable housing should be administered

as a guideline for planning purposes, not as a quota.

(2) As a matter of policy, King County Council Motions directing the scope

of issues to be considered in community plan updates should require

community plans to address the need for affordable housing. The following

factors should be considered during any community plan update:

o A minimum amount of acreage of suitably zoned land should be

set as a guideline prior to the planning process to accommodate
new affordable housing for which demand has been forecast;

o Zoning opportunities should be sought and identified for afford­

able housing whenever possible during revisions to community
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plans. Such opportunities should be consistent with theComprehen­
sive Plan and established residential areas as well as the compre­
hensive land use plans of adjacent cities.

o The following considerations should be taken into account when
identifying the location of land to be zoned to accommodate
more affordable housing:.

opportunities for higher densities, including those within
incorporated cities;
more efficient use of the existing infrastructure;
location of services including transit; and
favorable topography.

o Diversity in housing types and construction technology should
not be limited by County policy.

(3) Community plans should coordinate provision of capital improvements,
public services and amenities with planning for affordable housing.

o Capital improvements, such as road improvements and drainage,
necessary to support increased residential densities should
be provided where opportunities for affordable housing are planned.

o Amenities and public service improvements should be coordinated
by King County to make the implementation of a fair share of
higher density housing more palatable and acceptable to community
residents. Funding for such improvements may be obtained from
King County, private land owners, developers, Washington State
or from other sources.

(4) All vacant parcels of land suitable for infill development of affordable
housing should be identified during the community planning process,
along with potential measures to successfully integrate infill develop­
ments into the existing community.
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o Infill development that introduces commercial and high density

residential uses into established neighborhoods should be sensitive
to its impact on existing residential densities, land uses and
transportation and other public improvements to ensure that
existing affordable housing is not lost or degraded.

o Existing housing is often the most affordable in King County
and should be protected and improved when feasible. King County
housing repair and rehabilitation programs should be better
coordinated with community plans to encourage housing repair
and rehabilitation.

o lip suffix" conditions (which indicate a given property is condi­
tionally suited for the zoned use provided the site plan is
administratively approved by King County) may be used to ensure
that affordable housing is designed and constructed in a compatible
manner with adjacent land uses and the surrounding community.
lip suffix" conditions should be limited to matters of local
design and appearance, such as setback distances, height limita­
tions, transportation improvements (street access points, signali­
zation, etc.), and supplemental landscaping.

o When no overriding community concerns are voiced during the
community planning process or during cooperative planning efforts
with cities, properties should be zoned outright for intended
residential or mixed-use purposes without lip suffix" conditions.

Related Issues

Higher Density Zoned Land, Plan Implementation and Community Education Issues
discussed in this report relate to Community Plans.
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4. Plan Implementation

To ensure that the recommended policy to encourage affordable housing is

not undermined by inefficient permit review and approval processes, King
County zoning, planned unit development, subdivision and the Residential
Mobile Home Park (RMHP) ordinances and adopted master plan development criteria
should be revised. Positive incentives, location and design criteria, fewer
on-site use restrictions and more flexibility in the application of densities
and lot sizes should be considered. Neighborhood compatibility should be
recognized and ensured through an improved level of design standards.

Discussion

King County administers a wide variety of land use and development ordinances
to implement the Comprehensive Plan, community plans, other policies and

State laws. Key ordinances affecting housing affordability are the Zoning

Code (which includes planned unit development and residential mobile home

park regulations in Title 21 of the King County Code), Subdivisions Code

(Title 19), Building and Construction Standards (Title 16) and a variety

of policies relating to surface water runoff, environmental procedures,

landmark preservation and other issues of importance (Title 20: Planning).
Master planned development criteria are adopted as part of several community

plans and also function as land use controls as the criteria establish require­

ments and guidelines for the development of large land parcels.

King County land use and development ordinances have been developed and
refined in response to State legislative requirements, court rulings and

Attorney General opinions as well as in response to concerns voiced by special

interest groups, citizens and elected officials. Like most local governments
nationwide, King County's land use and development ordinances were developed
sequentially over time and are not evaluated for necessary changes on a
comprehensive or systematic basis. Ordinance changes are generally considered

well after a particular problem has been identified and investigated.

The Land Use and Development Issue Committee has several concerns about

King County's land use and development ordinances including the following:
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o The time necessary to obtain preliminary plat, planned unit

development, master planned development and other permit approvals

is excessively long, which increases the cost of housing.

o Many ordinances are unduly restrictive as they relate to project

and building design, which stifles innovation and new construction
techniques which could provide affordable housing.

o Some ordinances lack flexibility when it may be in the public's

best interest to encourage innovation and flexibility as developers
can respond to market demands to produce affordable housing
so long as other community concerns and the public's health

and safety is still protected.

RecoRlllendations

(1) King County should simplify the present-day zoning and subdivision

ordinances. More incentives should be made available for affordable

housing, including single family housing. King County should evaluate
the Planned Unit Development (PUD) Ordinance·s bonus density incentives

and processing requirements to make the PUD Ordinance a more effective

incentive for affordable housing.

(2) More options should be provided to developers through King County·s

zoning and subdivision ordinances. Specifically, the Residential Mobile

Home Park (RMHP) Ordinance should be revised to provide developers
with an option. A 50% increase in density now available in the RMHP
Ordinance should be preserved. A second option of developing an RMHP

at or below the density of surrounding properties without a public
hearing to address any subject other than public facilities and services
should be integrated into the RMHP Ordinance.

(3) King County should actively support State legislative action to amend

RCW 58.17 so that counties have the same option of increasing the number

of lots that can be created by short subdivision from 4 to 9 lots (neces­
sitating an administrative, not legislative, decision) that cities
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and towns presently have. Appeals to such adminisrative decisions

would result in public hearings.

(4) All regulations and policies should be written or revised to encourage

quick and timely permit processing, but not at the expense of the public

interest. Specific time limits should be established and enforced

for all permits.

(5) King County should develop more specific public hearing procedures

to limit the scope and extent of public testimony to the specific issues

of the proposal undergoing review. King County should establish specific

tests that must be met before a second public hearing on a development
proposal may be held.

(6) King County should revise the existing permit hearing regulations (Title

20.24) to identify land use decisions where hearing examiners should

make administrative decisions, appealable to King County Council, rather

than legislative recommendations, which require an additional Council

hearing.

(7) Master Planned Developments (MPDs) are one way King County can encourage
affordable housing. However, MPDs are not a panacea for the affordable
housing needs of King County residents. The minimum size requirements

for MPDs range from 250 to 400 acres, which limit their use. The cost

of providing below market rate housing to some residents of MPDs may

increase the cost of housing to those purchasers of market rate housing

within the MPD which raises a question of fairness. Nevertheless,

the flexibility in applying housing types and densities possible through

the MPD process has a positive effect on affordable housing.

Related Issues

Predictability/Flexibility in the Permit Process and Community Plan Issues
discussed in this report relate to Plan implementation issues.
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5. Development Standards/Surface Water Management

King County should reexamine its development standards for roads~ drainage

facilities, public transportation and other improvements to look for opportu­

nities to reduce cost. Development standards should be scaled to the size

and density of development and the neighborhood served~ so levels of performance
that adequately protect the public welfare are provided at a minimum cost

to the developer and homeowner. A countywide drainage utility should be

created to address surface water management on a regional basis.

