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County housing conditions is included in Attachment 1 that provides a picture of the need for affordable 
housing. Key figures within this attachment include: 

P Production of housing - amount and pricing, and relative to GMA goals (Figures 1, 10, 11) 
P Average sales price and rents of housing over time (Figures 7 and 8) 
P Household demographic information (household type, age, income) (Figure 12) 
P Housing affordability, especially for low and moderate income families (Figure 9) 
P Funds spent on affordable housing and type of housing funded (Figure 21) 

A list of all the available tables and charts is provided on the first page of Attachment 1. 

This information is provided as a resource to the Council for discussion of potential priority strategies for 
the community. However, some initial observations from this data include: 

P Meeting overall Housing Targets. Overall, Kirkland and cities in East King County have been 
meeting and even exceeding their housing targets (Figure 1). This has also been true 
for employment creation. Projections indicate employment growth in East King County will 
create a demand for housing that is greater than housing targets in the future. 

P Currently Sufficient Land Capacity. There is sufficient land capacity in Kirkland and East King 
County to meet the 2022 Housing Targets (Figure 2). However for several jurisdictions, 
including Kirkland, having sufficient capacity is dependent on significant housing production in 
mixed use zones. In addition, Kirkland has significantly more capacity to accommodate jobs 
than it does housing. This could be an increasing challenge for the next round of housing 
projections. 

P Creation of New Affordable Housing. Kirkland has achieved approximately half of its goal for 
moderate income (80% of median income) housing. In East King County overall, communities 
have managed to meet the combined moderate income goal. Moderate income housing has 
been created through direct assistance and regulatory incentives (e.g. density bonuses, 
allowing ADUs). However, most of the privately produced 'moderate income' housing is in 
smaller rental units, which do not necessarily meet the broad range of needs of moderate 
income households. For low income households (50% of median income). Kirkland has met 
about 20% of its ~ o a l .  East King County cities overall have met iust over 30% of the combined 
goal. Essentially all of this low income housing has reauired direct public assistance. (Figure 
11) 

> Overall Housing Affordability. East King County cities, including Kirkland, have a much lower 
proportion of rental housing affordable to low income (<50% of median income) households, 
and ownership housing affordable to moderate income households (<80% of median income) 
than other regions of King County (Figures 9A and 9B). Overall, rents have been relatively 
stable the last few years, though there are signs of vacancies decreasing and rents increasing. 
In contrast, especially in the last two years, ownership costs have increased significantly more 
than the increase in median income, with average home prices increasing over 20% in East 
King County, including Kirkland. 



March 2, 2007 
Page 3 

Average sales prices of homes for all Kirkiand are lower than the East King County Average 
(Figure 8). A primary reason for this is that Kirkland has had a higher proportion of 
condominiums than other cities, and to a lesser extent, Kirkland's single family homes have a 
slightly lower average sales price than some other cities in east King County, with homes in 
the northern portion of Kirkland significantly less expensive. 

Rents in Kirkland have a similar pattern to that of home prices, with rents in the southern 
portion of the city significantly higher than those in the northern part of Kirkland. Both areas 
have rents higher than the countywide average, with southern Kirkland essentially having the 
highest rents in East King County (Figure 7). 

There are two key indicators of these trends on housing affordability. First, for ownership 
housing, according to the King County Benchmarks Report (Attachment 2), since 2000, the 
'affordability gap (difference between median sales price and affordable price to a median 
income homebuyer) for housing in King County has almost doubled ($54,000 to $103,000) 
with most of that increase occurring in the last year or two. Second, over 80% of ail very iow 
income households (30% of median income) pay more than 35% of their income for housing. 
Over 50% of households earning 30% - 50% of median income pay more than 35% of their 
income for housing. (Attachment 1, Figure 20). 

P T v ~ e s  of Affordable Housing Needs. Several years ago, ARCH did a review of housing needs to 
assess whether there should be modifications made to the existing goals for resource 
allocation for affordable housing. The goals for funding by housing type are currently: 

o Families: 
o Seniors 
o Homeless 
o Special Needs 

The conclusion was that these goals continue to reflect overall needs in the community. In 
addition, there was an acknowledgement that within these four groups there were several 
emerging areas of need. First, an increasing proportion of low income households have 
incomes that are below 30% of median income. Therefore, developments that serve a variety 
of incomes, including units affordable at 30% of median income, are encouraged. Second, 
that an increasing proportion of seniors are 75 or older. Therefore we should seek 
opportunities to provide affordable housing which includes services for seniors. Another area 
of need that is getting increasing attention the last few years is homelessness. Efforts are 
being coordinated through the Committee to End Homeiessness (CEH) that is acting on the 
premise that we need to "end homelessness, not manage it". 

One key shift being pursued by CEH is a "housing first' model for housing homeless persons. 
This is a model where homeless persons are placed in housing as quickly as possible. Services 
are made available where persons live, and will vary over time based on needs. In addition, 
there are often no explicit limitations on length of residency. 
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C. CURRENT STATUS OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING REGULATIONS IN KIRKLAND 

The City has undertaken a variety of efforts to address housing issues in recent years, making amendments 
to the Zoning and Municipal Codes to provide for increased housing capacity, simplified development 
processes, and expanded incentives for affordable housing. The City is also in its ninth year of providing a 
high level of support for ARCH, contributing to housing preservation and the development of affordable 
housing throughout east King County. 

A variety of regulations are already in place to encourage the provision of affordable housing. They include: 

P Density and FAR (Floor Area Ratio) bonuses in Cha~ter 112 of the Zoning Code, in effect in 
commercial zones, medium and hinh density residential zones and office zones. These 
provisions allow for bonuses in density of two additional market rate units for every affordable 
unit that is included in a development. Where FAR limitations are used, two additional square 
feet of floor area would be allowed for every square foot of floor area devoted to affordable 
housing. Bonuses are capped at 25% of the base density or FAR. Note - no developments 
have used these bonuses since their adoption two years ago. 

P Density bonuses in TL and RHBD business districts. Bonuses for additional building height 
(between 30-35 feet of additional height) are provided in certain Totem Lake and Rose Hill 
Business District zones, where affordable units are included in multifamily projects. The 
provisions require that in projects over 10 units, 10% of the total units be provided as 
affordable housing. These regulations were adopted within the last year, and have not yet 
been used in development. 

k Accessorv Dwelling Units (ADUS). The Zoning Code allows for an accessory dwelling unit to be 
added to, created within, or detached from a single-family structure, which provides basic 
requirements for living, sleeping, eating, cooking and sanitation. These residences are 
assumed to be affordable to moderate income households and are counted as such when 
measuring progress toward targets. Since accessory dwelling units were first permitted in 
1995, 112 units have been approved in the city of Kirkland. 

k Tax exem~tions. The Kirkland Municipal Code contains provisions for multifamily projects in 
the City's residential targeted areas to be eligible for exemption from propetty taxation for a ten 
year period. Under these provisions, rental projects may receive an exemption for the entire 
residential portion of a project when at least 12.5% of the total units provided are affordable 
(household annual income does not exceed 50 percent of the King County median). For 
owner-occupied units, the exemption applies only to those units that are affordable (household 
annual income does not exceed 70 percent of the King County median (KMC, Section 5.88). 
This exemption has not yet been used by development in Kirkland. 

Areas not covered by incentives for affordable housing at this time include multifamily and mixed use areas 
that have no limit on density or FAR. These areas include the city's BC (commercial) zones (Bridle Trails 
and Houghton), and several other business districts, including the downtown (CBD) area and Juanita (JBD), 
which have neither density nor FAR restrictions. 

A future work program task could include amendments to Chapter 112 of the Zoning Code to extend the 
provisions for affordable housing to these areas. The challenge to providing bonuses for development in 
the remaining areas is that, in the absence of a limit on density, an increase in size would need to be 
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provided. In the downtown in particular, increased bulk of buildings may be a concern, so the increases 
would need to be carefully considered. If we move forward in studying options, a variety of techniques will 
need to be explored. This task is on the City's draft Housing Strategy Plan (see Attachment 3, page 3). 

Housing Stratem Plan 

In June of 2000, the City Council appointed community members to serve as the Kirkland Housing Task 
Force, to address concerns about affordable housing and housing affordability in Kirkland. The eventual 
recommendations of this group were later adopted in 2002, as the Housing Strategy Plan. A draft of an 
updated version of this plan is provided in Attachment 3. The Plan presents the wide variety of measures 
that have been accomplished and those that remain to be completed, to support the goals and policies 
contained in the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan. These strategies are designed to address 
affordable housing as well as issues of diversity and character of housing. Following the Council's retreat, 
staff will revise the Housing Strategy Plan to incorporate the direction and priorities of the Council, and 
bring the revised Plan back to the Council for discussion in early summer. 

D. STRATEGIES TO CREATE AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

The matrix provided in Attachment 4A contains a comprehensive list of strategies that can be used to 
address the need for affordable housing and housing diversity. Since affordable housing rather than 
housing diversity is the focus of the Council's retreat, discussion will focus on the strategies aimed at that 
topic. More detailed descriptions of the strategies listed in the matrix can be found in Attachment 46. . 

Affordable housing strategies available to the City generally follow two key approaches: direct assistance 01 

land use incentives/regulatory techniques. The matrix breaks these two approaches into five more specific 
categories: 

> Direct funding of housing - potential dedicated funding sources. An example of this type of 
strategy is the City's contribution to the ARCH Housing Trust Fund (funds which may result in 
housing construction and/or preservation), 

P Other forms of direct support by cities. The 10-year property tax exemption, land acquisition 
for housing and City loan guarantees are examples of this type of approach. 

P Forms of direct support from other public and private sources. The concept of partnering 
with institutions, such as churches, to provide affordable housing, and joint development on 
Park & Ride sites are examples of this approach. 
Land use/regulatory approaches to create affordable housing. Examples of these approaches 
include concepts such as inclusionaty zoning1, accessory dwelling units, and fee waivers. 

P Land use/regulatoty approaches to create housing diversity. The City's innovative housing 
program is an example of this type of strategy. 

The matrix in 4A also includes several columns that indicate the level of affordability or household type 
targeted by each strategy. Where check marks do not appear in any columns, the associated strategies 
could be targeted to any or all of the affordable groups. Figure 15 (see Attachment 1, Background 

A strategy adopted to require or encourage developers of residential projects to incorporate affordable unfs in their market-rate 
projects. See Matrix, Attachment 4A @age 5), for information regardngpossible variations on this stratew. 
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materials) provides information regarding rent levels and sales prices for the income levels included in the 
matrix. The household types referred to in the matrix are defined below: 

> Low income rental housing: Rental housing for households earning less than 50% of 
median income [$39,45Oforfam&offou/) 

> Moderate income rental housing: Rental housing for households earning less than 80% of 
median income ($63, I20 for fami& of feu/) 

> Moderate income ownership Ownership housing for households earning 80% -100% of 
housing: median income ($63,120-$72900 for fam& of feud 

> Senior housing: Independent living housing (no services) exclusively for 
persons who meet an age requirement - typically 63 
years old. Can include some common areas for social 
activities, but no other services. Each unit is a complete 
living unit. Can be market rate or affordable to certain 
income levels. 

> Special needs housing: Housing for persons that need some type of service on a 
regular basis that is linked to the housing in order to be 
able to live there. (e.g. group homes for persons with 
disability, or housing for youth). 

E. HIGHEST PRIORITY STRATEGIES TO PURSUE 

Based on the priorities of the Kirkland Housing Strategy Plan and past conversations with the Council, staff 
suggests the Council focus their discussion on the strategies listed below. The numbers used are those 
used in the matrix (Attachment 4A). 

> 1II.A lnclusionary zoning programs for affordable housing - several variations on 
approaches exist 

P I .  / I Preservation of existing affordable rental housing 
> 11.1 Land acquisition for affordable housing 
> 1I.J Housing at Park & Ride facility - Transit-oriented-development (TOD) 
> 1.A Increase funding for housing and/or dedicated funding source 

In addition, ARCH is convening representatives from ARCH member cities to discuss potential shared 
priority strategies. This process is overlapping with the Kirkland Council's conversation on affordable 
housing strategies. At this point it is unclear what strategies may emerge from that process, but it is 
possible that they may overlap with the strategies listed above. The group may also find that the strategies 
may be most effective with consensus from members of ARCH (such as targeting funding allocated through 
the Trust Fund to certain types of housing). 

A more detailed description of the suggested five priority strategies follows. 

> Ill. A lnclusionarv Zoning/Reguiatory Incentive Programs for Affordable Housing 

Staff suggests that the council have a more in depth conversation about what is meant by 
"inclusionary zoning" and "regulatory incentives", and which approaches should be further 
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explored by the City. Attachments 6 through 10 to this memorandum provide background about 
the concept of inclusionary zoning, including examples of cities that have used variations on the 
approach throughout the country. In the matrix (Attachment 4A), there are four distinct regulatory 
incentive approaches listed among the land use strategies: 

I I I .A. 1 Regulatoiy lncenfives: Voluntaty 
l l l .A.2 Regulatoty Incentives: Rezone - Voluntaty 
l l l .A. 3 Regulatoty lncentives: Rezone - Mandatoty 
l l l .A. 4 Regulatoty lncentives: Mandatoty 

The City of Kirkland currently uses the first two approaches. The 'Voluntary' approach is used in 
multifamily zones where developers can elect to include affordable homes in exchange for density 
bonuses and other incentives (fee waivers). The 'Rezone - Voluntary' approach is now available in 
Totem Lake, where zoning changes adopted by Council allow for additional building height when 
developments include affordable housing units. 

The third and fourth approaches have not been used in Kirkland, but have been used by other 
communities. The third approach involves requiring all development in areas that have been 
rezoned to include affordable housing, regardless of an individual property's use of new regulations 
('Zoning- Mandatory'). This approach has been used most notably in Redmond, but also to a 
limited extent in Newcastle and Kenmore. 

The final approach, which is the variation most commonly referred to as "inclusionary zoning", 
requires development in a community to include affordable housing, or meet some type of in-lieu 
requirement. Often, density bonuses and other incentives are included. This last approach was 
used in Bellevue in the 1990's, and by a number of cities in California (and elsewhere, see 
Attachments 6-10). Legislation in the past ye'ar clearly authorizes cities to use the first three 
approaches. There have been differing perspectives on the legal basis for the fourth approach. 
However, when Bellevue discontinued their program in the 1990's, the reason for stopping the 
program was apparently based more on perceived economic fairness rather than legal concerns. 
More detailed summaries of local incentive programs are included in the matrix, Attachment 4A. 

> 1I.D / 1.6 Preservation of Existing Affordable Rental Housing. 

This approach involves the preservation of relatively affordable existing rental multifamily housing 
in the community. Two properties funded through the Trust Fund, Kirkland Plaza and Plum Court, 
exemplify preservation efforts. One involved preserving a federally subsidized property for seniors, 
and the other, a private rental development that was purchased and rehabilitated, and now 
maintains rents affordable at 30% to 60% of median income. 

This strategy would entail taking additional steps to encourage more preservation projects. For 
example, a detailed inventory of existing properties that meet certain criteria could be developed to 
assist in identifying candidate properties. Owners could be approached regarding the City's 
interest in facilitating a sale to a group that would preserve the property's affordability. This 
strategy is currently on the City of Kirkland's draft Housing Strategy Plan, but has not been 
scheduled (Attachment 3). This strategy could also tie into Strategy 1.B of the ARCH strategies 
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(matrix, Attachment 4A) which is to focus funding for certain types of housing. This would require 
the overall membership of ARCH agreeing to such an approach. 

To some extent this has already been done with the ARCH Trust Fund. ARCH has a policy that in 
recognition of market conditions, 'preservation projects' can apply at any time to ARCH. This 
policy allowed Plum Court to be considered outside normal funding cycles, and even included 
providing funding prior to other public funding commitments being received. 

Another strategy that is somewhat related to this strategy is I.A.s, a condominium conversion tax. 
This would reauire ~avment  of a tax for anv rental units converted to condominiums, which would . . 
then be used to fund affordable housing 

The primary constraint to these strategies (and the strategy discussed in the next section) is that it 
requires the cooperation of private property owners. In the past year, local non-profits have been 
unsuccessful in being able to secure several properties for sale because the owners wanted to 
close quickly, or had other conditions that could not be met. 

P 11.1 Land Acquisition for Affordable Housing 

This approach would involve the creation of an autonomous funding source that is used specifically 
for land banking. The City would proactively seek to purchase private propetty for the purposes of 
finding a developer who would develop affordable housing on the site. During the 'holding period' 
the City would convene some type of process to determine the community's objectives/priorities 
for a site. A developer would then be selected who is best able to achieve the community 
objectives. An example of this approach is the 'Coast Guard' site in Redmond which now includes 
a mix of market rate condominiums, affordable ownership housing built by Habitat for Humanity, 
Avondale Park transitional housing for homeless households, and a neighborhood park (see 
information sheet, Attachment 11). The City or Redmond used municipal bonds and Housing 
Trust Fund dollars to purchase the surplus federal land. The City developed a master plan for the 
site with input from the community and community agencies, then leased, donated and sold 
portions of the site to three different organizations. 

To help leverage this fund, private investment may be included, using more of a banking or social 
investment model (with the return based on a set percentage rate rather than appreciation in land 
value). To help make a lower interest rate attractive to investors, options could be explored such 
as allowing earned interest to be tax exempt if the land were used for affordable housing. Another 
approach would be to see if some type of tax exempt or municipal bonds could be issued for 
acquiring and holding land. 

This is a strategy that could also tie into strategy 1I.J. Here, underutilized 'private' land could be 
used for affordable housing. On several occasions the ARCH Trust Fund has been used to help 
local groups (Habitat for Humanity, Cambridge Court senior housing) buy or lease portions of 
church properties to build affordable housing. 
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P 1l.J Transit-Oriented-Develoment (T0D)IHousing at Park & Ride Facility 

Park & Ride and other transit facilities provide the potential for more intensive land use. There 
have been many studies on the concept of creating more uses around transit facilities. This has 
resulted in pursuing ideas of adding development above transit facilities. Kirkland has three Park & 
Ride lots (South Kirkland, Houghton, and Kingsgate), that could potentially accommodate housing. 

Similar type of development has already been done once in the Overlake area of Redmond, and 
another housing development with a Park n Ride site is being worked on in downtown Redmond. 
These two projects have different affordability objectives. The Overlake site used special financing 
so that all the housing is rental housing affordable at 60% of median income. The downtown 
Redmond site is anticipated to be primarily a market rate development that could include rental or 
ownership housing, and will provide some additional housing at 80% of median income, above 
what would be required under the City's minimum standard of 10%. 

All three Kirkland sites will continue to be used for Park & Ride purposes in the foreseeable future. 
This has several implications. First, the physical design and development must integrate into the 
transit use of the property. Second, the development will need to be done in partnership with the 
owner of the transit use (e.g. Metro), and their needs will take priority in the process. Third, any 
development will need to fit into the transit providers long term needs in terms of transit use of the 
site, interest in generating revenue to support transit, and relative interest in working on Kirkland's 
sites versus other Park & Ride lots in the County. 

P 1.A Increase Funding for Housinpr andlor Dedicated Funding Source 

Costs for building affordable and preserving existing housing continue to rise, and in the last few 
years, at a rate greater than overall inflation. In addition, as is shown in Figure 11 (Attachment l ) ,  
cities in East King County are achieving only about 30% of their overall goal for low income 
housing. While cities are looking harder at a range of strategies to create affordable housing, 
including housing for low income, some form of direct assistance (donated land, fee waivers, Trust 
Fund) is needed to provide housing for low income households. The Housing Trust fund has not - - 
been keeping pace with increasing costs of housing. This strategy would include either increasing 
the amount of funding for the ARCH Housing Fund or the creation of a more dedicated source of - - 
funding. Section 1.A of the matrix lists a variety of potential sources that could be dedicated to the 
Trust Fund (see Attachment 4A). 

F. NEXTSTEPS 

Staff will revise the Kirkland Housing Strategy Plan according to Council discussion and direction at the 
retreat. The revised Strategy Plan will also reflect the recommendations that come from the ARCH Housing 
Strategies Program task that is occurring this spring. City Council review of the revised Plan will be 
scheduled to occur following the completion of the ARCH task, likely in June of this year. 

The Planning Work Program will also be revised to incorporate direction from Council, with the strategies 
Council elects to pursue now scheduled as work tasks following completion of the work on innovative 
housing, in the second half of 2007 and beyond. 
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Attachments 

1. Housing Conditions - Background Data Report - ARCH 
2. King County Benchmarks - Affordable Housing 2006 
3. Kirkland Housing Strategy Plan, updated January 2007 
4A. ARCH Housing Strategies Matrix 
4B. Description of Housing Strategies in Matrix 
5. Examples of Local Regulatory Affordable Housing Programs 
6. "lnclusionary Zoning for Affordable Housing", ULI, pages 5-37 
7. "lnclusionary Housing" APA Zoning Practice, lssue Number 9, Part 1, September 2004 
8. "lnclusionary Housing" APA Zoning Practice, lssue Number 10, Part 2, October 2004 
9. "lnclusionaty Zoning Works: Montgomery County Leads National Effort", Housing Washington, 

December 2004 
10. "Nine Lessons for lnclusionary Zoning", Housing Washington, January 2006 
11. Avondale Park (Coast Guard site) Information 
12. City of Kirkland Comprehensive Plan, Housing Element 
13. Notes - National League of Cities - Leadership Training Institute Workshop, "Strengthening the 

Availability of Housing Affordable to Working Families" 
14. "Revenge of the Small", BusinessWeek.com, December 26, 2006 
15. "Don't blame growth management for higher housing prices", Seattle Times, January 2007 
16. "Jobs and Housing: Can't Have One Without the.  . . Other", Housing Partnership, December 

2005 
17. Smart Growth Strategies for Increasing Housing Supply and Affordability", California Futures 

Network (source - ARCH) 
18. King County Income and Housing Affordability Guidelines, 2006 
19. Notes - Housing Washington 2004 - Annual Statewide Affordable Housing Conference, 

September 2004 
20. Affordable Housing Advisory Board -Task Force Report, October, 2006 
21. "Earning an A for Affordable", Planning Magazine, December 2006 
22. "One Step at a Time", Planning Magazine, December 2006 
23. "Affordable Housing" APA Zoning Practice, lssue Number 12, December 2006 

cC: ZON06-00004 
Planning Commission 
Arthur Sullivan. ARCH 
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Figure 1 
PERMIT ACTIVITY COMPARED TO HOUSING TARGETS 

1992 - 2005 

* Per adopted local Comprehensive Plan (Note: midpoint used if capacity stated as a range) 



Figure 2 
Land Capacity as Percent of 2002 - 2022 Housing Targets 

2001 
30056 

I 

* Includes 3,100 units from unincorporated UGAs and UPDs 
Note: 100% mean capacity = target capacity 



FIGURE 3A 
JOBS - HOUSING BALANCE 

Ratio: Demand to Supply of Housing* 
1970 - 2000 

' A  ratio of 'IOU means the demand for housing from employment equals the supply of housing. 
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FIGURE 4 
HOMEOWNERSHIP RATE 

1980 - 2000 



Figure 5 
Residential Permit Activity 

Single Family vs Multifamily 
1992 - 2005 



FIGURE 6 

New Attached Housing by Tenure 
1994 - 2005 

*Includes Senior Assisted Housing 



FIGURE 7 

AVERAGE RENTS: 1990 - 2006 

Average Rents and Vacancies 
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FIGURE 8 
AVERAGE HOME PRICES: 1996 - 2006 

Nols DataforKenmore prinrto 1987 is based "pan a veri m l l e d  numberaisales rcported 

SOl8rce CenlraPugetSO>ndRmal Egcale F l e n a ~  Rcpor, H o r n  NeeTuend~ 

Jurisdication 
(Zip Code) 

- 
~- 

Xeuue - 
E?@'' . - 

! s ? ? q u a h .  
xenrno.Ep- 
Klrkj?b- 
Medina 
Mercer island 

.. 
&K'?msh 
Woodinu~lle ~ ~ 

-. 
Eastside ~ i ? i i s  
- ~p~ 

s e a n i e  - ~~ 

K~ng Counrj 

!to increase 
1996 -2006 

- ~-~ 

2 5 6 % .  . 
56% - -  - 

125%- 
226% 

~ 

105% 

, ~ 

~p~~ 1290'. 
1 1 5 % ~  . .  

42% . 
~- 

149% 
~ ~ p-~ 

. - -. 
i47% 

128% 

1st Qtr .36  

~~~ 

~ 2 0 ? 9  
$!73699.- 
$243,241 

$2%dS1-,. 
$172196 
".~ 

_$223,183_$298,736~ 

, 

5206.296 . 
, - - 

5167.058 

$177.128 

1st Qr. '00 

$ 2 3 ! 9 0  
. 53EP82 

g 3 4 . 4 3 ~  
-$?j7.508 

... 

8 3 1 2 , 1 8 1 _ 5 5 6 2 . 3 2 ~  

$356,2-;~ 

s 3 0 0 , 2 6  
~~ 

- . . - 
, szs6.182 

$253,241 

amshed 

~ - 

$173.962 
$ 2 4 9 , 9 8 0  

. ~. 
$301.929 
B217.972 

. 
>2:9>0 

-- $227,969 

~~ - 

$244,566 

qrf wr 02 
Total 

-- . 

8272.743 
$355.076 

5271.581 
-p $343,444 

SS27.444 

5833.828 
$356161 ~ 

$-!%. 
$409.612 

-~ 

~- $389.301 

- 

~~p $308.224 

$293,708 

1st Otr 06 I s t  M r .  04 
attached 

5 7 7 6 x  
$195,234- 
$366.129 

5 3 1 4 , 4 8 4 2 4 7 2 4 5  
$256,649 

,, 3 1 ! 8  
$??8.251 
9257.366 

-~ ~ -~ 

$396.275 -- ~ 

$3441545px)~  

detached 

~, ". 

5453.462 
$245991-$326.256  

2?6_6!8>45?.424 
51.234.923 

$731.284 
$439.33 

??9?66-8449.425 
$409,019 

. - , ~ .  
$455.926 

$302.4921$3654&. .- -~ 

9364.356 

Total 

$ 4 0 7 . 4 3  
5 3 1 9 , 2 1 . f ~ ~ ~ ~  

5388832 

$367.997- 
$1.23=23 

?1aa187 
$38S1_80 

5&848.E! 
$399915 

, 1404,035 

~- - 

533fi.446 

detached 

$3=~ 
, $657.875 

, 5 5 s :  
> 5 ~ , 3 0 : _  

S0.~.$1.188000 

a i U 6  

q ~ a 1 , 1 0 ~ ~ 6 a ~ . ? 6 ~  
~~~~ 

-- 

5461541 

~ o t a l  

p~ .~ 
$631,6j6$/1?.736 

$ 2 ? 1 , e  
9546,952 
$ 4 8 6 5 ~  

53531a@ 
$1.1~8000 

$ 1 . 0 1 3 ~ ~ 3 1 5 4 6 ~  

5489152t~ 
$ p 2 9 ~ ~ ~ - $ 5 1 ( 1 7 3 1  

$5369J? - 
_ ~ 

$623.934p$512,5'75 

_~ 
$4+s,g2f - 

5294,793 $477.8EE $404.170 



Figure 9A 
Percent Rental Housing Affordable to Households Earning 

30% - 49% Area Median Income 

North East Urban Cities East Rurai Cities South Urban South Rural Cities 

Figure 9B 
Percent Owner Housing Affordable to Households Earning 

less than 80% Area Median Income 

North East Urban Cities East Rural Cilies South Urban South Rural Cities 

Souwc: 11111) 2000 Slalc offlie Cities I j a i a  Systcn~: Conlprel~msivc Af(brdabi1ily Stnlcgy (SOCI1S:CI !AS) 
Anlilesll>r~;~base/OIllci HousisglKC Home Coasoniiie, vifordxlr 



FIGURE 10 

Affordability of New Private Attached Housing 
1994 - 2005 

0 8 0 %  Median lncome 

CI 100% Median Income 

120% Median lncome 

m>120% Median lncome 
- 



FIGURE 11 

SUMMARY: CREATION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING: 1993 - 2004 
(Updated July 2005) 

* Includes permits for accessoty dwelling units, density bonuses, etc 
"" Based on 2002 - 2022 projected growth targets 

(24% of growth target for Low Income, 17% for moderate income) 
*** Does not include all property permitted in 2004. 

Page 1 C:\DataiARTFILES\DATABASEiAffnew2006 Jan.xls 



FIGURE 12 
HOUSEHOLD TYPES 2000 & 1990 

EASTSIDE & KING COUNTY 

Household Types 2000 
Eastside Cities King County 

Other H~usshold 

Other Household 

Manied wikids 

Household Types 1990 

Eastside Cities 

Married no kid 

Married wi kids 

King County 



Eastside Cities 
Household Types 2000 

Other 
Household 

Married I N i  

wlkids 
25% 

Seattle 

FIGURE 12A 
HOUSEHOLD TYPE: YEAR 2000 

King County 

Other Household 

Kirkland 
Other 

Households 
16% 

Single Parenl 
Wlkids 

6% 

Married, no kids 
25% 

Married Wlkids 



Figure 13A 
Eastside Cities Age Distribution 

(0-4) (5-1 7) (1 8-44) (45-64) (65+) 
Preschool Age School Age Workforce Workforce Senior Citizens 

Figure 13B 
Population by Age 

Year 2000 

I~Eas ts ide  Clt~es EIKlng County 

< 5 5 - 19 20 - 3 5  35 - 4 5  45 -65 6% 

AGE (Years) 

ARTFlLESlDATABASElCENSUSl2000 CENSUS B.xls, Age 



FIGURE 148 
EASTSIDE CITIES IMMIGRANT'S PATTERN OF ENTRY 

Europe Asia Africa Oceania Mexico Latin Amer Northern 
wiout Mex. America 

1980-1989 M<1980 

-- 



FIGURE 15 
KING COUNTY INCOME AND HOUSING AFFORDABILITY GUIDELINES 

2006 

STUDIO 1 -Bedroom 2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom 
( 1 Person) (2 Person) (3 Person) (4 Person) 

POVERTY 
Average poverty thresholds for 2006 by size of family* 

Household Income $ 9,973 $ 12,755 $ 15,577 $ 19.971 

% of KC median income 18% 20% 22% 26% 

LOW INCOME 
30% of Median lncome 

Household Income $ 16,569 $ 18,936 $ 21,303 $ 23,670 

Rental $ 383 $ 427 $ 472 $ 515 

50% of Median lncome 

Household Income $ 27,615 $ 31,560 $ 35,505 $ 39,450 

Rental $ 659 $ 743 $ 827 $ 909 

Owner ** $ 82,193 $ 94,980 $ 107,767 $ 120,554 

MODERATE INCOME 
80% Of Median lncome 

Household Income $ 44,184 $ 50,496 $ 56,808 $ 63,120 

Rental $ 1,074 $ 1,216 $ 1,359 $ 1,501 

Owner ** $ 142,045 $ 163,383 $ 184,721 $ 206,058 

MEDIAN INCOME 
100% Of Median lncome 

Household Income $ 55,230 $ 63,120 $ 71,010 $ 77,900 

Rental $ 1,350 $ 1,532 $ 1,714 $ 1,871 

Owner ** $ 181,947 $ 208,985 $ 236,023 $ 263,061 

* U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, 2003 Annual Social and Economic Supplement 
Poverty measure reported by family size and composition. Poverty measure does not vary by area 
http:llwww.census.gov.hheslpovertyipovdef.html 

'* Estimate assuming: 10% Downpayment, 30 yr fixed mortgage at 6%, Property taxes at 1.25% 
mortgage insurance, homeowner dueslinsurance $120 - $160. 
An increase in mortgage rate to 7% will increase overall sales price by apx. 8% 

King County Median Income: $ 77,900 

ARCH 2004 Arlfile~/Databa~e/Aff0rdSummaly04.xls 



Figure 16 
2006 

SAMPLE OF SALARIES 

Median lncome (for family of four) $77,900 = $37.45/hour 
Median lncome (for family of one) $54,530 = $26.22/hour 

FAMILY OF FOUR ONE PERSON 
80% Median Income $62,320 = $29.96/hour $43,624 = $20.97/hour 
50% Median Income $38,950 = $18.73/hour $27,265 = $13.11/hour 
30% Median Income $23,370 = $1 1.24lhour $16,359 = $7.86/hour 

I Source: Seattle-Bellevue-Everett MSA Wage Estimates for March 2005. 
2 Annual salary = 2,080 hours 
3 SSI information current to 2005 
4 Source: 2007 City of Bellevue Pay Plan 

Accountant (advanced) 
F~le Clerk 
Customer S e ~ ~ c e  Representatwe 
Off~ce Mach~ne Reparer 
HEALTH CARE 
Med~cal Ass~stant 
RN 
Phys~cal Therap~st 
Dental Ass~stant 

$30 57 
$15 20 
$17 88 
$18 76 

$15.62 
$30 61 
$29 22 
$16 85 

$64,000 
$31,000 
$37,000 
$39,000 

$33,000 
$64.000 
$61,000 
$35,000 



FIGURE 17 
2000 TOTAL POPULATION BELOW POVERTY LEVEL 

* Note: does not include persons in institutions. 
Source: 2002 King County Annual Growth Report 



Figure 18 
HOMELESS POPULATION: 2006 One Night Coullt 

'rllis year it is cslirnated thal lliere arc 7,892 pcople homeless on any given nigllt. 
TIE Strccl Counl cooduclcd 1liioughoul King County found 1,946 people surviving outside willioul sheller. 
The survey of sl~ellers and 11-aasilional programs found 3,980 pcople ulilizing services on the night ofthe One Nigh1 Count 
(see clia~i below). 

Individuals by Household Type 
Couplcs with cliildra~ 
Couples witlioul children 
Adult woiiien wilb cbildlrj~ 
Teen woinen ( I8  & under) w/child 
Adull mcn with cliildrei, 
Single womcn 
Single men 
Minor alone (under 18) 
Unknown 
TOTAL INDIVIDUALS 
Soiivec: Sca l l l e lKi~~g  Couuiy Corlitioii Tol. $1 

111 2006, 37% were Caucasian, 25% Afiican Anxi-ican, 10% Hispanic 
4% Asia~iiPacilic Islander, 4% Native Amo-icdn and 5% Multi-Racial. 
In 2006,29% were <I X yrs ofage, 67% 18-64, and 3% 65 yrs of age and older 

SAFE HAKUUM'S UICU 1NVb;NI'OKY- June ZUOJ 
Sl~cltcr an11 TmnsiliurmlIlo~sbrg- Inscntoqr ofBcds:~7'lic followillg cliarl iiicludcs only 
those beds routincly available for use iliroughout Ll~e year. 

A. SIIELTEII BEDS: Facility-Based Emergency SI~elter Beds is ScattleiKing County 

" 

Men Women YngiAdult 
Scalllc I 942 278 G I  
N. King Couiily 
East King County 
Soutl1 Cou!lly 

Total 

0 0 13 
30 5 18 
35 I I 4 

1,007 294 96 

B. TRANSITIONAL 'IOUSING: SeattleIKiag County 

Source: Sere II-larbols P~ojcct- Jooe 2003 

Sedlllc 
N.  King Cou111y 
Edsl King Couoly 
Soul!, County 

Tlic lraosilional hous i~~g  c11az-i docs 1101 include 5 1 I beds under development as of Julie 2003, Included in this lotal arc 
the 67 lransitional unils in East King Counly: Avondale Park (SO), Plum Cou11(3), and East Village at Talus (10). 

Young 1:amiWmn Single 
PareiitsIAdlts wiChildren Adult 

45 968 1,093 
38 32 9 

0 319 16 
28 389 118 

Total 111 1,708 1,236 



FIGURE 19 
DASH PROPERTIES: Household Income and Employment 

Chart 1 : Annual Income for Tenant Households 

Source: DASH, April 2004 

Chart 2: Sources of Employment for Tenant Households 

Others (8) Retail/rej~il,services 
(0.1 

Re! (eo no nor* ng 
lob, 

neath se!.lccs ,17) 

r,.,'.. Residential services (7) 
WhslelManu~ech (11) 

Soulce: DASH, April 2004 



FIGURE 20 
HOUSING COST AS PERCENT OF INCOME 

East King County 2000 

$0 - $10,000 $10 - $20,000 $20 - $35,000 $35 - $50,000 $50 - $75,000 $75 - $100,000 > $100,000 

Household Income 

ArtfiieslDatabaselCensusl2OOO CensusA.xls, Chart Cost%inc 



FIGURE 21 
ARCH: EAST KING COUNTY TRUST FUND SUMMARY 
LIST OF PROJECTS FUNDED (1993 -Fal l  2005) 

Andlews Helghls Apartmenlr 
Garden Grove Aparlmenb 
OverlakeTownhomes 
Glendale Apartments 
Wildwood Apaornenh 
Someisel Gaidenls ( ~ o n a )  
PaC,l>c lnn 
EaStwOod souare 

Bellevue St Andiews 
Bellevue DASH 
Bcllevue Habatat of EKC 
B E I I ~ V U ~  DASH 
Bellevue DASH 
Bellevue KC Housing Aulhority 
Bellevue ' Pacllic Inn Assoc 
Believue Park Villa LLC 
Bellevue St Andrewr Chalel Apls 

YWCA Famlly Apartments 
Highland Gardens (Klahanie) 
Crestlrne A~attments 

KC.  (Belleuue Sphere) YWCA 
KC.  (lsraquah Sphere] S t  Andrews 
KC.  (Klrkland Sphere) Sheiler Resources 
Redmond KC Houhino Aulhorllv Parkway Apartments 
Redrnand Hab~lat 01 EKC 
Redmond " MHCP 
Redmond SI. Andrewr 
Redmond KC Housing Aulhonty 
Redmond DASH 
Bolhell Habilal 01 EKC 
Newcastle " Habilal 01 EKC 
lrraqvah "' St. Andrew$ 

Vrllage ah Overtake Slalion 
Summerwood 
Habilal - Bolhell Sile 
Habilal - Newcantle Slle 
Talus Properly 
Mine Hill 
lslaquah ~ i ~ h i ~ ~ d ~  properly 
Greenbrier Family APLS 
Plum Court 
Kenmore Court 
ADU Loan Program 
HOmeOivnel Downpayment Loan 

16Laquah St. Andrews 
lssaquah ". SAHGiSRl 
W00d8nvilie " DASH 
Kirkland DASH 
Kenmole LlHl 
VarOUE 
Varloun KCMSHFCIARCH 

Carnbndge Covn 
Ashwood C o ~ i l  

Beilevue R e ~ ~ r r e ~ l i o n  nousing 
Bellevue ' DASHiSheltei Resources 
Bellevue DASHlSheltei Resources 
KC.  (Bellevue Sphere) Sheller Resources 
Bolhell '* Sheiler Resources 
Kirkland Sf. Andrews 
Kenmore DASHISheller Resources 
Mercer Island SI. Andiewr 
Wood~nville .' DASHISheller Resources 

Eveigceen Courl (Assisled Living) 
Vesa Creek 
Riverside Landing 
KllklaOd Plaza 
Heron ~ a n d n g  
EIi~worth House Apt5 
Greenbrier Sr Apt5 

Hopel~nk Piace 
Chalet 
Kensington Square 
Dlxte Price Tiansilional Housing 
Avondale Park 
Avondale Park Redevelopmen1 
Pellei Court 
Talus Properly 
Issaq~ah Highlands propif ly 

~ei levue " nopelink 
Belle~ue SI Andrew$ 
Bellevue Housing al  Crossroads 
Redmand Hopellnk 
Redmond S ~ n n ~ b o a r d  (EHAI . .  . .  
Redmond " Springboard (EHA) 
Kirkland KITH 
IESaqUah 'I' St. Andrew8 
1~5aqu3h '" SAHGISRI 

SUB-TOTAL 

4. Soeclal Needs Houslna 

My Friends Place 
s,i11wa,er 
Foster Care Home 
DD Group Home 
Unlted Cerebial Palsy 
DO Group Home 
AIDS Housing 
Hainnglon House 
OD Group Home 
Parkview DD Condos Ill 
$ERR DD Home 
Foster Care Home 
Oxlord House 
Parkvlew DO Homes VI 

SUB.TOTAL 

TOTAL 

Uninc. KC 
Redmond 

EDVP 
Easlside Menlai Health 
Filendr of Youlh 
Communily ~ iv ing  
UCP 
Residence East 
Aids HDULS~Q 01 WA. 
AHAICCS 
Cornmunily Living 
Parkview 

6 Beds 
19 Beds 

4 Beds 
5 Beds 
9 Bed5 
5 Bed5 

10 units 
6 Bed5 
5 Bed5 
4 
6 Beds 
4 Beds 
8 Beds 
6 Beds 

99 Bedsiunlts 

2233 

Bell~~elKlrklend 
Bellevue 
Bellevue 
Bellevue 
lssaquah 
Bolhell 
Bolhell 

IERR 
FOY 
OxloidlCompass Cti. 
Parknew 

' I . ' J ~ Y ' I  : .?"bi  i (..?P.::~.,n 
" i s .  ' <  i . ,  ' . .  : "  . I . r  - P I  (1 ill . i P . . d  e'r ,,I,,.,. ..,. 1 , , . (..n,.,.> ... ir :.r' I, -re .'.a .rr i t  ,.. , : .,> r n rc 



FIGURE 22 
ARCH AFFORDABLE HOUSING ASSISTANCE PROGRAM' 

i o i r b - 0 7  

RNNUALCOMMITMENTS 
2QM 

5570480 

S217,<13 

$324908 

'1994 20D1 2000 

$1.161.100 Sl.it47.776 1 51035.911 

V14.828, 9253.525 5235.445 

2005 

51,231,744 

$194,854 

Si50.86B 

S635.$84 1 5320,105 

5713,109, $237.313 

528.230 

57~..570 

539,?39 

514.R13 

2002 

S106.977 

8225,765 

520,000 

51.722 

$740000 i $999407 1 l401.606 ' S i r 3 8 8 1  $218.750 

2006 

5492.000 

$252892 

S19i587 

2093 

S80.758 

51 ,22d  

556.200 

318,029 

7007 

5502.000 

973 ,207  

$i5<.4iO 

541,327 

2 

$99,298 

$22,348 

9748,889 ',,! SO8060 

$65,907' 5251,750 

$34,813 S16028 ,  

577.101 ' S?t.leO 

3 1 , 0 9 5 ,  5.3.757 

, SIG,Oi i  514.805 510,273 S1O.OOO S10.000 510,flOQ 51 

510.S80 511.038 $31,106, $111.239 S10.384 5i0.239 81 

S2.298 12.311 V345 37e 1113 S74 

5224 5238 $213 152 580 552 

5132 $152 i 535 ssp 533 

L44GEO. 

$%,EX 

5730,516 

523.152 

853281 

US11 

541.698 

S97,692' 

583.755 

P53.293 

$104.882 

ji3.L55 

588.459 

$ 2 0 , , r l  

198036 i S9.516 

579.632 S51171 

$"8511 

si003X 

348.591 548,573 $48,031 

SO SO SO 

s580.48 1503.942 680.469 



FIGURE 22 (Page 2) 
ARCH AFFORDABLE HOUSING ASSISTANCE PROGRPIMf 

SOURCE OF 1999 COMMl SOURCE OF ZODO COMMITMENTS 
CDBG Crne$.lFvnl Other TOTAL I 

SOURCEOF 7001 COMMITMENTS 
CDBG ~ s n r n i ~ u n d  ocher 1 TOTAL 



FIGURE 22 (Page 3) 
ARCH AFFORDABLE HOUSING ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

I SOURCE OF2002 COMMITMENTS / I SOURCE OF 2003 COMMITMENTS 
ClT I  CDBG I G s n v ~ I  Furrl Other 

SOURCEOFZOW COMMITMENTS 
CDBG Dmrral ivna Other TOTAL 



FIGURE 22 (Page 4) 
ARCH AFFORDABLE HOUStNG ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

1 SOURCEOF2005 COMMITMENTS 
C I N  

~ e r c e r  1 %  

issawan 

"iPOd"YlllR 

Newcarile 

Svmmamrh 

iienmore 

wed#", 

Clyde H811 

Yllrvn P m  

Hunt! P<l#!,nr 

RIaUXAlfl V i B  

SOURCE OF 2006 COMMITMENTS 
COBG Gm-ral Fund Other TOTAL 

S61.111 

539.939 

52.313 

51,031 

$5469 

$230 

S18.099 1 

1 TBD 

$12,500 

$17.000 

TOTAL 

5507.000 

5223,201 

Sl5l.Ar0 

S44.699 

S36.626 

5130,518 

$23.1 52 

153,293 

S101.882 

S98.916 

92,500 

hi6.72D 

I4.156 

52,700 

$377 

51,396,012 

SOURCE OF 2007 COMMITMENTS 

179,510 

138,939 

511,813 

118,031 

574 ) 

%2 ) 

E33 ; 

I 
$22s,sss 1 %9?8,599 

CDBG 

590,000 

$57,207 

$51,470 

$446'1~ 

516,626 

I15516 

$fa.s i~  

E6.793 

175.ODO 

s1o.000 

510,OO> 

-.. .~ 
S74r,A83 

OoncralFund 

so 

I $SO,@$ 

1 s10,ooo 

i 110.219 

57 1 

$52 

533 

~p 

$<.889.816 

Olher 
-- ~ 

$4882 9100000 1 
$24.916 ! 575000 

1 S2,SOn 
I 

81,720 ! 515.000 

$412,000 / 
f166.000 

I1OO.OOO i 
i 
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I P20.000 ! 

5115,000 ! 

s??,son i 
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3200 ' S2500 
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FIGURE 23 

EAST KING COUNTY: HUD SECTION 8 - PROJECT BASED HOUSING 

J-anita \ e:. X r m n a  94 GO Fam nd v d ~ a i s  1996 
Xirh and nc~gnts K r~ lan r l  1 8 I  107 Fam nd /luJa s 1996 
X r6  and Plaza K~rkland 24 24 E aerl) D sao e 1997 X 
West*uoo Sqhare K~rkland , 70 14~~am1lnd~vtdlrais 2003 X 

PROJECT NAME 

NOTE: Shaded rows indicates Project Based, Section 8 Housing that is privately owned. 

(1) Year that original HUD contract expires 

arifiles\database\Othe1h0~singiSe~ti0n8XCL,expirsumm 

CITY 'TOTAL /SECTION 8 POPULATION 1 EXPIRATION PRIVATE / 1 YEAR (1) OWNER 'Preservation 
1 1 1  







































STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or SCHEDULE1 CODE COUNCIL COORD. 
Implementation Sbategy) STATUS UPOATE ACTION Wi OTHERS 

REQUIRED 

c Evaluate tirnelmes tor perrnlt revtew Adopt rewiled permit &+ timcines estabished by the new Land Use Regulatory Reform 
A c t  (H-261 

d. Further evaiuale additional tinelines for permit revew. IH-26) a+ X X 

o. Aliow concurrent revlew old<scretionary approvals (e.g zoning 
and PUD applicat~onsl. (H-2.6) 

& 
f Allow concurrenl revflew 01 d~scret~onawappravals and build~ng X 

permtti le g PUD and bu!ld~ngpermP) {H-2 6) 

g Allow rnanohctured housing n all resdential zones. 

h. Afow cottages, multiplexes that lock like singie-tamily and small 
lot singlefamily in ali zones. (H32) 

4. Affordable HousineiSoedal Needs 

a. Euafuate and potenlialiy revise specla1 bonuses for affordable 
hauing (sidingscaie 50% to 80% of medmj  and reuleul 
process. IH-2.3, H-2.41 
(11 Multifam~lyZones 
(21 Tdem Lake and NE 85' Street 
(31 CEO, J B D  NRHBD 
(41 Single Famy Zones 

b Expedite permt review for projects w!aflardabie component. (H- &+ X X 
231 

c Provde for SRO (Lnge Room Occilpancyl n i l  zones allow~ng Not X X 
hotels and other approllrtate locatcans (H 2 I l l  scheduled 

-ZE 
X - Nremv br  mrpldvn 01 a3 
A C~rnplet8Za: underway 

I 
@ t%mr#r D # i c r ~ e W r w n e e ~ e c  S~trm*m~U~~uei 



STRIITEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan PQlicy or 
Impkmentation Strategy) 

d Revew e i o u ~  homes slandardsfor consistencv with the Federa 
Fair Housing Ac t  Ensure codes provlde opportuntles for 
speca needs housrng (H-2.10, H.2 11) 

SCHEDULE! CODE COUNCIL C00RD 
STATUS UPDAlt ACT'DN W/ OTHERS 

fiEQUlREO 

0. DIRECTlINOIRECT FORMS OF ASSISTANCE 

1. Direct Forms of Asrlrtance 

a Continue direct fundingof affordable housngispeca needs 
housngthrough the CDBG program. (H2.8, H.91 

b. Contlnue usingCDBG funds for the Sngle Family Housng 
Reoair program. (H-2.81 

c, Explore potential other local revenue sources that could be 
targeted taward housing on a regular basis $.g genera funds. 
portion of local taxes1 (ti-2.9) 

d. Waive some or all permlVimpaci iees for affordable housing. 
{HZ 3. H2.9) Eualuaie the cumulative mas of impact fees, 
permit fees and hwh.up kes. 

e Consider seiling/leasing a~propriate surplus land at below 
market ualue fw aifwdable hwsing IH-2 31 

f .  Acgure land in Klrkland for development of housingto serve 
households earning 60% or less of County median income, (H- 

&+ 

A+ 
A+ 

W 

2002,' 
Ongoing 

Nd 
Scheduled 

X 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



STRATEGY (Related C~mprehensive Plan Policy or POPULATION SFRVED 
lmplemerdalian Strategy) 

REWIRED 

2 9) 

2 Pay or walve some u t l b  and/or nfraslructure costs for 
affordable housillg [H-2 91 

b. Work tvith local banks to coordinate better financ~ngbr 
aflordable housing. [H~2.9] 

2. indirect Forms of Assistance 

c. Evaluate development reguaOonsfarther potential impact an 
housngcosts. (HL?.6j 

a Condud inventory of public property for potental auaiIabiliV for 
housing and other public uses/ update regularly (H.29) 

d. Explare nancash farms of assistance k g .  providing loan 
euaranteea for affordable housing! (H-2.3, HZ.9) 

i4 
I 1 I 

e Explore opportunities to encourage private and other public 
donation at resources. ncluding land, for affordable housing 
IH-2.9, H-212j 

f Analyze the potenthai clty role in employer assisted housinu 
Work with Inca employers io study model programs (H~2.12) 

Not 
scheduled 

a+ 
Nat 

scheduled 

Not 
scheduled 

Not 
Scheduled 

&+ 
h. Conduct nventory of exstlng rnulttfam$ residential properties 

and encourage presetvation of thcse that are aflr~idable. (H-2.9) 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

X 

Not 
scheduled 

X 





STRATEW (Related Camprehenaiw Plan Policy or 
implementation Strategy) 

REQUIRED 

0. OVERSlGHT/MONtTORING/EDUCI\TIDN 

1 Compiete a strate@ Dian/work program and update ewly three 

(31 years. (H.31 

2. Montor progress in meeting housing lleeds and repon is City 
Council ~nnually. lnforrnatlon caiiecled should at a minimum 
include total housillgdevelopmeoi, constiudion and demolition 
at affwdaHblc housing, and r r e a t i i  d RWs. IH.4) 

3. Collect information on a rewiar bass needed for the Regional 
Benchmarks. 

4. Evaluate c t y  efforts in acheving projected densities n 
rnultlfamly zone$ and cornmeictal areas. Reuiew standards if 
dens~les are not acheved. IH~1.11 

5. Evaluate Ciy eHans in achieuingob\edueof disperang 
ahrdabio hausingin the Ciw. (H-2.5) 

6. Undertake an educationai campagn to Increase awareness of 
housingissues. 

a* 
&+ 

&A 

Not 
scheduled 

Not 
scheduled 

X 

X 





I Direct Local Support (continued) 

STRATEGY 1 COMMENTS 

I 
Other Local (Citl-port - 

. , , . . .,, . ;.: :_ . : :, i ' . ,  , , ,  . , . . , , , . . , . ., .,,. , ,  , . ,  . . . ,  . . . , , .  

E. Counrvwideirc~ional Bond 1 - 
lssuellrvy 
P T a x  incremen! financing I ihiould require slare legislation or possibl 

1 conrrituiional changc~ 
1 G. Salcs Tax Enernprion for Aifordablc 1 Would nccd srarc lcgislalion 

Housing 1 
. , .  . , . . ,  ' . .  . . . . .:,. '. , ~~, , ~, \ ~ : , , ; ,  .~ 

, . . . ,. . . . , .. . ,  . . ~ ... . . - . ' :~ , 



11. Other Forms of Direct Support by Fubliflrivatc Sources 

.. . .~ 

~ ~ 

/ Fundcrsofrcn havepnori l iel thar influence X ! ? ? Y X  

.. . , 
X ' X  

! 

L imited rlew cunst~uclion resoulre ' X  
I i ~. ~ . ~ 

D. Actively work ~~/cornmuni ly  paflncra to Co~ildoverlap wzl, 1.B X 
emphaslrc i lcrrain types of housing such ! 

Prcscr~ation ...... 
Would likely icq;lrc cooperanon among X 

scrvicer wltll housilig 101 ptnons that need jorisdiclions and state azcncrcs ro coordirlarr 
fund>ngpoticies Surnecfforts have hepun 
around homelessneas. I 

No knos~ i l oca l  pragramsai lhis llma. 
Sonterhrng Ibkc 'walk m work. woilld wed 
?taw acency supon.  . - 

H Pr~vaie funds arailablc io,homcbuycr Wnrk wi lh lucrl bankingcon~rneni t~ to 
inc~t i l s~"CRA" aclivil>. (c.:. link City 

....~ i bankins with havinp local pro,grams)- - j I. Land ~ a n k ~ n g ~  To rnbailce lriiglri \,.an1 romc iypc  stareor 

-- 

.- 
rendexpand security depoin 'p i  K 

3 



111. Land Use Incentives for Affordable Housing 
~~ .~ 

STRATEGY COMMENTS 

- ~~ ... 
A. lnclusionarg ZoninglRegulatory 
lncenlive Programs for Affordable 

A I .  lnccntivc Program: (m) Mrn~bers using volilnrary bonuscs include: 
Bellevue. Woodinvi!i~, 

l o i n h c r ~  ~ ~ s i n _ i  \r>luni.ti\ urc 

.'ifrilrdahilily i f  us< ~ l c r i , ~ u \  1 { d ~ ~ w ; ~ l ~ ~ ~ v r ~ i . l < c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r ~  

, ,  1 1 1 1 4 3  incentive Plograrn ( & g ~  Members uslnt. mandator" affordah~l~rv linkcd LO X - I rerones/mgularoig revisiotls include: 
Linked to /,onine/r-cuulatorv chanecs Kedmond. Newcasrle ldoivntownl. 

K e m m  idoNnhjw,!l)' 
" I 1 I , member-scurrsntly usc citywide mandatary 

Crrrnmunlry wide Mandaros~ with reuuiremc~vs. Bellevue llsed in carlv 1990's. 
Ilas bccn used by ciaes in Califoolia. 
Legislarion in 2004 addressed the fixst three I I I I I  

. ~~ 1 forms 
13. .~-LCS!.OI? DH'CII~II: I.nil.s ! ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ 1  .4l?('l.l juri;~l~c$~orn\ .LII~W # , I  <WIG IOZIV 
C. Transfer of ~evelopment  Rights for I ~ o u l i  be done at c~ thf r  cily or sub-regional 
preicl iring exicling housing For affordahle ' scale. 
hous~nx. 

I Srdre Leglsla1;oli nlay be ahlc to create incentires 
to further entice such a program. 



- - - 

D Ahkc ca~iot l ' ~ ~ ~ ~ i n \ l i i u u o n ~ l  llreb I < @ .  
Chul.chc\l lo pro i idc  \nr.ill :ilnrrtinl 01' 
Iru~is~ng u n  Lhcir :>r;qlrll) l o  >crvc 

... ~ 

h vk rne  ARCII mcmhzi 

~ 

i l f h c ~ r  *,a, a \ii71plci I I I C L I I < I ~  
l'Cc> \'J<lllld r t ~ ~ u l w  Slai? 

would create illcentives for 
co~nmunilies p~cservin ~ 

. ~~~ 

. .., ~ ~~~ 

. ~~ ~ 

X 

-- I . .. 

-- 
X 

. . i-.. 1~ 









type o i  acIivity/$cn.icc 

R Funding rounds for specific 
types of housing 

C. 10 Y& Propeng Tau 
Encrnption for mixed use zones 

D. inventory public land IDonatc 
surplus public propeny. 

E. Countywidelregional Bond 
Issueilevy 

-- 
F. Tax increrncnt financing 

-- 
or sen-ice. For exarnple one 
a pollion af sales collecrcd from restaurants to its housing fund 
(One reason lor using this source u'as that many rcstaurant 
rrnployccs havc lower income.) In Washington Statc, a $10 
recrrrlingfcc is  charged on real estate related documents, and the 
ftlnds are used a t  the Sfalc and County level (RAIIP) for 
affordable and hornelrss housing. Lrsudlg lhere aould be somc 
typc of linkage between the fcc and hou~ingg-~ee<~. 
T h ~ s  would involberhe Trusr 
explicit priority oi targetins ccaain typcs of housing. (e.g~ 
housing for homeless, housing in mixcd use zone (new, or I 
prcsenzalion in or near downtowns.) . Bellevuc did somclhrng like 
this for housing in ils dorr-ntow~~ HI the mid-1990s. - .  
This is a 10 Year exemption fiom property taxes on the Need State I~gislation to 
improve~uesr value for ihc rcsidcntial ponion of new construction rcdoce minimum City 
in m~xed use areas. Currently unly allowed in cities of 30.000 size. 
plus. There must bc some form of public benefit linked to the 
exenrpliun. Only Eastside city with a program is Kirkiand which 

~~ ~ 

another concept is that Cities could set up a TDR pro~mrnu~here 
Cities give their unutilrzed developn~enl capacity ofpuhlic sites 
(e.g. parks) to developers who provide aflordahlc houskg:- 
There was a s  attempt in the early 1930s to pass a countp idc  lev), 
for affordable housing. which failed at the polls. 'l'here are many 
other public needs looking at somc form o f  counrywide levy. Onc 
strategy would be to combine sevcral different public needs into 
onelarger initiative. Seattle did this sevcral years ago, and 
Vermont did a starewide inltialivc that combined runding for 

dune, 

. 
affordable housing and environmental protenion. 

* 

Involves using property taxes Rom incrcascd value of new Would rcquirc stare 
~ievelopmeot to yay fol. it~frastructure ur other public benefits le~islation or possibly 

8 - 
associated with that developmcnl ln~al ifornla,  a portion oftau ; conslitvtiunal~han& 
inctenlenl funding is drdicared tu suppvnrng affordable housing. 1 



11. Other Public/IJriya$ Sources 

A. Use existing counlylSlstel 
Fcdcral programs 

B. I.ow Income T m  creddlfs in ?--- urban centers 

Govemmml Scctnon 
202 Funding 

availability of funds 
for infrasiiucture with availability 
of diversity of housing. 

I- Most projecls rumdcd through AKCH also receive funds f ~ o m  
other public funders. Thcsc funders oiten have priorities or point 
systelns rilal innurncc how proposals are put together (cg. 
targeied iclcorrre lcuds ,  populaions servsd, sire of units) 
Currently thc County is placing special emphasis on addressing 
homclcssocss- Several new fund sources have k e n  generard by 
the State for homelcss (including seruiccs) and permanent 
affordable housing. (Also see next i tem for a specific issuc with 

a 
ont  fundin:: source Tax Cicdlts.) - ." 
Curent scoring criteria nlakc it ditficult for !ar:er mixed incomc ' fcquires revisions to State 
dcvclopments in urban centers lo utrllre tlie LTHTC. In order lo 1 Commission's cunent 

point system i i l r  tax credits. 
There is st111 some fedcr,il funding to help pay the cast of new 
construction oiaffordablc housing. These fuiids are targeted to 
housing for seniors and pcrsons with special needs. The amount 
of funding is cappcd on a statewidcierel, a~ ld  a project has not 
bccn funded in East King County in nvei. IS years A goxi could 
be to receive funding f ron~ this proglanl. -- 

the counry program, or could independently provide crcdit sirnilat program. 
enhancemnent. 
~ k c u  assssstnenlof inipact fees andprioritize puhlic fullding of I would likely rrquirc 
infrastruciure so thar more diverse forms of 
have infrasuucture available, jurisdictions and s t a t  

agencies to coordinate 

-. 
Prov~sion of seivlces is nilcn a kcy to success for housing for ' Would require 
homeless, very low income andyecia1 needs housing. While we / conrdinarinn with sera 



persons thar need services (e.g. 
special needs. hornclosr 

:- - 
1 Land Bdnklng 

to ice a plan for how suchrcrviccs ~ 1 1  be iunders a1 all Lcvcts o<  - 

- - 
lhci l  taryc~opulariolis.  -. 
-walk to ~ o r k ~ ' ~ i m ' o i ~ v c r s  and Stale No knownlocaloroeraal* 

orovided, tsuicallv here  is nor an cxolicit linkaw between fundine 
~ - - 

of ael~slces and housing lur such liousing There is Innre 
co~lvrr ia~ion around this, especially for homelcss housing. The 
basic concept is !hat agencies thar receive public supporr for 
providing servjccs would prioritize or by somc othcr rncans link 
movidins services lo rcsldcnis of affordable housing reserved for 

- . . . . 
Depr of Transpowation lo encourage employers to bug h o u i n ~  a1 this tirnc 
within close prox~rnitg oftheir workplace. Sonlcrhing like 'walk to 
"Silu.onic" in Portland. Partner with non-profil and Fannic n,ac , wolk' would seed siarc 
( .~~~,&ronl$c!r ! I_u:+!- l<r l :~r  ; i ~ h ~ r j . h U ! J  I agency suppon~ 
Scvual hospital / un~versity progralna have been cnrauxl that 1 
target homeownershlp progalxis far employees who llvc in 
ne~~iihorhoorls near emvlovei Tvriic*llv ihcsc habc been in 

eoucrnnlcnr, not iust local - 
lcvel. 

. , ,~ > 

nei~lnborhoo~is w-ith 110mes needing rekdbi11laEiun. -- ~ 1 - 
Explore ways lo levcragc private. investment through lcndcn or 
other means. For fcnderr uoc~ld involve rrvino to irlcrfase C R 4 '  I . - 
tFpe acrivicies in tlic cnmmuniry One u.ay lo do chis might 
includc scfccting a bank to hold cily's accounts based on cfforrs lo 
providc programs in the community Finance second mu, tgnpes 
throu_eb iriucstmenrs that yield return a1 tirnsof sale uarhcr thin an  
an arnoniz. d hasis. Secn~id morrgage return is hascrl on cither a 
sct interest rateoi share of applec~ation, tnlsrprisc cxpccu to 
launch a demonstration program in ieveral citnes l a t r ~  lhrs ycai. 
including Seaule Their model is based a n  ylelding investment 

~ s ~ i ~ e u u r r  far private i~lvestors. I ... ~- 

Clrate an  wrolmmnus iunilirrg source char is used specifically for hlighl require creating 
land banking 4Uempi to maximize priiate investment in such a slate or federal iegislal~on 
fund. ldes is Lo uifcr a set rate of return on ilinds. To hclp ~nake a thar would allow interest 
lower inicica rare arrractlve. also look into mcthods whereearned , io bc tar exempt, 
interesr wiluld bc raxexempr if land used for aifordahle liousing. 
(Seems u havc+g!nc similaririei to TPL model). An"*: i 



'program' but for many rcnlen, the expense of sccurity and cl.-.ming depoits  
is a significanl cost The concept is Lo llmir t h ~ s  expense for lower 
income rrsirlcnts. One approach is to created a 'loan' program 
where funds are actually provided to the properly owner. Another 
appivach is  That n government body or agency 'sccurcs' the 
resident. and only rnakcs payment in the event the resident docs 
1101 adherc lo their lcarc Potential users of the program would bc 
screened lby a local agcncy to assess their need. and likelihood lo 

to their lease. 
~ ~~. .. 

- 

J .  Private 'surplus' property for 
houslng. 

Been donc in 4 Bcllevue bur 

approach would be to see if some type of tax exempt bonds ci~uld 
heeissu_ed For acquiring and holding land. 
Tlic idea lreie is to be mom proactive in working v,ith local private 
propeny owners such as churchcr that undcmtilirc their property 
to see if they could rilake a portion of Lhcir land ava~lable for 
affnrdable housing. 'This might bc a good fit for doing sniall 
hous~ng complexes that corrld scivc hu~ncless penondfamiiies. In 
rhe past several affordable housing dcvclopnients have been built 

not other cities. I 

limited scalc. and a I x a l  
nun-profit group iMutual 
lntcrestj uses interest on 
deposits ro fund move in 
costs. . 



I III. Land Use Incentives for I 1 1 

voluntay) progams. 
King County. Isas hern used mureextcnsii-ely in Cnlifurnir. 
Manv cities urnvide for an allernativr method uf meetine 

1 ' 1 requirements tluough a11 ill-lieu iee. ! 
B. Accessorv Dwelling Units 1 While m(~st cllirs nuw allow. thcv havc not becn creatcd to the i 

-. . 
are wrlling tu prcscrvc ilaa atfordable housing (directly or through 
rales to communitv ~rouos). receive TDK credits to sell to I .  

- 

C Transfer of Development Rights 
for preserving existing housing for 
affordable housing. 

. -  . 
receiving sites in East King County. (Note: Current County I'DK 
programs, while promoting rural preservalios, may be counter to 
crcate incentives that result in more diversity. i.e. Achieve higher 
dcnsity by paylng for TDR credrts vs providing affordable 

, , 
extent hoped fnr ADUs have heen seen as a way to provide 
housing for low-moderate income singlcs and cuuplcs in a rnanncr 
w s h  mjnirnal ilnpacr on a cor~~rnunity and in a way that intcgratcs 
a relatively afiordablc form ofhousing within thc community. 
Are there ways lo incrcasc uulization, such a$ 

Rcvicwing local regulations 
lncrcasc public awareness 
Educate rcaltors I other professionals 
Fina"5iaI-suppon 

There are cur~ently sevcral TDR paograiams in  areas of King 
County. Typically tlrese ymgranis are orleiited around sellii~g off 
development liehis to preserve open space. Anutller angle that 
could he coitsidered i s  to allow owners o~cxrsungprowrtics that 

. - . . - .  u- 

small anlounl of housing 011 their I more extensive upgrades to theoverall property. Anotheijssue 
property to serve homeless I could he to allow small efficiency living-5 Tor the homeless. 
E Cities consider requiring I 111volvec evaluaring rezones and other actions lhrrrsult in 

State Leglslarion may be 
able to create inccntlvcs to 
further enttcc such a 
program 



-. 
affordable housing whmcver increased developmmt capacity to see if there should be somc 
i~~cmase  developmenr capacity form of explicil requirement For affordability as par1 of thc rezone 
through regularoiy changes. or regulatoiy change. Could apply la both residential and no>,- --- , residential zoncs. This has been done in sevcral cascs including 

1 Master Planncd Dcvdoomenrs bv rhe Counlv. and downtoum 

- - 
Couoty, the regional warer alliance has significanr fees. and docs 
no1 exempt fees for aliordable housing. If we're golnp lo ask 
builders ro ~nodifv lheir busmess pracdce, government nccds to 
find ways lo re1 an example. Another challenge 1s rhal Statc lax, 
currently x q u ~ n s  'impact' few that are waivcd to hr funded from 
another public source. While there are ways To address lhis 
siti~arion. this rcauiremenr seems to cloud cffofls ro waive inmcr 

~p 

to consider rxpcdiirng permitting of 
developmenr with affordable affordable housina, howeuer not sure have - 

There are ielatlvcly l~mlted number of mobile home communities 
housing commu~lities in East Kin. County. More proaclivc methods of ~reservine these 

parks couldbe undinakcn. T ~ I S  could involve deCeloping - 
legislation that would provide incentives to park owners who 
agrcc ra prr5en.e The us<, or to scli to a non-profil (Might have 
s~n~~ la r i nc s  to roois used for preserving a:ricultural land). 

! Incentives might i n c l u e  exempting sale from REm, __ 

was a simpler method for 
'uaivlng' irnpact fees. 
Would rcqulrestate 
Legislation. 

unuld create incenuvcs 
for preserving. 



IV. General Land  Use/ 

analysis. 
For developers, ciflzens and pollcymakcrs alike, thr first step 
toward land use cerrainty n solld undcrstandlng of how much land 
is availablc~ 
An example 15 khe Silicon Valley h%anufaciuleis Croup and 
Gmanhelr alliance did a co~iiolete inventory of vacant an(< 

-- - 
Would require all 
members aorkinz joinrtp 
on lo develop. 

C .  v&i;;dlc unit size requiremenr F 

D . ~ h o m e s ( i l m o v a t i v e  
: housing) ~n slngle family areas. 
I (c.g. cuttdgcs I bungalows) 

o f  housing anticipated in  a neighborhood will bc crcaled, or be 
ablc lo compete against other allowed uses. This would invoivc 
dcvclopine land use regulations that allow additional capacity in 
cenain locaiions (e.g. downtowns, oldneighborhood shopping 
centers) if a develnpmerrt/redevalopnient includes a certain 

done something like this 
for arcas ofCotem Lake 

giuportbon of housing. ~ 

Reouire rhat in new sinelc family dcvcloomcnt that a certain 1 Redmand has chis in North - 
percentageof units be lrlnilcd in Sl7.e. Redmirnd did this in one Rose Hill neighborhood. 
neighborhood. Thc uhjcclivc 01 lhis program is to creae visual 
diversity of housing m thc ncighharhood, as well as some relative i 

price variation of housing. ... I 
Maiiv iurisdidions have oolicies encouracinc niorr innovarivc I Redmond now ailows 

3 a 

farms of housing in aingle family areas rhal would fit in u.ith 
single family homes, while providing housing for smaller 
households. One concept is  cottages, and others include ideas 
such as duplexes. One question with these homes if there should 
be any expectation of sumc rciabve amount of affordability, is it 
sufficient to have more choice. One reason this is raised is 
because typlcdly murc of these hornes are allowed than would 
orhenvise llorrnally be allowed. 

cottages outright in 
scvcral ncighborhoods 

I 

E. DemonsliaIion/innovative I TKO titles have initiated d_e,mensrration pro~rams.  Kirkland has I ...~ 



pro.iecUpmgams completed two projzcts undcr a dcmonstrarion, and Redmond has 
jusl lnstitutcd a demonstration program. The concept ia that cities 
will rclax a variety of standard land use regulations (density. set- 
backs, etc) if a project goes through a diffcrcnt review process, 
and achieves somc local priorities. 11 can also bc used to icst ,dear 
beforc they are considered ac pcrrnancnt allowed re~ulatory 
changes. Kirkland is cumntlg evaluating thur demonstration 
projccls lo determine if there should approbe any permanent 
chatlges. Another example is rhc Humechoice Way program 
ARCH had heen working on, but have noi found a suitable sire. 

F'. Smior Housing Overlay zoning Several cities including Krdmund, Glievue. and Bothell hare 
various forms ol special zoning regulations for senior housing. h 
all cases, ihcse regulations allow higher uni t  density on the 
prcnrise that senior housing has less Impact per unit (smaller units. 
less persons per units, less peak llour traific), and thcreliwc do not 
haxe .rralcr impact on the co~~inlu~liti ' .  Redmond alsu includcs a 

Red~nond, Bellevue, and 
Botheli have somc form of 
senlor overlay zoning. 

- 
manufactured homes -1.tiere arc cxamplcs of l a r ~ e r  molriiamily 
strucfures and single family homes that arc built froin stacking 
mudules. One prqject built by Eiorncsight in Seattleused 
prcfdbricatcd sections, bur this has nor brcn conlmon praclice. 
Constmction can be less costly and quickcr through this process. 
A demonstration program could be to idetltify a sire, and provide 
fundine suonolt to an or~ani7.ation that uses ~refablicated . . 

pmgrammalic env~mnmcntal rcviaw is to sinlplify 
Revicws and expedite review of individual 1)m~jects By dui n p  an 

enuiri,nrnantal review for ail entire neighborhood, individual 
projects consislent wnh ihe i~ci@bo~.hood plan would not tired 
separate envimnmcntal review. The City of Bellevue did for i:BU 
Transportaion pi an^ 



Codes 

I. Minimum Density reqliireme~lls 

K. Sectlo11 8 Discrimination 

L. Regulations for reasonable 
accommodaiion of special needs 

p~ 
~ . . . . - 

hindrance to cleating more afiordable iornls oi housing. Se\cral 
o i  the more recent examples include 1) ailowine 5-srory wood 

u 

updated to current codes (e.:. New Jersey rehab codes), 3) 
eval~~al ing parijng requirenients especially in x e s s  with mixed 
uses andlor good udnsit: and 4) relaxing infractmctu~e 

achicvc a ccflain percenrage of rhe max~morn allowed zuning. 
Wiiilr lalid economics in most areas allnost make t l~is  a mute 
poinl, in romc murc mid-range densities. t h ~ r  is not always the  
case. -- 
A d o ~ [  local ordinancc rnakinz it  illecal lodiscriminate axainsi - - 
persons with Section 8. One dilemma has been that even with 

I such ordinances. landlords can use other means ( c g .  income rest) 

that meet the needs of persons with saecial needs. Son~e cities do 

Somc members have for 
snmc zones i n  thcir 
comrriunity 

populations 

make such ordinances 
mole effective 
Many cities have 
addmsscd to some extent. 

so through iegolations thal aczoinmodaie forms of Ihousing ior 
prisons wiLh sprciai nceils (c.g, group homes) a~idior have a 
general 'reasonablc/accumrnodation' prul,ision in the11 re$ulatians 
toalluw discretion in rhaimgulaiions to accommodate housing 
for perions rvirh special needs 

M. Design Review I "The appearance, construction rnatsrlais. and rnaintcnance of 
j housing mattcr tocitizcns When citizens object rodensity Lhey 
1 are oftcn objcctlng to poor design. Housing and traffic are 1 insepacrhleconcerns for many ciriiens." Many cities have 
j developed design reriew proccdurer fix multifamily hous~ng. and 
i some form of single family homes. Ciiiea and even buildcis have 
I come to realize that having design reviewlgu~drl~nes has bren a n  
i effect~r-e componeilt to gain coinrnmiily acceptance ro a ~ ' i d e r  
! r a n g e r ~ n s  of llousing in communities. 



Misr 

V. Other1 General I ~~ - .. . , , . I 
7 

- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ .  
A. Cornmo~, Action by Cities On some of the items listed above ( e g .  incenrire programs. fee 

waiver, delnolirion fee), one approach could be ro get a11 or 3 large 
ponion of the cities u)itliin ARCH to adopt rornpaiable programs 
In additjolt ro helping siriiplify adininistral~on. ir would ! 
denmnnrate unity in ohjectirc and approaches Also doea<l 

playi~8Jii!<~ l u ~ ~ ~ ~ u ~ ~ ~ n ~ c ~ ~ ~ ~ u n 1 1 y ~  
CiUrcn Advisary Co[nrnirrcc (19) ! 

! 

I I Business/Eo>ironmsnt Koundlablc Advocacy Group. I I 
Citizens want to cee how their pal.ticipation makes a difference 
and how their concerns are consideied serionsly In decision 

- ~~ ~-~~ ~ " . . . . - - . . . making praccss. 
C. Educating Puhlic and Officiali / Housing Tours (with compll-mcnriny puhlicalion). (Credre video 

/ of tour for local cable broodcart 

D. Infrnsiruciure Concurrencv. i "There is roo much i~ncoordlnated infiastructurc planning, a i ~ d  that 
housrng dsuelopcrs ale often burdened with financing off~site 
local infrjirruclure needs  Conduct a m o ~ c  cornprchcnaivc 
assessment o f ih r  suh reg ion~s  physical inirasuucrwr needs lo 
supyon new l~uusingdeveluprnmi." [Prom 'The Housing'Toulkjl 
rcpor~) Tsaaurc Valley Futures (r\*u,.pl~mimu.ros isua) did a 

rocess like this f i x  the Boise a i e a ~  1 .......... ~. 

.. 



SAMPLE AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS 

KIRKLAND - KIRKLAND (TOTEM LAKE) - REDMOND 

KIRKLAND-yI?!_04 Final I KIRKLAND - TOTCM,LAKE -1 
Ord. 3937 adopUng a new KMC chapter 5.88; Tolern Lake table of permued uses in following Secton 2OD3010~30Aflaidable Housing: 

subareas:TLi-4, TLIB. TL5.6A.66, TLiOB. C. 20n.6010.10.50 Exemplionsto impact fees 
Ord 3933 adding KLC sedion 21.08.039 and D 

I 

i Totem Lake (and Rosc H I )  have unlimild densit, 
so height banuss are used instead)- .. ~~ -~ ~ 

I Voluntary or Voluntary Same as Kihland l n c i u d ~  affordsbie unit requirements and 

1 Mandato 2 inoeni~ues 
Anordab: Affordable Unit Oofinea as 

.... - xc?mEmE 
Unit 

- . .., . ~ ~~-~ 
Proviaons apply fa all new residenlial 

i Provjsions I a 2 bonus unitsellowed for each unitaf developmem. all new subdivisons and 
incentives 4 ahordabe housng, orwhere densibis not candom~niumr. and eii new senor housing e n ,  

described in units, Ihe CiW Canter neiuhaorhooa, In =rear where 
i b. 2 b n u s  square feet offloor ama allowed for densy limitation is expressed as a floor area ratio 

each ~qlrare foot of affordable housing (FAR) density bonuses will be calculated asan 
C, Ailowsdkfeaern dcnsiiy bonuses fur providing equivalenl FAR bonus. 
unlls that a 4  affordable at levels alher lhan 70% Mutt#-Family: At ieasi 10 percent of the u n k  in at1 
ownership and 50% renlal as defined new muli-farnlly deveopmenl proposals of l o  

! d. 25% mav8mum densiv bonus far the onlire u n k  or greater must he affnrdirble units. In 
prolecl. I adailon. at leaslone banus market rate unt  r 
e. Density bonusavailable for affordabil.Asssled : permitled for each affordable unil provided, up to 
Living Facilities. but afiardable density bonus may ! 15 parcant a h r e  the maximum density permsned 
no1 exceed 25% ol the allowed base denrily. on the sile 

Subdivisionand Condominwm. At least 10 
perien(af the units in all new subdiv#s#on and 
condominum proposals af 10 101s (or units] or ~ greater mu51 be aflorbable units, in adalt~on, at 

z least one bonus maiket raze unit or lot is permlttcd 
i foreach affordable unt provided. up to 15 percent 

above the rnaxlmum densiypermitted an the site. 
i Senior Hourintr. At leas1 1U aercent ol the unih n 
1 a i  new senior housng dweiapmcnl proposals of ; 

lo units or greater, including 5en10r slCren 

! dwellings an0 conoregiite care senor dwellingn, 



nimensional 
Standards I 
Parking 
Modification 
5 

Fee Waivers 
6 

RCW 84.14 
Propeny Tax 
Exemption 7 

Duration 8 

P m g r a m  

n&nsional Standards MMoFIcationr Applicant 
must rhowlnal rnodificaliansare necessaly lofit 
bonus units on s i k  

, . 
liner. not allowed within 100 feet of a lowdensily 
:one. 
d. 5 foot reduclion in sethacksallowed but m l n ~  
required yard is slill5 feet. 
e. M sq t reductioll in common recreal~onal 

*en space aliowed,!or affordable 
Permit Fees' 

I.:... r r  I :  :I+ M"!. ?.I I I :;r? < a  ;:<TC., it." 
<:. I, I ," f..., .,. .I t  ">I.." ',, ?< 0 8 .  #V'.C">..,> 

~. 
musl he alfordahle, 
p-p~ 

Units must be remaih alfonldblelor a mnimum;f 
30 years for 0,irnership eROmable unit2 and lor 
tiha rile 01 the pmiegfar ym!aLaffordable unlls. 
Maximum density: ~~ordabie- ~~ ~ 

- .. . 
KIRKLAND - TOTEMLAKE..- I - .- . - REDMOND-. 

I affordable units In addilion. a i i ca~ lone honus 

t market rate u n i  is p m n e d  for each afiaioable 
unit 01wode5 uo lo 15 n~rcent  above the .~ ~ ~ 

maximum dens~ty permitted on the sile~ 
Low Coat Units: Each low COSI aftomable unit 
provded counts a5 &O affordable mils For 
P U ~ O O S ~ S O ~  CornDubnq mnyr market rale units 
N/O bonus maki t  lat;untn are peirnined for each 
O W  co~taffodable unit provided. upto 20 perant 

-. . . , .,.. 
Otmenrionai Standards ~ o d i f l c a t i o i ~  

a. F O ~  csnain specifled uses in certan 
Totem Lakesubareas building hegw may 
be ncreased 30 foal abnve average 
building elevation where at least 10% 
OF units in new residential 
deveiopmeotr of 10 units orgreater 
are affordable 

b Building height may exceed 80 lccl and 
be increased upm 160 feet above 
average building eevalion based. in pan. 
on [a) above. 

-. .- 
Same as Kirkland 

1 Far prajeds rnietng requirements (as determined 
1 by CorrncI) Council may by rnatonwa8vesomeor ~ 

all impact fees up to the fol!owing penentages: 
0% fee R4Ured f housing unli isaffordable to 
nousenolos earnng 60%oi lessaf KC median 
nmme. and housins is elnei owner nr renter I 
occupied, 
50% fee isquired if housng unit is atfordable to 
households earning betwoen BD and 51YoKC 

.. .. 
Same a5 Kiirkiand 



~~-~ 

may not exceed 25%of the base densily alloived lor each afl&dable unit provided, up lo 
9 on the property percent above the maxrmum density 

"ermltted on the s ib 1 
I I ~ubdlvlhionanb Condominium: ~t east one I 

Alternate 
Compliance 

L-- 
i Voluntary program, however, t lexbity is 
i provided to allow the applicant to piopase 
i alternative ways of provrrfing anordable vn ie  at 

another site io the City or payment at a ree i n  lieu 
01 cmstw~ting aiiorda~ie untr. 

I 

I Same as Kirkland 

bonus marketraleunitor lot is perminsd for each 
afiotQaOle "ni l  orovdaa. uo to I W  above the 

prohded. up to 20 percent above the maximum 1 

demon~irale lhal any alernal~ve compliance 
method achieves a result equal to or better than 
~ i o v d n u  affordable housina on-$I@. HausinP "nil$ 

.. . 
particular area of the Ciiyandthe s~te is wllhin 
close praxrmily to employment oppnnunities and 
transit s~wicec. 

r&uirements, asimposed by the project 
proponent. - . . .. . . . 

, Cornp. Plan RP~W&BM@ Enmurage aRbldablC and diverse nousing 
I Policies 31 ~. ~. -- ~- ~~ ~~~~ 

Wt?Mmfi)a.k 
- I 



KIRKLAND - 6/810Qfinai.~-- KIRKLAND -TOTEM L A K E  
~ d m i k t r a t i o n  Approvai Process for defined Aftordablc Same as Kirkland 

Housing Incentives: Same rev~ew a s w ~ u l n  Targeted household incomes. 
ordinarily be requiredfor the project. Fmt 250 Unlk - In~Iu~lonary requilemenBopliona1 
Appmvsl Process b r  additleoal or non- Scmnd 2% unts - 80% of m e d m  income 
defined incentives: AProccsn IlAZnntng All subsequent unls 80"/0 of medan tnmme 

Nurnbcrof Total units ahall mean the iola number 
Covenant: Prior to issuing a cerbticate of of housing u n t ~  (affordable and othemsel 

I occupancy, an agreement in a h r m  accepbbie to 
the C ~ h i  attornev that addresses orice restrict~ons. 
homebuyelor lenanl oualrticalions. long -term 
atfordablily. and any olhcra~~l2cable toplcsor 
the affo~Iable housing unltrshall be recorded 
wilh King Couno Dept of Recorns and Elections. 
This agreement shall be a covenant running with 
the and and shsli t e  binding o n  the assigns. 
heirs and successors of lheapplicant I 

perminealo ae mnsaucied w~thin the ciy cemer 
neignbohoo4 
Covenant! A covcnanl running wilh the land, 
bnding an the assgns, hers. and succesaorsof 
the appicanl requiring affordable hausng units to 
remas" asallordable hourino for the i feo f  the 
prolerrmust he recardedwiih Kbng County 
Depaltmanl of Records and Elections I 



SAMPLE AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS 

BELLEVUE - WOODINVILLE - NEWCASTLE ""' + . , 
BELLEVUE - 2000 WOODINVILLE - l g c - - ~ ~ ~ ~ p ~  -~ NEWCASTLE -D' 

Seclion 20.20 128 Affordable Housing Scction 2134  Residential Density Inconl,ws 
Section 1 Page 63 .- .. .- (RDI): Page 34.1 . 
Voluntaryor Voluntary Voluntaiy Mci"&tbru' , ... .,,. 

., ,.,,, . 
i Unit 
I definition 3 

Attached affordable housing withinSF benefitlno resale restriction: 7 5  bonus unik oer , 
subdivisions: Fornewsubai;isian proposals, benefll unl.  
affordableatlacheti units are permined wilhout Moderate-incomeownorrnlp housing benetiV15 
PUD approval. No more than 15% of the approved year issale restriction: 1 bonus unit per benefit 
lots may include anached duplex units and only unit 
one la1 may contain 3 dwelling units. Placement i Moderate-income ownership housing benefiU30 

I and eztenor inishesaf ~nomanle un4k must be war resale restriction: l.5 bonus unite oer 
; comparable to surrounding SF development. 

Baderatc-income housing berielit 1100% of ! 

. . " m s ouang 

5 



mwrniboureholdr from paymentor 
sansoonatian impact fuos. 

RCW84.14 
Property Tax 

Cap or the maxmum density (or F A R  , ascalculnted) 

Attached atfordable hauslna wllhln SF - 
subd8v018ons No more than 15% ofthe approvcd 
iotb may include sttachwi duplex unn and only 
o n ~  lot may rcnta~n 3 unih 

Alternate I None ~- 

Compliance 

' 0  . . .. 
Camp. Plan Ei,W 
Policies 11 

lidministralioni Review ~ iocesr :  No a d d t i o n a ~ i i e w  i r S D e S L  

bmrarrl 
Attached sifordable housing within SF 
subdivisions: Affordabte attach& unltsaie 

- .  
. ... NOODINVILLE - '999 - 

,i i i ' i  I..< ::: ..:.. ;,..,i. .,.I ?:I y::., .,i,.,f,,," 
- .. . , :.(:..:.>'; Wb ..c 1, .:,:'*d< ',, 

d-,<*',.k c r.; '.\ 1 .* r. '; C.,,..,><V.. ., v.: . +t; ,,*,I 

-0: ' : ' 8.: ,n<. t!., , . , I >  #,,' t?,., ,I 
%I.-. L'.,<,..,~,>,,<~? m:?r<:'t,,z,l 

NIA 

Varies. See shove 

Maximum de7rt:y I:?'.' r'c-i.:rrrit..-11- 2 
.I, l c r  . .( a '?rr :.l.n- 9-rl 'r-,e-t . - 
Zoning: RDI'S a~awed oniy in specified zones R~ 
R through R.48. CB. NB, and 0 ,  and only on sites 
served by p u b c  sewer. 

None 

Covenant: A sov&antooihesilethat specifies 
the i ncnm~ level being served, rent laves, 
fownershio housinol~ncome level and nlher 



SAMPLE AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS 

KENMORE 

I 
-- ~ - - ~ ~  

KENMORE 
I 

.... 
Code 
section I,.. I I ..................... 

tdsndaiory? 
, Affordable ! 

...... 

Dimensional 
Standards I 
Parking 
Modification 

.... - - .- - ; Fee Waivers 
: 6 

~ ~~~ ~ ~ 

RCW 84.14 i 
Propem Tax 
E x e n y t i o ~  7- - 
Duration 8 

. .  ....- 
Program 
capor 
Limitations 9 ..... 
Alternate 

l Compliance i I 
, .- 

Note Maderafr Income !mils must be affordable la houfehrplds ai or bsoiv 80 peiccnf 0fCauntymedan nmma, unless olhenvisu rrulca 
Law Incoma unlls msl be albmawe to haua?holds a or bebw 50 percenl of County rnedlan nrome, unless alherwjse noted 
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PART 1: The Promise 
of Inclusionary Zoning 

nclusionary zoning emerged during the 
.j late 1960s and eal-ly 1970s from the con- i I vergence of three trends in community de- 
:g velopment: (1) waning federal support for the 

production of affordable housing; (2) incrcas- 

j ingly bold local use of development exac- 
i tions; and (3) growing opposition to the ex- 

clusionary effects of much suburban zoning. 
! 

Convergence of Three Trends 
An Inadequate Supply of Affordable 
Housing: At the heart of surging community 
interest in inclusionary zoning programs is 
the mounting need for housing that is afford- 
able to lower-income households and work- 
ing families. Escalating housing prices in 
many metropolitan areas have placed hous- 
ing outside the range of affordability for in- 
creasing numbers of households. The Millen- 
nial Ilousing Cornlnission reported that in 
1999 "one in four American households spent 
more on housing than the fedel-a1 govern- 
ment considers affordable."' A recent study 
by the National Housing Conference found 
that about 3.7 million families with full-time 
workers paid more than half of their income 
for housing or lived in substandard units. 
Disturbingly, this cohort of working families 
increased by 23 percent from 1997 to 1999 as 

: housing prices skyrocketed? 

The stock of hous~ng affordable to many 
Americans simply has not kept up wlth 
needs. Rental units affotdable to lower- 
income households dropped by 9.5 percent 

from 1985 to 1999, resulting in a gap of 1.8 
million units in 199 . )  A recent study of hous- 
ing trends compared with job gl-owth in 28 
metropolitan statistical areas found a shortfall 
in housing production of 1.7 million units 
from 1981 to 2000: The gap is worst for 
renters. Tenants constitute one-third of Amer- 
ican households, but rental units constitute 
only 21 percent of residential units built in 
the past six years and, since 1997, rental 
costs have risen faster than the consumer 
price index. 

A decline in federal funding for housing 
programs has played a significant role in 
creating the crisis in affordability. Since the 
Nixon years in the 1970s, federal expendi- 
tures for lower-income housing production 
have declined, even wliile the rnaricet for 
high-priced homes generally has prospered 
despite occasional down cycles. Except for 
the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit pro- 
gram, federal incentives to encourage low- 
and moderate-income housing starts have 
largely disappeared, leaving state and local 
governments to take up the slack. As George 
Sternlieb put it, "The major responsibility in 
this area [of low-income housing] has been 
delegated to states and municipalities. As a 
result, localities have taken what could be 
described as desperate measures as they at- 
tempt to meet the need."i 

Expanding Public Exactions: 
"desperate measure" is local 
increasing reliance on private deve 
to build low-cost housing as pan 

THE PROMISE OF INCLUSIONARY ZONING 5 



W 
market-rate developments. In today's robust urban communities, where suburbanites 2, 

1; 

housing markets, public officials are apt to sought pleasant living environments free of '.$ J: .A 

use local land use regulations as a means of potentially troublesome diversity. ,;: ,.~, 
.+, producing affordable units. Since the Standard Housing advocates fought to overcome these 
. . Planning Enabling Act was published by the practices, Paul and Linda 1lavidoff were +* 

U.S. Depantnent of Commerce in 1928, local among the most visible champions of the ji< <;; 

require~nents for "exacting" contributions of ,,:, 

anti-exclusionary movement, which waged ' 
public facilities from developers have become a continuous battle lo ,,open the suburbs, & :\. a standard practice. Adopted wholesale by Their review the iii .;:2 

most states, the act anticipated that local ;:2 .., 
Suburbs: Toward Inclusionary Land-Use 8% 

%. 

governments would require "as a condition Controls," proposed that suburban compre- ,$: 1+3 precedent to of hensive plans provide for housing types and ij plat the provision of streets, water mains, ..* 
densities suitable for low- and mnoderate- <$ 

*i sewer lines, and other utility structures."W- incolne households,7 In 1973, Anthony ,?J: 8.i 
though varying substantially from state to ...l 

Downs's Opening Up the Suburbs analyzed $: 
state, the range of required facilities gradually f<$ 

the increasing segregation of the poor in cen- i$ 
has been broadened by local officials. They cities and seven major benefits from $2 
have increasingly focused on the physical ~ < "  

making suburbs more accessible to them, 4;; 
4." 

and fiscal needs generated by development 
,a;" 

such as improving access to job opportunities 
for public or common facilities and services. and reducing conflicts between and 8 

$6 Consequenrl~, have ken societies in metropolitan areas.8 g, 
required to build or contribute to parks, That same year, Daniel Lauber authored a re- $8 kt:. 
school sites, fire stations, community centers, port for the Atnerican Society of I,lanning si 

$$ 
and other facilities to obtain approval for their Officials that recommended state and local 
projects. The extension of this concept to re- .$<$ 

legislation to eliminate exclusionary practices; .&; 
quire developers to produce affordable hous- $6 

the report concluded that zoning incentives $$ '$ ing was not a difficult problem for many pub- would i;e necessary to open up the suburbs. 32 
lic officials, especially if private cost subsidies "" 

A wave of publications--one sutvey counts $4 
for producing low-priced units are sugar-coat- over 250 books and articles by 1974 

?& 
lo-was @ 

ed with special incentives. paralleled by a surge of litigation over the is- $4 
#.?3 

The Movement to "Open Up the Suburbs": sue. i&. 
Another factor stirring interest in inclusionary These converging trends created a positive 
zoning during the late 1960s came from poiitical context to support inclusionamy zon- 
housing advocates seeking alternatives to ing. Alan Mallach, in his landmark 1984 study 
central-city urban renewal programs that had of inclusionaly zoning, ol,selves that: 
failed to meet housing needs for poor and 

By the early 1980s both a legal and a minority populations. Loolcing to the suburbs, 
political climate had been established in they saw burgeoning jurisdictions adopting 

zoning that virtually excluded whole classes which inclusionaly llousing programs . . . 

of potential residents. It was-and is-not logically followed from the perceived 

unusual for suburbs to establish excessive needs of a substantial par( of the population 

size thresholds for lots and houses, prohibit coupled with the growing perception by . 

multifamily dwellings, and use public facility both lawyers and planners that local land 

use regulations represent an appropriate, capacities and environmental protection goals 
as excuses to limit densities and deny build- indeed, the appropriate, means by which 

ing permits. By the late 1960~, it was becorn- those needs should be addressed." 

ing abundantly clear that suburban areas One early outcome of these converging trends 
were attracting the bulk of housing and job was the adoption by ,yairfax county, "irghia, 
development in metropolitan America. Also of rhe first inclusionary zoning ordiiance in 

L Y 
apparent was the homogeneity of many sub- 1971. ~ l t h ~ ~ g l l  litigation against it succeeded $$ 
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on the of inadequate county auth- 

ority under Virginia law for such an action, 
Montgomery County, Malyland, just across the 
potomac River, was successful in enacting an 
inclusionaty zoning requirement in 1973, but- 
tressed by a system of compensatory incen- 
tives. Similar actions followed in a number 
of suburban communities across the United 
States. Neverrheless, legal and economic is- 
,,,, have given pause to political leaders 
considering adoption of inclusionary zoning. 