Discussion

The cost of installing streets, drainage facilities, sidewalks, sewer and
water lines all contribute to the final purchase price of new homes. Any

decrease in the cost of these facilities will improve the relative afford­

ability of new construction, provided that the reduced development costs

are reflected in the purchase price or monthly rents charged.

King County's development standards, which prescribe what thickness of pavement

or width of street should be provided by a developer, are often based on

national standards that mayor may not apply to local circumstances. Some

members of the Land Use and Development Issue Committee believe that many
of King County's minimum standards are too high and that they defeat the

goal of affordable housing. For example, standards that prescribe the maximum

length of a cul-de-sac could be relaxed.

In addition, the Committee recommends that King County expand its use of

performance-based standards to encourage innovation and allow flexibility

by the development community. Using performance standards, King County

would establish a minimum level of service desired from a street or drainage

facility and allow professional designers to meet the challenge of providing
the level of service desired at the lowest possible cost. In this way,

it is possible for King County to encourage innovative problem solving while

protecting the public health and safety.

- 23 -



RecoDlDendations

(1) King County should establish a minimum performance level of development

standards to ensure public health and safety while minimizing public

liability.

(2) King County should retain and expand the present system whereby developers
can propose alternate standards and designs to the Director of Public
Works.

(3) In areas where infill development is encouraged by community plans,

particular attention should be given to ways that reduced road and

utility standards could be used to make development possible, so long
as public health and safety is preserved.

(4) King County should allow and encourage innovation in the design of
infrastructure and road standards serving new residential developments.
Categorical denials of proposed developments that propose innovative
infrastructure should be discontinued. For example:

o King County should allow the development of intermediate road

standards, nar~ower than some and wider than some existing road

standards.

o The length of cul-de-sacs and/or the maximum number of lots

that may be served by minor access streets should be increased
where justified.

(5) The creation of a Countywide drainage utility is supported by the Land

Use and Development Issue Committee. The actual price of new housing

is not expected to decline due to the creation of a drainage utility
but it is expected that the utility approach will be more equitable
for developers of new projects because the cost of drainage improvements
will be shared by new and existing residents. The area wide approach
to surface water management is supported as a more efficient means
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to manage a regional problem as opposed to the present day, piecemeal

approach of requiring on-site drainage improvements from developers

of new projects.

(6) King County should recognize that advanced ,technology and expensive
remedies to surface water management problems are not always the most
appropriate. Above ground retention ponds, grassy swales and lot clus­
tering should be encouraged by King County where appropriate, to alleviate
drainage problems.

Related Issues

Flexibility/Predictability in the Permit Process and Plan Implementation
Issues discussed in this report relate to Development Standards/Surface

~~ Water Management.
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6. Flexibility/Predictability in the Permit Process

Whenever possible, King County should seek to balance predictability and
flexibility in the land use permit process. In situations where development

proposals are standard requests for permit approval, the process should
be more predictable. Flexibility should be provided to developers who propose

innovative and creative projects.

Discussion

Flexibility and predictability in the permit process are inherently incom­

patible objectives. Flexibility denotes a negotiated design review process

which may be lengthy in order to respond to citizen and agency concerns.

Such a negotiated design review and permit approval process adds to the

risk and cost incurred by the developer. However, some developers desire

flexibility in the permit process to create innovative solutions to new

market demands for their products. Furthermore, skipped-over parcels of

land may require creative design strategies to infill development, and difficult

topography or other unusual features of undeveloped land may require innovative

solutions to make best use of the property. Rigid permit processes can
work at cross-purposes to other King County policies to encourage infill

development, redevelopment or large parcel developments, such as the master
planned development concept.

Predictability, on the other hand, requires a permit review process with

predetermined evaluation criteria and time limits on each stage of the review

process to ensure timely processing. Although such regimentation may inhibit

creativity, some developers, particularly those with relatively high property
holding costs, straightforward development plans and land without significant
development constraints (like wetlands, steep topography, etc.) require

a predictable permit process so they can begin work as soon as possible.

It is important to recognize the value of both predictability and flexibility

in the permit process in King County. The market for housing is a diversified
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one in a county like King County, which is the size of the State of Rhode

Island. Land development constraints are commonplace in King County as some

of the most easily developed property was developed years ago. In order
to maintain a diverse range of affordable housing choices in King County,

which is in the public's best interest, both flexibility and predictability

in the permit process must be established and maintained.

Reconmendations

(1) A two-pronged permit process is necessary to preserve both flexibility
and predictability to encourage a diversity of affordable housing choices
in King County. In order to encourage innovation, infill development

and the use of master planned development and planned unit development
provisions in King County ordinances and plans, a flexible permit process

is required. However, where straightforward development proposals are

in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and the applicable commu-

nity plan, the permit review should be as rapid and predictable as possible.

(2) King County should actively promote a high degree of professionalism
and excellence among permit counter and plans checker personnel. Every
encouragement should be made to keep capable people responsible for

the permit process in permit administration positions. Increases in

permit fees are justified if the funds are used to improve service
and decrease permit review time.

(3) A procedure for assigning dates for hearings before zoning and subdivision

examiners should be established, ba~ed on the date that the completed
application is submitted.

(4) Where there are interagency review functions necessary to obtain permit
approval (i.e. among Public Works, Planning, Building and Land Develop­
ment, etc.), liaisons from other departments should be physically located

within an interdepartmental permit review center to facilitate quicker
permit processing.
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Related Issues

Development Standards/Surface Water Management and Plan Implementation Issues
discussed in this report relate to Flexibility/Predictability in the Permit
Process.
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7. Community Education

Demonstration projects should serve as a way to show the public, community

groups, elected officials and the private sector, alternatives to create

affordable housing. King County should consider the following demonstration

strategies to produce affordable housing:

o Manufactured housing subdivisions, parks and cooperatives

o land banking

o Self help housing construction

o Creative design

Discussion

The community planning process provides a significant opportunity for King

County staff to explain the need for affordable housing and to provide examples
of affordable housing to the residents participating in the process. During

the development and revision of community plans, community residents become

more familiar with the people in their area, local history and some of the

area's natural features, such as local geology, water quality, wildlife

habitat and species. Participants also learn about such regional matters

as population and employment projections when planning future land uses

to accommodate growth. King County can use the community planning process
to advocate for affordable housing, encouraging each community planning

area to provide its fair share of affordable housing opportunities.

In addition to explaining the need for affordable housing, King County can

use the community planning process to publicize examples of alternative

affordable housing developments, to increase familiarity and acceptance

of the projects. Local examples could be used. For example, over the last
seven years the King County Housing and Community Development Division (H&CD)

has utilized a variety of federal funds to demonstrate affordable housing
finance, building construction, ownership and land development alternatives.
Many private builders and developers are constantly experimenting with a

variety of construction, land use and finance alternatives to produce a
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product for their particular segment of the homebuying or renting public.
A variety of non-profit mutual housing associations, housing development,
self-help construction and rehabilitation organizations in the Puget Sound
region are actively involved in providing housing for low and moderate income

people. The experiences of these groups provide useful information that
could be integrated into the community planning process to illustrate the
variety of means to achieve affordable housing. Community residents may
be more accepting of higher density development or innovative land develop­
ment proposals to provide affordable housing in light of a thorough treatment
of the subject in the community planning process.

Aside of the community planning process, King County and area trade associa­
tions and special interest groups can cooperate to publicize the results
of public and private sector initiatives to produce or retain affordable
housing. Meetings and conferences, such as King County's Affordable Housing
Conference in June 1984, help housing planners, builders and financers to
share experiences and ideas. Well marketed and effectively publicized afford­
able housing examples could help to inform the public, builders and developers
as well as public officials and improve the image of affordable housing.

Recolllllendations

(1) King County should publicize the need for affordable housing and the
results of its affordable housing demonstration projects. This informa­
tion should be used in the community planning process and elsewhere
to educate community groups and to dispell common misconceptions about
affordable housing. For example, communities should be shown that:

o Higher density housing does not necessarily result in more afford­
able housing;

o New construction which is a different type (like manufactured
housing) or lower in cost than existing housing located nearby
does not necessarily cause a reduction in existing residential
property values; and
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o Higher density housing can be designed and situated to provide

privacy at affordable prices through creative design.

(2) King County should continue to use Community Development Block Grant

funds for housing demonstration projects. Housing demonstration activi­
ties should concentrate on projects that the private sector cannot
perform alone because of excessive risk, unacceptably low profit margins

or other factors. Future demonstration projects may include:

o Innovative bUilding construction techniques to produce more
affordable housing and development standards for roads and other

infrastructure;

o Use of King County owned land or other publicly owned lands
to develop affordable housing; and

o Energy efficient building construction or land use practices
that make housing more affordable to live in and maintain.

(3) King County should work closely with builder, manufacturer and realtor

trade associations, local lenders, and suburban cities and towns to

ensure that the results and findings of demonstration projects are
adequately publicized and marketed.

Related Issues

Community Plans and Development Standards/Surface Water Management are related

to Community Education.
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8. Accessibility

All new housing in King County should be developed in recognition of private
and public transportation costs necessary to reach employment locations
and obtain necessary goods and services.

Discussion

For many King County residents the cost of transportation (principal and

interest of car payments, operation and maintenance of automobiles including

license fees, insurance, fuel and replacement parts and/or the costs of

public transit) is the second highest monthly expenditure after housing

costs. According to the Energy Management Plan for King County.4/ (Energy

Plan), the consumption of energy in King County (including Seattle) during

1978 for transportation purposes was forty percent (40%) of the total consumed,

and exceeds all other sectors (residential 26%, commercial 18%, industrial

14%, government 2%). Compared to the total United States energy consumption,

King County energy consumption for transportation exceeds the national average

by fourteen percent (14%). The Energy Plan states that "This is a function

of the County's relatively low population/employment density which results

in more auto travel, and the local industrial structure, which generally

tends to be below average in the intensiveness of industrial energy consump­
tion" .

If location decisions for new housing were based solely on cost of land

considerations, the most affordable housing would likely be located in remote

suburban or scattered site rural locations. However, taking transportation

costs into consideration, higher land costs for new housing may be justified

in more accessible locations where residential densities are higher, and

where transit and other public services and facilities are more readily
available.

i/ Energy Management Plan for King County, King County Energy Planning Project,
November, 1980.
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Access to transit, transportation corridors and public services are especially

important to low and moderate income households who often have no ability

to pay the higher costs of transportation necessary to live in remote locations,

and still afford basic necessities. If people are compelled to purchase

and operate an additional automobile to get to employment locations and

services from remote affordable housing, then the housing may not be so

affordable in the final analysis.

Reconmendations

(1) Residential sprawl and leapfrog development results in higher transporta­

tion costs for the individual and less efficient pUblic transportation

due to lower ridership. Infilling of undeveloped properties in existing

urbanized areas should be encouraged by King County where possible.

During community plan revisions, King County should identify all vacant

parcels of land suitable for higher residential density infilling,

and propose ways to achieve more compact development. Incentives such

as increased densities, reduction of parking requirements if accessible

to transit, and more shared parking should be expanded to encourage

infilling in identified areas.

(2) The separation of the work place and home has increased the cost of

transportation for many King County residents. Recognizing that this

trend may be reversed over time due to technological changes in communica­

tions and a shift towards more service occupations, King County should

encourage more mixed use (commercial and multifamily residential, prima­
rily) development in urban activity centers.

(3) Access to transit should be considered when designating areas suitable

for affordable housing opportunities.

(4) When transit service may be feasible, access to transit including bus

stops, pedestrian access to transit routes and circulation patterns

capable of allowing bus access should be planned during King County's

site plan and preliminary plat reviews.
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Related Issues

Community Plans and Plan Implementation Issues are related to Accessibility.
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IV. CONCLUSIONS

The Land Use and Development Issue Committee recommends that King County

integrate the foregoing recommendations into the Affordable Housing Policy
Plan and other King County plans, policies, and programs where appropriate.

The Issue Committee also supports action by King County to implement those

portions of the recently adopted King County Comprehensive Plan-1985 that

are related to affordable housing as soon as possible.

The recommendations of the Committee fall into three broad categories.

The first category contains recommendations that would reduce the costs

of development. These include such changes as reduced delay in the permit

approval process (for example, through increased clarity and certainty

in the various development Ordinances and a more limited scope of public
review), and increased flexibility in development standards allowing developers
to propose lower cost alternatives. Increased density also falls into

this category because land costs are such a high proportion of development

costs. These measures which address development costs in general are

likely to affect the cost of all housing, improving affordability.

A second category of recommendations relate to the supply of vacant, develop­

able residential land. The major recommendation is to increase the amount

of land zoned for each of the medium and high density zones, dramatically

increasing the number of housing units that can be built and reducing
the per unit cost. These recommendations also include improving the County's

vacant land inventory system, strengthening the emphasis on implementing
higher densities through the community planning process, and using public

works improvements as incentives to develop infill properties.

Like the recommendations to reduce development costs, recommendations

to increase the supply of vacant, higher density land can have the effect

of improving housing affordability for the full range of housing types.

Land supply recommendations, however, also have the potential for increasing

the amount of new housing construction specifically targeted to low- and
moderate-income residents.
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The Committee debated the relationship of high density land to affordability

at length. We agreed that the lowered land costs per unit, combined with

reduced construction costs, results in significant cost savings that can

be passed on to home purchasers. While these measures may be necessary

to lower the cost of housing, they provide no guaranty that developers

will actually construct new housing for the low- to moderate-income market.

Some members of the Committee wanted to recommend that community plan

concessions, particularly those allowing higher density infill development,

be made in exchange for some assurance that affordable housing would indeed

be built. But the majority of the Committee was opposed to any type of

affordable housing requirement, and favored recommendations that would
eliminate barriers or provide incentives to developers to produce affordable

housing. The Committee does agree that its recommendations may not be

sufficient to provide new housing construction to low- and moderate-income

groups, but considers the recommendations a major step toward improving

housing affordability.

The final category of recommendations are those that strive to protect

and enhance existing neighborhoods within the Community Planning Areas.