Legal and Economic Issues 
~lthough many communities have enacted or 
are considering adoption of inclusionary zon- 
ing ordinances, many others have found the 
concept difficult to digest. Two issues usually 
raised by opponents are the legal standing of 
inclusionaly requirements and the potential 
effects of the requirements on the cost and fi- 
nancial feasibility of developing market-rate 
housing. The two issues converge in a com- 
mon complaint of developers: why should 
private developers be required at their ex- 
pense to solve a colnmunitywide issue? 

Legal Issues: The legal status of inclusionary 
zoning derives from court actions rather than 
specific provision for inclusionary programs 
in state statutes. About half of the states have 
enacted requirements for local governments 
to plan to meet housing needs, according to 
a digest of state housing statutes prepared for 
the American Planning Association." About a 
dozen of the statutes require local govern- 
ments to plan for providing a "fair share" of 
regional housing needs and/or to allow for 
affordable housing. Few states have estab- 
lished an enforcement mechanism to ensure 
production of affordable housing. And, al- 
though a few states mention inclusiondry 
zoning as a potential tool for producing af- 

: fordable housing, only Virginia provides spe- 
cific direction for local governments adopting 

: inclusionary ordinances, while California sets 
fonh a density bonus level and a spread of 
eligible households to be sewed. No state 
provides specific enabling legislation to es- 
tablish the purpose and guide the provisions 

of local inclusionary programs. (See later sec- 
tion, "The Practice of Inclusionary Zoning," 
for more details on state actions.) 

Turning to the courts, however, it appears 
that cases bearing directly on the legal stand- 
ing of inclusionary zoning are surprisingly 
few and far between. In fact, it appears that 
the "right" to decent and/or affordable hous- 
ing is a moral assertion more than a legal is- 
sue, bccausc the law does not provide an ab- 
solute right to decent and/or affordable hous- 
ing. Julie M. Solinski, reviewing affordable 
housing laws in three states, comments that 
"[dlespite the often heard claim by housing 
advocates that all persons have a fundamen- 
tal right to decent housing no matter what 
their income, a constitutional right to be 
housed, running to each citizen of the Ile- 
public, has never been established." Further- 
more, Solinski states, "[nleither the federal 
nor state governments are under a statutory 
duty to consu~~ct  low and moderate income 
ho~sing." '~  

For many attorneys, the initial legal threshold 
to be crossed is the illegality of ezclzisionary 
practices, which regularly have been held un- 
constitutional by the coults. In 1971, Norman 
Williams Jr,, one of the leading land use attor- 
neys of the day, wrote that exclusion could 
be opposed on the grounds of (1) the consti- 
tutional equality of rights in access to housing 
and good residential land, (2) an interpreta- 
tion of the "general welfare" as including 
housing needs, and (3) the evolving doctrine 
of the right to travel and settle in different 
parts of the countly. These doctrines can be 
boiled down to a need for communities to 
consider provision of a "fair share" of region- 
al housing demands in zoning for future de- 
velopment. The decision in Oakwood at 
Madison v.  Townshg ofMadison (117 NJ. 
Super, 11, 283 A. 2d 353 1971) illustrates 
these points. The court determined that "[iln 
pursuing the valid zoning purpose of a bal- 
anced community, a municipality must not ig- 
nore housing needs, that is, its fair proportion 
of the obligation to meet the housing needs 
of its own population and of the region." The 
same court reaffirmed the ruling in 1974. 



And in 1975, in Berenson v. Town of New 
Castle (38 N.Y.2d 102, 110, 341 N.E. 2d 236, 
242, 38 N.Y.S.2 672, 681 1975) the New York 
Coult of Appeals ruled that "in enacting a 
zoning ordinance, consideration must be giv- 
en to regional needs and requirements," a 
decision later reaffirmed and expanded by 
the same c o u ~ t  ". . . a municipality may not 
legitimately exercise its zoning power to ef- 
fectuate socioeconolnic or racial discrimina- 
tion" (Suffolk I-lousing Seruices v. Town of 
Brookhaven, 70 N.Y.2d 122, 129, 511 N.E. 2d 
67, 69, 519 N.Y.S.2d 924, 926 1987). 

The famous Mount Laurel I and Mount 
Lau~el II decisions in 1975 and 1983 in New 
Jersey amplified these principles. In deciding 
these cases, the court found that municipali- 
ties could not use the delegated power of 
zoning-power that derives from the state 
and that must be implemented pursuant to 
the "regional general welfare"-to exclude 
needed housing. These decisions have had 
wide effect, cited repeatedly as a precedent 
in other cases.'"ut now the legal ground 
has shifted as the "takings" question has aris. 
en as a major issue: that is, whether inclu- 
sionary I-equirements might constitute a tak- 
ing of propelry without just compensation. 

According to Jerold S. Kayden, the courts 
have yet to subject inclusiona~y zoning to an 
intensive and comprehensive constitutional 
review on any grounds, including the takings 
issue.15 And it might be argued that if devel- 
opers can make a reasonable return on proj- 
ects incorporating low-cost units even with- 
out incentives, the takings issue does not 
come into play. But Kayden finds that coult 
decisions in recent years suggest that if inclu- 
sionary ordinances allow density bonuses 
and other compensatory measures for devel- 
opers affected by inclusionary requirements, 
a takings decision is unlikely. In other words, 
to reduce the risk of negative findings by 
couns, inclusionary zoning ordinances should 
allow property owners to make a reasonable 
return on a proposed project and receive 
some form of regulatory relief, such as densi- 
ty bonuses that partially or wholly compen- 
sate for subsidizing affordable units. Volun- 
tary programs with incentives to encourage 

i:~. 
developer participation, Kayden says, raise $ r! 

::. 
no constitutional issue. r 

Kayden suggests that cities adopting manda- 
tory programs, especially those without 
compensatory incentives, should prepare a 
compelling case that consnuction of private, 
market-rate housing units impacts specific 
community interests addressed by the inclu- 
sionary requirements. An example would be 
that new market-rate housing creates a need 
for workers who can only afford lower-cost 
housing, or that it displaces low-cost housing 
needed for existing residents." 

,..,c ..., 
The lack of extensive litigation and the pos- ,$ +:,:. 

itive rulings in favor of inclusionary zoning $ :: 

suggest that proper caution in drawing up in- $i 
;i 

clusionary provisions can avoid legal troubles. $8 ?,.. 

Ecotiomic Issues: Who Pays? Many devel- 
opers and builders of residential projects be- 
lieve that inclusionaty requirements force 
them to take on a communitywide responsi- 
bility for creating decent, safe, and sanitary 
housing for all residents. Yet, they claim, local 
governments' regulatory restrictions and ex- 
cessive standards have largely created the 
probletn of affordable housing. Builders 
sometimes algue that potential buyers and 
renters are disinclined to pay for high-priced 
units knowing that part of the price covers 
subsidies for low-cost units. Builders also 
claim that higher-income households will sh 
away from locating near lower-income hous 
holds, but neither assertion has been prove 

Economists tend to argue that, in the long 
run, developers of projects subject to specia 
development costs (such as impact fees an 
inclusionary requirements) will pay lower 
prices for developable land, since housing 
must be produced at competitive prices an 
rents the market will bear. On the other 
hand, some communities with inclusionary 
requirements represent maturing urban area 
with shrinking supplies of developable land 
and appreciating markets, putting land pric 
under inflationary pressures. 

Robert Ellickson, in at1 early and influential 
analysis of the economic effects of incluslo 
ary zoning, argued that the cost impacts of 
inclusionaty zoning depend on the relative 
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desirability of the community." In a highly 
desirable community, where housing prices 
are relatively elastic, developers could raise 

of market-rate units to offset at least 
of the subsidy for low-priced units. 

However, in less desirable communities with 
' fewer options to raise housing prices, devel- 
! opers would be forced to absorb the cost of 

affordable units. Ellickson concluded that in- 
.; clusionary zoning generally would be rnost 
i acceptable in highly desirable housing mar- 
i kets in which subsidy costs would likely be 
i passed along io market-rate homebuyers and . . 
,: renters. But, although this effect relieves de- 
: velopers of most of the subsidy cost, the as- 
: sociated increased price of market-rate hous- - ing furthers exclusionary effects. 

Many other studies have challenged Ellickson's 
analysis, claiming it overstates the downsides 
of the price effects of inclusionaiy zoning. For 
example, Smith, Delaney, and Liou point out 
that Ellickson takes no account of three fac- 
tors: (1) the existence of alternative regional 
locales that could provide substitute sites for 
developments unduly affected by inclusionary 
requirements, (2)  the special attributes of de- 
suable communities that attract certain types 
of households, and (3) the degree to which 
neighboring communities may adopt similar 
requirements, leveling competition for land.lH 
All of these factors affect housing price elas- 
ticity and therefore the effects of inclusiona~y 
subsidy requirements. 

Andrew G. Dietderich also counters Ellickson's 
conclusions, asserting that market forces opep 
ating under inclusionary programs actually 
create more affordable housing than if mar- 
ket forces are left to operate under rules ap- 
plicable in rnost regions.."In fact," he says, "a 
switch to inclusionary zoning ~ules  is likely to 
expand the aggregate supply of housing 
available across income strata, while leaving 
regional housing markets no less (and possi- 
bly mol-e) 'efficient' than they are today."" 

However, subsidy costs of inclusionaty units 
become insignificant if an inclusionary zoning 
program provides incentives that largely off- 
set those costs. Incentives commonly offered 
include density bonuses, fee waivers, reduc- 

tions in zoning and/or subdivision standards 
for subsidized units, waiver of growth limits, 
and expedited approval processes. Iteduc- 
tions in development costs can allow devel- 
opers and builders to make sufficient profit 
to continue housing production. Density 
bonuses are quite common, although their 
specific value in any given location is difficult 
to calculate. According to Eric Smart, a real 
estate economist who has computed density 
bonuses for a number of Washington-area 
jurisdictions, differentials in site and dcvel- 
opment cost conditions virtually preclude 
creation of a set formula to determine the 
"right" level of bonuses offered by a given 
comm~ni ty .~  

The proof of the sanguine effects of inclusion- 
ary requirements on the feasibility of residen- 
tial development is that inclusionary housing 
programs have not shut down housing devel- 
opment in the comrnunities ti~at have enacted 
such programs. More positively, they have 
promoted significant development of afford- 
aMe housing within mixed-income projects. 

Components of lnclusionary Zoning 
Although the elements of inclusionary zoning 
are not defined in state enabling statutes, 
most communities' or-dinances incorporate a 
fairly common list of provisions, although the 
specific requirements vary widely from one 
community to another. Table 1 illustrates 
some of the key features found in the case 
studies programs described in Part 3. This 
section briefly describes typical requirements 
of inclusionary programs. 

Regulatory Incidence: Many communities 
adopt specific sections within the zoning or- 
dinance that lay out inclusionary require- 
ments applicable in certain zoning districts or 
for specific types of residential development, 
such as planned unit developments or rnulti- 
family development. In some cases, such as 
in Longmont, Colorado's ordinance, such re- 
quirements become applicable only upon re- 
quests for rezoning or annexation. And some 
inclusionary programs are based simply on 
policies adopted to guide zoning or subdivi- 
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The 170.unit Fox Meadow 

development in Longmont, 

Cdorado, incorporates 17 

affordable two-bedmom 

townhomer, selling for 

$136.495. 

sion decisions and may be voluntary rather 
than mandatory. Montgomery County's 
Moderately Priced Dwelling Un~t (MPDU) 
program is somewhat unique in being adopt- 
ed as a separate law, and Boston's program 
was initiated by an executive order from 
the mayor: 

Strength of Requiretnents: Inclpsionary 
zoning requirements may be mandatoty, 
mandatory with incentives, voluntary under 
prescribed conditions, or voluntary through ad 
Iioc negotiated agreements. Most programs, 
including Montgomeq~ and Fairfax counties, 
require developers of residential projects of 
specified sizes to provide a proportion of af- 
fordable units in return for density bonuses 
and/or other compensatoly incentives. A few 
comtnunities with extraordinarily strong hous- 
ing markets, such as Boulder, Colorado, and 
Carlsbad, California, impose requirements 
with few compensatoly incentives. Some 
communities, including Irvine, California, and 
Some~ville, Massachusem, l~ave adopted vol- 
untaty programs that provide incentives for 
developers willing to panicipate. Several com- 
munities, including the city of Chicago, nego- 
tiate voluntaly contributions of affordable 
housing during rezoning procedures without 
adopting formal policies. In addition, some ju- 
risdictions with mandatory requirements allow 
developers of projects under the threshold 
size to voluntarily participate in the program 
to obtain density bonuses. 
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Affected Projects: The project size threshold 
for application of inclusionaty requirements 
varies from one unit in Boulder, Colorado, 
and Princeton Borough, New Jersey (afford- 
able liousing requirements are imposed on 
all residential development) to 50 units in 
Fairfax County and Chula Vista, California. 
'fie average ~ninilnuin project size in Cali 
nia comnlunities is 13 units, with a range 
one unit (e.g., irvine) to projects of 50 u 
or more. Ilalf of all California progralns es- 
tablish project thresholds of 15 units or 
more." But details count. The requireme 
Pairfax County is limitecl to properties zone 
for less than one acre and exempts high-ris 
multifamily buildings with elevators. In 
Montgomely County, the law affects prope 
zoned for lots of a half-acre or less. Many 

I 
I! 

co~n~nunities impose requirements on only 1. 
certain types of projects, such as: 

.%>< I 
Redevelopment areas (required by . 3% g ... .- .<* 
California state redevelop~nent law); .$A>. .$e 

.a:! i 7:. 1; 
a All housing on land approved for annexa- fji 

@*Y 
tion (Longmont, Colorado); 80 ,es $ ,,..-. .#, ., 

Projects of ten or more units requiring re- .$$ 
..<.., 

zoning, on city-owned property, or using 
. i 

city financing (Boston); , ,.*: 
$t), 1 
@! '- 

a Multifamily development (Arlington, 
Virginia); and 8 

For-sale units only (Denver). I 



lt appears that only a few of the ordinances 
,quire affordable units in rehabilitation of 

housing or allow credit toward new 
unit requirements for rehabilitating units or 
converting nonresidential buildings. Yet funds 
established to receive fees paid in lieu of on- 
site affordable units conceivably could be ex- 
pended for such a purpose. Carlsbad, Cal- 
ifornia, allows the requirement for new units 
to be satisfied by rehabilitation of affordable 
units, conversion of existing market units to 
affordable units, construction of special-needs 
housing, and construction of accessory units. 

proportion of Affordable Units: In general, 
the share of affordable units required in proj- 
ects varies from 6 to 35 percent, with most 
communities requesting that at least 15 per- 
cent of the project units be affordable. The 
high mark is in Placer County, California, 
where multifamily projects are required to set 
aside 50 percent of the units for affordable 
housing. The bottom is 5 percent in Sutter 
County, California." Fairfax County requests 
set-asides of 6.5 percent in multifamily devel- 
opments. Montgomery County, after initiating 
its program with a 15 percent requirement, 
reduced it to 12.5 percent in 1981. Then in 
1989, it instituted a sliding scale from 12.5 to 
15 percent depending on the size of the den- 
sity bonus desit-ed. The level of the require- 

ment appears to depend on the compensa- 
tions offered by density bonuses and other 
incentives. 

Incentives: The most common compensa- 
tory offering is density bonuses, which gener- 
ally allow about a 20 percent increase in on- 
site units. Montgomery County's top bonus is 
22 percent on its sliding scale depending on 
the proportion of MPDUs; Davis, California, 
allows up to a 25 percent density increase 
(the statewide requirement); Denver allows a 
10 percent density increase but tempers it by 
requiring the same proportion of affol-dable 
units in the added units as in the project as a 
whole. Computing a feasible and fair bonus 
is inore of an an than a science, since so 
many variables enter into the formula (see 
the previous section on Legal and Economic 
Issues) but workable bonuses must rest on a 
rational foundation. 

Many cotnmunities also provide additional 
incentives, such as: 

Waiver of some or all develop~nent and 
building fees; 

N Expedited processing for project approvals; 

N Parking reductions (based on the assump- 
tion that lower-priced units require less 
parlting); 

Densty Bonus I 92 

Reduction of Standards I 42 

Fee Deferral 19 

Tax Abatement 4 

source: Nonprolit Housing Arsaciation of Northern California and California Coalition for Rural Housing. lndusionary Housing b California: 

30 Yean of Innovation (San Francisco: author. 2003), p. 24. 



Variances to lot and street standards; 

Exemptions from growth limits; and 

Reductions in affordable unit size and 
equipment to lower development costs. 

Typically, these incedtives are determined ad- 
ministratively during the site design process. 
Denver is perhaps unique in offering devel- 
opers cash subsidies of $5,000 per MI'DU 
priced for households below 80 percent of 
area median income (AMI) and $10,000 per 
MPDU priced for households below 60 per- 
cent of AMI, both capped at half of the total 
project units 

For-Sale versus Rental Units: Most programs 
apply to both fo~sale  and rental projects, al- 
though Denver confines its program to for-sale 
projects. Obviously, the mix of for-sale and 
rental projects depends completely on market 
conditions that vary over time. In Montgomeiy 
County, for example, for-sale housing devel- 
opments are declining in size, while the num- 
ber of rental projects achieving the threshold 
for the MPDU program is increasing. 

Household Income Eligibility: Most pro- 
grams translate "affordable" housing as units 
affordable to households with low- to mod- 
erate-income levels based on the area's or 
city's median income. Montgomery County 
aims at households with incomes no higher 
than 65 percent of the AMI. Longrnont's pro- 
gram is targeted for llouseholds with incomes 
no greater than 80 percent of AM1 for owner- 
ship, or 60 percent of AM1 for rental units. 
California's state law requires a spread of 
prices and rents that will selve households 
earning from below 50 percent of AM1 up to 
120 percent of AMI. New Jel-sey law requil-es 
half of affordable units to be within a range 
of 40 to 50 percent of AM1 and the other half 
from 50 to 80 percent of AMI. Com~nunities 
tend to set eligibility levels that reflect local 
housing market conditions. Some communi- 
ties also establish priorities for eligibility for 
inclusiona~y units by such factol-s as house- 
hold size and existing residence in the com- 
munity (although the latter may not have le- 
gal standing according to state laws on fair 
share housing and at least one New Jersey 
court decision). 

Alternatives for Off-Site Construction or 
In-Lieu Fees: Many developers would pre 
to constiuct required affordable units on less 
expensive sites elsewhere or simply pay a 
into a trust fund that can be used by pub1 
or nonprofit agencies to construct afforda 
units. Their motivations range from anxie 
about the marketing effects of mixing po 
folks with wealthier ones, to reducing d 
opment costs for low-income units, to a 
ing the design and administrative heada 
of building affordable units in a market-rate 
development. Although building elsewhere 
paying fees may add units to the stock 
fordable housing, it tends to defeat the 
of distributing affordable housing throu 
the community and increasing neighborhood 
housing diversity. Paying fees also means tha 
responsibility for actual production of afford- 
able units passes from the private sector to 
the public or nonprofit sector, often slowing 
the production process. In addition, deter- 
mining a desirable off-site location and moni- 
toring the quality of off-site production can 
present difficulties. 

Nevenheless, so~netitnes site or developlne 
conditions are such that alternatives make 
sense. For example, small projects on tight 
sites or larger ones with substantial alnoun 
of undevelopable land may not be able to 
take advantage of on-site density bonuses. 
Developers of projects isolated from co 
cia1 and transit services or employment 
might better constluct affordable units in 
more accessible areas. Density bonuses 
other incentives may not compensate suffi- 
ciently for the high unit construction costs 
high-rise buildings; fusthermore, fees or 
site options can produce substantially more 
units than high-rise residential buildings 
could incorporate. In return for fee and 
site development options, developers often 
are required to fund or produce a greater 
number of affordable units. 

Most itlclusiona~y programs acknowledge d 
these possibilities and allow relief in the r: 
form of off-site construction and in-lieu fee C 

Boulder, for example, allows up to one-ha1 S 

of for-sale units and a "flexible" proportion v 

of rental units to be built off-site. Davis, 1 



california, permits an in-lieu payment for 
developments of fewer than 30 units or for 
projects with "unique hardship" for on-site 
inclusion of affordable units. Fees must be 
calculated on a rational basis, and some 
ordinances detail methods for calculating 
fees. Calavita and Grimes cite a range of 
in-lieu fees in California communities from 
$600 per unit in Pleasanton to a high of 
more than $36,000 per unit in Ocean~ide.~) 
Carlsbad, California, requires a fee of $4,515 
per market-rate unit for developments below 
the seven-unit threshold for inclusionary proj- 
ects. In-lieu fees are usually paid into a city- 
established housing trust fund to finance con- 
suuction of affordable units on other sites. 

at :b Unit Dispersal, Appearance, and S i z e  
Program requirements and administrators - ,  

'f take care to ensure that affordable units in 
market-rate developments are physically inte- 

j grated-and often visually blended-within 
the development. Developers are required to i- i 

:. design projects to avoid isolating affordable 
i units in out-of-the-way portions of the site 

and to present an appearance comparable to 
. . 

, and compatible with market-rate units. Site 
plans are carehlly reviewed to achieve that 
end. However, most inclusiona~y provisions 
allow affordable units to be smaller and less 
well equipped than market-rate units. Mini- 
mum standards are usually established admin- 
istratively, but Burlington, Vermont's ordi- 
nance establishes minimum gross floor areas 
of inclusionary units (750 square feet for one- 
bedroom units to 1,250 square feet for four- 
bedroom units). Some jurisdictions also pro- 
vide for design compatibility with adjoining 
development, requiring, for example, that 
townhouse or apartment projects incorporate 
single-family dwellings on borders with subdi. 
visions of single-family housing. 

.' Duration of Affordability: lnclusionary pro- 
: grams usually require that units remain af- 
: fordable for a specified length of time, rather 
: than allowing them to be resold at market- 

rate prices and thus lost from the inventory 
of affordable housing. The "control period 
set fotth in the owner or renter agreement 
varies from none at all (as for for-sale units in 
Longmont, Colorado, and Davis, California) 

to permanent protection (as in Boulder, Col- 
orado, and Somerville, Massachusetts). Most 
common are control periods of ten to 30 
yea1.s. Some jurisdictions control resales of 
rental buildings for longer periods than for- 
sale units. And in the event of resale, many 
ordinances or agreements provide for the ju- 
risdiction's right of first refusal for purchasing 
the unit. Montgomery County controls resales 
of for-sale housing over a ten-year period, 
but due to Inany units being lost to the af- 
fordable housing inventory after passing the 
ten-year period, the county has set up a re- 
volving fund to purchase units as they come 
on the market, thereby retaining at least a 
portion of them at affordable levels. 

Ownership agreements for affordable units 
usually require that any increase in sales 
price be shared by the owner and the agency 
administering the program. The unit value is 
computed to allow for inflation and costs of 
owner improvements. If the agency chooses 
not to exercise its right of first refusal, its 
share generally flows into a funding pool 
such as a housing trust fund to be used for 
construction or acquisition of additional af- 
fordable units. 

Owner/Renter Selection and Unit 
Management: Most inclusiona~y programs 
are administered by a local governmental 
agency, usually either a housing department 
or commission or the department that admin- 
isters the zoning ordinance. Typically, the ad- 
ministering agency advertises for and screens 
applicants for eligibility based on specified 
criteria and unit availability, selects purchas- 
ers and renters (often by lottery), writes 
agreements that are recorded with deeds, 
and either monitors or manages resales. 

Underlining the fact that inclusionary ordi- 
nances are just one approach to enlarging the 
stock of affordable housing, some jurisdic- 
tions allow a certain propottion of new units 
to be acquired by public housing agencies or 
nonprofit housing groups. These organiza- 
tions may tap into a housing trust fund fed by 
fees and resale proceeds from the inclusion- 
ary requirements. They can also employ fed- 
eral, state, and local subsidies to lower prices 



and rents to serve households not otherwise 
eligible for the units. Montgomery County's 
Housing Oppomnities Conimission, for ex- 
ample, has set a goal of acquiring almost a 
third of new MI'DUs to make them available 
to households witli incomes normally allow- 
ing them access only to public housing. Such 
organizations also may provide counseling 
and otlier sewices to retain occupants. 

The Practice of lnclusionary Zoning 
1:rorn various sulveys, recent reseal-c11, and 
sund~y other sources, it appears that upwards 
of 350 to 400 conimunities have adopted 
policies or regulations that encourage or man- 
date inclusion of affordable units in market- 
rate residential developments. Another 100 or 
more coni~nunities negotiate agreements with 
developers for inclusiona~y set-asides on a 
case-by-case basis. No national sutvey lias 
been conducted, and local inclusiona~y pro- 
grams often are arnbiguous in dieb- application 
and scope. I'liilip B. Herr and Associates, for 
example, mentions Lexington, Massacliusens's 
bylaw that adjudges affordable housing a "sig- 
nificant public benefit" to be weighed in con- 
sidel-ing approval of cluster or special residen- 
tial development. But, Herr says, "those sini- 
ple words of intention liave translated into an 
effective program for achieving affordability."2" 

State Mandates: Most communities utilizing 
inclusiona~y approaches are located in three 
states that have mandated so-called "builder's 
remedies" or fair share housing: Massacliusetts, 
California, and New Jersey. (Rhode Island and 
Connecticut also have adopted legislation 
similar to tliat of Massachusetts but have gen- 
erated far less activity.) Ilowevel; inclusiona~y 
zoning is only one of many types of pro- 
grams enacted by colnlnunities in these states 
to promote production of affordable housing. 

Massachusetts adopted Chapter 40B, com- 
lnonly known as the "anti-snob" zoning law, 
in 1969. The law declared that every jurisdic- 
tion with less tlian 10 percent of its year- 
round llousing stock subsidized was in need 
of affordable housing. To implement this 

goal, the law allows developers to skirt local 
zoning restrictions on develop~nent of proj- 
ects containing at least 25 percent of units a 
low- and moderate-priced or subsidized 
housing. Developers can appeal adverse m 
nicipal zoning decisions to the local zoning 
board of appeals-and then, if turned dow 
to a state Housing Appeals Committee. To 
impose the so-called "builder's remedy," th 
local board is required only to decide that 
low- and moderate-income housing needs 
outweigh any valid planning objections (such 
as health, design, or open space plvtectio 
to override local zoning. If appealed to the 
state committee, die local board bears the 
burden of proving its case. The effect of rile 
law was strengthened by Executive Order 
215, issued in 1982 by Governor Edward J. 
King, which dil-ected state agencies to with- 
hold discretionary funding from communi 
that unreasonably restricted new residential 
develo~ment. 

Tlie law has been successful to a degree. 
Ilerr's sutvey for the Massachusetts Housing 
Palmership Fund determined that, from 1990 
to 1997, more tlian 20,000 subsidized units 
were added to tlie state's inventory of afford- 
able l i o u ~ i n g . ~ ~  Taking into account lrhabilira 
ed units atid other affol-&able units created 
through nonsubsidy programs, Herr reckon 
that the increase statewide "has more than 
equaled tlie policy objective of 10 percent o 
overall housing production" and about 18 p 
cent of the 114,000 housing units constmcte 
in Massachusetts in those seven years. 

. ,: ,- ~ 

Hen. estimates that from 1990 to 1997, only agj  
little more than 1,000 units were produced as& ' 

..,. yt: 
a result of inclusiona~y zoning, motivated , 1 

? >  , 
~nostly by effotls in colnlnunities witli strong & ' 

and/or rising land values. Tlie other afford- $$ , 
able units were created througl~  government.^ 1 

& 3  
finance programs. Ilerr also found that many@ >*,> , 
co~nmunities exercise great latitude in imple-g; 

menting what Hen. calls "affordability zon- 1% I 
,,w 

ing." On one ]land, the town of Lincoln, likes 
.--i 

Lexington, is one of many co~nmunities that @: I 

determined years ago to negotiate with de- . I ,"t 
velopers to obtain a share of affol-dable h o u ~ i :  1 
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quirements.l' On the other hand, many other of the 527 counties and ~it ies.~V~owever,  ac- 
communities "provide" for affordable housing cording to Calavita and Grimes, "even when 
,imply by adopting policies or goals, rather a locality's housing element meets state re- 
than binding provisions, and enacting regula- quirements, there arc no mechanisms to en- 

that pertain only to certain types of de- sure that it is implemented."'" 
velopment in a few zoning districts. I-Ierr In their 1996 survey, Calavita and Grimes 

that "the modest impact of the identified 75 inclusionaly zoning programs in 
[40~] provisions was . . . surprising and dis- California cities and counties, mostly in juris- 
appointing . . ." dictions clustered around San Francisco and 

i The State of California ordered in 1975 that the coastal counties in southern California. 
i housing elen~cnts in local general They found that a11 the programs included 

~ c h  : plans "make adequate provision for the exist- cost offsets, such as regulatory relief or densi- 
1) :; 

: ing and projected needs of all segments of ty bonuses, and two-thirds were mandatory. 
. - 

:. the community" and added a string of addi- The authors calculated that inclusionary pro- 
tional requirements in later years. California's grams had produced about 24,000 affordable 

i- 
at- 

efforts came as grass rent levels in California 
from 1970 to 1993 1-ose 436 percent and home 
prices increased 723 percent, compared to a 
316 percent increase in median liousehold in- 
come.2' By 1992, the median resale housing 
price in California was almost double the me- 
dian price level for the United States." 

The Depaltment of Ilousing and Community 
Development (NCD) was responsible for 
identifying community lapses in rneeting the 
law, but iliitially had no power to enforce 
changes in local housing elements. In 1980, 
however, the legislature enacted a require- 
ment for local governments to create policies 
and programs to meet a "fair share" of re- 
gional needs for affordable housing. Because 
inclusionary zoning was considered a central 
means of accomplishing the fair share goal, 
IlCD published a model ordinance. But the 
ordinance was subject to political wind 
shears that reduced its effect. It included no 
cost offsets or incentives other than those 
provided by the 1979 Density Bonus Law that 
allowed a 25 percent density bonus for any 
development that contained 25 percent or 
Inore of affordable units. Later, HCD deter- 

units, a number "admittedly modest" but rep- 
resenting "significant progress." More recent- 
ly, the Nonprofit Housing Association of 
Northern California reported the results of a 
2002 survey." It identified 12 counties and 95 
local governments with inclusionary pro- 
grams that produced 34,000 units. Most re- 
cently, state legislators have indicated interest 
in prodding cities to improve adhel-ace to 
the housing element law and the fair share 
req~irement.'~ 

California also pushed local governments to 
produce affordable units with the California 
Coastal Commission's requirements between 
1976 and 1981 for development in the coastal 
zone. Somewhat more effective, the Caiifor- 
nia Community Redevelopment law requires 
that 30 percent of all new or rehabilitated 
units developed by redevelopment agencies 
in redevelopment areas should be affordable 
to low- and moderate-income households, 
with additional provisions for units for very 
low-income households. The law succeeded 
in producing about 5,300 units in 1995, the 
first year for which the state assembled and 
published h e  data. 

y mined that any inclusionaiy law lacking cost 
Like Massachusetts, New Jersey also provides 

- offsets or incentives was deemed to constrain 
for a builder's remedy to meet needs for af- 

new development. 
fordable housing. The famous case of South- 

With this confusing record, it is unsurprising wr~ Burli>zgton County NAACP u. Township oj  
that by 1992, only 19 percent of California's Mount Laurel (336 A.2d 713 N.J. 19751, also 
local governments had complied with the known as Mount Laurel I, asserted the consti- 

S- law. Subsequent strenuous efforts by HCD tutional obligation of communities to provide 
upped the percentage by 1995 to 58 percent for a regional "fair share" of affordable hous- 
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ing. Justice Frederick IHall wrote: "Developing 
communities must ~nake realistically possible 
the opportunity for an appropriate variety 
and choice of housing for all categories of 
people who may wish to live there." In 1983, 
after stout resistance by New Jersey's local 
governments to the coult's proclamation, 
"Mount Laurel I? (South Burliizglon County 
NAACP v.  Towizship ofMount Laurel, 456 
A.2d 390 NJ. 1983) reaffirmed the first dcci- 
sion and added a list of remedies to force 
conlmunities to take action -including use 
of the builder's remedy and inclusionary zon- 
ing measures. 

Within a year and a half of Mount Laurel 11, 
specially assigned judges began ordering 
changes in local land use plans according to 
the court-ordered mandate. In response, the 
New Jersey legislature adopted the New 
Jersey Fair Housing Act of 1985 (NJ. Statutes 
Annotated, Art 52-27D-301 to 329). The act 
created a Council on Affordable I-lousing 
(COAH) that relieved municipalities of the 
risk of further litigation over builder's reme- 
dies if COAIH celtified their affordable hous- 
ing plans that describe how the municipality 
will provide a "realistic" opportunity for 
achieving the fair share obligation. Tile act 
identified inclusiona~y zoning, including man- 
datory set-asides and density bonuses, as a 
tecllnique that municipalities could use for 
this purpose. COAIl also administers "Re- 
gional Contribution Agreements" through 
which suburban n~unicipalities can satisfy up 
to half of their fair share obligations by fund- 
ing production of affordable housing in ur- 
ban ~nunicipalities elsewhere in the state 

According to the latest (2001) COAH figures, 
since 1985, approximately 28,855 units of af- 
fordable housing have been built or are un- 
der construction as a result of these programs 
and another 7,400 units are being created 
through regional intertnunicipal agreements. 
Alan Mallach, who has monitored New 
Jersey's affordable housing programs for 
many years, believes that most of the 29,000 
units are products of either formal or case- 
by-case inclusionary zoning. Typically, he 
says, communities will identify 01- zone po- 

:OR AFFORDABLE HOUI ING 

tential sites for inclusionary projects, then ne- 
gotiate with individual developers to deter- 
mine the number and type of affordable units 
to be included in a pi-oject, subject to the 
state household income requirements." Some 
local governments establish formal standards 
for such developments, while others work 

is 
out development agreements dependent on 2; ..~ 
the site location and character and market i!:: 

1: 
demands. )i (2 

is . ~ .  
IHowever, like in other states, New Jersey's 
efforts have not met all demands for afford- 
able housing. Calavita, Grimes, and Mallach 
found that although half of below-market 
units in New Jersey were required to be for 
low-income households (with incomes 50 
percent or less of the regional median), few 
were available to households earning less 
than 45 percent.$< Also,  lama^; Mallach, and 
Payne determined that 87 percent of afford- 
able units in inclusiona~y developments we1 
offered for sale rather than m t ,  which effe 
tively excluded much of the demand by 
lower-income liouseholds." Although devel- 
opers began to include more rental units in 
the 1980s as Low-Income Ilousing Tax 
Credits and COAH incentives were made 
available, much residential development in 
the recent decade's housing boom has em- 
pl~asized large, upscale houses. Developers 
then tried to avoid inclusionaly requirement 
by seeking nraivas, offering payments for 
municipalities to use in executing regional 
contribution agreements, or requesting sigr 
cant reductions in numbers of affordable 

: ,~. 
units. These oppoltunities opened up be- 
cause many New Jersey municipalities now # 
depend on negotiated agreements with de- 6: > t ~ ?  
velopers rather than mandatory ordinances. &j ,.,... $2 
Other states have made little lieadway in $8 
generating support for local inclusiona~y pro-$ 
grams. Connecticut and Rhode Island adopt- $4 

iq 
ed state laws similar in many respects to $$ 
those of Massachusetts, including the use of #@ .@ 
builder's remedies. Neither has been paltic? & 
larly productive. Oregon and Florida, two & 
states with lengthy experience in state growth@ 

,!W 

management, require local governments to $8 %,* 

adopt and iml,lement housing goals that $ $# .a 
;$?. 
;$! ,= 



ht have prompted local governments to 
ider inclusionary zoning. Oregon's build- 

hdusuy, however, secured legislation for- 
,g local governments to adopt inclu- 

requirements for for-sale housing. 
a, while it enacted more positive laws 

rnbining aspects of Oregon's and Califor- 
pproaches, has generated little local 

g o v e m n t  interest in inclusionary zoning. 
Florida requires local governments to pre- 

s part of mandatory comprehensive 
ousing elements consistent with the 
sing goal, and to adopt innovative 
s such as inclusionary zoning to ad- 

rdable housing goal. This law 
d developers of market-rate low- 
sing to obtain incentives such as 

pact fee waivers as well as state and local 
ds to build thousands of afford- 

le units in virtually every area of Florida- 
result of 13uilding to the lower-income mar- 

r, Jairnie Ross, affordable hous- 
g director for 1000 Friends of Florida, re- 

ports that, except for agreements negotiated 
with developers of projects considered a 
Development of Regional Interest, no local 
governments have administered inclusionary 
requirements for developers of market-rate 
housing to incorporate low-cost units." 

Henry McGee Jr.'s analysis of Washington 
state's requirement for "provision of afford- 
able housing for all economic segment? of 
the community" and a fair share approach to 
accommodating regional needs showed that 
the goal "remains a destina~iorl without the 
barest directions to achieve its objective" and 
that the affordable housing goal "is inefficient 
and ineffective."" Maryland, the state that 
helped boost the term "smart growth to the 
status of a political icon, has exhibited little 
leadership in promoting affordable housing. 
The state's smart growth program is based on 
seven "visions" that fail to mention housing. 
Although the state planning enabling act calls 
for local governments to enact ordinances 

S 

nts 

nifi- 

Notes: 
i. 

i a Nonprofit Housing Asrodation of Northern California and California Coalition for Rural Housing. lnclurionaty Housing in California: 30 

: Yean of innovation (San Francisto: author, 2003). 

'O- b Philip B. Herr and Arsoriater, zoning for Housing AHordabiI;~ A Itudy Prepared for the Mmrhusetts Housing Partnetship Fund 

)t- (Newton. MA: Philip B. Herr and Arrociates, 2000). Of the 18.000 rubridizad units produced under various programs from 1990 to 

: 1997. only about 1.200 were due directly to indusionar/ zoning-oquating to about I percent of statewide housing production. 

lf 
C COAH. 2001. This estimate indudes affordable units produced through a variety of approaches, but a rubslaotial proportion are 

:u- thought to have been produced through intlusionary programs. 

wth 
d Herr and Arrodater estimates "a few units:' 
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Villa Andalucia is a 32- 

unit apartment pmjert 

in the North City Future 

Urbanizing Area in San 

Diego, Calibrnia.Ten 

units are occupied by 

households earning 50 

perrent or lerr of AM1 

and 12 units are occu- 

pied by houreholdr with 

incomes of 51 to 60 

percent of AMI. 

"providing for or requiring affordable hous- 
ing," and empowers local governments to im- 
pose inclusionary zoning, state action to stim- 
ulate local planning for affordable housing is 
tepid at best. With Montgomery County as an 
example, howevel; at least three Maryland 
counties and towns have recently adopted in- 
clusionary ordinances. 

A glimmer of hope comes from Illinois, 
which in 2003 adopted a new state law that 
encourages local jurisdictions in which less 
than 10 percent of housing is considered af- 
fordable to work with developers to create 
lower-cost housing. Municipalities that devel- 
op plans to increase housing affordability will 
be exempt froin actions by a state housing 
appeals board to promote affordable housing 
production. The appeals board will not begin 
operations until 2009, however, and some 
Illinois towns are opposing impletnentation 
of the new act. 

Regional Programs: It appears to be well 
nigh impossible for most or all suburban juris- 
dictions to agree wit11 a central city on a de- 
velopment policy that will affect all of them 
to some degree. Neveltheless, some recent 
initiatives suggest a glimmer of hope for re- 
gional agreements on inclusionaty zoning. 
One is the agreement worked out by 
Chicago's Metropolitan Planning Council with 
the Metropolitan Mayors Caucus to publish a 
list of "Housing Endorsement Criteria." One of 
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<$ 
the seven principles is to "encourage an array'# 
of quality housing options throughout the re- % 

.f$ gion," including developments with housing L..,, 

units priced to be "accessible to a wide range4 
of income levels." Artned with the llousing 
criteria, the Metropolitan Planning Council is , 
facilitating cotnmunity discussions of inclu- r 

sionaty zoning and other measures to stimu- 
late workforce housing production, initially 
with the suburban jurisdictions of Highland 
Park, Oak Park, and Evanston. 

Oregon's Land Conse~vation and Develop- 
ment Cotnmission worked with Portland's 
Metro regional organization to formulate a 
Metropolitan Housing Rule (Chapter 660, 
Division 7, of the Oregon Administrative 
Rules) for the Portland metropolitan area. 
Adopted in 1981, the policy statement re- 
quired cities and counties to ". . . designate 
sufficient buildable land to provide the op- 
pomtnity for at least 50 percent of new resi- 
dential units to be attached single-family 
housing or lnultiple family housing. . . ." It 
also prescribed density targets for central an 
outlying portions of d ~ e  Portland metropoli- 
tan area to promote lower-cost housing. 
policy rested on the likely but unproven as 
sulnption that the selected housing types a 
densities provided a surrogate measure of 
fordability.) An evaluation conducted in 19 
found that the proportion of multifamily an 
attached single-family housing and smaller 



, single-family lots had increased dralnatically.jn 
;.[ June 2000, the Metro Council adopted a 
. regional housing strategy that calls for local 
,$ 

i j  to agree to fair share goals for 

$ affordable housing. The strategy statement 
.B 4 suggested the use of inclusionaly zoning in a 
:j ,i list of tools for accomplishing the goals. ~ o c a l  
"( 
- governments' responses to the Metro strategy 4 
:;# have proven mixed, at best, and were dealt a 
3 blow when the builders' organization recently 
'2 
i lobbied for and obtained legislation forbid- 
$ ding local governments to adopt inclusionary 
! requirements applicable to for-sale housing.j9 

In Massachusetts, regional con~missions in ..3 
:: both Cape Cod and Mattha's Vineyard have n 
i imposed inclusionary requirements for lal-ge- 

scale developments. In addition, the Cape 
ray .! Cod law offers incentives for conlmunities to 
e -  :; prepare comprehensive plans that incorpo- 

g : rate responsibilities for promoting housing af 
ge j fordability. Men and Associates credits these 

regional mandates, plus serious housing af- 
s ' fordability issues due to high land values, for 

: persuading foul- of the six towns on Martha's 
I- i Vineyard and nine of the 15 towns on the 

i Cape to adopt affordability pmvisi~ns. '~ 

Westchester County, New Yolk, ln~t~ated an 
attempt to encourage regionwide inclusionaly 
housing requirements through facilitating 
rather than mandating local action." West- 
chester's Board of Legislators set up a I-Ious- 
ing Implelnentation Commission in 1990 to 
determine a fair share of affordable units for 
each of the county's 43 municipalities. Yet 
the county acknowledges that it lacked au- 
thority to build affordable housing and would 
not assist such housing development against 

' the will of local governments. A successor 
organization, the Housing Opportunity Com- 

: mission, was established in 1993 to achieve 
ri municipal consensus on allocations, ultimate- 

ly succeeding in getting 19 municipalities to 
e : adopt resolutions supporting the allocations 

and to agree to pursue efforts to produce 
i , affordable units. As a result, such municipali- 
- : ties as the city of Yonkers (driven by court 

action); the towns of Bedford, Greenburgh, 
and Lewisboro; and the villages of Briarcliff 
Manor and Tarrytown, among others, have 

: adopted inclusionary zoning. 

To these I-egional efforts one might add the 
mo1.e-or-less serendipitous clustering of inclu- 
sionary housing programs in certain metro- 
politan areas, no doubt generated by similar 
economic circumstances that are blocking in- 
creases in the supply of affordable housing. 
In the Washington, D.C., area, for example, 
the populous counties of Montgomely, 
Howard, and Frederick in Maryland and 
Fairfax, Arlington, and Loudoun in northern 
Virginia have adopted some form of inclu- 
sionary zoning. Similar clusters of jurisdic- 
tions with inclusionary programs exist around 
San Francisco, Los Angeles, and San Diego in 
California, and around Denver and Boston. 

Thus the practice of inclusionary zoning must 
be summed up as spotry-effective in many 
communities, ineffective in many others, and 
almost ignored at state and regional levels of 
government. The case studies in I'alt 3 reveal 
the many variations on the theme of inclu- 
sionary zoning that are being applied in com- 
munities that rake the concept seriously and 
have a commitlnent to producing affordable 
housing. 
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I 
nclusionary zoning is only one weapon 

in the arsenal of affordable housing pro- 
grams promoted by federal, state, and lo- 

cal agencies and nonprofit o~-ganizations. But 
the concept is unique in its requirements for 
developers to fund and constmct affoi-dable 
housing, usually with a little help from the lo- 
cal government. This section addresses sever- 
al questions regarding the effectiveness of in- 
clusionary zoning as originally conceived and 
now practiced. Have such programs worked 
to significantly increase production of afford- 
able housing? Have they truly benefited low- 
and moderate-income families and individu- 
als? Have they succeeded in one of the early 
goals: relocating lower-income households 
out of poverty-stricken inner-city areas into 
pleasant suburban surroundings and, if not, 
are inclusionary zoning programs at all useful 
in regenerating inner-city neighborhoods 
without displacing existing residents? 

Assessment of the Practice 
Affordable Housing Production: From state 
reports, research studies, and anecdotal and 
news repo~ts acl-oss the nation, it appears 
that between 350 and 400 suburban jurisdic- 
tions and a few central cities have adopted 
zoning or policies to promote some form of 
inclusionary zoning. In addition, it appears 
that public officials in an unknown number 
of jurisdictions lacking specific regulations 
frequently wheedle developers into incorpo- 
rating some affordable units in projects await- 

ing permit approvals. This number could be 
significant-probably more than 100 commu- 
nities-and possibly more numerous than 
those that have officially instituted inclusion- 
ary programs. A definitive count of jurisdic- 
tions that are using inclusionary zoning to 
generate affordable units is impossible. 