Due to the residents ' role in the community planning process, they can

participate in identifying appropriate sites for higher density, affordable

housing developments, and suggest design conditions that will help the

developments blend with the existing areas. The Committee also recommends

that amenities and public service improvements may be provided along with

the higher densities, and that housing rehabilitation be better coordinated

with the community planning process. Finally, through demonstration projects,

both the public and the development industry can learn how affordable
housing can be well integrated into its community.

King County can and should take a leadership role to encourage affordable

housing by the adoption of an Affordable Housing Policy Plan which should

include the recommendations contained in this Report. King County, suburban

cities and towns, and the private sector are all urged to work together

to publicize and market successful initiatives to encourage affordable

housing. In this way affordable housing will be seen as a realistic option

for those who can afford it and a practical necessity for those low, moderate

and median income households in King County who desperately need it.
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BACKGROUND AND METHOD

The King County Housing and Community Development Division is preparing an
Affordable Housing Policy Plan for King County outside Seattle and Bellevue.
In order to provide information from a representative sample of county
residents, Gi lmore Research Group was contracted- to refine a survey instrument
and complete data "col lection and analysis to meet the DivisionIs information
needs.

The survey was conducted by telephone using prefixes from all of King County,
except those within the Seattle or Bellevue citylimit~. Numbers were randomly
generated so that new, unlisted and listed households all had an equal
opportunity of fal ling into the sample.

The survey area was divided into three areas corresponding to King County
Community Planning Regions: North and East Regions (Shoreline, Northshore,
Bear Creek, Eastside, Snoqualmie Val ley and East King County), Southeast Region
(Newcastle, Green River Valley, Soos Creek, Tahoma/Raven Heights, Enumclaw),
and Southwest (Highline, Federal Way and Vashon).

A sample of 503 was drawn proportionate to the population in those three
Regions. (See map, page 2.) .The findings are projectable to King County
population in the three Regions within a maximum error of +4.5% (at 95% level
of probabi 1ity). -

The survey questionnaire underwent three drafts, each pretested for length and
for question logic. The final questionnaire yielded an interview
approximately twenty minutes in length.

Experienced telephone interviewers collected data in the monitored central
telephone center of Northwest Certified Surveys, the interviewing division of
Gilmore Research Group. The fielding dates covered April 24-May 4, 1984.

Data was coded, keyed and processed by Gilmore Research Group, working with
Division staff. This report represents the primary findings of the survey. A
full set of computer-generated cross-tabulations appears under separate cover.
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CURRENT HOUSING STATUS

All Survey Respondents

o The great majority of King County respondents in this survey live in
single unattached houses (77%). The remaining one-fourth 1ive in
apartments (11%), mobile homes (7%), condominiums (3%), and attached
houses (2%).

o According to most respondents, their housing conditions are excel lent,
needing less than $500 in repair (57%), or good (32%). Only 11% rated
their home as moderate to poor (needing $2,000 or more in repair).

o More than half (55%) of respondents have lived at their current
address more than five years. More than one-fourth (28%) reported
living at their address more than 10 years.

o Two-thirds (67%) of all households spend 30% or less of their monthly
income on their housing expense. ("Expense" includes mortgage
payment, taxes, insurance and heat or rent payment.) One-fifth of
these households own their homes outright, which corresponds to 14% of
the total sample who have no mortgage payments at all.
(See Graph 1)

o More residents of Northeast King County (35%) pay in excess of
30% of their monthly incomes on housing than do residents of the
Southeast (18%) or Southwest (19%) Regions.

Homeowners

o More than three-fourths (77%) of the respondents in this King County
survey area own or are buying their homes.

o Fully 80% of homeowners pay 30~ or less of their monthly income on
housing, including the 14% who own their homes and make no mortgage
payments. This leaves 20% of homeowners who contribute more than 30%
of their incomes to housing. (See Graph 1)

Renters

o Almost one-fourth (23%) of the survey respondents currently rent their
homes.

a One-third of the renters (33%) pay in excess of 30% of monthly income
on housing expense. Renters, on the whole, are paying a significantly
higher proportion of their incomes for housing than are homeowners.
(See Graph 1)

o Among renters, more than half (55%) have previously owned homes.

o Personal life change accounts for why many previous owners are now
renters (50%), followed by housing cost (30%). Not surprisingly,
there is a higher percentage of single/divorced/widowed than married
respondents in this situation.
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Potential Owners/Interest in Homeownership

o Among those who have never owned (11%), an overwhelming eight out
of ten (81%) would like to purchase a home in the next three years.

o The primary reason (56%) for wanting to buy is for privacy and to be
able to control one's own living environment (remodeling, decorating,
etc.) , followed by economic considerations: accumulating equity (42%)
and tax benefits (30%).

o High down payment is the. primary factor preventing those who have
never bought a house from buying (49%). An additional one-fourth of
those unable to buy (26%) say that overall house prices are too high.

Differences Between Homeowners and Renters

o In addition to proportion of income spent on housing, homeowners and
renters also differ by: the type of dwel ling lived in, length of
residence, condition of dwel ling, affordability of housing and
demographic makeup of household. (See Table 1)

o The demographic characteristics of owners and renters ar~ shown in
Table 3, page 11. Renters are younger than homeowners, more likely to
be single or living alone, and thus more likely to have one wage­
earner households and a lower annual income.
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Inside suburban city limits
Outside suburban city limits

Perceived Housing Condition

Excellent (needs less than $500
in repairs)

Good (needs $500-$2,000 repairs)
Moderate (needs $2,000-$8,000

repairs)
Fair-Poor (needs more than $8,000

repairs)

Percent Income Spent on Housing

30% or less
31-50%
r~ore than 50%

Perceived Affordabi1ity of Own
Housing

Affordable
Not affordable

38%
60

57%
32

8

3

77%
16
7

72%
28

35%
64

60%
32

7

1

80%
17
3

78%
21

47.%
49

50%
32

10

8

67%
14
19

65%
35

NOTE: Where percentages add to less than 100%, respondents refused or did not
know information.
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PERCEPTION OF HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

Key Finding

o Nearly three-quarters (74%) of all respondents feel that a problem
exists in King County for people to find adequate affordable housing;
more than one-third (37%) feel it is a problem in their own community;
and one-fourth (24%) indicate it is a problem for themselves.

Perception of Affordability in King County

o The perception of an affordable housing pr,oblem is consistent across
all three Regions of the county - Northeast, Southeast, and Southwest
(73%, 73% and 74%, respecti ve ly).

o The people who believe a housing problem exists at the county level
are those who feel their own housing is unaffordable (80%), who spend
more than thirty percent of their total income for housing (83%), and
whose dwel lings are in need of repairs total ling more than $2,000
(76%) .

o The perception of a problem does not differ remarkably by household
annual income. It ranges from 71% agreement for the high income range
(those earning $45,000+) to 81% agreement among the low-moderate
income range (those earning $15,000-$24,000).

o The primary reasons given by all respondents for feeling that King
County lacks affordable housing are high interest rates (26%) and high
month ly payments (25%).

o Owners/buyers, not surprisingly, were more likely than renters to cite
high interest rates as a reason for feeling the area lacks affordable
housing -- 28% and 19%, respectively.

o Renters (29%), as well as those on the extremes of the annual income
scale, were more likely to mention high monthly payments. More than
one-third (34%) of those earning more than $45,000 annually as well as
about one-third (31%) of those earning less than $15,000 annually see
the problem as high monthly payments.

o Less than one-fifth (17%) say there is not enough housing in the
affordable price range. This reason is given more frequently by
households with head of households ages 65 and over (26%) as well as
households with no wage earners (25%).

o About the same percentage (16%) think that incomes aren't high enough
to meet the rising housing costs. Those in the $15,000-
$25,000 income bracket say this more frequently (21%) than other
income groups. An additional 12% say it takes two incomes to
afford housing.