Similarly, an estimate of the number of units 
produced through inclusionaly programs is 
not to be found on the record. It can be sur- 
mised, however, that while inclusionary pro- 
grams have certainly added to the stock of 
affordable housing, the production record is 
less than ove~whelming. Tile total of units 
known or estimated to have been produced 
through inclusionary programs may range 
from 80,000 to 90,000 units-about 65,000 
units in states that mandate production of 
affordable housing and perhaps 15,000 to 
25,000 units in individual jurisdictions in oth- 
er states. Admittedly, this is a rough estimate. 
But despite the ripple of new inclusionary 
housing initiatives indicated by recent re- 
search and news reports, many inclusionary 
programs have produced only a few units to 
date-some less than a dozen, others just a 
few dozen. Santa Fe's program, although 
widely reported, had produced 12 units by 
2003. Calavita and Grimes's 1998 report on 
California communities showed that 19 juris- 
dictions had generated no units several years 
after their adoption of inclusiona~y programs.' 
Herr's analysis of Massachusetts's progress, 
which included interviews with local plan- 
ners, demonstrated that many communities 
were trying to meet t l ~ e  state-mandated 10 
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percent subsidized housing requirement by 
means other than inclusionary zoning.' 
Production by New Jersey communities is 
especially difficult to pill down because they 
employ a bewildering variety of stratagems to 
meet--or to avoid meeting-their allocation 
goals. Many New Jersey com~nunities adopt- 
ed inclusionary zoning requirements soon af- 
ter the Mt. Laurel decisions but now employ 
them on a case-by-case basis or have effec- 
tively shelved them. Even the number of af- 
fordable units developed under Montgomely 
County's highly rated program averages 
about 8 percent of the county's total annual 
housing permits, and annual production is 
dropping each year." 

Moreover, die range of affordable units created 
by inclusiona~y programs over a 30-year period 
amounts to a fsaction of the units for low- and 
moderate-income households produced under 
federal and state subsidy programs. In Massa- 
chusetts, which managed to generate 20,340 
subsidized units from I990 to 1 9 7  (in a state 
with about 100,000 low-income families on 
waiting lists), only a b u t  1,200 were created 
through inclusionary zoning! William Fischel, 
in testimony before a subcommittee of the 
House of Representatives Committee on Bank- 
ing, Finance, and Urban Affairs, prognisticated 
that even under the best circumstances, inclu- 
sionary housing can meet only about 10 per- 
cent of community affordable housing needs, 

This attractively designed 

development of 12 town- 

homer built in 2000 in Palo 

Alto. California, includes 

one affordable three-bed- 

room unit that was sold 

for $240,000, well below 

market-rate prices. 

an estimate borne out by experience in 
Montgomery County's p~ogram.~ 

With this record, some may view inclusional) 
zoning programs as insignificant in meeting 
affordable housing needs in all but a few 
jurisdictions such as Montgomery County. 
There is hope, however. First, even a 10 per- 
cent addition to the stoclc of affordable ilous. 
ing by the use of inclusionary zoning is well 
worth the effolr. Second, communities have 
put more prograrns ill place in recent years, 
and more are under serious consideration as 
die national housing market remains strong, 
housing prices continue to rise, atid the af- 
fordable housing crisis deepens. Third, agen 
cies and organizations in many metropolitan 
areas have come to understand the value of 
inclusionary approaches and are promoting 
such programs. Foulth, models of effective 
programs are now well known, and develo~ 
ers are beginning to understand that density 
bonuses and otller incentives can offset a 
substantial part of the costs of inclusionary 
requirements. Combined with public subsid 
programs, inclusionary zoning can continue 
to lnake a difference. 

Opening Up the Suburbs: An important ir 
rial premise of inclusionary zoning-that it 
would offer oppoltunities for relocating 
inner- city poor and minority households tc 
desirable suburban envil-onmentsappears 
have fallen by the wayside in liiost commu 
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ties. For example, Steinberg, in evaluating 
~~w Jersey's program, notes the early and 
continuing resistance of local governments to 
the Moulzt Laurel court decisions and COAH 
,quirements, and points out "the travails of 

social equity in the face of wide- 
spread public dissent."Wthough many juris- 
dictions have made good-faith efforts to in- 
crease production of affordable housing, oth- 
ers have twisted their planning and zoning to 
thwart developers interested in building low- 
cost housing. Indeed, COAH allows commu- 
nities to pay other comnlunities to accept 
half of jurisdictions' allocated affordable 
housing units. 'This policy works to perpetu- 

.< 
.$ ate segregation since most unit transfers are 
: made from suburban towns to cities such 
- as Newark and Camden whose residents 
.! are largely poor and minorities. Wish and 
:$ Eisdorfer, in their analysis of New Jersey 

applicants and occupants of housing created 
under the Mount Laurel requirements, deter- 
mined that the program "has not enabled 
previously urban residents to move to subur- 
ban municipalities and has not enabled 
Blacks and Latinos to move from heavily tni- 
nority urban areas to the suburbs."' Calavita, 

Mallach concluded that "if the 
underlying social goals of the Mount Laurel 
decision are held to be reducing urban-sub- 
urban disparities and fostering racial and eco- 
nomic integration with metropolitan regions, 
[inclusionary housing] has not substantially 

j A similar situation exists in Massachusetts. 
'6 i Sharon Krefetz concluded that Massachusetts' 

i 40B statute has not, fofthe most pait, result- 
lop- : ed in any significant "opening up" of the sub- 
ity ; urbs to lower-income, central-city, minority 

I Populations.' Florence Wagman Roisman, sur- 
Y i veying experience with inclusiona~y zoning 
idy ' in promoting racial integration, concludes 
le that "except for the Montgomeql County ordi- 

; nance, the impact of the [inclusionaryl initia- 
ini- ; fives has been to decrease economic segrega- 
t : tion only. The initiatives have not ameliorated 

' and indeed lnay have exacerbated racial in- 
to i equality and segregation."'" 

" to Some redressing of regional racial imbalances 
Uni- may stem from the recent fascination of for- 

mer suburbanites and young professionals 
with inner-city living. Mixed-income housing 
programs of all kinds, including inclusionary 
zoning programs such as those in Boston, 
Denver, and San Diego, appear to be draw- 
ing more whites back to the cities. The popu- 
lation increment is small, however, and may 
displace current minority residents while of- 
fering little stimulation for greater integration 
in the suburbs. 

Another perspective is offered by Michael 
Pyatok, who works with indigenous minority 
groups to revitalize neighborhoods. "Inclu- 
sionary policies applied to communities 
where there is a long tradition of racially 
and culturally cohesive living arrangements," 
he says, "can undermine these efforts."" 
Rather than depending on private developers 
to improve housing conditions in such areas, 
he says, housing advocates should talce ad- 
vantage of opportunities for engaging com- 
munity-based, self-help organizations in im- 
proving their circumstances. In communities 
with inclusiona~y requirements, the absence 
of special waivers to allow this approach 
could prevent nonprotit minority groups from 
retaining their indigenous community envi- 
ronment. 

Beneficiaries of Inclusionary Zoning: 
Inclusiona~y programs tend to be sold by 
suburban officials to their constituents on the 
promise of making affordable units available 
to local teachers, police officers, and other 
public servants and private seivice workers 
whose salaries are insufficient to afford living 
in the suburban con~munities in which they 
are employed. Unfo~tunately, data on occu- 
pant characteristics of inclusionary units is 
meager. However, Montgomery County's 
MPDU program offers a glimpse of occupant 
characteristics:" 

Household incomes avel-aged $33,076, 
about 63 percent of area median house- 
hold income in 1997. Incomes ranged from 
$16,000 to just over $39,000 in 1997. 

The average sales price of 129 units was 
$106,508 in 1999. 

In 1999, 12 percent of occupants were 
, 71: ..ar^n-* I.l"̂ l. c7 ̂ a..^orr 



Asian, and 15 percent Hispanic, compared 
with the years from 1990 to 1994 when 
about 46 percent were Caucasian, 20 per- 
cent black, 26 pel-cent Asian, 9 percent 
Hispanic, and 2 percent unknown. 

Of 89 households certified in 1999, 2 per- 
cent liad one pel-son, 17 percent two per- 
sons, 29 percent three persons, 30 percent 
four persons, and 22 percent five or more 
persons 

Of units occupied in 1999, none had one 
or two bedrooms, 81 percent liad three 
bedrooms, and 19 percent had four bed- 
rooms. (Unit sizes vary significantly from 
year to year.) 

95 percent were Montgome~y County resi- 
dents, and only one purchaser neither lived 
nor worked in the county. 

Ethnic origins and household sizes of MPDU 
occupants valy significantly from year to year. 
But based on statistics from 1990 to 1999, it 
appears that the proportion of Caucasians is 
declining while the percentage of Asians and 
Hispanics is rising. 

Although the Montgornesy County program 
draws 95 percent of its occupants from within 
the county, the ethnic mix of MPDU occu- 
pant5 reflects the increasing diversity of the 
more than 800,000 county residents. Tlie MP- 
DU program provides an opportunity for 
some of them to move up from apartlnents to 

A 72-unit rental building 

developed in 2001 in the 

heart of Central Square in 

Cambridge, Masrachusettr, 

contains i l  two.bedmom 

units that are priced below 

$1,000 per month-Jess 

than hall the market-rate 

unit rents. 
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Not so in many other conlmunities. Evalua- $j An( 
tions of inclusionasy programs in New ~erse$$ in 1 
and Massachusetts communities, which tend,@ . . is a 
to draw occupants from a much smaller 
less diverse population pool, show that i 

sionasy PI-ograms serve mostly white su 
ban households. Wish and Eisdorfer, sa 
pling New Jersey inclusionaly projects, fou 
that 88 percent of the occupants had p 
ously been suburbanites and less than 
ter of the remainder (or about 3 percent 
the total) were African American.') Cal 
Grimes, and Mallach concluded that 
eficiaries of inclusionary zoning hav 
niostly white suburban residents.'+ 

otl 
I<refetz, who studied the 400 program in & 
Massachusetts in 1990, found that most of 2; vQ Se' p~~ 
the units built in the 1970s were intended f:Jc A‘ ba 
elderly people. Her subsequent study in 20tj' . $; afi  

found a "marked shift" to housing built mos&,$ .:p th 
ly for families-75 percent of the total unitsi& * P; 
Ksefetz indicates that Massachusetts commf& 

:at; pz 
nities continue to favor existing community.:& ;r. dc 
residents, many of them white, as occupan3j:: 

ya$ h( 
of subsidized h o ~ s i n g . ' ~  & $8~ nt 

".i 

Suburban inclusionary projects may also fa$$ li! 
moderate-income households and honieo*; p; 
ership (in keeping with the character of ma@ ;# j~$ si 
suburban neighborhoods) over rental units:$% a] 

for low-income households. Calavita and $; :,.3 n 
I?: . .; 
"i' . , . ,422. 
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: Grimes state, "In the absence of organized 
! local decision-makers usually favor 

homeownership programs for middle-income 
groups over rental housing for lower-income 
groups,"'6 In Montgomely County, up to one- 
third of affordable units created by the inclu- 
sionary program can be purchased by the 
county's Housing Oppotmnity Cornlnission 
for rental (plus another 7 percent that can 
be acquired by nonprofit housing groups). 
The large majority of units produced are 
for-sale housing." 

er, this picture of occupants of units 
d through inclusionary zoning indi- 
ositive result as well: increased eco- 
egration within the jurisdictions. 
rsal of lower-priced units within 

et-rate projects and areas would be un- 
without the inclusiona~y require~nent. 

all accounts to date indicate that, once 
e, the income variety of households 
nl~nodated by local residents. 

The Developers: Developers and builders 
are generally opposed to inclusionary zoning 
as one more restriction added to the dozens 
of regulato~y requirements that afflict their 
progress in development. Several of the 
case studies revealed the opposition of the 
development community to inclusionary 
ideas-pposition that was only overcome 
by political support of elected officials by 
constituents concerned with the issue of af- 
fordable housing. An additional example, 
probably matched by experience in many 
other communities, cropped up during re- 
earch for this report. The town of Cary, 
orth Carolina, is an up-and-coming subur- 
n jurisdiction in the Raleigh metropolitan 
a. Its rapid gromh has been assisted by 
success of the nearby Ilesearch Triangle 
. While not a weal-thy community com- 
d with Palo Alto or Boulder, Cary resi- 

are proud of their attractive neighbor- 
110ods, good schools, and enterprising busi- 
ness sector. In 1999, the town of Cary pub- 

an "Affordable Hous-ing Tool Kit," pre- 
by the planning department after con- 
le discussion with community officials 
idents. The tool kit describes an ad- 

lllirably broad range of tools that might be 

used to make housing more affordable for 
consideration by the town council as it pre- 
pared to adopt an official affordable housing 
plan (which occurred in 2000). 

Anlong the tools, an inclusionary zoning or- 
dinance was given first place in the list of 
priority actions. The report described a num- 
ber OF successful inclusionary programs and 
the salutary effect of a density bonus provi- 
sion. In the end, however, the proposal fell 
victim to the necessity of obtaining state leg- 
islative approval for such an ordinance. Ap- 
parently, given the negative response of the 
local developlnent community to the propos- 
al, local officials were reluctant to seek such 
an action. A somewhat silnilar scewario 
played out in the nearby town of Carrboro. 

There is no doubt that inclusionary zoning 
asks private developers to help solve a com- 
munitywide need for affordable housing. 
Bernard Tetreault, who ran Montgomery 
County's program for many years, agrees 
with many developers that they "should not 
have the burden of curing a community's so- 
cial land] affordable housing proble~ns."'~ But 
he makes the point that builders and devel- 
opers have an important role to play, given 
that they produce the housing stock. He ar- 
gues that density bonuses and other incen- 
tives tend to alleviate economic harm to 
builders of affordable units. 

Perhaps the most potent evidence that devel- 
opers can profitably build homes under in- 
clusionary regimes is that many continue to 
develop projects meeting inclusionary re- 
quirements. C. Kent Conine, a Dallas-area 
homebuilder, cites a variety of reasons for 
this, including viewing the requirements as 
a cost of doing business in a desirable mar- 
ket area and the value of density bo~luses 
and other incentives in contributing to a prof- 
itable bottom line.'Wavid idlanagan of Elm 
Street Development, Inc., a builder active in 
Montgomery County, says the willingness of 
public agency staff to work with developers 
provides the flexibility needed to make proj- 
ects financially viable. In Denver, although 
the local homebuilders' organization opposes 
the new inclusionary program, developer 



Susan Powers, President of Urban Ventures, 
LLC, says "it's the right thing to do." She re- 
gards the program as just one more require- 
ment for residential developers working in 
Denver rather than an onerous burden, espe- 
cially given the possibility of densicy and 
parking bonuses. The fact that the program 
affects all developments of a ce~tain size 
within a community helps to spread tlie 
burden evenly. 

In the ULI fotum discussion, developers and 
otl~ers familiar with the process of "penciling 
out" project feasibility made the point that 
cost cotnparisons between market-rate and 
low-cost units in a given project are not con- 
clusive evidence of financial harm to devel- 
opers. Rathel; they said, the project pro for- 
tna must be considered as a whole, incorpo- 
rating density, unit sizes, amenities, and other 
aspects of the development that balance the 
trade-offs inherent in any project. 

CentraECity Initiatives: Boston, Denver, 
and San Diego are large cities, mostly built 
up, that have launched inclusionary zoning 
programs in older neighborhoods where 
displacement of existing midents might be 
expected to be an issue. On a smaller scale, 
Cambridge and Princeton Borough, both 
shott of land for new development, are 
mounting infill and redeveloptnent progratns 
administered primarily by city agencies rather 
than through developer initiatives. Other 
cities are joining in: New York initiated an in- 
clusionary program called "New I-IOP Mod" 

The I51 units in Boston's 

Wilker Passage Lofts, lo- 

cated in the South End, 

include 19 units priced 

for hsurehoidr earning 

up to I20  perrent of 

AMI, nine of which were 

reserved for art1rts.The 

structure also Includes 
21.150 square feet d of- 

lice space and 4W park- 

ing spacer for occupants 

and nearby residents. 

in 2003 and the District of Colu~nbia is eva 
ating approaches it might use in an inclusi 
ary program.'O Boston's program is similar 
its longstanding "linltage" program that re- 
quires developments of commercial and ins 
rutional properties to donate fees to a hous 
ing t~ust  fund that the city uses to finance a 
fordable housing development. The Boston 
Kedeveloptnent Authority, responsible for 
both programs, is aggressively promoting p 
duction of affordable units within residentia 

<,. 
: p 

and mixed-use developments. i r  .? @ ..,v i:jl ?,!> 

Denver's downtown housing boom created 3.k 
the opportunity to generate affordable units af ,.$ 

in a strong market. Much of Detlver's ]>roduci!i ,z.g( 

tion to date, aside from that in the Stap1eton:jZ: .<' 
redevelopment project, has occurred through. ; ,',. 
adaptive use of warehouses and other his- .$ 
tol-ic comrnelrial buildit~gs near downtown. $$ 
Stapleton provided the test bed for both the$# ..,.' 
tnarketability of in-city new housing and the& 
inclusionaly requirements worlted out be- 
tween the city and the Stapleton develop- 
ment group. 

San Diego's program is just beginning, al- 
though the city 1x1s created affordable hou 
ing in redevelopment areas and required 
in the northern urbanizing area (the oute 
tier of development). In addition, prior t 
ordinance's adoption, the city had negoti 
inclusionary agreements with some drve 
ers through developn~ent agreements an 
approval of subdivision plats. The new 0 
nance was adopted in June 2003; it requi 
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,$ 
ii percent of all residential units in new 
8 developments of more than two units to 
14 be affordable. 
$2 

: C~Q, inclusiona~y programs raise two issues 
that have not been fully explored in the liter- 
ature or by experience in suburban jurisdic- 
tions. One is the question of how to stimu- 
late creation of new units when developable 
land is scarce; the other is how to promote 
production of new units without undue dis- 
placement of existing residents. 

; Based on experience to date, cities with little 
]and left for new development succeed in 
promoting inclusionary housing through 
proactive public leadership and management 
of inclusionary programs. Cambridge estab- 
lished its Cityhome Program in 1995 with a 
multimillion dollar annual funding commit- 

\" 
I$ ment to increase affordable housing oppom- 

nities. The Cambridge Affordable I-lousing 
4 Trust acts as a funding channel to programs 

, .< 

to promote homeownership, housing rehabil- i 
I: itation, and nonprofit acquisition and in]- 
:: provement of lnultifa~nily housing. The city 
'- $ added an inclusionary zoning ordinance to 

the mix in 1998 that centers on new infill 
, construction, often in nonresidential areas, 

and adaptive use of nonresidential structures 
,j 

The inciusionacy program has generated 94 
.. : units of affordable housing and more units . . 

are in the pipeline. 

Princeton Borough is meeting its affordable 
housing obligations by assembling land, em- 
ploying city financial resources, and directing 
development of mixed-income, inclusiona~y 
housing projects (similar in some ways to 
building HOPE VI projects without federal 
help). Boston is combining regulatory re- 
quirements with city financing and adminis- 
trative resources to generate inclusionary 
projects, many of them based on redevelop- 
ment and conversion of existing buildings. 
NO doubt San Diego will borrow ideas fl-om 
Boston's experience to promote production 
of affordable housing in existing neighbor- 
hoods. Denver has enjoyed the benefits of 
the extensive supply of developable land at 
Stapleton and near downtown, but may find 
it necessary to ernploy some of the strata- 

gems of other cities if land shortages arise in 
the future. 

It should be noted that the proactive ap- 
proaches taken by places like Boston and 
Princeton Borough offer a path to overcom- 
ing depressed housing markets that may oth- 
erwise present an obstacle to classic inclu- 
siotary zoning. Boston's program to require 
contributions to affordable housing even 
from commercial and institutional develop- 
ment, and Princeton Borough's public rede- 
velopment model, suggest two approaches 
that might work even in a down market. As 
another example, even in California's real es- 
tate collapse of the 1990s, local redevelop- 
ment agencies were able to package projects, 
many of which included affordable housing. 
Montgomery County officials report that 
when high-priced housing demands sag, 
many developers evince greater interest in 
building lower-cost units to keep their com- 
panies engaged in the marltetplace. 

The second major issue for cities is potential 
displacement of inner-city residents in neigh- 
borhoods where market interest is fostering 
escalating prices. lnclusionary zoning in such 
a circumstance may result in conserving or 
replacing only a fraction of the affordable 
units previously available in the area. 'Typ- 
ically, a developer will assemble properties 
housing dozens of lower-income families to 
build 50 or so market-rate units. Inclusion of 
a dozen low-income units may produce a de- 
sirable mixed-income project but at the cost 
of displacing some lower-income families. 
Neve~heless, inclusionary requirements in 
these circumstances are preferable to letting 
the market reign. 

There is no easy answer to this issue, as 
promoters of I-IOPE VI projects have found. 
(Although the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development-backed projects are 
PI-aised for replacing deteriorated low-income 
projects with well-designed, mixed-income 
development, typically they provide far fewer 
affordable units than the projects they re- 
place.) Only if a city or nonprofit housing 
groups are able to anticipate rising propetty 
values in Neighborhood X and take steps to 
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i 
conserve existing low-cost units or create housillg development taking place in tnost 2 &. 
new ones on land assembled for that pur- comtnunities. ):: 

pose, can they hope to come closer to equal- 
izing the loss of low-cost units that occurs 
through replacement of lowe~income units 
by market-rate developments, even with in- 
clusionary requirements. In addition, the req- 
uisite planning process for neighborhood 
consetvation may prevent early action to 
ward off the effects of appreciating property 
values on existing residents, especially renters. 
Subsequent actions are a case of too little, 
too late. This points up the fact that inclu- 
sionaly zoning sllould not be regarded as the 
solutioll to all housing problems. 

Cities contemplating the benefits of inclusion- 
aty approaches would do well to monitor the 
progress of these new city programs that bor- 
row a concept intended for developing sub- 
urban jurisdictions to apply in built-up urban 
areas. The effects of inclusionaly programs- 
not only in producing affordable housing but 
also in producing it under variable market 
conditions while coping with neighborhood 
change-will be significant indications of tlie 
benefits of inclusionary zoning for cities as 
well as suburbs. 

Where to Go from Here? 
Inclusionary zoning programs to date show 
less than robust resulrs. Even in states that re- 
quire local governments to promote and ac- 
cept affordable housing, only a minority 
of communities aggressively pursue inclu- 
sionaly programs. Most cotllmunities have 
generated just a few dozen up to a few hun- 
dred affordable units and have tended to fa- 
vor existing cotnmunity residents as occu- 
pants. Clearly, also, ethnic segregation and 
income disparities in housing markets have 
proven difficult to overcome~specially in 
the nation's suburbs. 

Two approaches could ituprove this record: 
increasing proactive state leadership in prod- 
ding local governtnenrs to adopt inclusionary 
programs, and broadening the application 
of programs to tap the wide variety of 

State Leadership: States could do more to 
support inclusionary programs, despite the 
modest success of state provisions for plan- 
ning and zoning "override" opportunities at 
the local level. Evaluating the four New Eng- 
land states' override starutes, Sam Stonefield 
finds that the "state override tool has only 
Ii~rii~cd abiliry 10 increase the supply of sub- 
urban affordable ]lousing and to enhance 
opportunities for ~nobility."~' The builder's 
remedy in the New England statutes, he sa 
"creates only a private right, not a public 
(state and local) obligation" to produce af- 
fordable housing. Instead of imposing and 
financing constluction requirements, states 
"chose an indirect, non-directive, and non- 
financial tool that has been . . . limited in i 

effe~tiveness,"'~ According to Stonefield, st 
took this route because public suppo~t for 
tegrated and affordable housing was thin a 
divided, too weak to overcome opposition 
a strong, more effective prograrn. 

.. ,. 
Instead, lle advocates a stronger state requir& 

<,,>> 

ment: to direct every local government to {$ -.,, 

plan and zone for a fair share of affordable j.f$ 
housing-the approach taken by New Jer 
and California. And yet many of New Jesse 
and California's subwban governments h 
continued to erect roadblocks to adequa 
construction of affordable housing. State 
mandates can go only so far in persuading 
local governments to establish a positive 
text for production of affol-daMe housing. 
And direct state effotts to intervene in local 
housing markets by building affordable 1 
ing are an unrealizable dream. (Stonefiel 

I 
cites the efforts in the 1960s by New Yor 
state's Urban Development Corporation t 
build affordable housing without local a 
proval in suburban Westchester County. 
effort failed in the first instance and Ilelp 

.. . .. . . 
to ensure the demise of the corporation #: 
soon after.) *; I 

,.i 
ST,,< 
*: 

But Stonefield suggests-and the ULI fo 
pa~ticipants emphasized-that states coul 
exert their powers to encourage producti 
of affordable housing by imposing financ 

>.IL ,,.>, 
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ctions (i.e., loss of certain state prograin 
funds) for co~ntnunities not meeting fair share 

duction goals or, more positively, by of- 
prograin incentives for communities 

do--an approach used by many states 
her  aspects of growth management. 

can adopt legislation specifically en- 
inclusionary zoning, prepare a rnodel 
rdinance and supporting materials de- 

the econoinic and legal rationale for 
,-lusionaiy zoning, and provide technical as- 

to communities interested in inclu- 
programs. Beyond direct assistance to 

ommunities, states can establish 
to counter regional or metropolitan 
es in affordable housing production, 
g establishment of regional and local 
on targets, housing tiust funds, and 
asures. States' leadership in using 
cy and financial resources can es- 
ositive climate for affordable hous- 
tion to suppo~t and sustain local 

Broader Application: Oppoitunit~es for 

:e require. broadening inclusionary zoning programs to 
znt to ; include a wide range of housing develop- 

3rdab]e : ment could improve production. Most pro- 
:w jersey . grams focus on mid- to large-scale new de- 
;Y jersey3~ velopments of medium density in suburban 

nts have jurisdictions. Few have experimented with 

:quate 1 applying inclusionary requirements to other 

itate ,; kinds of development, especially projects 

Jading i typical in older cities and suburbs. Examples 
itive con. j include: 

]sing. 
n local 
ble hous- 
?field 
Yorlc 
on to 
a1 ap- 
ity. The 
ielped 
ion 

forum 
could 
luction 
iancial 

Conversions and adaptive use of existing 
nonresidential buildings (which has been 
successful in Denvel; for example); 

Rehabilitation of existing units, especially 
rental units, which is taking place in many 
cities without the benefit of mandating in- 
clusion of affordable units due to the per- 
ception that they would degrade the value 
of luxury-priced units; 

Requiring lower-cost units in construction 
of high-rise buildings, which, because they 
are significantly more expensive to build 
and require monthly fees, are viewed as in- 
capable of incorporating many subsidized 
units; and 

Low-density, high-end subdivisions on the 
outskirts of urbanizing areas (excluded 
from Montgomery County's program, for 
example). 

That many programs avoid these types of 
housing is explained by the difficulties they 
can raise for incorporating affordable units. 
For example, conversions or rehabilitation of 
existing buildings often involve fewer units 
than the project thresholds established by in- 
clusiona~y programs. If thresholds are low- 
ered, developers still may find it impractical 
to shoehorn affordable units into existing 
buildings and density increases may be limit- 
ed by site constraints, zoning restrictions, and 
neighborhood opposition. Sorne of these ob- 
stacles can be overconie by shrinking sizes 
of affordable units and waiving or reducing 
yard and parking requirements. Another solu- 
tion is to require that in-lieu fees be paid into 
a housing trust fund. 

Conversions of rental units to for-sale con- 
dominiums offer another set of problems. 
Lower-income renters often cannot afford 
the step up to homeownership, especially 
if the condominium units have been substan- 
tially upgraded and priced accordingly. In ad- 
dition to basic income limitations that affect 
their ability to purchase a unit and pay the 
monthly fee, renters inay lack a satisfactory 
credit history. 

Inclusionary programs can help make it pos- 
sible for at least some proportion of renters 
to buy into a condominiuin conversion. As 
in other iiiclusionaiy projects, unit sizes and 
equipment can be pared to reduce costs. In 
no circunistances should a lower-income pur- 
chaser be clenied amenities by forgoing con- 
dominium fees. However, housing agencies 
can establish household income limits after 
combining monthly fees with unit prices to 
determine the asset basis of affordable units. 
Public and nonprofit subsidy programs can 
be used to reduce unit prices and mortgage 
costs. It is important, however, that agencies 
assisting renters to purchase condominiuin 
units be totally familiar with state and local 
legal and financial requirements regarding 
sucli conversions. 
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single-family and townhouse units rather than 
high-rise buildings. I-ligh-rise construction 
raises unit construction costs and generates 
steep prices, especially in luxury buildings. 
Some builders believe that inclusion of low- 
er-income households not only widens gaps 
in unit costs to the point of infeasibility but 
also lowers potential purchaser interest in 
market-rate units. The fallback in such cases 
can be allowing developers to pay an in-lieu 
fee or construct affordable units elsewhere 
on less expensive sites. Yet communities may 
place a high value on housing a diverse pop- 
ulation in the nodes and centers in which 
high-rise buildings are usually clustered and 
niliere tlansit and other services are readily 
accessible. 

But the ULI forum participants agreed that in- 
clusionaly zoning requirements can work in 
higli-rise buildings if developers view inclu- 
sionary projects as a whole rather than insist 
on analyzing comparative costs of market-rate 
and affordable units. Costing out the total 
project usually reveals that affordable units do 
not present an oveiwhelming proportion of 
development costs. Affordable units can be 
downsized and equipped less lavishly than 
market-rate units. The building can be de- 
signed to group tliein efficiently in sections or 
floors. A modest density (building lleiglit) in- 
crease can be offered to provide added space 
for them. Full or partial waivers on develop- 
ment fees, tax payments, and parking require- 
ments can offset costs. 

Despite their generally high prices, large 
homes on large lots in suburban or semirural 
locations often cscape the imposition of inclu- 
sionaly requirenlcr~ls. Tl~c ostensible reason is 
that such locations are inadequately served by 
facilities benefiting lower-income households, 
such as transit and social services, potentially 
leaving lower-income residents stranded in 
unsuitable living conditions. An underlying 
reason may be the reluctance of builders and 
neighboring residents to accommodate lower- 
income households in their pristine residential 
environments. Again, the fallback solution 
would be payment of an in-lieu fee or con- 
struction on anothet; less expensive site. 

, , 
, 
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affordable units in inconvenient or unfriend 
neighborhoods. First, developers and public 
agencies can find ways to provide social an 
transpoltation services to areas designed to 
incorporate affordable units, and develop- 
ments can be designed to enhance those 01 
pomnities. Second, some developers and 
comlnunities have packaged two to four af- 
fordable units in buildings tliat appear muc: 
like adjacent large single-family llomes, the1 
by alleviating fears that lower-cost units wil 
degrade the neighborhood. Third, studies o 
inclusionary projects have demonstrated th; 
the presence of affordable units does not al 
fect values of nearby housing and, in fact, 
may raise values through tlie increased qua 
ty of life of the coln~nunity in which they a 
located. 

Use of in-lieu fees and off-site locations as 
ternatives to on-site cotist~uction of affordal 
units has been referred to in the above pal: 
graphs as a "fallback" solution. Ordinances 
lnany communities allow such alternatives, 
although tlieir use frequently requires speci 
permission. They are viewed as less desirat 
than on-site construction because (1) fees e 
tablished during the adoption of inclusionaj 
programs may not reflect tlue costs of affor 
able units, (2) fees must build up over time 
to reach a level at which undertaking a de- 
velopment with these funds is feasible, (3) 
finding suitable alternative sites may be difl 
cult and politically risky, and (4) organizing 
and/or tnonitoring fee-based or off-site 
mixed-income developments requires skills 
and staff time not always available in publb 
or nonp~.ofit housing agencies. In sholt, cot 
munities managing inclusionary programs c 

ten consider the use of fees and off-site altc 
natives bothersome and less productive tha 
on-site development. 

Nevertheless, examples of all these applica. 
tions can be found in comlnunities today. 
What is needed is greater resolve of local 0 

ficials to seek out and design inclusionary 2 
proaches that will be most equitable and pl 
ductive over tlie long tenn. 



iy 
.lace ($ charting a Route to Effective 

4 lnclusionary Zoning 
]ic 8 

4 ~ ~ ~ r y  community interested in inclusionary 
ind @ 

8 zoning will approach adoption of such a pro- 
0 ., 

g gram according to its particular political, mar- 
# ket, and housing characteristics. Experience 

3p- ": 
[,j to date, as illustrated in the case studies and 
;a 
S$ the findings of the ULI forum, suggest that f -  a 
@ the following points represent important 

ch & ;r to undertaking inclusionary zon- 
Ere- 4 

4 ing programs. 
ill !i 
of 1 I. Give affordable housing a significant role in 
, growth management programs. 

. Communities often respond to growth, espe- 
cially rapid growth, by adopting policies and 

ali- 1 regulations to more effectively manage the 
development process. Usually, they are intent Ire rl: 
on guiding growth to areas se~ved by exist- 

r l  
ing infrastructure; planning for infrastiucture 

al. ;:: 
d improvements to suppo~t development as it . . ,'., 

occurs; preserving assets such as open space, 
natural features, and historic buildings and 
places; and addressing similar concerns. 
Rarely do growth management programs ini- 
tially attend to affordable housing needs, and 
subsequent attempts to do so often fall short 
of satisfying demands. 

Every local government seriously setting out 
to improve the quality of community devel- 
opment should recognize the impo~tant role 
of adequate affordable housing in meeting 
social and economic goals. Affordable hous- 
ing programs, including inclusionary zoning 
if appropriate, should be wrapped into the 
array of policies, PI-ograms, and regulations 
that together constitute the community's 
growth management system. - 2. Build leadership and political will for afford- 

r- able housing programs. 
Easier written than done, enlarging communi- 
ty suppott for affordable housing is an ab- 
solute necessity for productively undertaking 
inclusionary zoning. Inclusionary programs 
require positive responses to inclusionary re- 
quirements by the whole community: devel- 
opers and builders, potential neighbors of in- 
clusionary projects, employers of workers 
who need lowe~cost  housing, public officials 
and program administrators, nonprofit hous- 

ing organizations, and the general constituen- 
cy of the local government. Doubt and divi- 
siveness among these groups can stall com- 
mitments for new programs and weaken 
adopted programs. Leadership towald an ob- 
jective of expanding production of affordable 
housing will establish a unified commitment 
to back housing efforts and continue to re- 
mind the public about the benefits of such a 
commitment. The strongest argument for sup- 
porting enlarging the stoclc of affordable 
housing, besides the equitable treatment of 
all citizens, is the effects the lack of such 
housing has on the community's economic 
developtnent. Inclusionaly zoning will help 
to provide the level of worltforce housing 
necessary to support local economic growth 
and stability. 

Building leadership will also benefit from the 
experience of other communities. Many re- 
cent reports describe the types of programs 
administered in communities across the 
United States and sum up their effectiveness 
in terms of production. Tracking the experi- 
ence of similar communities can be vely in- 
structive in tailoring an effective program. 

3. If necessary, start with short steps to get 
there from here. 
Many of the communities that now adminis- 
ter effective programs began to experiment 
with the concept years before adoption of a 
full-scale program. Responding to the pleas 
of affol-dable housing advocates, they began 
by educating leaders about needs for afford- 
able housing and the basic approach offered 
by inclusionary zoning. Many then applied 
these lessons by negotiating agreements with 
developers of large projects or those in signif- 
icant locations (such as downtown) to incor- 
porate affordable housing units. Some then 
moved on to legislate volu~ltary programs 
spiced with incentives. After trial and error, 
pushing ahead and retreating, often over sev- 
eral years, local officials and their con- 
stituents were ready to make a firmer, long- 
term commitment by shaping and adopting 
an ordinance or policy. San Diego's multiyear 
effort described in the case studies provides a 
glimpse of the sometimes torturous process 
that led to an adopted program. 
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4. Recognize that inclusionary zoning demands 
a rigorous administrative process. 
AS ULI forum participants heard from pro- 
gram managers about specific programs, they 
realized the complexities inherent in adminis- 
tering inclusionary zoning. The agency or 
other entity responsible for inclusionary zon- 
ing must be prepared to define the number 
and types of affordable units required for a 
given project, determine affordable price and 
rent levels for a range ol  unit types, worlc 
with developers to determine desilable site 
and home designs, establish household eligi- 
bility under the income limits specified in the 
ordinance, arrange sales and rentals to eligi- 
ble households, monitor housing conditions 
and resales, and handle other matters. These 
are not light duties; they require the attention 
of dedicated, inventive public servants and 
supportive elected officials. In the absence of 
in-house professional staff that can take on 
these duties, local governments can tap a va- 
riety of nonprofit and/or regional organiza- 
tions and agencies to help with the technical 
and administrative taslts necessary to carry 
out a successful program. 

5. Knit the program into a comprehensive af- 
fordable housing effort. 
To be most productive, inclusionary zoning 
should be carefully nested within an interac- 
tive and mutually suppoltive array of hous- 
ing programs to produce units affordable to 
low- and very low- as well as moderate-in- 
come households. The case studies detnon- 
strate how jurisdictions as varied as Mont- 
gomery County and Chula Vista have com- 
bined the resources of ~nultiple programs to 
enable construction of housing available to a 
range of income groups and l~ousehold types. 
Montgomely County's Housing Opportunities 
Commission, for example, buys or rents one- 
third of the affordable units produced through 
the inclusionary progratn to make them avail- 
able to low-income households. Community 
experience also shows how the mix of pro- 
gr.ams remains a dynamic p~-ocess, adapting 
to economic changes and evolving housing 
needs. 

lNfll l~lONARY ZONING FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

6. Borrow ideas but not details from other 
communities' programs. 
The provisions of local ordinances p 
rich source of information for communities 
considering adoption of inclusionary 
But the programs described in the c 
ies are unique to each community. 
shaped to respond to local needs, t 
and local legal framework, negotia 
standings among corntnunity inter 
in local housing markers, and other factors. 
Lifting sections from their ordinan 
cy statements, therefore, provides 
ginning for another community's program. 
Instead, communities gearing up to adopt a 
new inclusionary program should take note 
of practical approaches and useful ideas that 
can be adapted to meet local objectives and 
needs, then craft policies and provisions 
wholly appropriate for their conditions. 

7. Choose incentives that make sense (i.e., 
cents) in the marketplace. 
~ l l  inclusionary zoning programs provide il 

centives of some kind to help compensate 
for the burden of providing low-priced llou 
ing units in market-rate projects. Public offi 
cials should not blithely assume that any in 
centive will do, however. For example, al- 
lowance of density bonuses for projects in 
neighborl~oods with well-established densi 
ceilings or influential opponents of density 
increases usually will not offer much relief. 
Public officials should determine meaning 
incentives in discussions with developer/ 
builder interests who can pencil out the bo 
tom-line effects of alternative approaches. 
Interviews with case study progratn manag 
and comments during the ULI forurn indica 
ed that the cost-saving results of pi-oactive 
and supportive approval processes may 
stitute one of the most important incentiv 
for gaining cooperation fsom developers an 
builders in creating inclusionary projects. 

8. Seek a state commitment that will energi 
the region's local governments. 
Affordable housing is a regional issue, if o 
because regional econo~nies depend on th 
availability of suitaWe housing for employ 
at all income levels. Yet public regional or- 
ganizations generally have proven 
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,nent, in fratning and obtaining co~n~nitments 
for regional affordable housing programs, in- 
cluding inclusionaty zoning. Recognizing this 
ongoing weakness in regional approaches, 
uu forum participants urged that states (1) 
~ k e  a leadership role in raising local con- 
~ciousness about the ilnportance of afford- 
able housing, and (2) adopt state program in- 
centives and sanctions to encourage action 
by all local jurisdictions within rnctropolitan 
regions. Some states, such as Vennont, New 
Jersey, Massachusetts, and California, have 
done so, with outcomes va~ying according to 
changing policies fro111 one administration to 
the next. But state progra~nmatic and finan- 
cial resources are critical to establishing the 
political will of more local governments to 
engage in effective programs to create afford- 
able housing. 

Inclusionary zoning provides one kind of 
remedy to meet America's increasing need 
for adding to the supply of affordable hous- 
ing. Most of the case studies reveal communi- 
ties effectively employing inclusionaiy zoning 
to produce significant amounts of affordable 
housing. Despite tepid support by most state 
administrations, they possess the political will 
to make the effoa and have fashioned home- 
grown approaches to overcoming the oclds. 

But only a greater top-to-bottom commitment 
-federal, state, regional, and local-will 
suffice for energizing the needed battery of 
affordable housing programs. Many are al- 
ready on the books but require stronger and 
innovative support to truly meet demands 
for decent, safe, and sanitary housing for all 
Americans. I-lopefully, the increasing number 
of local governments adopting inclusionary 
zoning programs, added to allnost three 
decades of local experience with what works 
and what does not, will prove more produc- 
tive in coming years. 
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Indusionary Zoning Works: 
Montgomery County Leads National EBFort 

BY SHARON LEE 
nclusionary zoning has been touted nationally as a pro- been produced. The average annual MI'DU production 
gresssive public policy to help communities trieet their is approxin~ately 250 utiits. Priority is give11 to persons who 
affordable housing needs and keep pace with growth. live or work in Montgomery County. The housing includes 

As new marl<et-rate housing gets 
built, a certain number of afford- 
able homing nliits can he inte- 
grated into more expensive devel- 
opments. It~clusionary zoning or 
inclusionary housing can be 
mandated by local governments 
or encouraged on a voluntary 
basis through the zoning and 
permitting process. 

Can inclusionary zoliing do 
an effective job in creating af- 
fordable housing through the 
private sector? I had the oppor- . . 
tunity to visit a model program 
of inclusionary housing in Mont- 
gomery County, Md. with Jairnie 
Ross, director of 1000 Friends of 
Florida. Montgomery County is 
located just north of Washing- 
ton, Il.C., and the county in- 
clitdes the affluent suburbs of 
Bethesda, C l ~ c v y  Chase and 
Potomac. We met with Eric 
13arsen, program administrator of 
the Moderate I'riced Dwellitig 
Units (MPDU) Program, who 
gave us a tour of some of the af- 
fordable homeownership and 

Jaivzic Roii of 1000 fiieiidr ofFlorida with I+ic 
Larren ofMo>ztgome,y Cou,zryi Modemtely 
Priced Dwellivg Unit (MPDU) Propam. 

An affodzble, attachcdMPDU unit ir o x  

rig/% next door to R detached i~mrket-mte torit 
on Note one ca'zara~cfir MPIIU ~ ~ n i z .  

rental housing produced through the county's iinclusionary 
housing law. 

Montgomery County's inclusionary liousing program 
is 30 years old and is a model for communities across the 
country. Any development of 35 units or more must pro- 
vide between 12.5 percent and 15 percent of tlie units as 
MPDUs, according to the Moderately Priced Hoitsing 
(MPN) Law passed in 1974. Forty percent of the MPDUs 
must be offered to the Housing Opportunities Commis- 
sion (HOC) and other nonprofit agencies for use by low- 
and moderate-income families. In return for providing the 
affordable units, developers receive a density allowance of 
up to 22 percent above the normally allowed zoning den- 
sity. 

The MPDU program has produced 11,482 affordable 
houses and apartments in one of the highest-cost housing 
markets in the country. 'l'he itnits are affordable to house- 
holds at or below 65 percent of area median income. A 
total of 3,373 rental units and 8,109 for-sale units have 

detached and semi-detached 
homes, townhouses, garden con- 
dominiums and hi-rise apart- 
ments. Sale prices are reviewed 
annually, and families are selected 
to purchase the homes throug11 
a lottery. For example, a three- 
bedroom townhouse has a base 
sale price of approximately 
$165,000, which is far below the 
market-priced units, which may 
he set a t  $400,000 to $500,000. 
Persons who have owned residen- 
tial property in the last five years . .  . 
are not eligible to participate in 
the program. 

As you can observe fi.0111 the 
pliotogra1~11s featured in these 
pages, the MI'DU housing onits 
are attractively built and compat- 
ible with the existing marl<ct-rate 
housing in the surrounding com- 
monity. The MPDU housilig has 
also fostered racial and economic 
diversity in the neighborhoods. 
African Americans, Asian Ameri- 
cans and other minority groups 
have cotnpeted successfully 
through tlie program's lottery . . 

process. 
Montgomery County initially placed a 10-year resale 

restriction on the for-sale units and a 20-year retention 
period for rental housing. A forlnula governs the resale of 
units; during the control period, the sale price is limited 
to the increase in the consumer price index plus the value 
of improvements made to the unit by the owner. After the 
control period expires, a seller mnst pay one-half of the 
excess appreciation of a tlnit when it is sold at the fair mar- 
ket price to a Housing Initiatives Fund established by the 
coutity. This fund is used to construct, acquire and pre- 
serve additional low- and moderate-income units. 

Most recently, on November 30, the Montgomery 
County Council passed an amendment increasing the price 
control period from 10 to 30 years for MPDUs offered 
for sale and from 20 to 99 years for rental housing. There 
were also atncndtnents passed to litnit developer "buyouts" 
fro111 the program. 'The control periods were extended be- 
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cause fewer MPDUs are being produced as the coutlty needs housing and situations with environmental con- 
approaches build out and many MPDUs ate no longer straints. 
under price control restrictions. The  council also re- 
quires developments of 20 or more units to include For infoi.maiion about Montgome~y Couiztyt Mod- 
affordable housing, whereas the threshold previously cluteh, Priced Dwclling Uizit Program, coiltact Eric 

was 35 units or more. 
"Anybody who worlis in 
Montgomery County  
ought to bc able to af- 
ford to live in Mont- 
gomery County," noted 
Council President Steve 
Silverman upon passage 
of the amendments. 

Five council inem- 
bcrs had sponsored a set 
of amendments noting: 
"While this progratli lias 
beet1 highly successf~il 
for 30 years, Monrgom- 

incoi~~o,ntcs MPIIU mlits. ery Coonry is nonethc- 
less experietlci~ig a crisis 
in the lack of affordable 
workforce liousing. Me- 
dian housing prices have 
gone  sky high in a 
county with a restricted 
amount of  land avail- 
able for further devclop- 
lnent and strict regola- 
tory requirements and 
environtuental limita- 
tions on land that can 
he developed. This mor- 
dinated package of ieg- 
islation and zoning text 

Aa older ~ownhourr development tu l ie~e M I a U  i~lrilr RE amctidinetlts strikes a 

clr,rte~cd fogcther on oncpnrt of the site. bala~ice between Mont- 
gomery County's classic 

attention to the pl-cservation and support of existing 
communities and its obligation to ensure the provi- 
sion of lionsing for all our residents, regardless of in- 
co~ne." 

l'lie council's action elimitiated "buyouts" from 
MPIIU requirements because of financial infeasibil- 
ity and permits buyouts only for condominiums and 
Iloineowner associatio~ls with high monthly fees and 
wlierc enviroi~mental considerations would make 
MPDUs infeasible. The  council also directed tlie 
county execiltive to return ro the council within one 
year with a proposal to wholly clitninare developer 

* ,  
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State and Federal Housing F o m  

n Decelnber 7, the seco~id annual State arid ing, making it Inore difficult for lower-income fami- 
Federal Legislative Housing Forum was pre- lies to afford to buy homes 01; in some cases, even rent 
sented by the IHousing Develop~nent Con- a Ilonic. Developers of affoldable liousing are trying 

sortiutn of Seattle-l<iiig County (HDC),  Low Income to meet the need, but available resources are not keep- - 
Housing I~istitt~te (LIHI) and the Wasliington Low 
Income Housing Alliance (WLIHA) at the Frye Ho- 
tel iii clowntown Seattlr. The pmgram agenda high- 
lighted state and fcderal I~oosing programs at work 
in Icing County, the current cli~natc for affordable 
llousing development, and the cl~allenges and sola- 
tions to creating affordable columunities in tlie region. 

Shane Rock, executive director of WLIHA, wei- 
co~ned all participants. The state legislators in atten- 
dance were introduced including: state Ree1,s. Mark 
Miloscia (D-30), who is the new chair of the House 
Housing Committee; Flsd Jarl-ett (R-41); Skip I'riest 
(R-30),  and Bob I-Iasegawa (11-1 I ) .  Christine 
Connolly, I.1HI supportive housing coordinato~; gave 
some background itiformation on the Frye I-Iotcl. 
LIE-I1 is the owner of the Frye Hotel and 1)artners with 
the Arclidioccsan Housing Authority to provide man- 
agement services. Prior to 1997, the Frye Hotel was 
owned by a private entity and operating under an ex- 
piring Section 8 a)ntract. Wlien the ow~ier was ready 
to sell the building, there was strong interest in turn- 
ing the building into market-rate l~ousing. IHowever, 
the perseverance of LIHI and active residents suc- 
ceeded in securing the necessary support atid fund- 
ing to preveiit that from happening, atid I..IHI pur- 
chased the building. With 234 units, the Frye Hotel 
is one of the largest Section 8 preservation projects 
in Washington state. 'T'he acquisition and renovation 
of the property required more than $17 million. 

Lucille Goldman has been a case manager at the 
Frye Hotel for altiiost two years. Goldman ilitroduced 
four residents of the Frye, who cach offered their per- 
spective on affordable housing. One resident has lived 
there for almost 20 years. A cotlilnoli theme atiiollg 
the speakers was that housing is the stabilizing force 
that allows one to work and live happily. Tragedies 
occur and Ilousing is lost, oftell beginning a slide into 
depression, chemical abuse, tnental ill~iess and despair. 
Once housing is secuird again, services are important 
to help residents recover from tlle trauma of being 
liomeless. 

Carla Okibwe, executive director of HDC,  spoke 
about affordable housing in Icing County. Locally, 
housing is supported by the City of Seattle Housing 
Levy, King County's Housing Opportut~ity Fund atid 
Regional Affordable Housing Program, and the Wash- 
ington State Housing Trust Fund. 'file gap between 
the median home price and tnedian income is increas- 

ing pace with the demand. 
Developers routinely have to 
apply in scveral rounds of 
funding before being fully 
funded, s i~ i~ply  because there 
are not  enough resources 
available. 

Lynn Davison, executive 
director of Common Ground, 
spoke about the local impacts 
ofstate and federal legislation. 
Despite the local funding 
sources available to support 
the constri~ctiot~ and ooera- 
tion of affordable housing, 89 Spcckeu and atte??d~cf at the Hoz,~ins 120nnn nt 

percent of liousing fulids are the F,yr Hotd 

federal funds. 'This leaves the state in a precarious po- 
sirioti as the federal domestic budget shifts and shrinks. 
Over the last few years, tlie federal housing budget 
has been reduced by stnall amounts; tiiajor cuts will 
likely occur in the next few years. 

Rock Ilighlighred the WLII-IA legislative agenda 
for 2005. 'Tl~esc state and federal issues were selected 
for their impact 011 low-income rcsidelits and the po- 
tential of their success in the next year. For a more 
detailed description of tlie legislative agenda, visit 
www.wlilla.org. 

Sotiie of the key state issues are: 
m Increasing the Mousing Trust Fund to $100 

n~illion; 
m Enforcement of che ManufacturediMobile 

Home Landlord Tenant-Act; 
m Relocation assistance for tenants living in sub 

standard housing. 

O n  the federal level some key issues are: 
I1reservation of the Section 8 Voucher I'rogram, 
the WLIHA's highes~ priority; 

s Preservation of existing affordable housing; 
a Increasing production of affordable housing. 

The event wrapped up with a walking tour of the 
Frye Hotel and the nearby Morrison Hotel and St. 
Charles Hotel. 

For injbrmatzon about the WLIHA, coiztact Shane 
Rock at shaizc@wl~hiz org. 



Housing Washington Conference 2004 

B - 

The median 

home price in 

the state has 

increased over 

49pe~cent in 

the Last 10 

years, porn 
$136,000 to 

$203,000. 

T he theme of the Housing Washington 2004 
Conference was "A Place for Everyone." Morc 
than 700 peol~le attended, drawing together 

low-income housing advocates, dcvclopcrs, h~nders, 
design 11rofessionals, researchers and pitblic officials. 
The  two-day conference was held Septeiuber 20 to 21 
at the Meydcnbauer Center in Bellevue and was pre- 
sented by tlle Washington State Housing Finance 
Commission (WSHFC) and the Washington State 
Uelxrnnct~t  of Community, Trade and Economic 
Developmei~t (CTED), in partnership with the Wash- 
ington Low Income Mousing Alliance (WI.IHA). 

Housing Wasllington attracted speakers from 
across the nation and featured worlahops and panels 
on subjects including: inclusionary zoning, grccning 
affordable Iloi~sing, increasing homeownership oppor- 
tunities for I.atinos, predatory lending, pllilanthropy 
in supportive housing, com~ni~ni ty  lalid trusts, and 
engaging the neigl~borl~ood when there is local resis- 
tance to a project. 

Rethinking Local Mordable Housing Strategies 
Iieynote speaker IIrucc I<alz, fouilding director of 

Thc Brookings Center 0x1 Urban and Metropolitan 
Policy, spoke aboi~t  rethinking local affordable hous- 
ing strategies. He first disc~issed so111c of tlie housing 
challenges facing Washington state. 

Washiogton's rent and mortgage burdens arc 
among the higlicst in the countly. We rank fifth in 
the nation in the pelrentage of households whose rent 
exceeds 30 percent of their itlcome. The average rent 
for a two-bedroom apartment in Washington is $788, 
the 16"' highest in the country. Homeownership rates 
in Washington consistently lag hehind the national 
average of 68.3 percent; Washington is at 65.9 per- 
ce~lt.'l'he median home price il) the state has increased 
  no re than 49 percent in the last 10 years from 
$136,000 to $203,000. 

Katz noted tliat a number of key factors contrib- 
uted to the srate's higll housing costs. The state's de- 
sirability boosts housing priccs. Washington was 
ranked fifth among states and Seattle was ranked 1 I"' 
among cities, according to America's Best Cities and 
States in their "Annual Gold Guide to Leading 
Rankings."'The hig11-tech economy also creates a "hot" 
real estate market. For many families, wages are in- 
sufficient to keep pace with housing costs. A renter 
in Washington needs to ~nakc  more than $ 1  5 per hour 
~LIII-time to be able to affordably rent a two-bedroom 
apartment at fair marker value, according to the Na- 

tional Low Income Housing Coalition. The supply 
of affordable housing is also not keeping pace with 
demand. 

Make Policy Goals Explicit 
Katz discussed tlle different challei~ges that face 

Seattle and Spokane i l l  strong and weak market areas 
and the need to tailor boosing strategies to local mar- 
ket conditions. He laid out seven principals Tor soc- 
cess. The first is to "Make policy goals explicit." Thc  
main goal should he housing that sup11orts healthy 
fa~nilies and commu~rities. This should include pre- 
serving and expanding the housing stock, maLing 
housing affordable, promoting racial and economic 
diversity, helping households build wealth, strength- 
ening families, linking housing with supportive ser- 
vices, and promotiog balanced metropolitan gnlwtli. 

Since housing ~narliets arc regioilal, hoositig poli- 
cies s h o ~ ~ l d  be too, noted I<atz. Some possible policy 
responses include enabling low-income hoi~scholds to 
live closer to etnployment centers and betrcr schools 
and not clustering affordable housing in low-income 
neighborhoods, especially in a city's core. Policies 
should be im11lemenrcd that do not reinforce patterns 
of segregarion and discrimination. 

Income Policy is Housing Policy 
1,ocaI leaders c;~n impact 11ousehold incomes and, 

by extension, Ilousing affordabiliry, co~n~l le~l ted  Katz. 
He suggesred raising the ina>mes of working hmilies 
tl110~1gIl earned ii~come tax credit, nutrition assistance, 
health care and child care. "'I'llink of affordable hous- 
ing as workforce Ilousing," said Iiatz. In the area of 
regulatory policy, he recommended ways to provide 
incentives for private developers to pnlduce more af- 
fordable hoitsing, including creation of "inclosionary 
housing policies." Also, government shoald eliminate 
regulatory barriers to affordable housing production 
or those that ax exclusionary or unnecessary. 

Other featured sl~eakers at the conference in- 
cluded Kathy Buckley of Infinity Heart Productions, 
Philip Mangano of the Interagency Colt~lcil on 
I-iomelessness, Nicolas Retsinas of the Joint Center 
for Housing Studies at Harvard University, and Bar- 
bara Tbompson of tile National Cooncil of State 
Housing Agencies. 

"Housing develotnent trends, suburban expan- 
sion, the environment, land use, changing demo- 
graphics, and the econolny are just some of the im- 



After Election Day Network Organizes to 
Fight Poverty in Washingon 

11 Election Day 2004, people witli low in- liealtli care programs for people witli lower in- 
collies in the Kent and Auburn areas went comes. Health care and h i~man  services programs 
to tlie polls in droves. In fact, voter turnout will be at risk once again in tlie budget, and la~v- 

in 22 low- and moderate-income orecincts was 16 oer- makers need to hear ftoni us not to ~iiake anv more 
cent higher on Nove~nber 2,2004 than it was in 2000. 

Wliy did voter turnout in these areas skyrocket? 
Becatise volunteers fro111 tlie Statewide Poverty Ac- 
tion Network knocked on 60,000 doors to get out 
the vote it1 areas politicians and political parties 
rarely visit. Tlie nine-~nontli campaign culminated 
on Election Day with 200 volunteers driving people 
to the ~ ~ o l l s ,  monitoring the polls and getting out 
the vote door to door. 

"This sends a clear message to politicians tliat 
people witli lower inco~iies do vote and are paying 
attention to the issues," said Aiko Scliaefer, direc- 
tor of the Statewide Poverty Action Network. "It 
will be important that lawliiakers hear their con- 
cerns and liialcc fighting poverty a priority." 

With thc dost from the election barely settled 
and the outcorne oT the race for Washington's gov- 
ernor still in question, Poverty Action inelnbers 
from around tlic statc did not miss a beat in plan- 
ning for the upcoming legislative session in Janu- 
ary. Just four days after the election, mote than 100 
of them came togcther from across Washington for 
the Poverty Action Summit in Auburn oil Novem- 
ber 6. 

Frances Fox Piven kicked off tlie daylong meet- 
ing with a lceynote address on voting in America 
and rhe politics oi"povertj,. Pivell, a ~latiollal leader 
on welfare riglits and professor at SUNY College 
in New Yorb, first exposed how welfare policy po- 
litically controls  the  poor  in 1 9 7 2  in her  
groundbrealting book, "Regulating the Poor." For 
Inore than 30 years, lier books and activisin have 
broken new ground for social change. Piven also led 
a compdliiig discussion on "Poor Peoples' Move- 
ments" it1 thc afternoon. 

Participants also learned about the major issues 
facing people with lower ilicolnes during the legis- 
lative session, which will begin in January. The 2005 
session will be a budget year when lawtnakers will 
write a two-year budget to fund state programs 
through 2007. 

"The state is facing a $1.7 billion budget short- 
fall if you i ~ ~ c l u d e  the class size reduction and 
teacher pay raise measures approved by voters a fcw 
years ago," said Tony Lee, policy director for l'ov- 
crty Action. "In 2003 they cot $766 million froln 

cuts to services like tliesc." 
Poverty Action mem- 

bers are co~illnitted to do 
just that  - contact  their  
state law~iiakers and urge 
them to pass policies tliat 
help people liieet their ba- 
sic needs and givc them the 
opportunity to ]xoqt"r. 

By the end of the day, 
participants were busily fill- 
ing out cards committing to 
take action during the leg- 
islative session. Participa~its 
signed up to attend Poverty 
~ c t i o t i  . ~ o b b y  Days in A I'overv Action ,ntinb~r mfiiiterr a izew iiote): 

Olympia on January 12 and Volz~nteers k~iuckedon 60,000 do013 io refitel. 

26 to selld law- peol~le to vote iiz ICeitt nndAubuvr, l%oto cozi~terji o/ 

rnakers letters and etiiails Poiieq Action. 

and to make phone calls 
throughout the legislative session. 

Throughout the session advocates will be figlit- 
ing to protect funding for human services. They 
will also urge lawmakers to help low-income par- 
elits go to college by funding the Gaining Indepen- 
dence Bill for Families, which would create a fam- 
ily supplcliielit for parents on financial aid. 

Anotlier important agenda item will he new leg- 
islation called the Saving Earning and Enabling 
Drcalns (SEED) Act. This bill will mainrain and 
expaiid Individual L~eve lo~~ment  Accoants (IDAs) 
for i~cople witli lower iiicomes in Washington. 
IDAs are savings accoonts where participants can 
save to buy a home, start a small business or finance 
a 11igl1cr education. 

/z<lie L. Watts is adr~ocacy c o o r d i ~ z a t o ~ f o r  ihe 
Statewide Poverty Action Network and  Alliaizce, 
workiizg to eitsure everyone i n  Washington is able to 
meet their basic tzceds and have the opportuirity to 
pwrpex 

For more informatmr~ aboutpolicies 2u jgh tpov-  
erty or to rign rcp to participate i7z I'ovo.ty Action'r 
lobby dayr contact, I~ovcrty Action a t  1-866-789- 
SPAN or wiuw,povertyaciion.org. 



LIHI ers with One Economy to Build 
G n s m e r  Education Web Site in W s h g t o n  State 

BY PAMELA KINGSLEY 

F all 2004 has been busy for Low Income Hous- Frauds; Building Credit; and ProtectingYour Privacy. 
i ~ ~ g  Institute (LIMI) staff tiietnber Tatntny " The site will have a section that can direct users 
McCorkle. In addition to her regular duties as to regiotral resources that can further assist low-income 

resident services coordinator, T~arn~ny has been working fanlilies atid individuals to make a positive change in 
with Robert Bole of One Economy G)rporation to cre- their lives," adds Robert Bole. "And, we'll have a link 
ate a Washingtoil state consumer education Web site that to all the educational content on One Economy's BCE- 
will assist low-income families and individuals in mak- hiveweb site, whicli offers extensive life-skills tips and 
ing infonned decisions on spe~ldirig and saving money additional resources." 

The Web site, which should be up and running One Econotny is a national non-profit ol-ganiza- 
in early 2005, is part of a two-year anti-predatory iei~d- tion created to be a catalyst for innovation and chatige 
ing media campaign being created by I.IHI, and is by bringing access to technology to lo\v-income 
ft~ndcd by a grant from the Washington State Artor- people around the coutltry Their Web site, ihc Bee- 
iicy General's Office. him (wwtliebeehivc.org), provides multilingual con- 

"The long-term goal of the Web site is nor only tent created to improve their lives. Over 300,000 
to educate but to provide new skills so that low-in- people visit t l~e Bcehiziesitc each month. 
come cotlsutners can begin to build long-term assets 1.IH1 is part of tlic United Way of King County's 
such as savings accounts, move to home ownership, Consomer Education Collaborative, which was 
and take advatitage of higher education opportt~niries," awaldcd the Attotiley General's grant this summer. 
explainsTammy McG~rLle. "We want to help people l'lie collaborative includes LIHI, the International 
build a solid future." Distric~ Ho~isiiig Alliance, Seattle/l<ing C o u r i t ~  Coa- 

The user-friendly Web site will be organized hy litio11 for Responsible I.ending, Urban League ofMet- 
topic area with links to existing state, federal and non- ropoiitan Seattle, and Washingtoti ACORN. LlHl 
profir informatioil that may he nseful to low-income is also working on anti-predatory lending public scr- 
pop~~lations. The site will also offer tips to help the vice announcements and articles, which will run 
user become a more knowledgeable coilsumer. Topics spring and fall 2005. 
will incli~de: Escaping Predatory Lenders; the Rent- 
to-Owii Trap; I'itfalls of I'ayday Lending; Smart Shop- For atldiiio~zni i17firmation, contnct Tairimy 
ping; Avoiding Money-Making Schemes 81 Other McColble at (20(;)749-0650 or tnnz1??1'7n@lil,i.or~-~in@lihi.org 

Housing Conference 2004 
conriiruedfiov~ pnge 4 

mediate issues that are shaping our housing industry 
coda),," said Kim Hertnan, executive director of 
WSI-IFC. "Finding a home for everyone is a goal we 
share as an industry, and coming together at this con- 
ference allows us to share the ideas, best practices and 
strategies that help address these evolving issues." 

Friend of Housing Awards 
One of the liigl~lights of Housing Washington 

each year is rhe Friend of 'Iousing awards, giver1 by 
WSHFC to those who have exceeded their normal 
work duties on behalf of affordable housing. Awardees 
inllst have been instrumental in one or Inore of the 
following efforts: creating or supporting affurdable 
housing; creating innovative financing mechanisnis; 
supporting homebuyer education or tecl~t~ical train- 
ing in the housing field; solving housing problems; 
or writing legislation or public policy to address the 

state's housing needs 

This year, [the WSHFC l ~ o n o ~ d  an impressive list 
of people: 

m Valerie Felt, Columbia Bank iti  1.ongview 
s Paul I'urcell, Beacon Development Group 
m The Honorable John Spellman 
s 'Tom Lattimore, formerly ofltnpacr Capital 
a Rick and Anne Steves of Edtnonds 
m Washington Growers Ixague 
m Ho~neownership Center ofTacoma 
m State Senator Bill Finkbeiner (R-45) 
a Bob Drewel, I'uget Sound K~.gional G)oncil 

Thc next Hou~i~zg Wa~hi~~glon confire~ice zuill be 
held Sel,trmhr 12-15 200.5 nt the Spokane Conven- 
tion G~ztet: 



Green Csmmwities Inidatie 

roundbreaking for the tnucli anticipated 
"build green" project, Denny Park Apart- 
ments, rook place on Decelnber 16, 2004. 

At a time when the City of Seattle is prolnotiirg new 
development in South Lake Union and bio-tech com- 
panies are eyeing availahle space just north of down- 
town Seattle, the Low Income Housing Institute 
(LIHI) is focused on expanding affordable, environ- 
metitally fiicndly Iiousing in the neigbborliaod. 

Located at 230 8"'Avcnue North, Seattle, the new 
units will range frotn studios to three-bedroom apart- 
nic~its and are targeted to families and individuals with 
incomes under 60 percent of tile area median who are 
etiiployed in do\z,ntown and South Lake Union. Resi- 
dents will not only benefit frotri safe, attractive and 
affordable housing, but the building will be "green." 

Dennv Park Avarunents is tlie first ~roiect  nation- 
L ,  

ally to reccive funding under the new (;reen Com- 
munitics Initiative. 'I'lic Enterprise I:oundation, The 
Enterprise Social Investtrrent Corporation (ESIC), and 
the Natural Resources Defense Council have joined 
together to transform thc way communities diink 
ahout, design and build affordable housing. The Green 
Communities initiative will provide $550 lnilliolr of 
fitiaircing and other finaticial resources to developers 
to build m o ~ e  than 8,500 ret~tal and fo1.-sale homes 
that protnote health, conserve energy and natural re- 
sources, and enhance access to jobs, schools and ser- 
vices. For more information about financing, equity 
and greet1 grants available through the Green Cotnmu- 
nities Initiative, visit www.enterp~~isefi)undario~r,org, 

cc. Ibo many Americans live in unhealthy, ineffi- 
cient and poorly suircd housing that hinders them 
&om reaching their full potential," said Bart Harvey, 
chairman and CEO o f l h c  Enterprise Foundation and 
chairman of ESIC. 

"We have long believed that smart, sustainable 
building practices can be brought to bear iii provid- 
ing housing to the neediest in our society. 'The costs 
to build green af(.i~rdable homes are very manageable, 
and are more than offset by the benefits. Furthennore, 
low-income fatirilies and ilrdividuals with special needs 
stand to gain tlie most frotu living in homes that al-c 
healrlry, efficient and connected to opportunities and 
services. Green Cotnnii~~lities homes will be cotiimu- 
nity assets into the future. We encourage grassroots 
developers everywhere to join with us in par~icipat- 
ing in Green Co~nmunities," said Melinda Nichols, 
board president of LIHI. 

Some of tlie other partners and supporters of the 

Green Communities Initiative include the U.S. Green 
Building Council, National Center for Healthy Hous- 
ing, tile American In- " 
stitute of Architects, 
the American Planning 
Association, Fannie 
Mae, Freddie Mac, JP 
Morgan Chase, Wasli- 
ington Mutual, Blue 
Moon Fund,  T h e  
I-loine Depot Founda- 
tion, Tlie I<resge Foun- 
dation and others. 

The  Denny Park 
Apartments, designed 
by Runberg Arcliitec- 
ture Grou~) .  will in- , , 
clitde 50 units of hous- 

Axhizectumi ,r,zdeie,iri~ o f  LIIN> rreio Derviy /'r~,$ ilig (five stories) over 
Apa~:menrr in Sorrrh Lnke Urzioir. I1,uwiriy cou~rcry of 

street level commercial 
/?r~~ibergAlchitecli,~'e C;,oi,p. 

space. ILvo Ievcls of 
parking are included. 
The unit mix includes 26 studios, 1 I one-bedmom, 
eight two-bedroom and five three-hedroom apart- 
ments. LIH1 also plans to incl~ide eight transitional 
units for Iiorneless families and individuals. Cotistruc- 
tion will be co~npletcd in 2005. 'lbtal building square 
footage is 55,100.The Rafii Company is the contrac- 
to1: 

Additional financial support for Denny I1ark 
Apartments comes from the City of Seattle Office of 
Housing, State Iiousirig ?iusc Fund, Federal 1-Iorne 
Loan Bank, Washington State Housing Finance Gun- 
mission, Waslrington Community I~einvestnrent As- 
sociation (WCRA),  Bill & Melinda Gates 
Foundation3 Sound Faniilies Program, Wells Fargo 
Rank, Seattle Woosing Authority and tlie Channel 
Foundation. 

LIIll staff has coiripleted the develop~nent of over 
2,600 units and has raised over $260 million in capi- 
tal, operating and supportive services funding from 
private and public sources. Currently, LII-ll owns or 
manages 44 properties containing over 1,377 hous- 
ing units, pmviding Iiotnes for low-income families, 
individuals, seniors and people with disabilities. Five 
hundred of these units are set aside for previously 
homeless liouseholds. 

For I T I O ~ P  infi~inatioiz 072 Ueizny Ikrk or LIHI, contact 
Parnth Kingsby a1 (200 44.3-99.35 orpnmtlak@lihi.o,;q. 



Sharing Perspectives on Mordable Housing in 
Snohomish County 

n an effort to encourage Inore cities in Snohornish 
County to get involved in affordable housing, tlie 
Housing Consortii~m of Everett & Snoliotnish 

County held a breakfast forum on October 7 and in- 
vited public officials from Everett, Lynnwood, 

Marysville and Monroe 
to urcsent their mints of 

Local Housing Prob- 
lems 

Mayor Ray Stepllan- 
son of Everett, Mayor 
Donnet ta  Walser of  
Monroe,  Mayor M i l e  
\.lcKinnon and  Iico- 
ioinic Developnlellt Di- 

i'e/,pcnuood Senior Hoaiing ir rponrored by S t n i o ~  Seruicer o f  rector David Kleitsch of 

Si7ohonrisii Cott~itl~. l%cprojeci rrreiiirtij,ndir~gfio~~i the Lynnwood, and City of 

Sriite /foi,iiiy -/j.i,rt I.i,ndnnd iilx oeciiiif im Wrzx/gi~>gron Marysville <:ouncil- 
State /-ior,rii7g Fiizaitre Co;nn~isrioi~. woman Donna Wright 

discilssed some of the 
low-income housing issues facing their commi~nities. 
'Tanesha Van Leuven from IlomeSight talked about 
the continuum of housing fro111 slielter to rental to 
homeowncrship. The  panel was ~iloderated by Art 
Sullivan of A Regional Coalition for Housing 
(ARCH). 

Mayor Walser noted that Monroe is in a distress- 
ing situation. 'The city doesn't bave the resources to 
concentrate on housing and they've largely ignored 
this issue. They have had to deal with probletns of 
growtli-yet a lot of the community does not want 
affordable housing. Property and land costs have sky- 
rocketed. Monroe has a state prison but lias largely 
ignored the prisoners' families. East Snohomisli 
County has tlie highest homeless rate in the coulity. 
'There are falnilics living in vans and trailers. Food 
banks arc stretched to the limit. A lot ofhomeless kids 
are also on  the streets in M o n n ~ c  and Sultan. Tllere 
is no place for women facing domestic violence, no 
safe home. 

Councilwo~nan Wright retnarked that tlie popu- 
lation in Marysville has more than tripled from 
8,000 to 27,000 over a short periocl of time and 
that the city has not addressed their Ilonsiilg needs 
very well. They arc trying to streamline the permit- 
ting process, locos on water and sewer connections, 
and they have been worliir~g with Housing I-iope 
to provide transitional housing. 

Having a range and balailce of housing is im- 
portant to the City of 1,ynnwood. A super major- 
it),-over 8 0  pcrcent-of t he  popula t ion  in 
Lynnwood is not affluent; there exist pockets of pov- 
erty. Mayor Stephaoson commented that all ciries, 
including Everett, have had to make budget cuts and 
that you "can't save your way to prosperity." H e  
believes it is necessary to increase wcalt11 in the 
county and job opportunities-tilereby lifting 
people up. Part of Everett's response to the afford- 
able liousiilg probleni is to focus on improving the 
economy and increasing liigller education opportu- 
nities. 

Creating Political Will 
Judy l<ced, president of the Washingtoil Commu- 

riity Reinvestment Association (WCRA), talked about 
"Creating the Political Will for Affordable Housing." 
She described the many years it took advocates work- 
ing with the Washington Low Income Housing Alli- 
ance to get funding increased for tlie State I-lousing 
Xusr Fund. Over the years, the language has changed. - - 

Housing advocates no longer just talk about housing 
needs in the community, they talk about "economic 
return" and how housing is an important part of the 
economy. l'lie number of jobs created, the taxes pro- 
duccd, and the leveraging of private funds have got- 
ten tlie arte~ltioil of legislators ro fund the Housing 
'1i.usr i:ond. 

Building Hornes Through Partnerships 
O n  1)ecember 9, the Housing Consortiuli~ held 

a breakfast forum on "Building Homes and the 
Economy tlirough Partnerships" at thc Edtilo~ids 
Conference Ceiiter. This was followed by a narrated 
hus tour of transitional, senior and hoineownership 
housing located in South Snohomisli County. 

Snohomish Count), Executive Aaron Reardon and 
Mayor of Edmonds Gary Haaketiso~r welco~ncd at- 
tendees to the forutn. I<athy l'irtis of KeyBank, the 
s l~o~isor  for the breakfast, talked about KeyBatik's 
CRA co~i~mitmcnt of $1.3 billio~l and their recent ac- 
quisition of Everett Trust. 

Funding the Housing Trust Fund 
State Rep. Ilans Dunshee (D-44), chair of rhc 

House Capital Rudget Committee, gave a musing 
speech on what has to be done to get the Housing 
'Liusr Fund to $100 million.The Housitlg'liust Fund 
is now filnded at $80 million. 



Rep. Dullshec said tliat everyone needs to call their 
legislators this week in order to make funding the 
Housing -Tritst Fiund a top priority. The legislative 
hotline is l(800) 562-6000. He relnarked that just 
about everyone has a cell phone these days and can 
make a call. Housing is competing with prisons, 
schools, Ilospitals, art facilities and other capital needs 
for scarce resources-and the state is facing a huge 
deficit. "There are 147 legislators and two governors," 
he joked, that all have desires for llow the capital bud- 
get should be spent. Using the additional money for 
preserving existing low-income llousing, including sav- 
ing Section 8 housing, is one strategy to considel: Rep. 
I>unshee said that he needs to hear frotn legislators 
tlirougllout the state that funding the Housing Trust 
Fund is a top priority for them. 

1.aVon I-lolden, chair of the legislative committee 
for the WLIHA, echoed Rep. Dunshee's advice. "De- 
mocracy is not a spectator sport," she said, urging 
pcoplc to call their legislators. Nick Federici is the 
Alliance's lobbyist in Olympia, and he works closely 
with Seth Dawson, the lobbyist for the Washington 
State Coalition for the Homeless. 

Other elected officials attending tlie forum itiditded 
state Sen. Paul1 Shin (D-21), Rep. Maralyn Chase (D- 
32) and Mayor Mike MMct~non of Iynnwood. 

Federal Housing Budget 
Holden talked about the recent curs in the fed- 

eral housing budget. ?'he ilt~lnber one priority in the 
federal budget is to preserve Section 8 housing. 'Tllis, 
fortitnately, was nor cut, but otlicr programs, such as 
HOME, CIIHG and Section 202 housing for seniors, 
received cuts. Each year under the Bush Administra- 
tion, there have bcetl more and more cuts. She char- 
acterized the housing cuts as being "nibbled to death 
by a duck." Susan Millan, executive director of the 
Housing Consortium, remarked that the Everett 
I-lousing Authority and the Housing Authority of 
Snohomisll County receive $43 tnilliot~ annually in 
Section 8 funding froln H U D ,  wbich is a large infu- 
sion of federal f i ~ i ~ d s  that help house low-income 
people in the county. 

Personal Stories 
Robert Harrison, a father with two children, 

talked about how be became homeless after losing llis 
job making $20 an hour and not being able to find 
new work that paid more than $7 or $8 an haul: He 
lost his job in 2001 and had no money to rent an 
aparttncnt. A typical two-hedroom itnit costs $600 
and a thrce-bedroom costs $1,000. 1-ie and his wife 

and children ended up on the streets, living for nearly 
eight months in a tent in a friend's backyard. I-le fi- 
nally iound transitional housing with Housing Hope 
and is now going to school full-time to improve his 
skills. He talked about the many benefits of the pro- 
grams at Housing Hope and l ~ o w  he will soon be 
receiving a Section 8 voucher to secure permanent 
housing. 

A single-mother of 
five cllildren spoke about 
her struggles with fitidillg 
affordable llousing and 
how she and her children 
ended up living with her 
parents. She was selected 
by Habitat for Humanity 
to purchase a home in 
Everett and has bee11 
working every weeketid 
on building the I~ouse. 

Housing Tour 
l'lle first stop on the 

bus tour was the YWCA's 
Pathwavs for Women. 

Ma,;Wn,id Wood funr dcvelo/,ed by the Hoitrirzg 
Aathol?ly ofSriohomirh Cozrnly ar nffhdzbie 

ho~rleow~~ership housi>~fi 

This includes 18 units of slleltel; transitional and per- 
manent housing located in Iynnwood. 'The next stop 
was Pepperwood Senior Housing, 25 units of tax 
credit-financed llousing developed by Senior Serviccs 
of Snobomish Coitnty. Located next door is Scriber 
Pointe, 25 units of I-IUD 202 senior llousing. Both 
projects received f~tnding frotn the Housing Trust 
Fund. 

The Housing Authority of Snohomish County dc- 
veloped Markland Woods in Mountlal<e Terrace as af- 
fordable homeownership housing. This $27 million 
condo conversion project resulted in affordably priced 
units for primarily blue collal; office and service work- 
ers. HotneSight provided homebuyer counseling setvices. 
Two-bedroom ctllits sold for about $1 18,000 and the 
four-balroom units for $190,000. During the tour, Chris 
Brandt of Volunteers of hncrica also talked about the 
importance of state htnding for the Homeless Families 
Selvices Fund to leverage case management and support- 
ive scrvices to holneless families. 

The  Affordable Hoarling Breakfast Forz~ms alr  
borted by the I-louri~zg Conrortirr~n o f  EVCI -C~Z  Q 
St2ohonrish Cotrnty Balik of  A ~ n n i c a  r,i~onrowd the 
October 7 czicnt and KeyBank sponsored the Deccm- 
ber 9 e w e ~ ~ t .  Co~z tnc t  S U I R I I  M i l l a n  at  
housi17gnzoho1nirh@z~crizo11.17ct. 



Mordable Housing Saves 
School in Vmcouver 

n October 19, the Vancouver Housing Ail- draw even more investment to the area. 
thority (VHA) gathered wit11 neighbors, "We're here today to celebrate the core iiiigredi- 
frietids and 65 third, fourth arid fifth grad- ents that form the fottndatioii for stronger cotnmu- 

ers to celebrate the grand opening of Pluiii Meadows nities, and tlie higher quality of life that happens in . ~ 

~partments.  The dc- active rteighborho~ds with good schools when afford- 
velopment includes able liousing is available," said U.S. Sen. Maria 
162 high-quality Cantwell. "Today, you all are helping build a new 
rental homes in an community that will create riiemories that will last a 
array of styles and lifetime." 
bedroom sizes. 'nie In 2003, State Sen. Joseph Zarelli (R-18) partici- 
V'IA, the Fruit Val- pated in the ground-breaking ceremony for Plurn 
ley Neighborhood Meadows. He was pleased to see the fjt~isl~ed prod- 
and tlie Va~icouver uct as an example of the State Housing Trust Fund 
School 1)isrrict cre- in action. "What it has accotnplished for me is to go 
ated the housing in the next step, atid that's to understand very clearly as 
concert will1 a plan a legislator tlie importance of that particular fund arid 
to rescue the where that money goes. It tileans a lot to me to be 
tleigliborliood's el- able to see how things are actually getting done in 
emenrary scl~ool. the community," he said. 

In the late Rents at Plum Meadows are affordable to liousc- 
Va/~ncouvcr lfoirring Autl~orilyy crleb~icr ihcsrmzd 1990i, Fruit Valley's holds earning 60 percent of area median incorne or 

ol~eninfi ofl'lt,~~? Meadowi A1,ar~nzcnts. 
World War 11-era el- below. The prouerty includes two playgrounds arid a . .  . . . ., 
ementary school was community building with barbecues, a multi-pt~rpose 

slated for closure. Local residents recognized that the n)om and a library. It is across tlie street fioiii a re- 
loss of the school would take the heart out of their gional park and the Fruit Valley Commutiiry Learn- 
small, working-class corninunitj,, "Bur the neighbor- ing Cer~ter. Otl~er- available atiienitics for the hous- 
hood was not going to let that happen. No way," said ing iriclude gas fireplaces, vaiilted ceilings and private 
V;~ncouver Mayor Royce Pollard. Instead of accept- garages on site. All units are wired for high-speed 
ing the closure, the Fruit Valley Neigliborhood Asso- Internet by Olie Economy Corporation and have an 
ciation called upon community partners to help them Energy Star rating by Earth Advantage. 
find a solution. Fedcral tax credit funding requires that the rents 

By working together atid swapping two parcels of remain affordable at I'lum Meadows for more than 
land in the course of the a)nstruc- 40 ycars, during which time rents 
tion, the school district arid the will pay hack the debt on tlic 
Vancouver I-lousing Authority property. "Plum Meadows is a 
opened the  new Fruit Valley long-term invesrtnent in this 
Community Learning Center in community," said VHA CEO 
the fall of 2002. This new school Kurt Creager. "The housing au- 
is enhanced with Head Start, a rliority invests in the filture, he- 
rainilg rcso~lrce cente,; and scr- cause we kliow we'll be 11el-e in 50 
vices for the entire tieigliborhood. to 80 years. Plum Meadows shows 
'Tliat was step one. Step two was well now, and we want it to show 
the addition of high-quality, at- well for thc next 80 years." 
tractive, affordable rerital lioosing 
on the site of the old school. The /{am R e ~ d  is the com7nz111iiy 
new housing is inrendcd to in- r c l a t i o ~ ~ r  specinlist for the 
crease t l ~ c  student pop~llation by d Vnncouwr H o u ~ i i ~ ~ A i / i h o r i t ~  For 
bri~igilig more families to the Se~?nrorMa,ia Can~wells~~eakranr mow iizfor~nation nbout Plum 
neighborhood. More residents the opniiris I'l~o~os corrrlesy of Meadows, visit u~wzu.obnzlysa.coin 
and a great school are expcctcd to V~n~olriipr ifoi,siiig Atr~l~ority. or call (360 .993-9567. 



How Florida Holds Onto its Dedicated Revenue 

Source for Affordable Housing 

F lorida has a statutorily dedicated revenue source - 75 percent to construction-related activities; 
for affordable housing (the William E. Sadowski - 30 percent to very low-income housel~olds (50 
Affordable Housing Act) that generates more percent of area median income or AMI); 

than $300 t~~il l ion an~~\ially. But even >nore i t n ~ o r -  - 30 uercent to low income 
cant than the huge alnollnt of revenue generated, is 

the coalition that keeps the Act from being undone 
by repeated attacks. 

In 1991, a most unlikely group of allies came to- 
gether in wllat was later to be known as the William 
E. Sadowski Affordable Housing Act C:oalition. We 
spoke with one voice to advocate for the creation o fa  
statutory dedication of documentary staillp dollars 
(transfer tax o n  all real estate sales) to fund stare and 
local housing trust funds. The "Sadowski Act Coali- 
tion" was comprised of industiy groups including: the 
Florida Home Builders Association and rile Florida 
Association of I<ealtors; state government agencies; the 
Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) 
and the Florida Housing Finance Agency; local gov- 
ernment; the Florida Association of Counties and the 
Florida 1.eague of Cities; religious organizations; 
Florida Catholic Conference and Florida Impact; low- 
i l~co~lic advocates; Florida Legal Services; the Florida 
Nousing Coalition; and the statewide nonprofit 

(80 percent of AMI); 
- The balance may go up to 

moderate-income (120 percent of 
AMI); 

- A lliaxi~nu~n of 10 percent 
nlay go for administration. 

m Local governments receiv- 
ing SHII' funds are required to 
have a certain amount of regula- 
tory reform, including expedited 
pennitring for affordable llous- 
ing. 

lacal government account- 
ability is ensured through annual 
reporting to the state's housing fi- 
nance agency, now linown as the 
Florida Housing Finance Czorpo- 
ration, which ala) handles com- 
pliaticc monitoring. SHII' mon- 
ies can he suspended or tcrmi- 

Jailnie Iloa rprakr at the Sndowikiprerr 
?"nrp,7rie 

erowth manaeement orsanizarion that broueht them nated for noncomnliance " " " 0 

all together, 1000 Friends of Florida. 
We llarntnered out a compromise piece of legisla- 

tion in whicli no interest group got all tlley wallred 
but each group got whatever it was they needed to 
support the dedication of a portion ofour state docu- 
mentary tax to the state and local housing trust funds. 
The compn~mise included the creation of housing pro- 
grams as well as the dedication of revenue. Higl~lights 
include: 

70 percenl of thc revenue is dedicated to local 
Eovernments th rou~h  a newly created oroeram known - ' - 
as the State Housing It~iriatives Partt~ersliip (SHII') 
program; 

30 percent of the revenue is dedicated to the 
state to fund the housing finance agency's successful 
existing programs such as the State Aparttnent Incen- 
tives Loan (SAIL) program (a program of soft secotld 
mortgages for rental housing) and the newly created 
Guarantee Fund (a progratn for credit enhancement). 

a The SHIP program grants monies to all coun- 
ties and e ~ ~ t i t l e ~ i i c ~ ~ t  cities on a population-based for- 
mula to be used in accordance wit11 locally adopted 
strategies, within certain statutory parameters includ- 
ing: 

- 65 percent to homeownership; 

~ ~ 

One of thc most important 
aspects of the Sadowski Act was 
the creation of the Catalyst Pro- 
gram ofliaining andTechnical As- 
sistance, which ensures the success 
of SI-111' as well as othcr liousing 
programs by providing h e  train- 
ing and technical assistalicc to 
nonprofits and local governtnents. 
'The training and technical assis- 
tance is orovided bv the Florida 
Housing Coalition, a statewide 
nonprofit. 7 % ~  SHIPpvoy~aw in CXrderz Coir>zry asfisted 

in h e  corrrtnrrtion ofa new homejv  thi.~ f>nzib. 
Importance of the Sadowski Phot0.r courteiy Jili117ie l h .  
Coalition today 

For the first decade, there was no question that 
the dedicated monies from the Sadowski Act were to p.11 
be fully appropriated to the state and local l~ousing 0 

0 

trust funds. But sil~ce 2002, Florida's dedicared rev- s 
enoe source has come under annual attack. $ 

N 
m 2002 Session - atte~npted raid on trust funds o o 

fioln Gov. Jeb Rush's office for I<verglades clean-up. P 

m 2003 Session - Governor proposes to eliminate 
continz,ed onpage I5 



Post Election: 
Building a Bipartisan Housing Platform 

Jar is the post-election environment; what 
are the new cballe~lges and opportunities?" 
asked Stacey Stewart, presidelit and CEO ' w 

of the Fannie Mae Foundation, as she and other hous- 
ing policy advocates conrcmplatcd the Novetnbev 4 
electio~i results. 

During tlie Foundation's second annual 1.eader- 
ship Alumni Soninar held on November 9 in Wasli- 
ington, D.C., a panel discussio~i was held on "Elec- 
do11 2004: A National and Slate Perspective." The 
sl~eakers included Ieadiiig Democrats and Repoblicans 
talking about the post-election environment for lious- 
ing. Bob Bcnenscn, polirics editor for the Congres- 
sional Qi~arterly, said he foresees major clianges in the 
tax code and social security and that housing has sel- 
doin been ~ilore thaii a second-tier issue-as it was 
liardly tnentioned in either tlie Deinocrat or Repub- 
lican ca~npaig~is. The Whitc House's 2006 budget will 
determine the level of priority for domestic spending. 
One of tlie Iiousing issues supported by l<epoblicans 
is a tax credit for homeowncrsliip. 

Bill Faitli of [he Coalitio~i on Ho~neless~iess & 
Housing in Ohio said that riroral issues played big in 
the suburban counties. Even tllougli John Kerty was 
not electcd, it was extre~nely inspirational tliat thou- 
sands of people came to the polls as a result of the 
Get Out  the Vote effort. Unfortunately, many people 
in poor precincts had to stand in Iioe for three to four 
hours in the rail1 waiting to vote. Faith said tliat the 
Bible has a lot to say about the treatment of the poor, 
and he considers Iiousitig and homelessness to be is- 
sues that nia~iy people, regardless of tlieir politics, can 
relate to. He quipped tliat tlie Bible had nothing to 
say about stell1 cell research and gay marriage, whereas 
helping tlie poor could be a criteria for everlasting lifc. 

Faith is however concerned tliat "compassionate 
conservatism" will lead to certai~i clia~igcs such as 
pt~sliing forward work requirements and time limits 
in public liousing; refortn of the Section 8 pwgram; 
block granting of Section 8 with significant cuts; 
downsizing of liousing programs; and cuts to domes- 
tic discretionary hnding sucli as I-lead Start, WIC and 
other social programs. 

I<eitli Heard, a lobbyist who was active in the 
BushIClieney campaign, agreed tliat moral issues were 
big in tlie campaign. He said this was a perfect ti~ile 
for a bipartisan platform for liousing. Heard stated that 
we needed to change the way we talk about housing. 
Keeping interest rates low was very saccessfi~l, as we 
have more homeownership tliaii ever before. "Both 

parties have not paid enough attention to liousing," 
IHeard agreed a ~ i d  added, "Housing is a conservative 
issue. Getting equity ill your home, what is liberal 
about that?" 

Michael Stegman, Nic Retsinas and I<ent Coito~i 
followed the panel discussion with a conversation on 
advancing a National Hoosing I'olicy. Stegman, pro- 
fessor at the University of North Carolina, talked 
about forging a political co~ise~isus on housing and 
gave historical examples of bi-partisan efforts that IVs 
and D's could agree on: tlie Homing Act of 1949, 
tlie Low Incomc Housing Tax Credit Program, tlie 
Fair IHoosing Act, and FHA modificatioiis. 

Retsinas of Harvard University:\ Joint Center for 
Housing Studies, and Colton, for~ncr CEO of the Na- 
tional Associatio~l of Home Builders, introduced their 
new publication, "Opportunities and Progress: A Bi- 
partisan I'latfor~n for National Housi~ig  l'olicy." 
Former H U D  secretaries Henry Cis~leros and Jack 
I<einp also co-authored the book. Retsi~ias and Cisnen)s 
arc Democra~s, and Colton and Kemp are Republicans. 

'The book outlines 12 steps for addressing the 
nalion's h o o s i ~ ~ g  problems that all four authors could 
agree upon.  These include ending c h r o ~ l i c  
Iiomelessness, establishi~ig a Natio~ial Housing Trust 
Fund, cnactiilg a Iiomeownership tax credit, elirninat- 
ing regi~latory barriers, preserving privately owned 
rental housing, and prohibiting predatory lending. 
Some of ille i.ecommendations call for redirecting ex- 
istiiig resources and are not costly; otlicrs recomtnend 
new funding. 

Retsinas explained how tlie four of them came 
together to work on the platform and that all the rec- 
ommendations are "plausible" and can he done. He 
noted that "the ~iiarket is not self-cosrecting," and 
there is an arguliicnt for government interventioii for 
public policy. For example, there is a disconnect be- 
rwec~l the location ofjobs and rlie liousing stock, and 
one of the rccommcndations is to create incentives 
for employers to provide housing assistance. 

The Fannie Mae Fouiidation's Leadership Alumni 
Seminar brought togetlier past and current James A. 
Johnsoil Co tnm~~ni ty  Fellows and individuals who 
atte~ided the Iiennedy School of Govesnme~lt State 
and Local Executive Fellows program. 

To order copies of "Opporltiizitie~ and I'rope~s: A Bi- 
p a r ~ i ~ a n  Platform for Na~ional Nowiizf I1oLi~p " contnct 
7 ~ c k a i y  ljier Newton ofthe Joiizt C m t e r j h  Housing Sh~d-  
i e ~  at (617) 495-7708 or zi~ew~oiz@~sd. haivard.edu. 
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Save CRA! Still Time to Make Comments! 
The  Office of Thrift Supervision (OTS) seeks 

to streamline the Community Reitivestment Act 
(CRA). Advocates fear tliat the adjustments to the 
CRA wo~i ld  mean that thrifts will receive commu- 
nity reinvestiiient credit for investing in affluent 
neigliborhoods and fail to invest in new branches, 
tools and credit for low- to moderate-income neigh- 
borhoods, as was intcnded by the original CIIA. 