8
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o Many other reasons for the perception of non-affordable housing were
ment.icned, but none received more than 13% response. Reasons include
concern for young people and for elderly to afford housing, high down
payments, high sel ling prices~ unemployment, high taxes, housing
values, high cost of utilities and heat, inability to qualify for
loan~, and lack of rental housing.

Perception of Affordability in Respondent's Own Community

r-r-

1-'-""

r:

rr--:

r :

o

o

o

o

More than one-third of survey area residents (37%) perceive a problem
with affordable housing in their own community, only half the
proportion of those who feel there is a similar problem in King County
as a wh ole (74%).

Both renters and owners agree on this community perception (38% and
37%, respectively).

Those with incomes less than $15,000 annually (48%), those who
perceive their own housing as unaffordable (47%) and those who pay
more than 30% of their monthly income (49%) are more likely to say
there is a problem in their community.

Households with children under 18 are significantly more likely to
perceive a community. problem than those with no children (42% versus
32%).

,----

o People who feel affordable housing problems exist in their own
community list the fol lowing reasons most frequently:

Not enough housing of affordable price range 23%
High monthly payments 17%
High interest rates 15%

Perception of Affordability in Relation to Respondent's Own Households

o Among those with a monthly mortgage or rental payment, more than one­
fourth (28%) say that their household income does not meet other
expenses after paying the basic housing payment. Almost three-fourths
(72%) say their income does meet their housing and other expenses,
with just over one-third (34%) saying their income does so "very
well. "

o Significantly more rent payers report difficulty meeting monthly
expenses (35%) than do mortgage payers (25%).

o More household heads age 18-34 have difficulty in meeting monthly
expenses (32%) than do those compared in age categories 35-64 (25%) or
65+ (29%).

o Problems meeting expenses are felt by significantly more households
earning less than $25,000. Almost half (45%) of those
in the income category $15,000-$25,000 and more than half (59%)
of those earning less than $15,000 are having difficulty meeting
expenses compared to an average of 16% among the higher income
groups.

9



a Not surprisingly, this difficulty is expressed significantly more
often among households that spend more than 30% of their monthly
income on housing costs (54%) compared to those who spend 30% or
less of their monthly income (20%).

o In spite of the fact that only 28% of households with monthly housing
payments expressed difficulty in meeting expenses, only one-fourth
(24%) of all respondents say they could purchase an average three­
bedroom house in King County at today's cost ($90,091).

a Half (50%) of all respondents think that they have to compromise a lot
on housing conditions to get a cost they cap live with.

o Significantly more renters (64%) than buyers (46%) feel they must
compromise on housing conditions. In addition, significantly more of
those who spend more than 30% a month on housing costs also feel this
way (70%), compared to those who spend 30% or 1ess (47%).

o Having to compromise is correlated with income. Those making $35,000
or more annually are less likely to have to compromise
than are those earning less than $35,000 -- 35% versus 64% .

•
o More than half of the young adults age 18-34 (55%) have to compromise

compared to less than half (48%) of those over 34 years old.

Perceived Ability to Buy in Today's Market

o Significantly fewer renters (10%) than homeowners (28%) think they
cou 1d buy today.

o In order to purchase one's dream house, respondents report a
willingness to pay an average of $617 per month.

o Renters are wil ling to-pay much less ($523) than are homeowners
($650).

Comparison of Renting and Buying in Today's Market

a About one-fourth (23%) of homeowners would switch to renting if they
were going to change their housing today and the same percentage (25%)
of renters thought they would switch to buying. .

a The primary reasons given for buying instead of renting are the
investment (50%) and the tax write-off (32%).

o Additional motivations for buying rather than renting are: pride of
ownership (24%); loss of investment ("you throw money away when you
rent ll

- 23%); and pri vacy/controll ing one's environment (22%).

o People would rent basically because they can't afford to buy (41%) and
can't afford the down payment (22%) or month ly payments (17%).

o Only 12% say they would rent to avoid the responsibility of house
maintenance.

10
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o Respondents to this King County survey feel strongly about the
principle of homeownership opportunity. Fully nine out of ten
respondents (90%) agree that everyone who wants to, should be able to
buy their' own home.

AFFORDABILITY DESIGN AND STRATEGY

Preferred Housing Options

o Given five housing options, survey area residents are most receptive
to a new mobile home on their own land (45%) or a pre-fabricated
single family house (44%).

r~ -

o

o

The options mentioned above are fol lowed by: an attached single
family dwel ling with ground level access (30%), a new mobile home in a
mobile home park (21%), then a condominium in a high-rise (14%).
Fully 23% of respondents could make no choice or said they would
accept none of those housing options.

On the whole, renters are more receptive than homeowners to each of
the five options, with the exception of a high~rise condominum:
renters and owners are in agreement on their lukewarm acceptance of
that housing option. Owners are more likely to consider non~ of the
options (26% versus 15% of renters who wi 11 consider none).
(See Graph 2)

Preferred House Design

o Respondents are willing to make certain house design sacrifices in
order to lower housing costs. People are most wil ling to give up a
separate dining room (47%), an extra bedroom (35%), and extra space in
each room (30%) in order to reduce the price of housing. They are not
wil ling to give up a private yard (7%), super insulation (8%) or high
quality building materials (2%).

o Slightly more owners say they would be willing to give up an extra
bedroom than are renters. Because of family makeup differences, it is
not surprising that renters are more wil ling than owners to sacrifice
a family room and/or a second bathroom to lower housing costs.
(See Graph 3)

11



GRAPH
2

PREFERRED
HOUSING

'O
PTIO

NS
(n

=
503)

P
e
rc

e
n

t
W

ho
W

ould
L

iv
e

In
...

1009080

D
O

w
n

e
r

~
R
e
n
t
e
r

7
0

605
0

7;:'"
/
.

/
.r

/<?::.:
40

~
/
/
/

/
.//

/
/
~
<
/
'

/
/
.
"
/

/

3
0

///
/
~

.'

/
'

-:
/

"
/
/
/

~;y;:;
-:

/,.

20
/./r

.
<
/
~
~

~
.

:~;;~~~
10

/
/

/
/

.
/

/
/
/

~
/~:".>/

/

0
~
-
L
-
-
.
.
.
-
-
-
-
L
-
,
,
-
-
"
,
-
.
.
.
.
.
.
L
-
-
~
-
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
-
~
-
-
-
'
_
-
-
L
.
-
<
~
L
-
-
I
.
.
.
.
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
I
~
~
-
-
L
_
-
L
.
-
~
l
-
-
-
.
l
-
-
-
.
L
~
.
.
3
-
.
_

S
in

g
le

~
t
t
O
c
n
e
d

on
?
o
r
~

n
L

and
n

R
iS

e
f

1
n ese

o
re-ro

b
s;n

g
le

I
'

~
A
o
b
i
l
e

1.
~
A
o
b
i
l
e

0
d
o
-
~
i
g

~\
ne

0
r

'
..