'The Natioual C o m m u n i ~ y  Rcitivestllietit Coa- 
lition (NCICC) argues tliat the proposal would 
lessen the community iellditig requirelnetits on 
thrifts and allow banliing institutions to customize 
their own "watered-down" CRA exams. According 
to the 0'1's site, "Large institutions would be 
able to asscss their ability to the greatest 
iml~act  in the areas of greatest CRA need in rbeir 
commutiity, and adjust their CRA activities accord- 
ingly"(12.6 .04  www.ots / t reas .gov/docs /7 /  
77449.1ittiil). Under tlie existing CRA exam, large 
institutions are weighted by 50 percent Tor lending 
and 25 percent to both services atid investments. 
The  new exam would still weight the test 50 per- 
cent for cotniniiility lending, but allow the institu- 
tions to deter~iiiiic how the remaining 50 percent 
was weighted. 

For 1?1oz iiZJbrlizaiion and to voice your upiizioi? 
on the issat, visit wwwuts,treas.gov or wwwizcrc.org. 
Conznzents mz~rt  be l~ceived by Jaizuar)~ 2% 2005. 

ARCH Wins Innovations in American Gov- 
ernment Award 

A Regiotial Coalition for Housitig (ARCH) is 
the first recipient of the Innovations in American 
Government Award in Affordable Housing. This 
award is a collaboration between the Fannie Mae 
Fouiidatioii and the  Ash Inst i tute at Harvard 
University's John F. Kennedy School of Govern- 
mcnt. The  award includes a $25,000 grant to sup- 
port replication of ARCH'S program in other re- 
gions of the country. 

?'he ARCH partnership was fortried 1 I years 
ago. 'The City of Bellevue helped initiate the start- 
up of ARCH, whicli originally included I<irliland, 
Redmond and Icing County.  ARCH has since 
grown to include all 15 Eastside cities and Icing 
County. ARCH helps Eastside households find af- 
fordable rental and ownership housing, assists cit- 
ies in developing liousing policies and programs, 
and helps jurisdictions to coordiliate their financial 
support to groups creating affordable housing. 

Exatnples of city efforts assisted by ARCH in- 

clude: adopting regitlarioiis to  allow accessory 
dwelling units; negotiating with private developers 
to include a portion of new housing developments 
to be affordable rental and ownership utiits for 
moderate-income families; and tlie creation of a 
jointly funded IHousi~ig Trust Fund. The  ARCH 
housing trust fund has provided loans andior grants 
totalilig over $20 ~ilillioii to cotnmi~nity non-profit 
and private housing groups to develop over 2,000 
units of housing for lower-income Eastside fami- 
lies, seniors and persons with special needs. These 
city resources have leveraged more than $200 mil- 
lion in other public and private resources. 

In announcing the award, Stephen Goldsmirli, 
faculty chair of the Ash Institute at Harvard's 
Icenncdy School oTGovernment said, "It takes real 
creativity-as well as a true partnership between 
couiities and cities-to leverage scarce resources 
and bring quality, affordable housitig into the com- 
iuutiities that need it. ARCH is leading the way, 
and by shining a spotlight on this innovative orga- 
nization, we hope that other cities aiid counties can 
learti from their amazing success." 

In presenting the award to ARCH, I'eter Beard, 
senior vice president at the Fannic Mac Founda- 
tion commented, "ARCH is a great cxatiiple of re- 
gional cooperation that demonstrates the power of 
partnerships. 13efore creation of ARCH, cowlis and 
citics of eastern Icing County in Washington state 
wcrc facing a liousing crisis. liistead of creating a 
non-profit community development group, the cir- 
ics banded togetlier to create ARCH and to pool 
municipai i-esourccs to build a cotiipreliensive and 
collaborative appn~ach to their housing cliallenges." 

For infor1nation about  ARCH, contact A r t  
Su l l i van ,  prograin manager, a t  arrd l ivanO 
ci. belleuzie, wa.zrs or www.nrchhouring.org. 

Unsung Heroes 
At their third annual Housing Matters: Salute 

to Success awards event, tlie Housing I~cvelopnient 
Consortium (I-IDC) llatlled its 2004 Unsung IHe- 
roes and I'edestal Awards. Unsung Heroes includ- 
ing staff, volunteers, board tne~iibers and others at 
Seattle-area nonprofits, were notninated by their 
peers for recognition. Pedestal Awards recognize 
individuals and orgallizations from either the pri- 
vate or public sector that llave significantly con- 
tributed to affordable housing development. 

For infirmatiolz about HL)C ree their Web rite 
at  wu~z~~hdc-kingco~mtyorg/hume/index.phi-,. 



Florida's Affordable 
Housing 

dedication of document stanips to affordable 11ousing 
trust funds. Sadowski Coalition loses its state govern- 
n~elit partners, DCA and Florida Housing Finance 
Corl~oration, because they are government agciicies 
and could not take a position in opposition to the 
Governol: But industry groups remain strong and al- 
liance expands to include Florida Bankers Association, 
Florida AARP, Voices for Florida's Children, the Coa- 
lition of Affordable Housing llroviders, among many 
others. Republican House passes bill i n  accordance 
with Gover~ior's proposal. Fortonately, dedicated rcv- 
enue for housing trust funds is preserved when Re- 
publican Senate stops the bill. 

2004 Session - T h e  Sadowski Act had to he re- 
authorized because the Florida Constirution requires 
that all trust funds be reauthorized every fnur years. 
If nor reaotliorized, the trust funds sunset. Gov. Bus11 
makes clear that lie wants to sunset tlie state and lo- 
cal Iiousing trust funds. The Sadowslci Act Coalition 
wins unanimous support from hot11 the Ilepublican 
Hoose and Senate to reauthorize the trust funds. 

m 'reresa Linton, director of Affordable Housii~g 
at the Tacoma I-lousii~g Authority 

Annually, tlie organization cl~ooses one pnlperty 
in the three-state region for an award, and t11en thar 
property moves on to a narional competition known 
as NAHMA Coinmuriities of Qunlicy Award Prugmin. 
This year's award went to Next Step Housing in 
Yakiina for their rcdevclopment of the Son~lnerset 
Al)at~nent% John Mifsud of Next Stcp Housing at- 
tended to accept the awaid. 

The Sommerset consists of 43 units of one- and 
two-bedmom apartments in an excellent location right 
across the street fioin Yaki~na Regional Medical Cell- 
rer. When the property was originally purchased, the 
pliysical pmperty was completely blighted, interion 
were in desperate need of ul~grading and t l~e  ~~roper ty  
had 23 vacancies. I'IK buildi~ig silfkred an ulifortu- 
nare reputation as well. Ncrl Step I-lousing was able 
to porchase and renovate the building throng11 a very 
creative collaboration of piivate, public and non-profit 
dollars. T l ~ e  total development budget was 

Lessons Learned 
m The strongest coalition is one that includes in- 

dustry groups and carries tlie integrity of pmlliises kept. 
s Compromise is a most-better to have a little 

of something than a whole lot of nothing. 
s Winning a dedicated revetiue source for afford- 

able housing is never the end of advocacy-"what the 
legislature giveth, the legislature can taketh away'- 
so keep the members of the coalitioii happy (espc- 
cially the industry groups) and keep your programs 
successful. 

Florida builds over 15,000 units a year using its 
Sadowski Act dedicated revenue soul.ce for afford- 
able housing and leverages this money seven to one. 

Jnimie Ross is the nffordnble hozrsi~~g director a1 1000 
Friends of Florida nndpresidelzi of the (;loridn Housi~zg 
Conlitioiz. She is n 200</nmes A. Johnson Commrmiq 
Fellou>. 

$2,662,000,  with the largest contribution of 
$1,500,000 fro111 the State Housing Xust  Fund. 
Other filnding cai~ie From thc H U D  McKinncy 
Ho~ncless I'rogram, Federal Home l.oan Bank of Se- 
attle, City of Yakima, Washington Opportunities In- 
dustry Center, Washington Mutual Bank and Impact 
Capital, ro name a few. This combination of state, 
federal, city, private, and nun-profit fiinding set a pre- 
cedent as the first special needs housing collaboration 
of its kind in Yakima for families with children. 

Attendees rated the conference highly. 'There con- 
tiilues to be a great deinai~d for training and educa- 
tion in affordable l~ousing due to the complexity of 
the Inany programs and regulations. AHMA is plan- 
ning its 1 I"' annual conference to takc place in Au- 
gost 2005 at the I<itsap Conference Center at 
Brcmertoi~ I-larborside. 

Jue Llichl is the execuii~~e director ofAHMA of Wash- 
iizrto~~. f ir  mulr infirmation U I I  AHMA, co~ztact Joe nt 
(425) 454-6836, I'i~utos of ihe So~~~merset Apartinenis 
can 6e seen nt www.nh~nn-nw.01.g. 



NCRCb Annual Conference in March 
National Community Reinvestment Coalition will 

Iiost their annual conference in Washington, D.C. 
March 16 to19 at Washington's Hyatt Regency Hotel 
on Capitol Hill and in nearby Congressional offices. 
Federal lieserve Board Chairman Alan Greenspan is 
scheduled to appeat-. View www.ncrc.org or e-mail 
Ihroadwell@ncrc.org for further information. 

2005 Annual Housing Policy Conference 
Tlie National Low Income Housing Coalition's 

Annual Housing IJolicy Conference and Lobby Day 
will be held May 2 and 3 at the Capital Hilton in 
Washington, D.C. The Leadership I<eception will be 
held the evening of May 3. Go to ww.nlihc.org for 
updates. 

Save the Dates May 23-25,2005 
Advancing Regional Equity and Smart Growth - 

This second national sulnniit will be held in Phila- 
delphia. Learn about the progress of equitable devel- 
oprncnt efforts a t  the local, state and national levels. 
Exchange ideas ahout expanding regional eqiiity and 
stnarc growth.  Sponsored by PolicyLink 
(w,policylink.org) and Funders' Network for Stnart 
Growth and Livabic Commuiii t ies 
(ww\~~.fuildersnemorl~,org). 

Illegal to be Homeless 
The National Coalition for the I-lomeless rcleascs 

new "Illegal to be Honzelel~: 3%e Crimir~alimtion of 
Hoir~elesriios in the United  state^," report. ' f i e  report 
identifies the 20 "meanest" cities in the countty and 
targets escalatiug civil rights abuses against homelcss 
people. For a full-text version of the report, contact: 

Donald Whitehead, (202) 737-6444, ext. 14, or 
d w l i i ~ e h e a d O n a t i o ~ ~ a l l ~ o ~ ~ ~ e i e s s . o r g ,  or  Michael 
Stoops, (202) 737-6444, ext. 9 or  
tnstoops@nationall,orneless.org. O r  visit 
www.nationall~o~neless.org~ 

State Holneless Coalition 
The Washington State Czoalition for the Home- 

less will host the Annual Statewide Affordable Ilous- 
ing Confcrence May 11 to13, 2005 at the Yakitna 
Convention Center, Keep an eye on their Web site, 
ww,endhotnelessnesswa.org, for updates. 
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Nine HRssons for TncPusionary Zoning 

Over the past 13 years I have spolcen o n  what families at 50-60 percent of area median i~ ico~ne  
inclusionary zoning (IZ) ill over 100 co~nmu~riries and (AMI) can afford. The best strategy for extending 1% 
have actively worlced on about a half dozen local cam- assistance to nursing home aides and convenience 
paigns. Projections of 1%'~ potential impact are just 
exercises in mathematics. How do we get froin here 
to there realistically? Lct me suggest nine lessons based 
on my experiences. 

Lesson #1: Enact a mandatory, not voluntary, IZ 
law. Voluntary programs don't producc much 
inclusioi~ary housiiig. They simply give spineless pub- 
lic officials political cover that "they'vc done some- 
thing" while it's "business as usual" for builders - but 
for only another five or tcn years. 

Lesson #2: Advocate IZ pritilarily as tneeting 
workforce liousing needs rather than advancing social 
justice. A winning slogan is 'Xi~yone good enough to 
work liere is good enough to live hcre." At Empower 
Hampton Roads' pro-IZ rallies, hundreds of people 
wave signs saying "MI" is good for BIZ" as well as 
"MIZ is good for IiIDZ." ("MIZ" means "mandatory 
inclusionarv zoninr." 

Lesson #3: However, advocate firmly (if more 
quietly) that IZ must serve the full range of workforce 
housing needs. 1Z must not only help young police 
officers, firefighters, and teachers (for whom it is easy 
to rally public support) but your cotnmunity's liospi- 
tal orderlies and ilursing lio~ne aides, convenience store 
clerks, and school janitors. 

Lesson #4: Be fair to builders. An IZ law must be 
a "winlwin," helping meet both the community's need 
for workforce housing and protecting the private 
hornebuilders' profitability. At best, builders should 
be able to make a profit on thc inclusionary units 
themselves. At worst, the bottom line should be rev- 
enue neutral for the entire developn~ent. Builders must 
not suffer any economic loss througli I Z  compliance. 

Assuring fairness requires that the local govern- 
ment provide a menu of cost-offsets. Density bonuscs 
arc the most important. In fact, density bonuses 
shoold be pn)porrionally greater than the inclusionary 
set-asidc so that the builder can reap the benefit of 
some bonus tnarlcet-rate uniu. Other important cost- 
offsets are reducing or waiving certain city fees, modi- 
k ing or waiving park dedication or parlcing require- 
ments, providing flexibility on subdivision design (c.g. 
reduced street widths, etc.), and expedited processing 
of plats and permits. 

Lesson # 5 :  Use othcr public subsidies to achieve 
deeper affordahility. Even with all the cost-offsets, 
rnost builders caonot bring production costs bclow 

. 
store clerLs, for example, 
is to adopt Montgomery 
County's policy: liave 
yonr housing authority or 
otller public agency buy 
(or rent) one third of the 
IZ units. 

Lesson #6: Focus on 
getting an arca's first 1Z 
law adopted. Neighbors 
do follow the l eade~  On 
my list, 34 municipalities 
were the first to adopt an 
IZ law; they averaged 17 
percent of their county's 
popillation (some were 
less than 1 percent). 
Other citics subseauentlv 

David Rmk, fir711er Mayor ofAlbuqueryt,e, addresse~ 
lhe Nalioiral Incl~~riorrionary Zozinji Co,zfirrrzce. I'hoto 

cotrrtczy ofPoliqlinlr 

enacted IZ laws so that 
1% coverage now averages 52 percent of county popu- 
lat io~~s.  

Lesson #7: Counter fears and bad infonilation 
with facts. T11e fear most co~nmonly voiced is that 
inclusionary liousing will lower the value of nearby 
homes. Many studies have shown that to be untrue. 
Examples of bad informatioil are two studies of 
inclusionary zoning by tlic Rcason Public Policy In- 
stitute, a libertarian think tank. l'liey were commis- 
sioned by two California homebuilders associations 
and purport to prove that IZ caused reductio~is in 
homebuilding activity after adoption. Howevc~; Rea- 
son PPI chose to examine trends only in those cities 
that had IZ laws and not in not>-IZ cities in their 
marLets. I have done so for the Orange Cou~ity study 
1 examined long-tenn liousing trends not only for the 
five 17. cities but for the othcr 29 cities in Orange 
County What I found was that decline in housing 
production was higlily correlated with relative residen- 
tial density at the outset of each period studied. In 
other words, cities with a lot of developable land cx- 
perienced Iligh levels of homebuilding; in ciries where 
developable land was growing scarce, ho~nebuilding 
droppcd off. There was no correlation with whether 
or not a cotntnonitv had enacted an 1% law. In many 
cases, growing scarcity of land and rising 
were the stimulus fbr cnacting 1Z laws. 

corilr,rirm! on page I 4  L 



State Housing Tmst Fund 

T he Washington State Department of Commu- Two projects providing housing for farm worltcrs 
nity, Trade and Ecolno~nic Development were fulided in Sun~iyside and East Wcnarchee. Nine 
(C'TED) awarded close to $25 million fronl projects serve homeless people. Five projects serve the 

the Nousirig'lit~st Fund to 29 
projects this fall. A total of 57 
applications were received. 
Projects located in Icing 
County received $8.4 inillion; 
rural projects received $8.9 
million and projects located in 
other urban areas received 
$7.7 million. The state in- 
vested in a total of 971 units. 
O f  these, 725 were new con- 
struction units, 206 were prcs- 
ervation units and 40 were 
home ownership units. 

At a recent Policy Advi- 
sory Team rneetiiig on De- 
cember 8 ,  Lisa Vatske of 

. . 
d~v~lopl i ic i ; ta i ly  disabled. 
O n e  project serving the 
chronically mentally ill; rhree 
projects serving se~~iors;  arid 
five projects providi l~g 
homeownel-ship opportunities 
were funded. 

'niirty-nine percent of the 
households served fall at or be- 
low 30% of the area median 
income; 44'% between 30- 
50%; and 26Oh above 500h. 

Applications for the 
spring 2006 round of the 
Housing Trust Fund will be 
available on-line. Stage One 
a~ulications are due in Febru- 
A. 

m E D  said that the priori ty ?%e i~o'onm'on Emerftncjt Service Cleiileri ary  2006 and Stage.Two appli- 
this fall round was m award 1811 Emtlirkr Sfipportive f/ouri>if in catiolis are due in March. 
funds to were Scditle receiueda Since Horriir!y 7 iwt  F107d 

utilizing and lcvcraging tax nfiaru'in ~prn~~iour lvrrild. The building For ntorc i~zformation 
credits. 19 of the 29 projects opened if1 11ece111ber 200.5. a6ont the Housing Z ~ s t  l:und, 
funded included tax credits in c / m k  the Warhiizgton State 
their development budgets. An estimated $79 tnillion Community, 7kde a~zd fioizomic Development uieb rite 
in tax credits are expected to be leveraged. at: www.cted.wa.gov. 

Bellewe's Tent City 

fusal to respect its citizens' religious rights is now 
headed to court. Using reason and compassion in 
place of fear and denial, the Bellcvue City Council 
could he taking big strides agaitist homelessness. In- 
m a d ,  the city has chosen to fight those who are just 
trying to Ilclp. 

At its adoption, council member Phil Noble, an 
attorney, remarked that the ordinance was clearly 
"overregt~lation." The most restrictive portions of the 

Mixed-Income Communities 

I% projects in Montgomery County, Maryland, in 
Fairfax Coutlty, Virginia and in Arlitigton, Virginia. 

'nit National Inclusionary Housi~ig Conference 
was a call-to-action. Speakers and conference goers 
alike came together with the understanding that ger- 
t i~ig a local government LO enact an I% law isn't just a 
lnatrer of marslialliilg arguments and cvidencc. It's a 

ordinance passed on a 4-3 vote, with Noble, Claudia 
Balducci, and Mayor Connie Marshall voting more 
leniency - and logic. Bellevue's attempt to enforce its 
new rules has caused its city leaders ro lose the obedi- 
ence, and perhaps more importantly, the respect, of 
the region's religious community. 