N
e
~

\'\
N
e
~

\'\
C

on
\~o

H
o

u
sin

g
O

p
tio

n
s



---\
)

l
-.1

1
-1

GRAPH
3

DESIG
N

M
OST

W
ILLING

TO
G

IVE
UP

TO
REDUCE

COSTS
(n

=
503)

~w

P
ercen

t
M

ost
W

illin
g

T
o

G
ive

up...
10090807

0

605
0403
0

20100
~
-
-
-
'
~
~
-
-
'
L
.
.
L
.
4
.
L
-
.
.
J
_
L
.
L
.
.
:
:
.
.
L
.
-
-
J
L
.
-
~
.
L
.
-
l
-
-
~
:
.
.
L
-
.
L
.
-
.
.
.
L
L
.
.
.
u
.
-
.
.
L
-
-
J
:
:
L
.
L
l
-
.
.
L
-
-
~
L
L
-
-
c
=
:
:
:
t
:
L
L
L
-

~
~

0
~

~
0

0
~

~
0

0
0

0
0

0
O
~

0
0

0
0

06)
_

IO
(

'-),0
.0

)-
-..

O(
~
O

~
'0

(
c_O

(
~

0'V
s>

(\.
0

..0
-,..J

)(.,
v

e
:\

0
""'r0

'?
V

0
0

""'r').\
<:¢O

0
0'V

0
0

O
~

<"..""'r 0
(
0

""'r0
~.O~

0
~
0

",-.1
\.0

~
v

'V
0

~
0

0
0

(
'

..J
o

~
~

&
~

,
~

~
l

~
~
~

~
~

~
~

O
(

~
0

C
j

0
°

0°<'<
,+0

H
ouse

D
esig

n

D
O

w
n

e
r

~
R
e
n
t
e
r



Neighborhood Amenities and Housing Mix

o Given ten neighborhood factors which could, if implemented, lower
housing costs, the survey area respondents indicated a clear
willingness to do without planting strips (83%), a nearby park (77%),
and curbs (72%). A majority are also willing to accept some level of
open drainage, 1imited sidewal ks, pre-fabricated houses, a mix of
housing and a mobile home park with standard size lots.

o Respondents are least wil ling to have low income rental housing (44%
will ing) and to do without streetl ights .(43% will ing). (See Graph 4)

o Owners are significantly less wil ling than renters to accept: open
drainage, pre-fab houses, housing mix, and low income rentals.
(See Table 2)

TABLE 2

ACCEPTANCE OF NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS WHICH MAY CUT HOUSING COSTS
(n=503)

/:

No planting strip between street and
sidewalk

No park within a quarter-mile

No curbs

Paved sidewalks on only one side of the
street

Open drainage beside street

A mix of housing types: single family,
apartments, townhouses

A mobile home park with the same size lots
as the rest of the neighborhood

Low income rental housing

No streetlights

Percent Who Already Have
or Are Willing to Have

Total Owners Renters
(503f (386) (117)

83% 83% 84%

77 78 76

72 71 74

63 61 72

61 59 67

57 51 81

51 45 70

44 40 57

43 45 35

,)
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Response to King County Strategies to Reduce Housing Costs

o A majority of respondents agree that King County should implement
policies which would provide financial assistance to home buyers and
renters, would al low more mobile home parks, and would require
developers to provide a percentage of lower cost housing in new
developments. Agreement with other possible King County strategies
was as fol lows:

Percent of Respondents
Who Agreed

(n=503)

Reduce housing costs by providing
financial assistance to renters and
buyers 60%

Allow more mobile home parks 60

Require developers to provide a
percentage of lower cost housing 58

Lower standards for new roads and sidewalks 39

Help reduce housing costs by providing
financial assistance to builders 38

Increase the predominate density to
seven dwellings per acre where bus services
are available 33

Allow smaller lots than currently allowed
for single family houses 27

Allow developers who build more affordable
housing to have 50% more units 17

16
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TABLE 3

SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS
(n=503)

Total Owner/Buyer Renter
(503) (386) (111 )

Sex

Female 51% 52% 47%
Male 49 . 48 53

~

.18-24 6% 2% 21%
25-34 25 23 32
35-44 29 31 21
45-54 18 18 17
55-64 13 16 4
65+ 9 10 4

Employment

Emp loyed 64% 62% 70%
Unemp loyed 6 5 9
Retired 13 15 6
Homemaker 16 18 11
Student 1 * 3
Other * -- I

Marita 1 Status

Single 8% 5% 20%
Widowed/divorced/separated 17 14 26
Married 75 81 54

Household Size

1 14% 9% 28%
2 31 33 22
3 17 15 24
4 23 26 13
5+ 15 17 13

Number of Children-
r-:

49%, None 48% 51%
1 16 15 21
2 22 24 17
3+ l3 13 11

17



TABLE 3 (cont.)

Total Owner/Buyer Renter
[5"03f (386) (HI)

Number Wage Earners

None 13% 13% 13%
1 47 44 58
2 37/ 39 28
3+ 3 4 1

Annual Household Income

Less than $15,000 16% 12% 31%
$15,000-$24,999 16 14 21
$25,000-$34,999 23 23 21
$35,000-$44,999 17 19 12
$45,000-$54,999 11 14 5
$55,000+ 8 9 3
Refuse information 9 9 7

Average income** $30,620 $34,964 $23,935

t~ed i an i ncome** $30,000 $33,300 $22,500

*Less than 0.5%

**Based only on those who provided information.
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Gilmore Research Group
2100 N. 45th St.
Seattle, WA 98103
Job No. 1596

KING COUNTY HOUSING SURVEY

Resp.# .--_
Area

1-3

4

,r Hello, this is of Gilmore Research Group, a survey research firm.
Have I reached ? Is this a residential phone? IF NOT, TERMINATE.

~hri~~

A. We are conducting a survey on housing affordabi1 ity for the King County Housing &
Community Development Division, talking with randomly-selected residents in the
county. We wish to speak to any household head, age 18 or over, who has ULLl-Qr
shared responsibj1jty for decisions on such things as type and location of
housing. Do you fit this description? (IF NEEDED: Is there a [ma1e][fema1e] in
your household who fits this description?)

Yes
ASK ,WHO DOES &ASK'FOR THEM. REPEAT Q.A. <--~---~No
IF NECESSARY, ARRANGE A CALLBACK. L-Don't know

1
2
3

Name -,-_

CALL-BACK DATE/TIME ___

COMMENTS _

B. USE ONLY FOR DESIGNATED PREFIX AREAS: We're talking only with people in the
king County area outside the city 1imits of (Seatt1e)(Be11evue). Do you 1ive
outside these city limits?

Yes, outside limits
TERMINATE <------------------~No

L-Don't know

WHEN SPEAKING TO CHOSEN RESPONDENT:

1
2
3

I'll be asking you several questions about your own housing situation, as well as your
opinions on how the County can better serve its residents and their housing needs. All of
your answers are strictly confidential, as we don't wish to know any full names or
addresses.

In all cases when we talk about housing, we are referring to housing that you,
yourself, live in, not that you own or rent for someone else or for investment
purposes.