Itev. Sandy Brow12 is cxecutive divector of  he Cl7z~rcI~ 
Coancil of Greater Seattle. Virit their website at 
uiiuuichurchcu~incieattleorg. Marc information on the 
Religiour Land lhe and Instittrtioi7nlized Ii'rror~r Act can 
bcfovitdat www.rl~~iya.cum. 

~~~~ . ~.~ ~ ~ . - ~ ~  ~~ ~~~ ~ ~. .. .... 

matter of creating a critical mass of political power 
to move a city council, county commission or state 
legislators to act. 

This article war edi tedf im infor1izatio17 provided 
by the Natio~ml Ho~iring Confi~ence, Innovutive Hour- 
i~zg I17siitute nnd l'ulicy Link. You cai7 contact there or- 
ganiz?tions at www. ~ihcorg, www.i~~/~o~~ring.org and 
www.~~dicyIirrk. o~g .  



National and L o d  Groups Reject Attempt to 
Restria Low Inuome Voter Rights 

n October 26, the U.S. I-iousc of Kepresen- 
tatives voted on H.R. 1461, the Federal 
Housing Finance Reform Act of 2005. H.R. 

1461 was meant to establish new Affordable I-lousing 
It~nds to increase low-income ho~neownership and 
boost the supply of housing for low-income people. 
In late October, the bill was amended to include lan- 
guage which would prohibit any nonpmfit organiza- 
tion applying for or receiving an Affordable Housing 
Fund grant fro111 engaging in any voter outreach, reg- 
istration or get-out-the-vote activities for the 12 
months preceding the application a11d for the dura- 
tion of the AHE The bill would also prohibit the ot- 
ganization fionl participating in certain lobbying ac- 
tivities, and broadcastiog any ads that rcfer to fcderal 
candidates within 60 days of a general election or 30 
days of a primary. Furtlie~; affiliation with any eiitity 
that engages in any of these activities during the same 
time period would also disqualify a group from re- 
ceiving money froin the AHE 

On the same day, 690 national, state and local or- 
ganizations, from llousing and community develop- 
ment to faith-based and civil rights groups, signed- 
on to a letter sent to every Inember of the 1J.S. I-Iousc 
of Representatives opposing the anti-voter provisions. 
T h e  National Low I n c o ~ n e  Housing Coalition 
(NLIHC), Volunteers of America, l'hc Enterprise 
Foundation, NAACP, OMR Watch, Consortium for 
Citizens with Disabilities Housing Task Force, the 
National Colnmittec for Responsive Philanthropy, the 
Child Welfare 1.eague of A~nerica and rhe American 
Association of Homes and Services for the Aging, 
along with hundreds more respected nonprofit orga- 
nizations, collectively voiced their outrage at this at- 
tempt to restrict nonpmfits fronl participating in thc 
Affordable Housing Fund. 

The overwhelming response from a wide-range of 
groups illustrates the disbelief and anger of the nation's 
second largest employer, the non-profit sector. The 
letter asked all House members to vote in favor of any 
motion offered that will cause this language to be re- 
tnoved. 

"Such sweeping prohibitions are illogical," the 
sign-on leuer states. "It is onsound on both public 
policy and constitutiollal grounds." 

By atretnpting to prohibit constitutionally pro- 
tected activities, this hill strikes at the heart of core 
First Ametldmcnt v;~lucs. Another key issue with the 
bill is the contradiction with "Motor Voter" laws. 
Some states require non-profits who receive any statc 

funding to facilitate voter registration. This bill would 
force non-profits to choose between state and federal 

funding. 
, . I he letter etnphasized that the language is unnec- 

essary. 'There are ample provisions in laws that gov- 
ern the non-profit sector 
that lxohihic partisan 
activity. Sheila Crowlcy, 
I'resident ol'tlie NLIl-IC 
nored that "the people 
who build and manage 
non-profit, affordable 
l~onsing can only stay in 
business by being scru- 
pulously non-partisan 
and by operating with 
the l~iglicst standards of 
accountal)ility. T h e  
Metnbers of Congress 
who are demanding un- 
de~nocratic and likely 
unconstitutional restric- 
tions on non-orofit 
housing organizations as Newfidelui ~enriciio~ir wo~~ldfiirhid t11e riote~ 
a condition of receipt of 1.e~iri~atioi7 effort1 ofporrpr liile the St~tewide i'nuerg 
grants from the Afford- A~tiolz N C ~ I U ( I I ~ .  J'hoio coanesy ofSFMN 
able Housing Fund be- 
lieve that these organiza- 
tions consider their funds to he fungible. This shuws 
a profound lack of knowledge about how the non- 
profit sector operates and about existing IRS rules that 
prohibit partisan activity by non-profit organizations." 

Many housing and civil rights advocates also 
noted the llypocrisy of srnding young soldiers to fight 
and die for de~nocracy in Iraq and Afghanistan while 
trying to linlit access to voting by their fellow citi- 
zens at Ilomc. 

U~ifortunatel~, H.R. 1461 ulti~nately passed in the 
House by a vote of 331-90. Despite the best efforts 
by the powerfiil coalition, the language was not re- 
moved from the bill. The bill now goes on to be voted 
on in the Senate, and the fight continues. As the let- 
ter to congress eloquently explains, the federal 
government's responsibility is to expand American 
dclnocracy by expanding voting by hnerican citizens. 
That is what the National Voter Registration Act, the 
Help America Vote Act, and the Voting Rights Act 
do. Members of Congress of good conscience will re- 
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72 vie7u t h e  comnplete r i p - o n  letter uirit 
www.nlihcor&cws. ,412 act1'071 ceirtrr bar beei~ set i(p 
at ww~.i~h$org/gsEuoteractionc~nte7:aq. 



Hornsing, Conservation and Perpetual 

nc of the highligl~ts of being a Jatnes A. first t i~ne  buyers, wich controls on occupancy and re- 
Johnson I+llow was ;I trip to Vermont in Oc- sale wllich ensure that they relr~aili available and af- 
tober. The Failnie Mae Poundation orga- fordable to low-income housellolds far into the hl- 

nized a visit to the Burlington Community I.,and'fiust cure. 
(BCUI.). UCLYwas the first tnunici,ally- 
funded community land trust in the coun- 
try, and today is t11e largest cotntnunity land 
trust in the US.,  with over 2,500 members. 
BCLT is a grassroots organization whose goal 
is to ensure access to affordable homes and 
vital communities througll the dclilocratic 
stewardship of land. We had the opportunity 
to hear from Brenda Torpy, BCLT's execo- 
rive co-directol; about their co~nlnittnelit to 
pcrperual affordabiliry using the community 
land trust model. Later in tlle day, we were 
treated to a guided tour of the single-family 
owtler-occui~ied homes, condos and multi- 

Brendn Torp): ro-eweortivedirecto~ of family rentals that were developed by BCIX 
ihe Ru~lingon Coinn2vnity Laid and other Vermollt non-pmfits. 

T w t ,  addressi~tf N ptheriwz of We also heard a presentation by Gus 
James A. Jni?nioi? Fclloiur iioited by Seelig arid Polly Nichol of the Vermont 

tile Fanirie Mae Fotindniion. f-lousing & Conservation Board (VIICB), a 
major fi~nder of BCUI' and other Vermont 

affordable housi l~g projects. Michael h4ontc of 
Burlington Associates in Community Development 
talked about Burlington's progressive history, and ex- 
plained the organizing and advocacy around afford- 
able housing issues that gave rise . - 
to tlie community land trust 
model and tlie birth of BC1,T. 
Monte talked about the legacy of 
Rurliilgton Mayor I'eter Clavelle 
in supporting CLl"s and aboot his 
ability to inipletl~cllt refor~lis in 
land use, housii~g preservation 
and inclusionary zoning. John 
Davis of Burlingioi~ Associates 
discussed his research on whether 
BCLT delivers on its protnises of 
permanently affordable llome- 
ownership. He completed a per- 
formance evaluation using data 

BCUI"s first projects were the preservation of 
single-family homes in Burlington's Old North I k d .  
According to co-execuiive director'lbrpy, the organi- 
zation is colnmitted to ncigllborliood revitalization as 
well as prcscrvitig affordability. In the past 22 years, 
UCLT llas expanded their development efforts into 
condos, cooperatives and mulii-family rental siles as 
well as mixed-use, s~nall busilless and neigl~borhood- 
centered facilities. BCI'I' also operates two Ilonie 
Ownership Ceilters that provide homebuyer educa- 
tion atid counseling. In 2004, through their I'erpetu- 
ally Affordable Shared-Appreciation Ilomeownership 
Program, 34 falnilics hccalne new homeowners. 

At the lieart of BCIT's mission is the stcward- 
ship of land for the benefit of ihe a~mmuniry. Every 
Ilorneowner is a member of BCISI: A Board of Direc- 
tors is elccted by the membership at BCLT's Annual 
Meeting and approves each property transaction. No 
parcel can be returned to private for-profit use with- 
out a vote of the full membership. 

The organization's most recent developlnents in- 
clude Waterfront Apartments, 40 units of mixed ill- 
come housing surrounded by luxury properties on 
Rurlington's waterfront. 'The site was an existing 

brownfield from which arsenic- 
contaminated soil had to be re- 
moved. The land was designated 
by the City of Burlington for the 
development of affordable hous- 
ing. The total developrnellt cost 
was $7.2 millioti and included 
low-income housing tax credits 
and funding from the VHCB, 
among other sources. 

The Waterfront Apartmenu 
are built to green standads which 
qualify the building for LEI31 
(1,cadership in Energy and Envi- 
roti~nental Design) certification. 

iloln BCLT on the resale of 97 A hirtot.jc,chool~cnlcd j,, sZuanton wn, I3~ivironrne1itally frielidly tnateri- 
l~omes and condos. conl,o.reriio 16,4n~troffe,2jorhourinf As, energy efficient features and 

Since its start in 1984, BC1.T wjrhjiwdsj;on, , y ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ d ~ i l ~  ~p~~~~~~ state-of-the-art heat and ventila- 
lias subsidized or developed over I~O,,J~,,~ & co l l s t r~~~ io l i  n0,1~d, ne tion systetns were used. T h e  
300 moderately priced single fam- sponso,-r nw ihc I.uke CI~~rnphi,f I ~ D W ; I ~ ~  stormwater system was designed 
ily homes and condotnit~iums. Dcvc/oi,n~lcCn~~~,o~ntionand~Ioirsin~ to protect Lake Champlain, and 
Each of these homes was sold to Vrr~ io~n  exceeds local requirements with 
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underground tanks used for pre-treatment, temporary 
storage and filtration. Tile Waterfionr system is one 
of the first in the state to follow Vertnontk Stormwater 
Managenlent Best Praciices guidelines. Over one- 
quarter of the materials used in the construction of 
the housing were produced within 500 miles of the 
site, including steel, concrete and aggregates, masonry 
products, windowsills, wood flooring and wood 
trusses. Recycled tnaterials were also used in the hall- 
way carpeting, gypsun1 board underlayment, acoustic 
insulation and ceiling tiles. 'The heating sysrcrn in- 
cludes the use of a high-efficiency central gas boilec 
Overall, the housing is expected to have 48% lower 
energy costs than a building built to Vennont energy 
code. 

In South Burlington, BCKI developed the $8.7 
tnillion City's Edge Condotniniums, which provides 
60 new homes at affordable prices. Tllirry of the con- 
dos are pticed to enable holne buyers helow 80% of 
area median income to affi~rd to purchasc homes in a 
tight and escalating real estate market. VHCD pro- 
vided $350,000 in subsidies for the aSSordablc home 
ownership units. l'he condos were completed in 2005 
and include one and two-bedroom homes. 

The Vernlont Housing & Conscrvation Board, 
which helped m fund many of UCEI"s projects, is a 
quasi-governmental, state-supported funding agency. 
VHCB provides grants, loans and technical assistance 
to nonprofit housing organizations and municipali- 
ties for the development of perpetually affordable 
housing. VHCB also 1)mvides funding to conserva- 
tion organizations and state agencies for the conser- 
vation ofimportant agricultt~ral and i-ecreational land, 
narural areas and llistoric properties in Vermont. 111 
1986, a coalition oSaSfordablc l~ousing, conseivatio~l 
and historic preservation advocates, concerned with 
growth and the rapid changes that were tllreatening 
the historic and rural character of the state appealed 
to the slate legislature to for111 an agency to address 
their needs. The Vennont Housing and C~nservarion 
'Gust I'und Act was passed by the Legislaiure in 1987 

and capitalized with $3 million. 
Since 1987, VHCII Ilas conlnlitted more than 

$142 million to more than 6,400 units of aSfoldable 
housing and conservation ormore tl~an 328,000 acres 
of agi-icultt~ral and recreational lands and natural ar- 
eas. VHCB remains tiniqt~e in the natio~l in pioneer- 
ing a comprehensive ap- 
proach to affi)rdable hous- 
ing and community devel- 
o i ~ ~ n e n t  linked with land 
conservation and historic 
preservation. 

I n  downtown St.  
Albans, we toured the 
Waugh Opera  Noose, a 
mixed use residential/com- 
mercial building in the pro- 
cess of being renovated. . 
'Tile renovation entails the Ciq 1% Co,zdon~iiiirri~ij luoe dcoelq,ed by BC1.7 
l~istoric preservation oc the tlncl nwp~iccd bettirecw $1 15,900 and $165,000 
building and adaptive re-use fir one nird irrio-bedroonz honfcr. 

of the interior space inro 16 
apartment units. Lake 
Chanlplain Housing Dcvel- 
o p n ~ e n t  Corporation and 
I-lousing Vermont are the 
co-spo~~sors of tile Ilousing. 
VI-ICB provided $595,000 
in sratc and federal firranc- 
ing for this pn~ject. 

In Swanton, we visited 
Swanton School Apart- 
ments, which provides 16 
units oS senior housing de- 
veloped in an old school 
building. HUD 202 senior Renovation of the hii ioric Woz~gh O/,e,n IIoiise in 
Irousing funds were used in downtown 51. Alhans wnrj;nanrc~d iiipui? by il~c 
conjunction with financing Ver7nont liotdsiizf e!r Coniemtiorr Hoiid 

from V H C B  and other 
sources. The ground floor inchrdes a Native Ameri- 
can cultural and activity center, as well as other social 
service offices. 

The Vermont Housing Council and r11eVer1nont 
Housing Awareness Campaign publishes a report ev- 
ery year which tracks the gn~wing gap between Ilous- 
ing costs in Vertuont and Vennonreri incomes. The 
repor-t, Between a Rock and a Hard I'lacc: Housing 
and Wages in Vermont, includes some interesting sta- 
tistics. According to the 2004 data, the median Ilousc- 
Ilold inconle in Vermont is just over $43,000. A P a  9 

c 
household at that income can affi~rd a home priccd LY z, 

at $1 14,600. However, the median purchase price for 
c 
'Y 
< 

a l~orne in Vertnont rose to $165,000. A Vermont w - 
0 household needs an annual income of nlore than m 

$62,000 to purchase a median priced hoine- a gap of 
nearly $20,000. The average Fair Market Rent for a 

co,~ti,iacd oizpqe 1.5 



Fomrn Exposes Predatory Practices 

Anrr Fox of lhc 
Consr<n2er I~cdcrn~ion of 
A~nrricfl wnrned of the 

pifiili oj'j>nYdny krrdiiff ni 

n well-nitended foI'l(777 in 
Octob~,: I'holo C,hort~,ry of 

A!,. Fox. 

of Payalay Lenders 

n Ocnher  6 ,  Rrtlcc Ncas of Columbia Le- 
gal Services co~lve~ied a forum on Payday 
lending at the Scattle Convention Center. 

"l'ayday loans arc dcht traps for casli strapped con- 
sumers," said Ncas, as lie addressed a large crowd tliat 
i~icluded housing advocates, p ~ ~ b i i c  olficials, social 
workers and statisticians, as well as coilsumers wlio 
had fallen into the trap of payday Icnding. 

The foruiii brouglit rogetlier sollie of tlie most 
experienced l'ayday lending experts in the stare and 
in tlie country, all of whom tried to a~iswer the ques- 
tions: what is Payday lending? What iiiakes it so proh- 
Iematic? And what can be done about it? 

According to the first speakel; Jean Ann Fox, from 
the Consumer Federation of America, Payday loans 
arc high interest, rapidly compounding loaiis niea~it 
to tide over cash-short borrowers until rlieir ncxt pay- 
check. The borrowcr writes a post-dated check or au- 
thorizes a debit fro111 his or her bank account. Within 
one to two weeks, tlie loan comes due, along wirli a 
substantial fee, at whicli point the check is cashed or 
tlie entire amount is withdrawn from the borrower's 
account. Because these loans are based on checks for 
wliicli there are insufficient funds, li~any borrowers 
liave difficulty making the payments, which turns 
these loans into long term debrs. 'The average payday 
loan carries an intcrest ratc of 470%. By comparison, 
rlie mafia loans of tlie 1960's, whicli were illegal, 
charged an interest ratc of 250°h. 

I'ayday lending is growing at a frantic pace. In the 
year 2000, 90 companies owned 377 payday loan 
srorefro~it locations across Washington state. In 2003, 
124 almpanies owlied 502 storefi.onts. By 2005, 127 
different companies were offering payday loans h ~ n  
no less than 693 locations. 'This represents a gnjwrh 
of 84% over five years. Certain co~n~nuni t ies  and 
groups of coiisumers arc particularly vulnerable to pay- 
day lending, and tend to hc targeted by the lenders. 
African-American communities are 2 to 3 times more 
liliely to liave payday lclidi~ig stores, regardless of the 
age of cotnmunicy members, rheir income or their 
education. 

I'ayday lenders also aggressively target lnilitary 
personnel and rlieir families. The Washington county 
with the highest composite score for plyday lending 
is Spokane County, home to 1:aircliild Airforce base, 
with about 20 tnorc lenders than would be expected 
based on population. The  second and third worst 
counties in tlie state are Thurston and I'ierce Coun- 
tics, home to McC:hord Air 1:orce Base and Fort Lewis 

respecrively. 
'The payday lending industry claims that it pnj- 

vides a needed scrvice to middle-class bormwcrs Etc- 
ing telnporary cash cruoclies. Accordilig to Fox, just 
the opposite is true. I'ayday lenders prey upon tlie 
uninformed, ensnaring desperate borrowers in a spi- 
ral of debt. The industry is dcsiglied to confuse con- 
sumers, and to squeeze every dollar tliat they call out 
ofthem. "Payday lcnders target the woking poor who 
arc living wcck to week. ..They have a bank account, 
a steady income, and littlc or no savings. Thcy arc 
oftell stretclied so thin tliat an enlcrgelicy can send 
them into a tailspin." 

Chuck Cross, of the L)epartmenr of Financial In- 
sritotions (DFI), norcd that I'ayday lending was ille- 
gal in Washington state until 1995. At that time, the 
demand lor payday lending was so tremendous that 
tllc state legislature passed RCW 31.45, wliicli allowed 
for the opening of payday lending smrefronts. The 
law specifically cxe~ilpred payday lenders from the 
state's usury law, which sets a limit on what lenders 
can charge in annualizcd interest rates. I-lowever, 
Wasliingron's law, unlike that of inosr srates, does 
make a few provisions for consumers. The law sets a 
cap on what le~iders can charge; it sets a limit of $700 
on tlie total loans a cotlsumer can have from payday 
lenders; it establishes a borrower's right to a payment 
plan after four si~cccssive loans; and it requires a 
Icndcl-'s colnplialice with the truth-in-lending act and 
full disclosure o l  the lending tenns. 

A new series of amendments to the law, NAC 
208-630, is expected to go before the state legislature 
this autumn. The new amendments would further 
define which companies can and can't make small 
loans, and would clarify and expand the cxa~ni~iat iol~ 
and investigation powers of tlie D1:I. l'lie payday 
lending indusrry is opposed to ally regulations, and 
is expcctcd to lobby against tlie amendments. 

For all oftlie regulation that has been passed, and 
despite a wealth of anecdotal evidence regarding the 
liarm caused by payday lenders, very few lenders have 
beell prosecuted. Many of the leliders are based out 
ofstate, or eveti out of the country, which makes sub- 
~ ~ o e n a s  and judgments extretnely difficult to enforce. 

David Huey, Assistalit Attorney General, con- 
cluded ihc forum with a broad philosophical penpec- 
tive on payday lending. "The end of tlic 20"' ccl~ti~ry 
brouglit thc massive marketing of debt. Americans 
now have unpreccdeiited debt loads, of which pay- 
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Predatory Lending Jeopardizes 

BY JANIS BOWDLER AND ERIC RODRIGUEZ 

n May of this year, the National Council of La- th;m whites to finance a l~olne purchase with an ex- 
Razz2 (NCLIQ released a report showing that His- pensive tnortgage product and are less lilcely ro refi- 
panic l~omebuyers are tnuch more lilkely than other nance, which often call lower the cost of a tnortgage. 

~olnebuyers to he locked into expensive mortgage Sobprime mortgages, and those insured 
products that hinder their ability to build equity and by the Federal Housil~g Administration, 
other as.sea.The report exposes lending practices that both of which are more expensive than 
encourage reliance on untraditional mortgages and prime mortgages, accounted for more 
mortgage bmkers and CI-eates barriers to accessillg more than 40% of Hispanic purchase mort- 
traditiotial and affordable mortgage products - lead- gages in 2002. Fc~r white families, these 
itlg many Hispanic falllilies to pay unwarranted pre- products account fbr l R U ?  of purchase 
lniutns just to own their own home. mortgages and less than one in ten of re- 

In  2001 the U.S. Census Bureau announced that finance mortgages. Disproportionately 
the U.S. Hispanic population had grown to 13%, 11igh denial rates among Hispanic mort- 
making Hispanics the natiotis largest minoriry. 'l 'l~c gage applicants also suggest that the 
Hispanic population has continued to grow rapidly prime tnarket is not meeting the needs 
since that time, and is expected to reach 15.5% of tllc of Hispanic hmilies. 
population by 2010. 111 2001, the Hispanic popula- It is likely that soine o l  the disparity 
tion in Washington state was close to 8% and is ex- is attributable to demographic differences Tlge rnre ofHixj,,n,~fic homeow~znrh+, ix 
pected to reach 10°? by 2010. With this explosive such as age, income, and immigration sta- on c6e liz. i$ower,n; rhe mninm.enrn 
growth has come considerable demand for homes and tus; however, fair lending research has rno~~gngt vzrrrkcr hnr nor irepr pac~, 
accompanying financial services, which has banking demonstrated consistently t11;tt demo- giiiing rise [opwn'irto~y Iendiv~ I'hoio 
inst i tut ions searching for ways to  engage the graphic factors alone do not entirely ex- cuurrcxy o,fAccro ilixpmro. 

underserved Hispanic market. plain the inconsistent appmval and de- 
Despite their cfbrts, the mainstream housing mar- nial rates. For exatnple, research pairing Hispanic and 

ket has tnoved too slowly to develop appropriate and white testers with similar fitial~cial infonnation found 
affordable tnortgage products that effectively meet the that the Hispanic buyers were lcss lilcely to receive as- 
needs of Hispauic customers. With mainstream insti- sistance with financing and down payments, a i d  were 
tutions invisible to many I-lispanics, other mortgage told they qualified for lower loan amounts than their 
lenders have aggressively moved to capitalize on the white counterparts. 
ownership aspirations of Hispanic worlcers, bombard- Tlre NC1.R report identifies a number ofspecific 
ing Hispanic media and neighborhoods with adver- barriers which hinder the tnortgage marker from bet- 
tisements for mortgages and other financial products ter serving Hispanic homcbuyers and leave tlrem open 
and services. In this targeted market, where regulatioll to predatory lenders. 'These impediments include a 
and oversight are poor and consumers are largely un- lack of outreach by financial insrirutions to Hispanic 
informed, the groulld has become fertile for the ques- communities; cotnn~ission-based policies which crc- 
tiotlahle mortgage. landing practices k ~ ~ o w t ~  as preda- ate a disincentive to serve low- to moderate- iticorne 
tory lending. fatnilies applying for modest-sized mortgages; a lack 

For many American fatnilies, honieownership is of bilingual or bicuititral staffin financial institutions; 
the most important vehicle for building wealth. This credit-scoring which creates a negative bias against 
is especially true for Hispanics, wl~ose wealth levels lag Hispanics; and a lack of infonnation and awareness 
belrind those of non-Hispanic whites by Inore than about the hotnehuying process within the Hispanic 
ten to one, which is largely atcribtitable to differences community. 
in 11otne ownership and I~otne equity. Where deficien- 'Tl~ere is an itnportanr role for the subprime in- 1 

L 

cies in the market exist, the environment is ripe for dustry in delivering homeownership opportunities to m 3 

predatory lending-the unethical lending products those cotlsidertcd "too risky" for conventional mort- 
c 
e 
% 

and practices that erode the hard-carned equity gains gage loans. However, the suhprime market is where N o 
0 achieved by homeownership. Hispanic consumers are predatory lenders thrive. 'The growth ofthe subprime 0, 

increasingly attractive to mortgage lenders; however; market raises serious concerns a h o u ~  the scope of 
significant disparities exist in the types of loans they predatory lendil~g it1 the Hispanic community Preda- 
arc getting compared to whites. They are tnorc likely co,rci~rrrcd oil p n ~  14 



Housing Washingron 2005 ConFerence: 
hploring New Pa&ways 

T he Nofiring Warhi1zgm17 2005 conference was and progress. 
lield at the Spokane Convention Center on Piven talked about liow George W. Bush lias 
Septe~nber 11-13 and was attended by over implemented four big tax cuts under the justification 

500 participants. The tileme was exploring new path- of economic stimulus. Each of these cuts was an ef- 
ways to affordable housing for all-from the home- fort to remove the sysrernc tliat previously benefited 

Robin Larkins of the Mirrionary Sifterr of the 
S~cwdHcaa (or1 It$)> l?e/i,.. M n k  Milorcia (1130), 

I+p. L R , ~  Sp~.iwpr. (D-f5) anlicl I?cJ,. Junda 
Hoh?2q~ift (I?-13) meet at the Hot(sii2~ Wnrhirifiio~l 

2005 Cb,$renre. 

less to first-time llome buyers 
to the elderly. The speakers 
and workshops explored ar- 
chitecture, socio-political en- 
vironments and impacts, 
niortgage finance and federal 
housing and community de- 
velop~ncnt policy. 

I<eynote spcakcrs in- 
cluded architect and author 
Avi 1;ricdman; Freddie Mac's 
cliief ccononiist Frank 
Nothaft; noted author and 
poli~ical scientist Prances Pox 
Pivcn; and federal budget ex- 
pert Robert Rapoza. In his 
presentation, Friedman re- 

marked that "We are living in a time when we realize 
our resources arc finite. We necd to use them with 
care. We necd a sustainable community." IHe noted 
that since our society is explori~ig alternative energy, 
we should also be exploring otlier types of liousing. 
He urged the development of smaller Iiornes, instead 
oltlie big homes which waste a tremendous amount 
of resources. Friedman suggested ideas for developing 
more afbrdable homes, includiiig ofSering people flex- 
ible homes they can afford. Friedman explained tliat 
rather than being unchangeable, houses should be de- 
signed and constructed to easily adjust to the budget 
and lifestyle of their inhabitants. 

Franccs Fox I'iven gave a rousing and passionate 
speech which traced the political and social movements 
since the 1930: that liave resulted in government re- 
forms. Piven reminded the audience of the efforts a) 
provide income support f i~r  the unemployed, the aged, 
tlie disabled and the establishment of lioosing pro- 
grams. She discussed the New Deal and the movc- 
ments that brought us social securiry, tlie minimum 
wage and other benefits for working people. Piven 
spoke about the erosion of these benefits over time as 
tile conservative liiovement hecame more organi.l.ed 
and effective. Iloring tlie 1990:\, the campaign against 
welfare became a foil to attack the gains made under 
the New Deal and Great Society. Since 2001, thc "war 
on term? has replaced the cultural tliemes oSreSorm 

working and poor people. Bl~slis policies of cutting 
taxes in a time of wal-; subsidizing tlie oil and energy 
industries; passing the prescription drug act; 
deregulating big business; slashing and cutting social 
Ixograms and housing programs; and dis-empower- 
ing unions liave all been efforts to roll back previous 
social and political gains. She insisted on the impor- 
tance of guarding the public infrastructure that pro- 
tects the vulncrable. At the end of her speech, the au- 
dience rose to their feet in a standing ovation. 

At the conference reception, Iiim Herman oS the 
Washington State Housing Finance Commission 
(IHFC) presented House Speaker Frank Cliopp with 
rhe first Margaret M. Scvy Aflordahle Housing Life- 
rime Achievement Award for his significant a ~ n t r i -  
hutions towards the provision of affordable liousing 
for Washington residents. Nine honorees were ~ i v e n  
f i i ~ n d o f ~ i u i i n ~ a w a r d s  for their leadership andcon- 
tributioiis in working towards Washingto~is goal of 
safe, decent and affordable liousing for everyone in 
tlie state. 'l'lie lionorees included: 

pi Erin I<elleher, founding board chair and execu- 
tive director of Afforda1)le Community E~ivironments 
(ACE), was recognized for her efforts in establishing 
Cascadia Village, liousing for people with special 
needs. 

m Corlry Senecal, nie~nber of rlie board of direc- 
tors of the Washington State Coalition lor 

the IHomeiess, was recognized for increasing fund- 
ing and progranis for ho~i~clcss families. 

a Mile  Lowry, former governor and U.S. Con- 
gressman, was honored for his work with Washing- 
ton Agricultural Fa~amily Assistance (WAFA), building 
affordable housing for Washington farm worliers. 

m Enumclaw Housing Task Force was recognized 
for succcssS~11ly acquiring and restoring several tran- 
sitional liousing units for in need. 

m Intercommunity Mercy Housing, a leading na- 
tional not-Sor-profit housing developer, was Iionored 
fbr successfully purchasing tlie largest rural acquisi- 
tion in the U.S. to date, with 30 rurai rental housing 
pn)pertics tl~rougliout 14 counties in the state. 

m Zeck Butler Architects, I S .  was celebrated for 
designing and overseeing die construction of inore 

contintled on wexr pnxe 







The Housilig Ele~uent highlights the following Framework Goals: I I 
J FG-1 Maintain atid enhance Kirkland's unique character. I I 

FG-2 Support a strong sel~sc of community. I I 
J FG-3 Maintain vibrant and stable residei~tial neighborhoods and mixed-use 

developn~ent, with housing for diverse incomes, ages, and lifestyles. 

FG-4 Promote a strong and diverse economy. I I 
FG-5 Protect and prescrve environmetltally sensitive areas, and a healthy environ- 

ment. 

FG-6 Identify, protect and preserve the City's historic resources, and enhance the 
identity of those areas and neigliborhoods in which they exist. 1 1  

FG-7 Encourage low impact development and sustainable building practices. I I 
FG-8 Maintain and enhance Kirkland's strong physical, visual, and perccptual 

lir~kages to Lakc Washington. I I 
FG-9 Provide accessibility to pedestrians, bicyclists, and altert~alive mode users 

witl~ili and between neigliborlioods, public spaces, and busir~ess districts and 
to regional facilities. 

FG-I0 Create a transportation system that allows the mobility of people and goods 
by providing a varicty of transportation options. 

FG-I I Maintain existing park facilities, while seeking opportunities to expand and 
cnliance the current range and quality of facilities. 

FG-12 Ensure public safety. I I 
FG-13 Maintain existing adopted levels of service for iniportant public Facilities. I I 

J FG-14 Plan for a fair share of regional growth, coi~sistent wit11 State arid re- 
gional goals to niinin~ize low-density sprawl and direct growth to urbau 1 I 
areas. I I 

J FG-15 Solve regional problems that affect Kirklaud through regional coordina- 
tion aud partnerships. I I 

FG-I6 Promote active citizen involvement and outrcacl~ education in development 
decisions atid planning for Kirkland's future. I I 

J FG-17 Establish development regulations that are fair aild predictable. I I 



EXISTING CONDITIONS tect nctghborhood quality as growth occurs 

Kirkland is a largely rcsidcntial community, ns hous- The City's role in ensuring neighborhood quality will 

ing remains the City's predominant land use. About bc to provide a compatible mix of land uses in and 

64 percent of the City's land area is devoted to resi- around residential areas, and to ensure that the physi- 

dential uses. In the early 1990s, about half of the cal elements inherent in a well-designed neighbor- 

housing in Kirkland was single-family homes. That hood are ~naintained and established. The Land Use 

has dropped to just 45 percent of the City's housing and Housing Elements work together to achieve these 

over the oast 10 vears. We have also seen an increase goals. 

i n  mixed-use developnients that combine housing 
with other uses, such as office and retail. The City has In addition to prcserving the character of neighbor- 

a wide variety of other housing styles including zero hoods while providing Sor growth, Kirkland fi~ces the 

lot line. townhomes, multifi~rnily flats, and accessory weighty challenge of supplying housing affordable to 

dwelling units (also known as mother-in-law apart- all econoliiic segments oftlie population. The issue of 

tnents). Neighborhoods are well established and are affordable housing reaches most people in a commu- 

one of the City's most desirable assets. Numerous nity, since the quality of  life in a city is tied, to a large 

neighborhood associations and homeowners' associa- extent, to the ability of its residents to find the kind of' 

tions contribute to the livability of the community. housing they desire at a price they can afford. 

Just as there are a variety of housing types in Kirk- 
land, there are a range of housing densities - from 
large residential estates of close to one acre in size 
near BridleTrails Slate Park to over 100 units per acre 
in some Downtown condominiums and apartments, 
where tlie number-of units is limited only by the build- 
ing envelope allowed on the site. The City's most 
dense neighborhoods are Totem Lake and Moss Bay, 
which includes Downtown, where a high proportion 
of the housing is multifamily units. 

Critical housing needs facing Kit-kland from 2004 to 
2022 include the preservation of neighborhood qual- 
ity, the creation and retention of housing that is af- 
fordable, and the provision of housing for residents 
with special needs. 

Kirkland's futu1.e will also include the need to accom- 
modate additional growth. The challenge will be to 
find ways to develop additional housing that is com- 
patible with existing neighborhoods and the environ- 
ment. While ~nuch of the new housing will be located 
in existing areas of higher densities, other housing 

Affordable housing is generally discussed in two con- 
texts: that of "affordability" in general, or how well 
the general population can afford a home, and that of 
"affordable housing," which is defined as housing af- 
fordable to all economic segments of the community. 
Housing is affordable if a household spends no more 
than 30 percent oi' monthly income for total housing 
cost (including costs such as taxes, insurancc, and 
utilities). 

In 2000, about one third of tlie City's residents earned 
less than 80  percent of median incotne and faced con- 
siderable difficulty in affording housing. According 
to the 2003 Kirkland Housing Nceds Analysis, pre- 
pared by A Regional Coalition for Housing IARCI-I). 
Kirkland's current housing market is most lacking in 
providing rental housing units priced appropri:itely 
for low-income households (those earning zero to 50 
percent of median income) and ownership housing 
priced appropriately for median-income households 
(earning 80 - 120 percent of median income). There- 
fore, the Housing Elernent promotes policies de- 
signed to: 



r Increase tlie supply of rcntal unlts affordable to 
low-income households: and 

+ Increase first-time homeowner opportunities for 
niodcrate-income hoosel~olds. 

In cornparison to Countywide averages, Kirkland in 
2003 is liotne to relatively few persons with special 
needs. While this may be true fora number ofreasons, 
one rezison is likely to be tlie lack of appropriate hous- 
ing. A range of strategies to address this problem is 
contained in the Housing Element. 

In tile spring of  2000. the City Council appointed a 
tlousing Task Force to examine and inake strategy 
recommendations in five issue areas: market provi- 
sion of affordable housing, innovative housing styles 
to increase housing supply and affordability, transit- 
oriented development, preservation of' existing at'- 
Ib~.dable housing, and subsidization of affordable 
lhousing. Tlie Task Force's recommendations on these 
issues are incorporated in the goals and policies con- 
tained i n  the Housing Element. Tlie goals and policies 
;\re interrelated to, and must be  balanced with, tliose 
iliciuded in tlie other Comprehensive Plan Elements. 
The location. density, atid design of Rousing is in- 
tended to serve coriimunity objectives such as afford- 
able lhousing, housing al'fordability, environmental 
quality, support iortransit, and theeffective use of ex- 
isting public facilities and utilities. Overarching all of 
these objectives is a need to increase awareness of 
housing issues in ourcommunity. 

r Provides for diversity in housing types and 
options to serve all economic seg~nents and those 
with special housing needs; and 

r Supports the creative use of land whe1.e greater 
residential capacity can be achieved. wliile 
protecting environnientally sensitive areas. 

- 
Goal H-1: Maintain and enhance the unique 
residential character of each City neighborhood. 

Goal H-2: Promote the creation of affordable 
housing and provide for a range of housing types 
and opportunities to meet the needs of all seg- 
ments of the population. 

Goal H-3: Provide for greater housing capacity 
and home ownership opportunities. 

The central goal of the Housing Element is to preserve 
neighborhood quality while improving housing op- 
portunities fbr all residents. To accomplish this, the 
Elemcnt: 

+ I'mmotes neigliborliood quality through tlie 
continuation of the existing residential land use 
pattern, and through the application of standards 
where infill development occurs to ensure 
compatibility; 

As the Vision Statement and Framework Goals de- 
scribe, Kirkland's citizens consider the preservation 
and enhancement of neighborhoods to be strong com- 
munity values. 

Kirkland encompasses many distinct neighborlioods 
that can be differentiated on the basis of density, age 
of structures, size of detached homes or multifamily 
structures, and a variety of visible features. The City's 



neighborhoods, with their own unique residential 
characters, offera choice of living environments. This 
diversity adds to the community's ability lo meet a 
wide variety of residential needs. 

The following goals and policies are designed to en- 
sure that new developmetlt tneets the high standards 
for liv;~billty of Kirkland neighborhoods, and that the 
prcferrcd cotnmunity character is ptmerved. 

Goal N-1: Mairttain and enhaizce the urtique 
residcrrtial character. qf each City neighbor.- 
lzood. 

Policy H-1.1: Retairt the character of existirzg 
rtei~borlroods by irzcorporating neighborlrood 
character artd design prirzciples irzto star~dards for 
new developr~terrt. 

Because change will take place in all neighborhoods 
between 2004 and 2022, design standards for new de- 
velopment to be incorporated into cxisting neighbor- 
hoods will be important to the preservation of 
neighborhood quality. Standards should address how 
new development, particularly when sited on smaller 
lots or at greater densities than sun-ounding develop- 
ment, can occur in a manner compatible with existing 
neighborhood character. 

These standards can encourage structures to integrate 
sensitively with the surrounding area by addressing 
issues such as scale and bulk, setbacks wl1iclr rein- 
force those of surrounding residences, as well as land- 
scape buffers where appropriate. 

This Elenrent contains polictes designed to address 
the housing needs of all Kirkland residents, who vary 
greatly in terms of income and personal need. 

Housing Affordability 

The policies suive to improve housing affordability at 
all income levels, and emphasize a combination of ap- 
propi.iateIy zoned land, regulatory incentives, finan- 

cia1 subsidies, and innovative planning techniques. in 
order to ensure that the needs of moderate-income and 
low-income persons are adequately served. Housing 
for these groups is least likely to be provided by the 
private housing market. 

Kirkland's population within each of the defined in- 
conre groups (based on King County median income) 
in 2000 was as follows: 

* Low-Income Households: Households trraking 
up to 50 percent of median incomc ($26,500 or 
less annually) 

- Percenr of Kirkland's population in 2000: 15 
percent 

r Moderate-Income Households: Households with 
incomes between 50 percent and 80 percent of 
median income ($26,501 to $42,500 annually) 

- I'ercent of Kirkland's population in 2000: 16 
percent 

* Median-Income Households: Households with 
incomes between 80  percent and 120 percent oi' 
median income ($42,501 to $63,800 annually) 

- Percent of Kirkland's population in 2000: 21 
percent 

* Above-Median-Income Households: House- 
holds with itrcotnes above 120 percent oC tnrcdian 
income (above $63,800 annually) 

- Percent of Kirkland's population in 2000: 48 
percent 

As these figures show, nearly one third of the City's 
residents fall within the low- and moderate-incomc 
categories. This is about the same proportion as in 
1990, although there has been a shift in the upper-in- 
come categories. In 2000. about seven pet-cent more 
households eat-ned more than the median income and 
about five percent fewer households were in the me- 
dian income category. 

In 2000, 71 percent of Kirkland's lowest-income 
households, those earning $20,000 per year or less. 
paid more than 35 percent of their income toward 



housing costs. It is known that as households overpay 
to this extent, they may be forced to forgo other neces- 
sitics, or be unable to save to buy s liome because 
theit- housing expenses consume such a large portion 
of their inconhe. 

Typically, the lower the household income, the 
greater percentage of income is paid to housing costs. 
The higher percentage of income paid toward hous- 
ing, the more vull~erable a household is to actually 
losing tlieir housing if someone in tlhe household loses 
a job, suffers a medical emergency, or incurs solne 
other major expense. As a result, these l~ouseholds 
may become homeless, displaced, or  reside in over- 
crowded or substandard housing. 

The vast ma,jority of housing affordable lo low- and 
moder:~te-income families in Kirkland, as in most 
communities, is rental housing. This l~ousing is typi- 
cally multifamily. In 2000, just over 60 percent of the 
City's rental housing was aff'ordable to moderate-in- 
come f:~milies, including about 16 percent that was 
also affordable to low-income families. 

Wlhile lhousing affordability does not appear to be  as 
great a problem among Kirkland's higher-income res- 
idents, meeting the needs of the higher economic seg- 
ments of the population with housing they can afford 
serves those at the lower levels as well. 

For example, potential first-time home buyers earning 
incomes over 80 gel-cent of median income but less 
than 100 percent of median rind it difficult to pur- 
chase a home in Kirkland without some form of assis- 
tance. These groups may be forced to remain in rental 
housing and to delay lhome purchases. Increasing 
rents, in turn, make i t  even more difficult for them to 
save down payments, thus further delaying plans for 
home purchases. 

These individuals or families may then displace the 
lower-income groups in the rental market, by paying 
higher rents than would otherwise be charged, if ap- 
propriate lower-cost housing were available for them 
in theownership market. Consequently, the supply of 
rental housing is restricted and rents are inflated to a 
point out of reach for the lowest-income families. 

The housing needs analysis identified moderate-in- 
come first-time home buyers as one of the groups 
least served by Kirkland's housing market. Greater 
housing choices and opportunities can be provided for 
this gsoup. 

Special Needs Housing 

Policies aimed at meeting tlhe demand for special 
needs housing of residents are also included. These 
approaches generally include providing funding, re- 
search, and coordination assistance to social service 
agencies providing housing to these populations, as 
well as adding flexibility to the City's land use poli- 
cies and regulations to provide a greater range of 
housing options that may meet the demands for spe- 
cial needs housing. 

Short-term special needs housing is needed to provide 
shelters fbr victims of domestic violence, or transi- 
tional housing for homeless families, fbr example. 
Long-term housing with appropriate supportive ser- 
vices, such as single-family homes shared by adults 
with developtnental disabilities, apartnrents adapted 
to serve the +ail elderly, or efficiency units fbr the 
mentally ill, are also needed to prevent the cycle of 
homelessness. 

Goal If-2: Promote the creation o f  affordable . .. 

housirtg and provide for a range of honsirzg 
types and opportartities to rneet the needs of all 
segntertts o f  tlte population. 

Policy H-2.1: Strive to steet the targets established 
and defirted irt !lie Coartfywide policies for low- artd 
moderate-iricorrze hori.sirrg as a percerttage of pro- 
jected net houseltoldgrowtlt. 

The targets established by the Countywide Planning 
Policies maintain that lhousing plans for Kirkland 
must be designed to provide for: 

+ Seventeen percent of growth in new households 
affoldable to moderate-income households; and 

* Twenty-four percent of growth in new house- 
holds affordable to low-income households. 



These targets have proven to be a cliallengc to meet. 
While market conditions and existing plans have been 
fairly successful in providing rental housing for mod- 
elxte-income households, low-income households 
have not been well served by either the rental or home 
ownership markets. Policies contained in this Ele- 
ment are designed to provide more and a broader 
range of housing opportunities ibr tliese groups. The 
City should track its progress toward meeting these 
goals and consider additional tools or strategies if ap- 
propriate progress is not being made. 

I'olicy 11-2.2: Allow tlre developrrze~rt of accessory 
dwelling iifrits on sirzgle-fhrrzily lots. Regulatory 
guidelines .shorcld rnirzirrzize procedrrral require- 
rrrents, bict slzould address rzeighborlzood corrrpati- 
bility. 

Accessory ur~its are promoted as a means to achieve 
affordable I~ousing and increased density in existing 
neighborhoods by more efficiently using the existing 
housing stock. Accessory units can help to meet the 
need ibr low- and moderate-income housitlg by open- 
ing up surplus space on single-family lots. 

Income Srom tllese units can help residenls in a variety 
ofsituations, as well as help to preserve the City's ex- 
isting housing through supplementing upkeep costs, 
thereby extending the livability o f a  dwelling. 

In 1995, Kirkland adopted regulations to allow acces- 
sory dwelling units on all single-tjn~ily properties. 
Since that time, over 80 accessory units have been ap- 
proved. These have included units built within exist- 
ing houses, units built over detached garages, and 
separate structures. 

Policy If-2.3: I'roirzote tlze provision of affordable 
horising by private sector residerztial developrrrerzts. 

Special incentives for the development of low- and 
!moderate-income liousing should be used as a means 
to promote the provision of these units by private or 
nonprofit deve1ope1.s. Kirkland's existing programs 
which providedensity bonuses for affordable housing 
could be expanded, and other types of incentives also 
should be explored. Approaches such as expedited 
permit processing, permit and impact fee waivet-s, 
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flexible site and development standards, tax exelnp- 
tions, the allocation of Community Development 
Block Grant and general funds to write down project 
costs, inclusionat-y zoning, and other techniques 
should be evaluated. 

Policy 11-2.4: Provide affordable Aousirzg uizits 
when irtcreases to developtne~zf capacity are corzsid- 
ered. 

Many rezones and height increases result in increased 
development capacity. This can result in additional 
value to property owners and an opportunity to create 
affordable housing at little or no cost to the owner. 
The economic value of the increased capacity should 
be compared to the economic cost of providing as- 
fordable units when evaluating if affordable Iiousing 
should be required. 

Policy 152.5: Ensure tlzat affordable hori.sirrg 
opportrirzities are rzot concerztrated, but ratlrer are 
dispersed tlzrorcghout the City. 

The bulk of housing affordable to low- and tnodet-ate- 
income houseliolds is multifamily. Nevertheless, op- 
portunities for affordable housing, and special-needs 
housing, may occur in single-fanlily neighborhoods 
through infill, accessory units, or group homes. These 
housing options should be dispersed througliout the 
community and integrated into neighborhoods. This 
distribution will ensure a widet- range of liousing op- 
tions for Kirkland residents. 

Policy If-2.6: Strearnlirze tlte City'.s developrrzerzt 
review arzd approval processes, while erzsitrirzg tlrat 
the ifztegrity of tlre plarzrzirrgprocess is rzot coerpro- 
frrised. 

Since time is a critical factor in financing develop- 
ment projects, a reduction in the time needed to re- 
ceive City approval can result in savings to Rousing 
providers. Adding certainty to the development re- 
view process will also help to pmlnote residential dc- 
velopment. 



Policy If-2.7: Creafe,flexible site artd developr7ze1zt 
starzdards which balance the goals of reduced Itous- 
iltg d e v e l ) ~ t ~ t e ~ r t  costs ~vitlt otlter co~~zmccnity goals. 

Site and development standards affect many direct 
development costs, such as infrastructure, land, and 
building costs. Street widths, setbacks, curb and side- 
walk requirements, and parking standards at-e some of 
the residential standards that may affect costs. Stan- 
dards that allow alternative approaches to site and 
building design [nay provide cost savings. Some com- 
bination of  a prescrip~ive standard that is permitted 
outright and an optional performance standard may be 
desirable to balance the desire to minimize costs and 
maintain quality. 

I'olicy H-2.8: Preserve, ~rtaintain, artd ir~rprove 
exi.sting affordable Itoccsi~tg fltrorcgh a.s.sistartce to 
residertts a t ~ d  horrsirtg providers. 

?'he City's Housing Repair program supports the 
preservation of both the owner-occupied and rental 
housing stock through grants and loans for housing 
repair and rehabilitation. Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) funds and City funds are also al- 
located to housing providers to acquire and rehabili- 
tate emergency and transitional housing facilities, as 
well as permanent low- and moderate-income hous- 
ing development and homeownership programs. 

Due to the high land values prevailing in thecity,  and 
the resulting difficulty developers face in producing 
new housing that meets the needs of low- and moder- 
ate-income residents, assistance to enable rehabilita- 
tion of existing housing may be one of the most 
effective strategies to maintain and produce afford- 
able housing in Kirkland. Another benefit of rehabil- 
itation is that it is less likely to change the appearance 
of neighborhoods. 

I'olicy 11-2.9: Corttirtrce to srcpport tlie acqrrisition 
and creation of ltoasi~tg by private or nortprofif 
orgartization.~, horrsbtg atrlhorities, or otlter social 
and health service agcrzcies for low- attd moderafe- 
income tettartts. 

Local resources can be a critical part of developing or 
preserving affordable housing. Efforts to identify po- 

tential opportunities and resources. such as inventory- 
ing and possibly donating surplus public property. 
acquiring land. contributing Community Develop- 
ment Block Gmnt (CDBG) funds or  City funds, and 
paying or waiving impact and permit fees and utility 
and infrastructure costs, can improve the feasibility of 
affordable housing projects. 

This is especially true of housing ibr individuals and 
families who cannot afford housing created through 
the private market. Local resources are often required 
as a match for other public (County, State, federal) 
and private funding sources, and therefore work to le- 
verage a significant amount of funding into Kirkland 
and the !region that would otherwise not be available. 

The City can also support affbrdable housing acquisi- 
tion and development in indirect ways by wol-king 
with local lenders to coordinate financing for projects, 
encouraging private and other public donation of re- 
sources, inventorying tnultifamily residential proper- 
ties and encouraging preservation of those that are 
aR'ordable, and working with the State Legislature to 
provide additional tax relier. 

Policy 11-2.10: E~zsctre fltat zortirrg docs rtot 
undcily restrict group homes or otlzer horrsirzg 
options forper.sorts with special needs. 

Special-needs housing can be provided in a variety of 
structures. such as single-family homes, group 
homes, multi!'amily dwellings, congregate care facili- 
ties, or other institutional settings. Flexibility in land 
use regulations to allow group homes and home- 
based care represents a significant opportunity avail- 
able to the City to meet the demand for special needs 
housing. Barriers to creating thcse housing options, 
including extensive special review processes, should 
be avoided. 

Policy If-2.11: E~zcorrrage and support the devel- 
opnte~tt of entergency, transitio~tal, attd pertnanertt 
housittg rvitlt appropriate on-site .service.s for per- 
soits ~vitlt special needs. 

Sources of emergency and transitional housing in- 
clude shelters, single-room occupancy hotels (SROs), 
group homes, congregate care facilities, and many of 



the other housing options discussed in the Housing 
Element. The City should continue to make funding 
available to social service agencies serving these spe- 
cial-needs populations, to facilitate their development 
and operation. 

The City should work cooperatively with nonprofit 
agencies or the private sector to site special-needs 
housing while helping neighbors to understand tlie 
role of special-needs housing in the community and 
the requirements of the Federal Fair Housing Law. 

Policy H-2.12: Cooperate at a regional level to 
increase tlre base of both public and private sapport 
rrecessary to address local horrsirrg needs. 

Coliirnunities within King County sliould work to- 
gether to address sliared housing needs, since housing 
needs and solutions cross jurisdictional boundaries. 
They should work cooperatively on a regional hous- 
ing finance strategy that allows sliaring resources to 
supporl affoldable and special needs housing 
throughout east King County. 

Sirnilarly, efforts to reduce housing costs through 
streamlining and flexibility in regulation should be 
coordinated with neighboring jurisdictions. Kit-kland 
lies within a regional housing mal-ket, and cost reduc- 
tions in Kirkland alone will not affect affordability 
significantly elsew11e1-e in the region. Proactive lead- 
ership by Kirklalid can encourage participation and 
action by other cities, thus promoting greater afford- 
ability throughout the Eastside. Reducing the percent- 
age of income devoted to housing costs will improve 
the quality of life for low- and moderate-income fam- 
ilies, and enable residents to contribute to other re- 
gional goals, suc11 as schools and tlansit. 

Policy 11-2.13: Support qffi~rt,~ to achieve a geo- 
graphic balance in sitirtg special-rreeds trousirzg 
throlrghout the City and rcgiorr, including support 
of honsirrg in jrtri,sdictior~.s tlzat serve residentsfrorn 
elseulrere on the I3a.stside. 

Generally, special-needs housing sliould be dispersed 
throughout the region. Funds set aside by Kirkland to 
provide this type of housing should be considcred for 
projects both in Kirkland and elsewhere on the East- 

side. Similarly, projects serving special-needs popu- 
lations from Bellevue, Redmond, and other Eastside 
communities should be sited in Kirkland when appro- 
priate. 

Some clustering of special-needs housing may he np- 
propriate when proximity to public transpostation. 
medical facilities, or  other basic services is necessary. 

HOUSING CARAC1,fY 

At an average density of 6.5 dwelling units per resi- 
dential acre citywide, Kirkland's residential densities 
are relatively high for a suburban community. Ncver- 
theless, the City contains many neighborhoods devel- 
oped at lower densities (three to five dwelling units 
per acre). In  2003, Kirkland had 22,100 housing units. 
capc i ty  for a total of 28,000 units, and a 2022 
Growth Target of 26.800 units. 

As noted in tlie Housing Diversity section of this Ele- 
ment, grcater opponutiities for home ownership [nay 
be created through smaller lots and more varied lious- 
ing types. 111 addition, cost savings are generally asso- 
ciated with smaller lots and revised develop~nent 
standards. The savings obtained through reducing tlie 
amount of street, sidewalk, water, sewer, and other 
utilities needed for each home tnay be reflected in the 
initial purchase price as well as ongoing maintenance 
and services costs to both the home owner and the 
public. 

Goal H-3: I'rovide for greater housi~zg 
capacity and honze ownership opporturtities. 

Policy H-3.1: Provide additional capacity for sin- 
gle-farrtily develaprnent tlzrorrgh allowirrg redac- 
tiorrs in lot sizes where surplus land exists or1 
ur~derdevelnped parcels. 

As Kirkland has become inore fully developed in rc- 
cent years, residential development trends have in- 
cluded a shift away from large subdivisions to 
"infilling" of vacant and underdeveloped lots withiti 
existing neighborhoods. 



The City already allows slight reductions in the re- 
quired lot size as one method to accolnmodate more 
housing on existing residential land while helping to 
avoid suburban sprawl. Further lot size reductions 
would increase capacity in areas already served by 
transit and other public utilities and services. This 
should only be considered where cotnpatibility with 
surn)unding neighborhoods can be ensured through 
site and building design. 

I'olicy 11-3.2: Allow a broad rarzge of housirzg and 
site planniizg corzcepts in single-farnily areas to 
incrense Rousirtg supply arzd choice, to reduce cost, 
arzd to ertstire design quality and rzeighborlzood 7Ac Pork ar l'or6e.r Creek Apnrnrrerilr 

conzpatibility. 
Policy H-3.3: Allotv for the rtzairzter~arzce arzd 

Clustering and innovative housing types !nay include redevelopment of existirzg developmertts that do rzot 

cottages, compact single-family, zero lot line, clus- corlforrtt to ci~rre~zt derzsity standards in planned 

tered and common wall housing. These development rrtultifa~~tily areas. 

styles can allow ti)r mole environnlentally sensitive 
site planning by concentrating development on the 
most buildable portion of a site while preserving nat- 
ut.al drainage, vegetation, and other natural fca~ures. 
Similarly, allowing zero lot line or other design inno- 
vations i n  these areas can further help to lowet- land 
and developnienr costs. 

A number of multifamily structures exist within the 
City that are built at densities above those planned for 
their sites. These structures provide a valuable source 
of close-in and often affordable housing to Kirkland 
residents. In order to retain the housing capacity and 
aflordability provided by these units, property owners 
should be allowed to maintain, remodel, or rebuild 

In addilion to envin)nmentally sensitive 31-eas, inno- these structures, while retaining their existing densi- 

vative housing lypes may be appropriate on sites ties. Restiictions on unit size should be considered as 

throughout the City's single-family neighborhoods. a means to maintain affordability. 

The demogixphics of our population are changing, 
with the average number of people living in each 
housing unil decreasing and the average age increas- 
ing. Cottage, compact single-family and common- 
wall housing can provide more housing on the same 
land area, in srnaller structures that better match the 
needs of our population. In addition, housing afford- 
ability can be improved through reduced construction 
costs resulting from smaller or  common-wall devel- 
opment. 

In all cases, design standards are important to ensure 
that new development is integrated sensitively with 
its neighbors. Greater attention to building and site 
design. such as building bulk, roofline variation, ga- 
luge and parking location, and landscaped buffers can 
enhance aesthetic appeal and neighborhood compati- 
bility. 
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b. Help moderate income homeowners avoid foreclosure and equity loss - 
See Home Ownership Preservation Initiative. Lubell indicated concern that 
givenfinancial tools in use to finance housing in recent years, we will be seeing a 
significant increase in foreclosures. 



National League of Cities 
Reno, Nevada 

Workshop: "Making the Case for Affordable Housing: Elements of a Media Relations 
Campaign" Presenter Julie Bornstein President, The Campaign for Affordable Housing" 
www.tcah@,tcah.org 

This was an interesting workshop that addressed issues that we face in Kirkland when 
discussing affordable housing. I have attached the power point. One Note: the AWC 
theme for 2007 is building inclusive communities. 

What is affordable housing? 80% or less of median income 
What is 'workforce' housing? 50-120% median income. Implies person has a job or 
those who are elderly, disabled, not fully employed 

Why should local governments be involved? Land use decisions are local and affordable 
housing projects must be tailored to the local environment. 

How did the issue of affordable housing become so critical? 
1. HUD has now set the % of what a family should use for housing at 30-40% of 

income whereas it used to be 25% 
2. 1970's decision was made to no longer keep mentally ill in treatment. Result 

is that there are a growing number of people with mental illness who get no 
treatment. 

3. Substance abuse has also grown - again - with inadequate treatment available 
4. Distressing trend = growth in number of families with children among the 

homeless 

Why a media campaign? 
1. Need to educate about the critical need 
2. Need to counter opposition within the co~nmunity 

a. Most people are housed so don't understand the need or causes 
b. Opposition based often on stereotypes and misconceptions 

3. Provide community with uniform set of facts - media is good way to do so 



rl>e CAMPAIGN for 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

ELEMENTS OF A MEDIA RELATIONS CAMPAIGN WORKSHOP 
National League of Cities Congress of Cities 

December 6.2006 

To start thinking about a Media Relations campaign to support affordable housing objectives in 
your city, consider the following points and fill in what you currently know that applies to each 
question. This Worksheet will help you assess the viability of your goals and identify those areas 
where additional information or resources are needed. 

1. What do we hope to achieve? We need clear and measurable goal(s) 

MEASURE: 

2. What might hinder our goal? 

a. Community Culture: What attitudes or values that relate to affordable housing are held by 

our constituents? 



b. Is there a local history related to affordable housing? 

c. What is the level of understandinglawareness of affordable housing needs in our city? 

d. Formally assess attitudes if financially possible: Polling, informal surveys, task forces 

3. What is our primary message? 

a. Based on community attitudes, what are our secondary messages? 

4. What resources can the city contribute to reaching this goal? 

a. Financial resources: 

b. Staff resources: 

Time: 



5. Identify other resources: who can we partner with? 

To develop the financial and staff resources necessary: 

To help shape local opinion: 

To provide a network to disseminate the message: 

To provide political support for our actions: 

To make sure we reach our goal: 

6. Identify target audience(s) 

Who do we need to convince? 

Why are they important? 

Prioritize: 

7. What tools should we use to get our message to our target audienceslhow do we reach 

them? 

a. What tactics and strategies are effective in communicating the message? 

8. Planning and Project Management 

a. Assign tasks: 

b. Set timelines: 

c. Monitor success/progress: 

d. Modify plan as necessary: 

'2006 The Campaign for Affwdable Housing. Please contact us for permission to reprint or reuse at 
tcah@tcah.org or 5900 Wilshire Blvd., 2dh Floor, Los Angeles, California 90036, (323) 330-0540 
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Revenge of the Small 
Portland, Seattle, and Vancouver are creating strategies to encourage the development of 
modest, more affordable houses 

Portland, Oregon. Seattle, Washington. Vancouver, British Columbia. In these three Pacific Northwest cities, the 

progressive power of urban planning is taken very seriously, and concepts like livability and sustainability 

dominate the local civic culture to such an extent that to visit all three in rapid succession, as I did in October, is 

to drop in on another country. It's not the United States or Canada, but a more highly evolved combination of the 

two. 

In each city I was impressed by major deveiopments, dramatic projects that promised to refresh the urban 

landscape in conspicuous ways. In Seattle, where the OMA-designed library represents a watershed moment in 

public architecture, the new civic landmark nearing completion occupies a nine-acre multilevel site at the north 

end of the downtown waterfront. Designed by New York firm WeissiManfredi, the Seattle Art Museum's Olympic 

Sculpture Park opens in January. In Portland a massive mixed-use high-rise development is emerging on a 

brownfield site on the Wil-lamette River waterfront south of downtown. It's linked to the rest of the city by a new 

streetcar line, and in January it will be connected by a spectacular aerial tramway designed by 

AngelillGrahamlPfenningerlScholl Architecture. Meanwhile, in Vancouver the megaproject that is lining the 

perimeter of the downtown peninsula with residential high-rises is nearly complete. And while I heard some 

grumbling about the faux town houses piaced at the bases of many of the towers, I thought some of the newest 

high-rise areas-in particular, a spot along Coal Harbour where the northwest corner of downtown bumps into 

Stanley Park-provided as good a model of a twenty-first-century urban neighborhood as I've seen. 

But what I found most interesting on this trip was not the landmark developments but smaller changes in the 

residential fabrics of the cities. All three are wrestling with the probiem of affordable housing and have begun to 

encourage, or at least allow, the construction of weli-designed small houses. While McMansion bans have been 

proposed in many cities-and have succeeded in a few-what Portland and Vancouver, and to some extent 

Seattle, are doing is more difficult and more interesting. They're inventing mechanisms that say yes to small 

instead of no to big. 

Recently Portland and Vancouver established zoning and design guidelines to encourage the development of 

smaller houses, as long as they meet exacting design criteria. A new program in Vancouver that falls under the 

mayor's overall policy of "eco-density" encourages the reconfiguration of lots in certain single-family districts. In 

ATTACHMENT 
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Portland a new set of ordinances and guidelines seeks to promote "skinny houses," intended to fit lots less than 

36 feet wide. 

It was in Seattle, however, where I saw the best small house. Dave Sarti, who co-taught a design-build studio at 

the University of Washington last year, had constructed an 800-square-foot house with a 160-square-foot 

double-height attached workshop. It's a sweet fire-engine-red box planted in the backyard of a Central District 

home. I walked down the grassy driveway past an unremarkable blue traditional home and was surprised to see 

this Bauhaus cube where another yard might have a swing set. The red Wardipanel siding made it look very 

much of the moment, but the efficiency of design and small size were reminiscent of the workers' houses that 

Gropius and his contemporaries built in Europe between the wars. 

Although the Central District is dominated by old single-family homes on large lots, Sarti says that much of it is 

zoned for multifamily development. So as the traditionally low-income, once predominantly black area gentrifies. 

the single-family homes are often replaced with town houses. Sarti, however, bought someone's backyard for 

$35,000 and built his house there tor about $180,000. And this unorthodox maneuver was perfectly legal under 

existing zoning. 

Copyright 2000-2007 by The McGraw-Hill Companies Inc. All rights reserved 



Don't blame growth management 
\ - &r higher housing prices SCR*L'T\ 
BY AARON OSTROM' B 3 
AND CARLA OIUGWE 
Special to The Times 

T HE cost of housing is spiraling 
out of control in many parts of 
the Puget Sound region. King 

County is redefining sticker shock for 
homebuyers as the median price of 
housing approaches $440,000. Years 
of double-digit increases are a serious 
threat to manv ~eople's dreams of 
home ownership,-and to our region's 
livability. 

As the problem escalates, the search 
for real solutions has become increas- 
ingly high-stakes. To tackle this chal- W I L L I A M  D R O W N  / OP ART 

lenge effectively, we must work to- 
gether with accurate information. We uting to the spiral. Larger houses are counties to adopt policies that can re- 
must also move beyond misleading more expensive. From 1970 to 2005, sult in affordable housing, there is still 
and misdirected attacks on environ- the average size of a new single-fam- plentyof room for improvement. 
mental and growth-management ily house in King County increased Local governments should encour- 
laws. The evidence suggests these at- nearly 50 percent, from an average of age alternative housing choices, such 
tacks are misleading and unwarrant- 1,660 square feet to more than 2,400 as townhouses, clustered co-housing 