IF NEEDED:

This survey is being done for King County to help the County make housing
costs lower for County residents. Your participation is very important because you are
representative of other people in similar housing situations as yourself.

CURRENT HOUSING STATUS

First I have some questions about what your household is presently doing to fulfil
their housing needs.

lao What type of dwelling do you live in; is it a.•. READ 1-5:

Single family house - unattached 1
House - attached (duplex, triplex) 2
Apartment 3
Condominium 4
Mobile home 5

Co-op (shared ownership)
Other (SPECIFY):

6

R'efUSeCJ
7
8 5

i



lb. How long have you lived at your current address? DO NOT READ.

Less than 1 year
1-2 years
2+ to 5 years
5+ to 10 years
More than 10 years
Don't know

2. Do you live inside or outside the city limits of a town?

Inside
Outside
Don't know/refused

3. Do you own or rent your place of residence?

Own/Are buying
---------- Rent dSKIP TO Q.5a <------ Don't know/refuse

1
2
3
4
5
6

1
2
3

1
2
3

6

7

8

4. To get a better idea of housing costs in the County, we need to ask you several
questions about the cost of your own household housing.

4a. What is your current monthly housing cost, that is, the cost of your monthly
mortgage payment?

RECORD ACTUAL AMOUNT $

-eNO mortgage payment ----- -.--- ----- ---- A
SKIP TO ~ <-------------- Don't know/refused B

Other: C 9-12

4b. Is that a fixed rate?
Yes
No
Don't know/refused

4c. Does your mortgage payment include your taxes and insurance?

SKIP TO Q.9a <---------------- Yes
No
Don't know/refused

4d. What is the approximate amount of your annual property taxes and insurance?

RECORD ACTUAL AMOUNT $
Don't know/refused ----- ---- --------

I SKIP TO Q.9a I

1
2
3

1
2
3

A

13

14

15-18

5a. RENTERS ONLY: What problems, if any, have you had renting or finding affordable
houslng to rent? PROBE FULLY.

19-23

5b. Have you ever owned a home?
Yes

SKIP TO Q.6a <--------------~~~n't know/refused
1
2
3 24



,..-.
I .

5c. Why are you now renting instead of buying?

Can't afford to buy/less expensive to rent 1
Less maintenance 2
Less space 3
Personal life change 4
Temporary 5
Other (SPECIFY):

DOn 'fl<nowTreftised

I SKIP TO Q.8 I

6
7 25-29

I 6a. Would you like to buy a home within the next 3 years or so?
. Yes

SKIP TO Q.7 <------ DNO
Don't know

1
2
3 30

6b. What are your reasons for wanting to buy a home?

More space 1
Tax benefits 2
Accumulate equity 3
Can control environment/home 4
Other (SPECIFY):

7. Why haven't you bought a home?

Oon'E how/refused
5
6 31-35

r

Down payment too high 1
Can't qualify for mortgage/credit/loan 2
Prices too high 3
Haven't looked 4
Looking; haven't found what I want 5
Other (SPECIFY):

uon"t Know/refused

8. To get a better idea of housing costs in the County, we need to ask several
questions about the cost of your own household housing.

8a. What is your current monthly rent?

36-40

r-r- RECORD EXACT AMOUNT $ "
Don't know/ref. -- -- ---r\--
Other: B 41-44

8b. Are utilities included as part of your rent?
Yes

SKIP TO Q.9 <------ c=~~n't know
1
2
3 45

8c. Which of these are included in your rent •.• READ 1-5:

Sewer/garbage 1
Water 2
Electricity 3
Heat 4
Other? (SPECIFY):

________ 5

Don't know/refused 6 46-50



9. BOTH OWNERS &RENTERS: How much does your heating cost you per month? IF NEEDED:
What was your highest monthly heating bill this last winter?

RECORD ACTUAL AMOUNT: $ 51-53
Don't know/refused ---- ----~

10. How would you rate the condition of your dwell ing? Would you say... READ 1-5 OR 5-1:

Excellent condition, that is needing
less than $500 worth of repairs

Good condition - needing more than
$500 but less than $2000 in repairs 2

Moderate condition - needing more than
$2000 in repairs but less than $8000 3

Fair condition - needing between
$8000 and $15,000 in repairs 4

Poor condition - needing more than
$15,000 in repairs 5

Don't know/refused 6 54

Throughout the survey we'll be referring to King COUity; however, please keep in mind that
we are only interested in and referring to that par of the county outside the city limits
of Seattle and Bellevue.

11. There is much talk today about affordable housing. By "affordable" we mean the
ability of a household to pay the cost of housing that meets their needs and
still have enough left over for other household and personal expenses. Do you
feel there is or is not a problem in King County for people to find
adequate affordable housing?

ASK Q.11b <------------------ Yes, is a problemeNO, not a problem
SKIP TO Q.12a <-------------- Don't know

lIb. Why do you say that? PROBE FULLY &CLARIFY.

1
2
3 55

56-60

12a. What about in your own community -- would you say there is or is not a problem for
people in your own community to find adequate affordable housing?

ASK Q.12b <----------------------- Yes, is a problem
r--No, not a problem

SKIP TO Q.13 <-------------------i--Don't know

12b. Why do you say that? PROBE FULLY &CLARIFY.

1
2
3 61

62-66

13. Think for a moment about the amount of your household income which is leftover
after you make your monthly rent or mortgage payment. How well does that leftover
amount cover the other monthly household and personal expenses you have; would you
say what's leftover covers other needs and expenses... READ 1-4:

Very well
Moderately
Only slightly
Not well at all

1
2
3
4

Doesn't apply/have no mortgage/rent payment 5
Don't know 6 67



r

r

14. Assuming that you had the opportunity to ~ the house of your dreams, regardless
of the down payment, what is the highest monthly payment your household could afford?

Less than $250 1
$250-299 2
$300-399 3
$400-499 4
$500-599 5

$600-699 6
$700-799 7
$800-899 8
$900-999 9
$1000-$1099 0

$1100 or more A
Don't know/refused B 68

15. The average 3-bedroom home (new or existing) in King County now costs $90,091.
The financing necessary to purchase it would include a minimum down payment of
about $13,000 and a maximum monthly payment of about $1000/month. 00 you think
your household could afford it?

,r-

,- ...

Yes
No
Maybe
Don't know/refused

1
2
3
4 69

16. If you had to change your housing today, in your present financial circumstances,
would you buy or rent?

Buy 1
Rent 2
Other (SPECIFY):

Don'tknow/refuse-d

17. What are your primary reasons for choosing to (buy)(rent)?

3
4 70

71-75

18a. IF RENTER: If you could bUy a home today, would you prefer a newly constructed or
an existing dwel ling?

18b. IF OWNER: If you had to change your housing today for another purchase, would you
buy a newly constructed or an existing dwel ling?

1/80

1-4

SKIP TO 0.20

New
Existing

<--------Doesn·t matter/depends
Don't know/refused

1
2
3
4 5

,-

19. Why is that? PROBE FULLY.
Easier to finance 1
More reasonably pr iced 2
Less repairs 3
Less heat cost 4
Higher quality/more style 5

More Iand for the money 6
More dwelling space for the

money 7
Closer to bus/shopping/work 8
More modern equipment 9
Other (SPECIFY):

o

Don't know/refused A 6-10



20a. Which of the fol lowing housing options would you consider in your present
household and financial situation? For instance, would you consider living in a
... READ 1-5:

Yes, would
Consider

Pre-fab or factory built single
family house

Single family house attached to a similar
house, both with ground level access
(like a townhouse) 2

New mobile home in a mobile home park 3
New mobile home on a permanent foundation

on your own land 4
Condominium in high-rise 5

Don't know/none of above 6 11-15

20b. Which of the fol lowing lot size options would you conisder in your present
household and financia1-sTtuation? In other words, if you could live anywhere in
King County, which of these lot sizes would you most prefer? READ 1-6:

50'x 100', the smallest size now permitted
for a single family dwell ing I

Quarter acre 2
Third acre 3
One full acre 4
Over one acre, up to fi ve acres 5

Or It doesn't matter because you would live in
an apartment, condo or other arrangement 6

Other (SPECIFY);

oon'£ know/refused
7
8 16

21a. I'm going to read a list of features that any housing, whether owned or rented
might have. As I read "the list, please assume that your ideal housing has these
features and that to make it affordable you must give up one thing. ---

Please tell me which you would be most wil ling to sacrifice to lower your housing
costs ... READ I-A, ROTATE ORDER. --

2Ib. Which would you be willing to give up next? RE-READ, IF NECESSARY.

21c. Now switch your
though it meant

thinking to which you would be least willing to give up, even
cutting your cost of housing? Rt=RtAD WHAT IS LEFT, IF NECESSARY.

cc17 cc18 cc19
21 a 21 b 21 c
Most Second Least

Extra space in each room I 1 I (

An extra bedroom 2 2 2
A second bathroom 3 3 3
A family room 4 4 4
Covered garage 5 5 5
Private yard 6 6 6

"Super" insulation, or whatever is
maximum insulation to the highest
standards 7 7 7

Separate dining room 8 8 8
High qual ity building material 9 9 9
Something else? 0 0 0
Don't know/none A A A



20-29 30-39
Have Willing

r--
(

23. Thinking now about.your neiQhborhood, for each of the fol lowing features, tel I me
whether or not you have it ln your neighborhood. IF NO, THEN ASK: Would you be
willing to have it in your neighborhood? READ, ROTATE.

r-
i

r-">

i
i

r:

Paved sidewalk on only one side of your street
No curbs
A mix of housing types and sizes, including apartments,

single family, and townhouses
Open drainage beside the streets
Factory-built, pre-fab houses on single family lots
No street lights
No planting strip between street and sidewalk
Low income rental housing
No park within 1/4 mile
A mobile home park with the same size lots as the rest

of the neighborhood

1
2

3
4
5
6
7
8
9

o

1
2

3
4
5
6
7
8
9

o

23. Now I'm going to read you a few statements. For each one, please tel I me if you
agree or disagree or feel neutral. IF AGREE/DISAGREE, PROBE: Do you
(agree)(disagree) "strongly" or "somewhat?" START AT RED MARK.

Agree Disagree
Some- Neutral/ Some-

Strongly what Don't Know what Strongly
I believe that everyone who wants to
should be able to buy their own home. I 2 3 4 5 40

I usually have to compromise a lot on

I housing conditions to get a cost I can
I I ive with. 1 2 3 4 5 41

I'd give up a private yard for shared
open space if that would lower my
hous ing cost s • 1 2 3 4 5 42

In order to make my housing more
affordable, I'd be willing to live in a

r-r- building with an office or a store. I 2 3 4 5 43

I don't care much about what kind of
neighborhood I live in so long as it's
something I can afford. I 2 3 4 5 44

I'd be willing to live in a neighborhood
next to stores and offices to make my
housing more affordable. 1 2 3 4 5 45

I would be willing to live on an arterial
street in order to make my hosuing more
affordable. I 2 3 4 5 46

i

r":
I

r:,



24. There has been a lot of talk about ways in which King County government could make
housing more affordable. I'm going to read some of the ways which have been
discussed, and for each, please tell me if you would or would not favor such a
pol icy. For instance, one suggestion is that ••• READ RED "X" STATEMENT --- would
you favor that? CONTINUE READING IN ROTATION:

King County should lower its standards for new roads and
sidewalks. This could mean no sidewalks, sidewalks on only
one side, narrower. roads or roads of less expensive construction.

King County should al low smaller lots than currently
allowed for single family houses. (IF NEEDED: Minimum lot
size is now 5000 sq. ft.)

King County should reduce housing costs by providing financial
assistance to qualified renters and home buyers.

King County should help reduce housing costs by providing
financial assistance to builders.

King County should al low more mobile home parks.

King County should require developers to provide a
percentage of lower cost housing in their developments.

King County should allow developers who build more affordable
housing to build 50% more units than zoning would normally
allow.

Favor?
lJOri"'t

Yes No Know- ---

2 3 47

2 3 48

2 3 49

2 • 3 50

1 2 3 51

2 3 52

2 3 53

25. The predominant density in King County is now four dwellings per acre. To provide
frequent, inexpensive bus service, Metro recommends seven dwellings per acre.
Some have suggested that King County should plan to ~ase the predominant
density to seven dwellings per acre wherever services are available. Would you
agree or disagree?

Agree 1
Disagree 2
Refused/don't know 3
Other (SPECIFY):

________ 4 54

26a. Now I have a few questions for classification purposes. How many people are
currently living in your household, including yourself?

EXACT NUMBER:

26b. How many of these are children under the age of 18Z

55

EXACT NUMBER:
None

27. Into wh ich age group do you fa 11 ... READ 1-6:

o
56

18-24 1
25-34 2
35-44 3
45-54 4
55-64 5
65 or over 6

Refused 7 57

28. What is your residential zip code?

29. Are you currently ... READ 1-5:
Employed
Unemployed
Retired

(READ ONLY FOR WOMEN) (------------- Homemaker
Student

9 8 58-60

1
2
3
4
5

Other:
Don't know

6
7 61



I
1

-r-

..-
r
I

I

30. What is your marital status ••. READ 1-3:

Single (never married)
Widow~dJd;vortedj~eparated
Married
Other:
Refused

31. How many wage earners, age 18 and over, are there in your household?

1
~
3
4
5 62

r
32. And finally, does your total family income fall above or below $30,000 annually?

Is that. .. IF "UNDER" READT-6, IF "OVER" READ 7-E:

63

,..­
I

UNDER $30,000

[

Under $5,000 .
$5,000-$9,999

<-------- $10,000-$14,9.99
$15,000-$19,999
$20,000-$24,999

• $25,000-$29,999

1
2
3
4
5
6

$30,000-$34,999 7
$35,000-$39,999 8
$40,000-$44,999 9

$30,000 OR OVER <------~ $45,000-$49,999 0
$50,000-$54,999 A
$55,000-$59,999 B
$60,000-$74,999 C
$75,000 or more D

This concludes the survey questions, thank you so much for your time and cooperation.

(-
I

[~

I
l

!

33. CIRCLE ONE:

INTERVIEWER:

ASK FOR FIRST NAME FOR VERIFICATION PURPOSES:

Refused

DATE:

Male
Female

E

1
2

END 2/80

64

65