ed. square feet. and detached accessory dwelling 

Opening rural areas to sprawl de- Large lot sizes also drive up housing units (mother-in-law apartments). 
velopment doesn't increase housing costs. Very-low-density zoning (one These options are illegal or discour- 
affordability, nor does protecting ru- to four units per acre) is common in aged in many jurisdictions. 
ral areas from irresponsible develop- cities throughout our region. Such Cities and counties should adopt a 
ment make housing unaffordable. zoning essentially excludes affordable higher average.minimum.density to 
The state's Growth Management Act housing and people of moderate in- make sure that land is used efficiently, 
actually requires local governments to come. Builders and mortgage lenders when rezoning an area to increase in. 
take steps to improve housing afford- expect to provide large, more-expen- tensity, cities and counties should 
ability and choice. sive homes On those higher-priced consider requiring that some units be The Brookings Institution has found large lots. affordable for low- and moderate-in- 
that market demand, not land con- Many growth-management policies come families, 
straints, is the primary determinant of improve housing affordability by en- 
housing prices. Its study, "The Link couraging communities to offer high- governments Pro- 
Between Growth Management and er-intensity housing choices. Condo- vide incentives for 
Housing Affordability: The Academic miniums and apartments play an Op- 
Evidence," reported that "housing important role in providing afford- tions inc1ude height and density bo- 
prices are actually determined by a able-housing options. Almost 40 per- nuses; reduced parking requirements 
host of interacting factors, such as the cent of King CountyhBuseholds live in and landase incentives. At the 
price of land, the supply and types of apartments and condominiums. same time, builders must take respon- 
housing, the demand for housing, and Condominiums have been much sibility for providing a wider range of 
the amount of residential choice and more affordable than single-family 
mobility in the area." In other words, houses and provide an opportnnityfor In the end, our message is simple. 
the impact of growth management on many people to own their first home. We must do more to tackle the hous- 
housing prices is only a part of the Rental apartments are even more af- ing affordability problem in our re- 
equation, and a relatively small one fordable. Rents actually decreased gion. But, we cannot succeed unless 
here. during the recent recession, although we focus on the facts about what is 

In our popular area, demand is the they have recently started to rise really driving our housing costs. It is 
big driver of housing cost; people again. For moderate-income house- time to move beyond the rhetoric and 
want to move here and stay here. In- holds, rental housing is still relatively work together to identify and imple- 
creased income and purchasing affordable. ment strategies that actually address 
power also are major factors in the ris- Although growth-management re- and improve housing choices and af- 
ing cost of housing in our region. Our quirements have led many cities and fordability. 
incomes average among the nation's 
highest, and our relatively high local 
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Jobs and Housing 
"Can't Have One Without the. . .Othern 

It is said that a house is where a job goes at night. In large metropolitan areas such as Central 
Puget Sound, elnployment and housing are linked in complex ways that have a huge impact 
on economic development, transportation and the overall quality of life. Because regional 
econo~nies and housing markets are so large and dynamic, the balance between jobs and 
housing is not something that can be managed in any precise way. But the degree to which 
employees can find appropriate housing within a reasonable commute, and the degree to 
which employers can find workers able to travel to their sites, should be a central concern of 
local and regional planning. 

This paper outlines the issues around the balance ofjobs and housing. It begins with a 
discussion of the importance of this balance and the reasons it can tip in the wrong direction. 
The second section reviews ways to measure balances, in terms of geography, housing type 
and colnniute patterns. The third sectioli discusses ways to incorporate tlie jobs-housing 
balance into local and regional planning. 

A central theme of the paper is choice. Individuals and families face a bewildering array of 
choices as they arrange their lives in our society. Not only are tliey finding jobs, they are 
changing jobs frequently, eolnmuting to two jobs from the same household and choosing 
schools for their children. Most houseliolds face trade-offs among these choices, all of which 
have different timing in their lives. And to complicate matters further, people tend to change 
jobs at a much higher rate than they change homes. In the end, the most useful public policies 
will elliphasize a wide range of housing choices, so that households have the highest 
likelihood of striking the right balances within their lives. 

A second important theme is the focus on sub-region, or commute-sheds. These rough 
geographic designations are built around employlnent centers and encompass an area that can 
offer commutes of under a half hour to most of the niajor employment sites in tlie sub-region. 
The conimonly-recognized sub-regions in Central Puget Sound are: South Snohomish 
County, East King County, SeattleIShoreline, South King County, and Northern Pierce 
County. While designation ofthese sub-areas is not new, the solution to maintaining a good 
balance ofjobs and housing demands that jurisdictions within these sub-areas coordinate 
planning at a much closer level than tliey to currently. 

Why worry? 

One look at any of the major freeway choke points- Lake Washington bridges, the 
Southcenter Hill, Canyon Park, all of SR-167 - at around 8:00 in the morning shows just how 
out of balance housing and employment are in the region. Each day, hundreds ofthousands 
of people comniute long distances from their neighborhood of choice to their jobs. In the' 
2000 census, nearly 260,000 people in King, Pierce and Snohomish counties reported a 
colnmute time of over 45 minutes each way. And 36,000 of those reported a commute time in 
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excess of 90 minutes. It is safe to say that many, of not most, ofthose people stuck in traffic 
would prefer to live a bit closer to work. 

But the inability to find appropriate housing near ones job results in more than just irritation. 
Long commutes have economic, social and environmental costs for both individual 
households and tlie region as a whole. 

Housing and job creation 
Regional economic development strategies, such as the Prosperity Partnership, aim to 
strengthen the economic base of the region by attracting and retaining employers that export 
value to other regions. The jobs created by employers in the economic base, in turn, support 
retailers, homebuilders, and other service businesses. Many ofthe kinds of businesses that 
make up the economic base - manufacturers, large service companies, corporate headquarters, 
federal government installations - can locate in a variety of  places. Each employer has its 
own set of locational criteria, which are a source of great interest to economic development 
strategists. Housing is one of those criteria. 

The exact relationship between housing and job creation has proved elusive. Instinctively, it 
seems that high prices and low supply would drive away employers. But many of the really 
booming parts of the country, and even tlie world, have severe housing shortages at the same 
time they contiiiue to prosper. Conversely, many really affordable areas see little job gro\vtli. 
In tlie Puget Sound area, housing prices have increased well above the rate of iliflatioil for the 
past ten years, through both a boom and a bust, and job growth is picking up in 2005 even as 
prices increase by over 10 percent per year. 

A recent academic paper explains how this can happen. Two econoinists working through tlie 
Harvard Institute for Economic Research sought to define the relationship between a region's 
housing stock and its population and job growth. They discovered that the housing supply of 
a region determines the kinds ofjobs that will be created there. An area with an abundant and 
affordable housing supply will support a workforce with a wide range of skills, and therefore 
will attract a wide range of employers. Conversely, and area with a tight and expensive 
housing supply will only attract highly skilled people who can command high wages, and 
therefore, will only attract employers who can pay high wages. 

These findings have very significant consequences for strategies such as the Prosperity 
Partnership. Efforts to recruit employers that pay moderate wages will prove frustrating if 
those elnployers feel that the wages they pay will be insufficient to support tlie kinds of 
employees they want. But with the permanent downsizing of Boeing employment, it is 
exactly those moderate-wage ~nanufacturing jobs that are so badly needed. 

Housing and employee recruitment and retention 
While most jobs in the region are not at risk of disappearing because of the low availability 
and high cost of housing, many employers will face frustration finding and keeping 
employees in low and moderate wage jobs. Areas with expensive and scarce housing still 
require retail and service employees, but those employees will not be able to live anywhere 
near their job. Stores, hotels and restaurants cannot afford to pay high enough wages to allow 
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their employees to live in expensive areas, and as a result, suffer from short-staffing, 
absenteeism and high turnover. 

This points to the obvious fact that a balance ofjobs and housing within a commute-shed is 
not just a matter of overall housing units, but also of housing types and price levels. The 
imbalance with respect to price levels usually means a shortage of low coqt houqing, but it can 
also point to a shortage of luxury housing would attracts executive level employees. 

Freeway choke points 
It is no coincidence that the points at which the sub-areas of the region intersect are the scenes 
of the Puget Sound region's worst traffic problems. The physical geography of the region, 
combined with the limited freeway and highway network, has created a series of choke points 
in the transportation system. Commuters who must travel between sub-areas will ahnost 
invariably encounter at least one serious choke point and have no alternative but to travel 
through it. 

These choke points are operating at full capacity for much of the day, so the only way to get 
more cars through them is to spread out the time during which the section of freeway is 
co~npletely full and creeping along. This phenomenon of "spreading the peak" has meant that 
some sections of freeway flow freely for just a few hours a day. This has a inajor impact not 
only 011 comiiiuters, but on commercial traffic that relies on the freeway network. 

Even the inost optimistic of plans does not envision these choke points gaining significant 
new capacity in the foreseeable future, and transit cannot absorb all the growth in com~nuters. 
So, the only way to alleviate choke-point congestion - or more rcalistically, to keep it from 
getting worse - is to allow more people to live in the same sub-area where they work. As will 
be shown below, most people currently do work in the same sub-area where they live, but in 
the future, an even higher percentage will need to do so. We cannot allow the lengthening 
morning peak to meet the afternoon peak, and create continuous gridloclc from 5:00 a.m. to 
8:OO p.m. 

Spillover l~ousing demand 
As noted above, an imbalance ofjobs and housing does not bring a region to a halt, but it does 
have powerful distorting effects. One impact is the spillover of housing deinand fiom high- 
income, job-rich areas to more affordable areas. But because those affordable areas are tied to 
their own job base, the rising prices caused by spillover demand push workers in a previously 
affordable area out, and they, in turn spill over to the next most affordable area. 

This phenomenon has unfolded in the Puget Sound region over the past decades, as Seattle 
and East King County have added tells of thousands ofjobs, while failing to add enough 
housing. This pushes prices up, and sends moderate income households up and down the 
Interstate-5 corridor in search of homes they can afford. And when these people arrive in 
South Snohomish, or South King County, they push up prices there, and send the people 
working in those areas to Pierce and northern Snohomish Counties. This patterns has pushed 
even further south, with Thurston County now having the greatest price appreciation in the 
Puget Sound area. 
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The impacts of spillover demand highlight the planning and governance shortco~nings under 
which the state operates. Each county plans for itself, and if one county does not provide 
housing to accom~nodate its own job growth, the adjacent counties will feel the demand 
pressure, and can do nothing about it. The data below will show how King County has 
consistently failed to balance job growth with housing growth, resulting in price pressure 
north and south. 

Quality of life 
A person who works eight hours a day, sleeps eight hours and cornmutes one hour has another 
seven hours for personal time, family time, chores and recreation. An added hour of colnmute 
time reduces personal time by about 15 percent. And given all the unavoidable things in daily 
life, that hour will likely come out of personal and family time. 

The people most likely to face this problem are young families that would like to have a 
detached house with a back yard, but cannot afford to be near the employment centers of 
Seattle and East King County. Long commutes not only mean less time at home, but they 
also make it harder to deal with family emergencies, sick children or parents in need of care. 
Because so few choices of moderately-priced family-friendly housing are available in high 
cost markets, inoderate income families face the unattractive choice between long cominutes 
and stacked-flat housing. 

Commuting expense 
For those who cannot afford appropriate housing near theirjobs, the greater affordability of  
outlying areas is partially offset by higher commute costs. As gasoline gets more expensive, 
and stop-and-go traffic reduces fuel economy, long comrnutes become costly. And in inany 
affordable areas, transit service is scarce, and unlikely to offer a point-to-point coinn~ute. 
Many long distance comtnuters face a choice between an expensive automobile trip and a 
time-consuming transit trip. 

Where imbalances come from 

Honiebuilding is a mature, highly colnpetitive industry, with a wide array of participants 
working in all niches, product types and areas. Labor and materials are widely available, and 
most builders work from proven plans that will sell easily. The cost of construction - 
materials and labor - has risen very little in recent years, as higher labor costs are offset by 
improved equipment and techniques, and new materials are substituted for ones becoming 
scare. In other words, a shortage of housing cannot be blamed on lack of capacity or 
enthusiasm on the part of the hornebuilding industry. The source of a jobs housing imbalance 
must be found elsewhere. 

The most likely place to begin looking is in the dirt. Literally. Buildings theinselves have 
become almost a commodity. The challenge lies in finding land on which to build them and 
the permission to do so. The route from raw land to a finished building lot or an approved 
multifamily project is strewn with obstacles that can prevent housing growth from keeping up 
with job growth. 
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Imbalance between zoning and demand 
Nearly all the land available for housing construction is within an urban growth boundary and 
has an existing zoning classification, so it is easy to tell whether there is an adequate supply of 
land for the various types of housing that the market demands. An inadequate supply of 
zoned land will result in too few units available for a particular housing type, and, as noted 
below, those will be higher priced units. 

An interesting illustration of this phenomenon is seen in Seattle, where there is abundant 
zoning for multi-family housing, but very little vacant land available for single family 
housing. Apartment builders have been able to take advantage of rising demand for rental 
housing and have brought thousands of units on the market in the last several years. From 
1990 through 1998, multi-family permits averaged about 1,800 per year, and from 1999 
through 2004, multi-family permits averaged 4,450 units per year. This rapid increase in the 
supply of apartlnents caused rents to remain flat or actually fall from their peak in 1998. 
During the same period, the net gain of market rate, single family housing was quite small, 
and continued strong demand for single family houses in Seattle caused prices to rise by over 
10 percent per year. 

So, it is clear from this example that Seattle does not havc a jobs-housing imbalance with 
respect to apartments, but does have a serious imbalance with respect to single family houses. 
Zoning in Seattle allows for a robust apartmelit market, such that people accepting jobs in 
Seattle who wish to live in an apartment can easily find one that meets their needs and price 
range. At the same time, the stock of single family houses in Seattle is growing very slowly 
because, although the city is zoned predo~ninantly for detached housing, there is very little 
vacant land in those zones. Thus, those people accepting ne\v jobs in Seattle who want a 
single family house will often need to look outside the city to find a house they can afford. 

High land cost limits lower priced housing 
I-Iomebuilders stiH operate from the rule of thumb that the final price of a house should be 
between three and four times the price of the finished building lot. (This rule also holds even 
when the homebuilder has done the land development, and, in effect, sold the lot to itself.) A 
shortage of zoned capacity, relative to demand created by job growth, will push up the price 
of land and building lots. This, in turn, pushes up the price of the finished homes that can be 
built, creating a shortage of lower-priced homes. 

Thus, a jobs-housing imbalance can be confined to the part of the market that seeks 
moderately-priced, new-construction detached housing. For example, a family with an 
income of $70,000 per year can afford a house priced around $300,000. New construction 
homes at this price will be nearly ilnpossible to find in East King County, but can be found in 
South King County. So although there are a lot ofjobs in East King County that pay $70,000 
per year, there is little housing affordable to a family with that income. And the difference is 
land availability and cost. 

Lag time between job growth and housing growth 
Business cycles can turn around relatively quickly, with a large number ofjobs added within a 
few months, whereas it takes years to bring new housing on the market. As business cycles 
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slow down, land developers and multi-family builders tend to reduce their activity so they are 
not left with inventory during a downturn. But when jobs begin to pick up, they have little in 
the pipeline. This trend affects both single family and multi-family markets. 

Compounding this general problem is tlie trend in in-migration. People move to the Puget 
Sound area when the economy is doing well, especially compared to the economy in 
California (where the vast majority of in-migrants come from). During a recession, many 
fewer people move to the area, so housing demand arises mostly from new households. And 
during a recession new household formation tends to drop off also, since fewer people can 
afford to move out on their own. When tlie econolny picks up, local residents move away 
from parents or roommates and renters think about buying houses and, at tlie same time, a 
wave of in-migrants begins to arrive. Meanwhile, the housing industry is just getting geared 
UP. 

A surge in the economy not only causes an overall surge in demand for housing, but it also 
can lead to demand for higher quality housing, as rising incomes and more stable employment 
allow people to improve their housing. Since it is easier to build multi-family housing than 
single family housing in the Puget Sound area, an economic surge puts pressure on the single 
family market tnore than the multi-family market, forcing moderate income buyers who can 
now get into the single family market to look well outside their sub-region. 

Imbalance between Lousing and employment capacity 
Jobs and housing would tend to stay in balance if a sub-region had the same capacity for 
employ~iient as it had for housing employees. In other words, if the market for residential 
land and the market for commercial land moved at the same pace, job creation would bump 
up against its limits about the same time that housing bumped up against its limits. 

Many of the sub-regions, however, have a much larger capacity for jobs than for housing. 
Part of the imbalance is siniply the result of maturing economies, in which more people work 
in high density office settings than in low density manufacturing or warehousing settings. At 
the same lime, local governments arc much tnore likely to increase employment capacity than 
to increase housing capacity. 

For example, the core of East King County has very little capacity remaining for single family 
housing. And yet, high-rise office construction in downtown Bellevue and the continued 
expansion of Microsoft and other employers in the Overlake area are adding tens ofthousands 
of new jobs to the Eastside, with no end in sight. In both areas, older, low density conimercial 
buildings are being redeveloped into higher density office buildings. Underground parking 
has become economically feasible in downtown Bellevue, and will become feasible in 
Overlake, signaling even higher densities. The surge in high-rise housing in Bellevue will 
accommodate some of the demand created by these e~nployment centers, but will not help that 
palt of the workforce that wants detached housing, the supply ofwhich will grow only vely 
slowly. 
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Inadequate transportation 
As has been discussed, and will be amplified on below, the jobs-housing balance is ultimately 
a question of commute times. A long-standing, and nearly universal standards for acceptable 
commutes remains one half-hour. This paper argues that the only way to ensure a commute 
of that length is to ensure that a commuter working in one of the major employment centers 
stays within the sub-region surrounding that center. As noted above, the most significant 
choke points in the regional transportation network lie on freeways and highways where the 
sub-regions intersect. 

As traffic congestion worsens, the radius of the half-hour commute shrinks, atid the area 
within which jobs and housing must balance becomes smaller. The severe imbalance ofjobs 
and housing in Seattle would not be a huge problem if commutes from South King County 
and South Snohomish County were easy. But those commutes can easily exceed a half-hour 
and stretch into 45 minutes or an hour. 

Transit service can help provide shorter commutes, especially with rail or buses in dedicated 
rights of way. But for transit to provide a commuter with a real advantage, it must provide 
service directly from home to work. Long drives to park-and-ride lots, transfers, and long 
walks ffom the bus or train to work can easily add another half-hour to the trip. Sound 
Transit's commuter rail line has opened an easy commute from South King County and 
Snohornish Counties into Downtown Seattle, but the limited number of seats available will 
not make a significant dent in the substantial imbalance ofjobs and housing in Seattle. First 
phase light rail lines in Tacoma and Seattle provide service within their sub-regions, so do not 
help add t o  the housing stock available to people working in those cities. 

Geography of the jobs-housing balance 

Discussioli ofjobs-housing balances often refer to a variety 06geographic designations, so it 
is worth looking at them. 

Econo~nic region 
Jobs and housing will, by definition, balance at the regional level. After all, just about 
everyone who works within an economic region lives somewhere within that region. Ifthere 
is unmet demand for housing in a region, builders will find someplace to construct it, even if 
those new neighborhoods are far from the actual employment centers. The entire Puget 
Sound region is, therefore, an appropriate level to look for a target for the ratio ofjobs to 
housing, but it is not the level to try to strike a balance, since that will happen naturally. 

County 
The county level has several advantages in measuring jobs-housing balances. First, data tend 
to be aggregated at the county level by a number of agencies, so it is easy to set up apples-to- 
apples comparisons. Second, a focus on jobs-housing balances will drive toward policies that 
reside at the county level through county-wide planning policies. Third, the commute-sheds 
that constitute the best analytic level tend to reside exclusively within one county. The data 
presented below will begin at the county level. 
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City o r  Census-designated place 
The planning and policy tools needed to achieve a balance ofjobs and housing exist primarily 
at tlie city and county level (for unincorporated areas), and city and county councilmembers 
will make most ofthe relevant decisions. But decisions by a business about locating a 
facility, and decisions by individuals about where to live are not necessarily based on city 
boundaries. 

Businesses base their location decisions on a wide range of factors, and will likely look at a 
larger area encompassing many cities before deciding on a particular location. Some cities 
are known to be "developer friendly," but even this only affects those employers who plan to 
build their own facility. More important than the friendliness of a particular city will be the 
availability of land or leased space, proximity to transportation, proximity to other related 
businesses, etc. 

For individuals, the fainous "Tiebout Hypothesis" claims that, in a fragniented metropolitan 
area, people choose a city to live in that best meets their own preferences for public services, 
amenities and taxes. So although the city in which an individual works may offer appropriate 
housing, other cities in the area may offer a more appealing lifestyle or set of public services. 
The SR-520 bridge provides an excellent illustration of this, as workers comniuting 
westbound to Downtown Seattle from their cul de sacs on the Eastside pass high tech workers 
commuting to Redmond from their hip urban neighborhoods. 

Another problein with focusing on cities is that many smaller cities simply do not have 
appropriate settings for commercial development, and a few are naturally dominated by 
commercial activity. Over half of the cities in the Puget Sound region have fewer than 10,000 
residents, and while these cities will have some employment base, it makes little sense to try 
to balance jobs and housing within them. 

Neighborhood 
Discussion ofjobs-housiiig balance at the neighborliood level usually involves one of two 
objectives: bringing jobs to low income iieighborhoods and bringing housing to major 
employment centers. 

The poverty of inner city neighborhoods is often attributed to the disappearance of e~iiployers 
from those areas, and it is felt that those neighborhood would be significantly improved by 
moving jobs back into them. While this is probably the case in many of the large, Eastern and 
Midwesterti cities, it is less so in the Puget Sound area. Low income neighborhoods in 
Seattle, Tacoma, Everett and some inner ring suburbs are not as large and isolated as their 
Eastern and Midwest counterparts. Moreover, they do not contain large tracts of developable 
land that could accommodate industry. As seen by the gentrification of some of those areas 
during the 1990s, their close-in location makes them attractive commuter neighborhoods. 

Encouraging housing development adjacent to major employment centers often does make 
sense. Mid-rise and high-rise development in Seattle, Bellevue and Tacoma provides tlie 
opportunity for people working in those areas to walk to work and to access neighborhood 
retail and services on foot. This type of development is generally confined to multi-family 
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housing, however, which will tend to attract singles, childless couples and empty-nesters. 
Furthermore, this housing tends to be relatively expensive. Focusing on housing at the urban 
center level can make a major contribution to achieving an overall balance ofjobs and 
housing, but will be concentrated in just a few market niches. 

Sub-regioaal level 
While the balance ofjobs and liousing can be addressed at the regional, city or neighborhood 
level, the sub-regional level makes the most sense. As noted, sub-regions contain significant 
concentrations of employment and a wide variety of housing types, and, therefore, should 
offer commuters a choice of lifestyles within a half hour commute oftheir job. The main 
challenge is to ensure that housing growth within these sub-regions keeps up with job growth, 
so the market can offer a wide range of price points and minimize spill-over demand to other 
sub-regions. 

The dilemma of addressing the jobs-housing balance at the sub-regional level is that these 
geographic areas exist in a market and planning sense, but not in an administrative or policy 
sense. Data is not oflen gathered on a sub-regional basis, and there are no planning or 
regulatory mechanisms at the sub-regional level to correct an imbalance between jobs and 
housing. 

Measuring jobs and housing in the Puget Sound area 

While achieving the right balance ofjobs and housing is hardly a precise undertaking it is 
possible to see if certain sub-regions have significant imbalances andlor a trend that will result 
in future imbalances. This process begins by measuring current ratios ofjobs and housing 
across the region, then at projections for future growth over the next 10 to 20 years. The 
housing trends are then matched against current and projected coln~nuting patterns. 

The basic unit of measure will be the jobslhousing ratio, which is the number ofjobs divided 
by the number of housing units. The data used will vary somewhat, since it comes from 
different sources. Key data are: 

Covered emalovment. This is the most accessible and reliable data on etnployii~ent, 
which cornes from the Washington State Department of Employment Security. It counts 
"covered employees," that is, workers who are covered under the state's unemployment 
insurance prograin. This excludes some workers, such as the self-employed, but because 
it is based on mandatory filings by employers, it is the lnost accurate data. 

Total employment. The projections from the Puget Sound Regional Council, which will 
be discussed below, use an estimate of total employment, which includes all jobs, whether 
covered by uneinployment insurance or not. This will be higher than the figures for 
covered employment. 
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Housing units. Counts of housing units will come from the census as well as the Puget 
Sound Regional Council, which uses modeling techniques to extrapolate froin census data. 
The Census Bureau also tracks building permits. 

I-louseholds. The PSRC forecasts provide projections of households, a figure which does 
not count vacant housing units. 

Current ratios 
Tables 1 and 2 show two alternate methods of calculating the jobs-housing ratio. Table 1 use 
covered employment and housing unit count. This understates the ratio by counting fewer 
jobs than exist in the economy. 

I Table I: 2004 Jobs-housing ratio for Puget Sound 
covered employment and housing units 

Pierce 249,387 300,084 0.83 

I Sources: Puget Sound Regional Council, Wash. St. Department of Employment Security I 
Table 2 measures total employment and households. This provides a more accurate count of 
jobs, but undercounts housing by eliminating vacant housing units, which can vary between 
about three and seven percent of the housing stock. The measures in Table 2 will be used 
later to look at PSRC forecasts for the Puget Sound region. . 

Table 2: 2000 Jobs-housing ratio for Puget Sound 
Total employment and households 

Source: Pugef Sound Reglonai Council 

King 
Kitsap 
Pierce 
Snohomish 

Total 

No matter which data is used, the important thing is to look at how the various areas compare 
with each other and with the region-wide total. A ratio above the region-wide total indicates a 
shortage of housing, and a ratio below indicates a shortage ofjobs, or a tendency towards long 

Jobs and Housing The Housing Parfnership Page 10 

Total Employment 
1,188,577 

83,934 
258.991 
217,291 

1,748,793 

Households 
710,916 
86.416 

260,800 
224,834 

1,262,966 

Ratio 
1.67 
0.97 
0.99 
0.97 
1.36 



commutes. With either the Table 1 or the Table 2 method, King County shows up as short on 
housing, and the other three counties show up as short on jobs. 

Figure 1 breaks out the data from Table 2 into sub-regions, and shows which are balanced, 
and which have a shortage of either jobs or housing. The diagonal line indicates the region- 
wide ratio ofjobs to households. Sub-regions below the line have a surplus of housing over 
jobs, and sub-regions above the line have a surplus ofjobs over housing. (the sub-regions 
illustrated here are somewhat finer-grained than the six sub-regions named in the introduction. 
The use of these smaller areas makes it easier to envision commuting patterns) 

. . 
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Trends in job-housing balance 
The other measure to pay attention to is the trend in the balance ofjobs and housing. Over 
time, as both employment and housing grow throughout the region, do areas tend to move 
more toward a balance or away from one? The impacts discussed above, such as employee 
recruit~nent and retention, should have self-correcting mechanisms: employers open facilities 
near a ready workforce, and avoid places with too little housing. Trends in job and housing 
creation should show whether these mechanisms have a chance to work. 

Table 3 shows jobs housing ratios for 1990,2000 and 2004. 2000 was the peak of 
employment in the region, just prior to the recession that the region is still climbing out of. 
By 2000 the jobs-housing ratio had climbed to 1.25 for the region as a whole, and up to I .57 
for King County. Pierce and Snohomish Counties saw their ratios climb, but not nearly as 

Jobs and Housing The Housing Partnership Page 11 



steeply. The ratios have fallen since 2000, likely for two main reasons. First, the late 1990s 
saw a building boom in apartments, many of which came into the housing stock after 2000. 
Second, employment has still not reached its pre-recession peak of nearly 1.7 million covered 
jobs. 

T a b l e  3: C h a n g e  in J o b s - h o u s i n g  ratios 
covered employment and housing units 

Sources P ~ g e l  So,nd Reg ona Codnc 
Adsn St Depanmeol of En:o ",men[ SecU'ly I 

Table 3 also shows that, while King County is still a net importer of workers from adjacent 
counties (i.e. its jobs-housing ratio is higher than that of the region as a whole), the source of 
those workers may be shifting. The jobs-housing ratio in Snohomish County fell more 
sharply than in King County, indicating that a higher percentage of Snoho~nish County 
residents are working in King County. The ratio actually rose in Pierce County, which is 
surprising, given the degree to which workers in King County have been traveling to Pierce 
County in search of affordable neighborhoods. One explanation for this may be the sharp rise 
in prices and developriient activity in Thurston County. Because King County workers have 
pushed up Pierce County prices, workers in Pierce County havc begun to move to the inore 
affordable areas of Thurston County. 

So, as elnploy~nent picks up and multi-family coiistruction remains flat, the jobs-liousing ratio 
in King County will likely rise again, putting further pressure on housing markets in 
Snohornish and Pierce Counties. 

Projections for the inore distant future do not show substantial irnprovenient in jobs-housing 
ratios. Figures 2 shows the Puget Sound Regional Council forecast for 2020 for jobs and 
households in the region. It shows the same basic pattern as seen in Figure I .  The major 
difference is that Southwest Snohomish Counties and Northern Pierce Counties becoine even 
Inore pronounced as bedroom communities. Figure 3 shows the projected growth in 
households and employment that will establish the pattern shown in Figure 2. Under these 
projections, Seattle, East King County and the Green River Valley will continue to produce 
jobs at a much higher rate than housing, and North Pierce, Southwest Snohomish and Kitsap 
will produce much more housing than jobs. 

If these forecasts are accurate, they suggest the perpetuation of patterns ofjobs, housing and 
commutes that have proved unsustainable with the existing transportation network. For 
example, the balanced growth shown for the Everett area, combined with the higher emphasis 
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Figure 2: Forecast for Jobs and Households in 2020 
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Figure 3: Forecast for Job and Household growth to 2020 
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on housing growth in Southwest Snohomish County means another 20,000 to 30,000 
commuters flowing into King County. Similarly, balanced growth in Southeast and 
Southwest King County, plus heavy job growth in the Green River Valley and housing-rich 
growth in North Pierce County means even more strain on the SR-167 corridor. 

Jobs-housing balance and housing types 
No one lives in a "unit." Households choose places to live that meet their needs and financial 
capacity and, to the largest extent possible, that offer a neighborhood and colnmunity they 
find agreeable. Looking at balances ofjobs and overall units provides a rough idea of 
whether balances are being achieved, but to truly understand the dynamics of comn~utes and 
employment patterns it is necessary to examine the housing stock by types. 

Table 4 shows the distribution of housing by type in the four counties. Throughout the 
region, nearly two thirds of all housing is either single family detached or common wall 
(duplex or townhouse). One fourth of the housing units are part of complexes of five or more 
apartments or condominiums. King County has a higher percentage of units in multi-family 
complexes, and a much lower percentage in mobile homes. 

Saume: U.S. Census Bureau I 

Table 4: Housing types in 2000 

Sinqle Familvl 

Table 5: Housing type share of total permits 2001-2005 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 

Mobile home, 

King 
Pierce 
Snohomish 

Total 

Table 5 shows the production of housing in the region by these same types. (Census Bureau 
data does not break out Kitsap County and does not record mobile home permits). Of note in 
these data is that Pierce and Snohomish Counties have been producing a higher proportion of 

Jobs and Housing The Housing Partnership Page 14 

Single Family1 
Townhouse 

55.4% 
79.7% 

78.0% 
67.5% 

2 to 4 units 
5.0% 
5.4% 
7.8% 

5.8% 

5 or more units 
39.6% 
15.0% 
14.2% 

26.7% 

Total 
100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 

100.0% 



single family and common wall housing than their existing housing stock, while King County 
is seeing a trend toward more multi-family housing. This pattern again suggests that 
households priced out of the single family and townhouse market in King County are moving 
to the adjacent counties. 

The favorable trend in the jobs-housing ratio for King County seen in Table 2, then, is 
something of an illusion, since the bias in King County toward multi-family construction 
means that more units will house single people and retirees, and therefore have fewer jobs per 
housing unit. In other words, with a higher proportion of its housing stock in multi-family, 
King County should have a lower than average jobs-housing ratio. Rather, as seen above, 
King County's ratio is higher than average. 

Commute Patterns 
Patierns of commuting provide an easy way to identify an imbalance ofjobs and housing. 
Table 6 shows the destination of all morning trips take in King, Pierce and Snohomish 
Counties. This will include non-work trips, but it can be safely assumed that the vast majority 
of trips taken from 7:00 to 9:00 involve a commute to work 

Table 6: Destination of morning trips in 2000* 

7:00 to9:OO a.m. Does not include trips that leave the three-county region 

SOU(CB: Pugel Sound Regional Councii 

- 

The data in Table 6 show that most trips stay within their sub-region of origin, but that the 
trips taken outside the various sub-regions are predictable from the data on jobs and housing. 
The areas with a higher than average ratio ofjobs to housing - Seattle, East King County, 
Green River Valley - are attracting commuters from the areas with nlore abundant housing - 
South Snohomish County, North Pierce County. 

Table 7 shows how this picture is projected to look in 2020. The forecasters at the Puget 
Sound Regional Council believe that the pattern will not change substantially. This means 
that currently overloaded conlmuting corridors will be expected to absorb growth in the Same 
proportion as their share of trips today. 
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Table 7: Forecast destination of morning trips in 2020* 

'7:OO to 9:00 a m. Does not include trips that leave the threecountyreg8on 

Source: Puget Sound Regional Council 

Table 8 shows the numbers of additional trips forecast for each of the origin-destination pairs. 
It is difficult to image that the routes across and around Lake Washington will absorb another 
20,000 colnlnuters from the Eastside to Seattle, or that Interstate 5 and SR 167 can absorb 
another 19,000 commuters heading from Pierce County into the Green River Valley. Since 
the corridors between these sub-regions are currently operating at capacity, a major increase 
in transit usage or carpooling will be necessary to allow these trips to happen. 

Table 8: Forecast increase in morning trips by 2020X 

'7:00 to9:OO am. D w s  not include tiips that leave the three-county region 
Source: Puget Sound Regional Council 

But the real question raised by Table 8 is whether the various sub-regions will build enough 
housing to allow the commuters forecast to remain in their sub-region to actually do so. Will 
Seattle/Shoreline see enough housing to generate over 75,000 new morning trips? If there is 
not enough housing, will the jobs still be there? 

Jobs and Housing The Housing Partnership Page 16 



The jobs-housing balance and the planning process 

At the outset, this paper admitted that the balance ofjobs and housing cannot be managed in a 
precise way: there are too many variables at work and too little information about them. But 
the paper also discussed the consequences of allowing the ratio ofjobs and housing to get too 
far out of whack. The jobs-housing balance should be seen as an essential benchmark that 
indicates the degree to which land use planning and regulatory systems are themselves in 
balance, such that sub-regions can support their own economic growth within their 
boundaries. 

The balance ofjobs and housing should take a central place among planning processes of 
cities, counties and regions. Although much of the data in this paper has centered on counties, 
the appropriate level to monitor the jobs-housing balance in the Puget Sound area is the six 
sub-regions: Snoliomish, SeattleIShoreline, East King, South King, Kitsap and Pierce. For 
King County this represents a new layer of planning, so the recommendation is not made 
lightly. But we cannot have a strategy in which housing in Enu~nclaw serves job growth in 
Ballard, and housing in Federal Way serves job growth in Bellevue. Our transportation 
system cannot handle that strain, and individuals and families should not have to choose 
between appropriate housing and excessive commutes, 

Integrating the jobs-housing balance into planning will require: 

Worldng together within sub-regions. Focusing 011 the balance ofjobs and housing will 
require local governments to work together to an extent not yet attempted. The current 
system of housing targets is not very results-oriented, and does not specify what sorts of 
housing are needed. Local governments need to focus not just on the population iigures from 
OFM, but on the actual housing needs being generated by etnployment growth. And they 
nced to decide how best to meet the needs for various housing types, dividing responsibility 
among themselves for production of them. 

Assembling data. The data sources for both jobs and housing are well established, and 
building and maintaining an accurate picture of both should not be difficult. The important 
thing is that the data go into some detail about both the types ofjobs being created and the 
types of housing being constructed. The two should match. And the data cannot be just a 
snapshot, but should use rolling totals over several years, taking into account the year-to-year 
variability of both job and housing growth. 

Unders ta~idi~ig  markets. Those who track housing markets - builders, realtors, relocation 
specialists - have real-time information on what is working well in a given market and what is 
missing. As noted, the types ofjobs being created will dictate to a large degree the types of 
housing that are needed. Local governments should keep in regular contact with market 
experts so they can track anticipated needs. 

Reexamining zoning and regulations. When certain types of housing are found to be 
lacking in a sub-area, local governments need to find new and creative ways to meet the 
housing needs generated by job growth. For example, in many areas where detached single 
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family houses have become very expensive, townhouses have become the new entry-level 
housing. Many areas lack sufficient zoning for townhouses, duplexes small-lot houses and 
other alternatives to expensive detached housing. 

Provide density bonuses for affordable housing. Voluntary deusity bonuses are an 
excellent way to add inexpensive units to the local housing stock. For example, most 
suburban areas have few studio apartments, making it difficult for low and moderate income 
singles to find affordable rentals. A bonus program could encourage the i~iclusion of studios 
in multi-family complexes. 

Conclusion: 

The disturbing observation about the liousing market ofthe past several years has been the 
continued steep rise in prices in the face of flat employment growth and historically low rates 
of in-migration. The Puget Sound econolny has now begun to pick up steam, and with a 
record year for airplane orders at Boeing, the next decade looks very bright on the job front. 
In-migration has begull to increase, as the California econolny flattens out. All signs point 
away from a speculative bubble as the cause of the current surge in housing prices, and with 
job and population growth on the rise, we can expect prices to continue to increase rapidly. 

If historic patterns persist, the response of the housing market to the rise in the job market will 
be to push moderate income workers further and further to the periphery of the region, as 
well-paid workers drive up prices of scare housing near job centers. In the current planning 
regime, no one is in charge of ensuring that housing development matches job development, 
so while we congratulate ourselves on pulling our economy out of the rut of the past several 
years, we consign more and more people to punishing commutes. 

This needs to change. The Prosperity Partnership has dernonstraled-that the region can work 
together to pursue jobs and economic development. The same leaders promoting that 
program need to understand that their efforts will be in vain if the housing market cannot keep 
up with job creation. A parallel effort is needed to get local governments working together to 
ensure that every job create by the Prosperity Partnership has a home to go to at night not too 
far away. 
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Smart Growth Strategies For Increasing 
Housing Supply And Affordability 

California Futures Network 

A. Review and Modify Land Use Practices and Financing 
Programs 

As communities develop over time, or as State requirements dictate, planners 
periodically review a community's land use plans and recommend changes for the future. 
The following is a list of approaches in six topic areas that many communities have 
adopted or are actively considering to try to meet housing needs while consuming less 
land, respecting their own built context, and promoting good design. 

1. Land Use Districts: Exoand Suodv of Housing Sites through Rezoning: 

Allow housing within certain commercial, retail, and cultural districts. (Mixed- 
use with adjusted parkinglopen space requirements) 
Rezone non-residential land to residential. 
Redevelop underutilized commercial and industrial areas for housing. 
Evaluate housing potential on publicly owned sites or in tandem with 
public development. 
Promote adaptive reuse of non-residential buildings to residential. 



2. Land Use Intensities: Increase Yield of Housing Sites through Rezoning: 

A. Single Family Detached House Districts 

Provide smaller minimum lot sizes in targeted areas: single-family 
detached housing is feasible on 1600SF-2000SF-2500SF lots. 
Provide maximum lot sizes in most districts. 
Allow secondary units in targeted areas (usually less than 600 SF per unit) 
Designate 2-unit per lot districts. 
Reduce minimum street widths in new subdivisions. 
Reduce set-back areas (with appropriate design standards) 

B. Single Family Clustered or Attached Districts (Townhouse Districts) 

Provide districts that allow clustered or attached townhouses as transition 
between single families detached areas and multifamily areas. 
Reduce minimum lot sizes for "townhouse districts": lots as small as 1200- 
1600 SF could accommodate a small townhouse. 

C .  Multifamily Residential Districts 

Provide broad range of multifamily residential districts, e.g.: 12 unitlacre, 16 
units per acre, up to 30-50 units per acre. 
Allow some heights above 2 stories in smaller communities, or up to 4-5 stories 
in larger towns. Tailor heights to street widths. 
Provide additional densities as "bonuses" within design guidelines for smaller 
units, senior units, and handicapped accessible units. 

D. All Districts or Special Districts 

Adopt district wide design standards or controls that promote higher densities 
compatible with adjacent areas - Area Specific Plans. 
Adopt "minimum density" standards to guarantee achieving housing goals. 
Designate mixed-use districts, which combine housing with other uses and 
allow additional density or other incentives to promote inclusion of housing 
with retail and commercial uses 

3. Land Use Diversity: Provide Range of Housing Choices throu~h Rezoning and 
Financin~ 

Provide appropriate regulations and adequate locations for special housing 
types: group housing, efficiency studios, residential care facilities. 
Provide extra density and incentives for housing close to jobs, transit, or retail 
centers, which maximize walking in lieu of car use for daily necessities. A 



minimum of 20-25 units per acre, assuming 2.5 bedrooms per unit, should be 
developed to support normal bus transit use, with higher densities for express 
bus and rail modes. 
Provide reduced parking requirements for housing types where car utilization 
should be lower: affordable housing, senior housing, studio and efficiency unit 
housing, transit oriented housing, mixed-use housing, housing adjacent to retail 
and job centers. 
Promote mixed income housing and all-affordable housing with special zoning 
and financial incentives. 

4. Private Sector Affordability: Development Requirements and Incentives 

Require inclusion of affordable housing in larger developments in return for 
additional incentives: density bonuses, fee waivers, modified building controls, 
reduced street widths and lot sizes, inclusion of secondary units etc. 
Adopt minimum density controls to prevent undue reductions from code 
standards. 
Expedite planning review of developments containing affordable 
housing 
Promote private sector participation in mixed-income residential development 
programs. 

5. Public Sector Affordability: Development Pro~rams and Financing: 

Adopt Redevelopment Agency affordable housing goals exceeding 
minimum State requirements. 
Provide surplus or underutilized public sites for affordable housing. 
Additionally promote air- rights or tandem development of affordable housing 
in conjunction with existing or new public facilities. 
Institute a land banking program with sufficient funds to acquire sites and 
buildings for future housing development activity 
Establish local Housing Trust Fund with dedicated revenue source or annual 
funding commitment. 
Identify new Local Tax and Revenue sources for a Housing Trust. Consider 
dedication of a portion of existing or increased property taxes, transfer taxes, 
hotel taxes, parcel taxes, and business taxes. Consider also dedicating a portion 
of municipal bond repayment proceeds, and proceeds from the sale of public 
property. 
Promote housing bonds to address general or specific affordable housing needs. 
Successful bonds have been approved or are under consideration in California 
cities for general affordable housing programs, for housing rehabilitation 
programs, for seismic retrofitting associated with existing housing, and for 
rehabilitation of non-residential structures to convert them to housing. 



Promote use of historic tax credits for the conversion of historic structures to 
housing. 
Undertake nexus study to evaluate and adopt housing linkage fee programs for 
non-residential developments. 
Maximize use of tax-exempt bonds, tax credits, and other State and Federal 
programs. 
Provide Mortgage Credit Certificates through the local housing agency to assist 
first-time homebuyers. 
Promote self-help housing through support for organizations providing financial 
assistance or sites for self-help programs. 

B. De-mystify Higher Density Housing and Affordable Housing 

Fear of "higher density housing" and affordable housing is widespread and based 
on common misunderstandings and misperceptions. Most communities have many good 
examples of higher density housing or affordable housing that are not perceived to be 
objectionable by neighbors or passers-by, but are not familiar to the majority of citizens 
or decision makers. Changing citizen and public opinion about higher density 
(sometimes known as "compact housing") and affordable housing requires housing 
advocates to have some understanding about local conditions and issues as well as good 
models for consideration. Housing advocates should consider: 

1. Distinguish between well designed and Door designed higher density housing: 

Many communities created multifamily districts and adopted "motel type" 
building controls that resulted in poorly designed rental apartments fiom the 1950's to the 
1980's. Bad examples of housing may actually be of equal or lesser densities than good 
examples. Resistance to multifamily housing of "higher densities" is largely based on 
failed past models, while positive models of higher density are not perceived negatively 
or widely known. Identifying good models of higher density housing, and the planning 
code tools that helped produce them, is a vital part of building public support for greater 
housing choices. 

2. Distinguish between "wroblem" housing and affordable housing: 

Some "problem" housing may exist in certain communities. Often this housing is 
absentee-owned, and in many cases it is not subsidized housing. Yet the term 
"affordable housing" is erroneously associated with housing that is not well maintained or 
managed, or is considered a source of social problems. At the same time, many 
communities contain public housing, privately developed subsidized housing, and non- 
profit affordable housing which has been well designed, well maintained, and has existed 
in a community for many years. Identifying the best examples of long standing 
affordable housing and demonstrating neighborhood acceptance of the buildings and their 
residents is critical in educating the public about new affordable housing proposed for 



their community. 

3. Find good examples of housine models from other areas: 

Use or develop visual resources that illustrate successfi~l and attractive models of 
higher density and affordable housing which look like they would fit into the local 
context. Include images and information that de-mystifies the residents, and underscores 
the amenities and benefits associated with the housing. Some possible Northern 
California resources include: 

A Decade of Housing - brochure with pictures and short project descriptions 
showing 84 developments from the City of San Jose 
contact: San Jose Department of Housing 408-277-81 12 

Blueurint for Bav Area Housing - Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG) booklet with case studies and policy recommendations 
contact: ABAG 510-464-7900 or www.abag.ca.gov. cost $30.00 

East Bay Housing Organizations (EBHO), Oakland- annual tours and brochures 
contact: EBHO 5 10-663-3830 

Non-Profit Housing Assoc. of Northern California (NPH) -various videos and 
visual tools for housing advocacy, including recent Urban Housing video 

contact: Doug Shoemaker at NPH 415-989-8160, ext 15 

Good Neirhbors: Affordable Family Housing - book with 80 examples 
from around the IJS, McGraw Hill Publisher 

"Affordable Housing Design Advisor" - website based on Good Neighbors with 
other design process information: www.designadvisor.org use "Gallery" 
section for case studies and photos 

Contact the California Futures Network about its library of housing slides, and 
digital images, or for presentations on smart growth housing models 

California Futures Network 
2201 Broadway, Suite 8 15, Oakland, CA 9461 2 

Tel: 51 0-238-9762 Fax: 5 10-238-9769 
cfn@calfutures.org www.calfutures.or~ 



FIGURE 1 
KING COUNTY INCOME AND HOUSING AFFORDABILITY GUIDELINES 

2006 

1 -Bedroom 2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom 
(2 Person) (3 Person) (4 Person) I 

LOW INCOME 
30% of Median lncome 

I Household Income $. 18,700 $ 2.1.050 $ 23,350 1 . 
I Rental $ 425 $ 465 $ 500 1 
I 50% of Median lncome I I Household Income $ 31,150 $ 35,050 $ 38.950 1 

Rental $ 730 $ 81 5 $ 

Owner ** $ 95,000 $ 107,800 $ 120,550 I 
MODERATE INCOME 
80% Of Median lncome 

Household Income $ 49,850 $ 56,100 $ 62.300 

Rental $ 1.200 $ 1,340 $ 1,480 

Owner "* $ 163,400 $ 184,700 $ 206,050 

MEDIAN INCOME 
100% Of Median Income I 
I Household Income $ 62,300 $ 70,100 $ 77.900 I 

Rental 

Owner ** 

ABOVE-MEDIAN INCOME 
120% Of Median lncome 

I Household Income $ 74,750 $ 84,100 $ 93,500 

Rental $ 1,825 $ 2,050 $ 2.250 I 
Owner ** $ 255,000 $ 287,000 $ 320,000 

* U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, 2003 Annual Social and Economic Supplement . . 
Poverty measure reported by family size and composition. Poverty measure does not vary by area. 
http:llwww.census.gov.hheslpoverty/povdef.html 

" Estimate assuming: 10% Downpayment. 30 yr fixed mortgage at 6%, Property taxes at 1.25% 
mortgage insurance, homeowner dueslinsurance $120 - $160. 
An increase in mortgage rate to 7% will decrease overall sales price by apx. 8% ATTACHMENT /'8 

King County Median Income: $77,900 

ARCH 2006 



2006 
SAMPLE OF SALARIES 

Median lncome (for family of four) $77,900 = $37.451hour 
Median lncome (for family of one) $54,530 = $26.22/hour 

FAMILY OF FOUR ONE PERSON 
80% Median Income $62,320 = $29.961hour $43,624 = $20.97/hour 
50% Median Income $38,950 = $18.73/hour $27,265 = $13.1 llhour 
30% Median Income $23.370 = $1 1.241hour $16,359 = $7.86/hour 

I Source: Seattle-Bellevue-Everett MSA Wage Estimates for March 2005 
2 Annual salary = 2,080 hours 
3 SSI information current to 2005 
4 Source: 2007 City of Bellevue Pay Plan 



KIRKLAND RENT AFFORDABILITY 
Average 2006 Rents: 2 Bedroom Apts 

I I I I ! 1 

$1.700 

80% of Median (556,100) 
$7  340 

I 
1 I 1 

$. $200 $400 $600 $800 $1,000 $1.200 $1,400 51,600 $1.800 

Monthly Rent 



KIRKLAND OWNERSHIP AFFOROABLUTY 
Average Sales Prices 2006 : Resales 
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HOUSING COST AS PERCENT OF INCOME 
East King County 2000 

$0 - $10,000 $10 - $20,000 $20 - $35,000 $35 - $50,000 $50 - $75,000 $75 - $100,000 > $100.000 

Household Income 
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HOUSING WASNINGTON 2004 

The Annual Statewide Affordable Housing Conference 
Believue, WA, September 20-21,2004 

General Comments 

This conference is one of thc nation's largest gatherings of housing practitioners, nearly 
750 attending at Meydenbauer Center. Attending were lenders, builders, architects, 
planners, non-profits, city, state and county staff, affordability specialists, and good 
numbers from Washington's Community Trade and Economic Development (CTED). 

This was a worthwhile conference featuring high profile keynote speakers and an 
excellent selection of breakout sessions. I attended the following sessions: 

Inclusionary Zoning for Affordable Housing: Is It Still a Useful Tool? 
Greening Affordable Housing: Lessons Learned 
Housing: The Stuff of Legends 
Engaging the Neighborhood: Handling Local resistance to Your Project 
Local Tools, for Affordable I-Iousing Development 
The Road to Common Sense Housing 

# 

The concentrated discussion of housing issues over the two days easily demonstrated the 
impressive qualities of this national network of organizations working together to just 
hold on to existing resources from Washington DC. 

Two big questions loomed over the conference and despite the apparent political balance 
were shared by all attending: 

1. How long will the now decade long housing boom continue? 
2. And despite the terrific effort from this industry, the need is outstripping the 

revenue sources posing the second big question: What happens next with DC 
remaining politically the same; what happens if there is an administration change 
in DC? 

Setting aside politics, one was agreed to be a dire case for housing needs, the other more 
hopeful but at best a status quo for housing programs, neither poised to even begin to 
address the probiem. 

To illustrate: CDGB dollars slashcd by $209 million. Homeless programs cut by $54 
million. Section 8 vouchers cut by 1.6 billion but reportedly restored by congress, but 
through cutting other HUD programs. 

The conference became a strong call for action and interestingly, many of the speakers 
emphasized that the mission had really little to do with housing. What was being 
presented and debated has more to do with keeping our competitive edge in the region 
with housing affordability being the regions weak point with potential employers. 



The discussions are more about the critical state of our schools whereby a growing 
portion of our school districts are of high concentrations of low income families. 

It has more to do with promoting strong families that in turn, produce strong, safe, 
communities. 

And the strategies being promoted have more to do with the promotion of smart growth. 

Thus, housing programs to satisfy all of our demographics are seen to be the catalyst of 
our success or failure on those issues above. 

Finally, once again, the Kirkland name raised heads and questions of our success. I 
handed out business cards to a half dozen individuals who sought more information on 
the success they hear of regularly. Obviously, the leadership in Kirkland did well in 
identifying early the housing concern, and with the Housing Task Force, provided the 
basis for thoughtful and creative solutions. We should be proud of the city and the city 
staff effort. 

Keynote Speaker, Nicholas Retsinas, Director, The Joint Center for Housing 
Studies, Narvard University. , 

Note: Mr. Retsinas was referred to in the 9/23/04 David Broder article, attached. 

Mr. Retsinas began by over viewing the regions successful housing boom with values 
rising by 50%. Nationally two-thirds of American families now own a home, the average 
size has moved from 1500 square feet to 2100, a growth of nearly 50%, and has become, 
despite the stock market success, the main asset of families. We may well have a 
constituency for even higher home prices that will continue to grow the equity portion. In 
fact, economists are recognizing the role equity loans have provided in avoiding an even 
deeper recession. 

Can prices continue to move upward? Not nationally, maybe smaller regional bubble 
bursts. The Don Ho effect. ( Tiny Bubbles, etc.) Since 1960 there has been no national 
housing price decline. Regional bubble bursts only where homeowners have to sell. There 
should be no impact on growthand prices until mortgage rates go beyond 8%. 

All that is being seen today is some evidence of overbuilding, some slowdown in sales at 
the higher end of the pricing scale. knother caution: 10% of households now spend 30% 
for monthly housing costs. One in eight spend over 50%. 

Another concern is that the new economy may be the enemy.. .even though we created it, 
producing jobs where earnings are beginning to not match the housing market. Most new 
jobs are in the service sector earning less then $20.0 annually. The concern may be 
shifting from how much housing costs to how much (or really bow little) people are 
beginning to earn in the new economy. Married with children is also a shrinking portion 
of housing ownership. (Kirkland?) 



'The impact of immigrants is major. Immigrants are shaping up to be tomorrow's housing 
market. This due to their sheer numbers and the growth in the sub-lending market. (Merit 
Financial?) Thus, housing needs may need to be adjusted. 

Don't expect help to be on the way from DC to help here. There is none today and there 
are no additional initiatives for housing coming out of DC. 

Good.quote by some general in some war: "The advance has continued all day without 
any ground being lost." 

Keynote Speaker, Bruce Katz, Vice President and Senior Fellow, The Brookings 
Institution. 

Some opening regional statistics: 
Washington States mortgage burden #5 nationally 
Homes have increased 49% in last decade. 
Home ownership lags the US, 65.9% vs 68.3% 
Average rent (state) $788, #16 nationally. 
Seattle #I 1 in living desirability, Washington, #5. 
47% have bachelor degrees. (high) 
Region has successfully made the shift from an industiial to high tech economy. 
It takes a minimum wage worker 86 hours of work per week to afford a 2 
bedroom apartment. #3 1 nationally. 
The average low income housing burden is at least 50% of income in every 
Washington state county. 
Both Seattle and Spokane, with opposite demographics have the top demands for 
affordable housing. Seattle with the highest housing costs, and lowest poverty 
rate, Spokane with much lower housing costs and much higher poverty rate. 
A renter must make over $15.00 per hour to afford the above. 
The state is short 10,000 affordable housing units. 
Developers are focused upon the fast paced high-tech market leaving fewer 
choices for low and moderate income homeowners. 

Seven Goals for Affordable Housing: 
1 .  Preserve and expand the supply of good quality housing units. 
2. Make existing housing more affordable and more readily available. 
3. Promote racial and economic diversity in residential neighborhoods. 
4. Help households build wealth 
5. Strengthen families. 
6. Link housing with essential supportive services. 
7. Promote balanced metropolitan growth. 

Further dialogue on each is attached from The Brookings Institution. 

Housing: The Stuff of Legends, John Mitchell, U.S. Bank Economist 



I have attached Mr. Mitchell's power point reproductions, although without appropriate 
size and color they may be difficult to understand. Basically, the key points of this rather 
humorously presented overview of the housing economy are below: 

Through the recent recession the real estate component of the economy did not go 
down, and now becomes a particularly important component of this analysis. 
We did not have the requisite two quarters of negative growth that classically 
defines a recession. 
Likewise, consumer spending never dropped. Reason being the 3 tax cuts, rising 
wages, and home refinancing. The home was used as an ATM. 
Employment usually begins with the startup of production, but this time it began 
two years later due to efficiency in most industrial sectors. 

w There has been rising productivity but it is just beginning to slow. 
w Despite the press reporting, the repayment of debt.. .or the debt burden ratio did 

not rise ... or decline. The effect of refinancing housing debt this past decade 
becomes key to understanding the economics of the U. S. At this point there 
appears to be no pent up demand for consumer debt expansion either. 
Any temporary inflation shocks generally work their way through the system. 
Inflation has been in check since the early 80's. 

w Biggest worry is the potential of escalating energy prices, andlor the housing 
bubble bursting. 
Future income and employment growth not a critical worry, bigger worry for the 
consumer spending dollar is the expected decline of home equity dollars into the 
economy. 
We are beginning to "run on empty" relative the Fed, State, and Local economies. 
Beware of January 2, 2008, the day the lS' baby boomer walks in to Social 
Security for their benefits. This is the "invisible elephant" referred to on the last 
two slides. A 44.4 trillion of long term promises to retirees without the ability to 
Pay. 
We become not the society of the "haves and have nots," we hav instead the 
"nows v.s. the laters." 

Engaging the Neighborhood: I-Iandling 1,ocal Resistance to Your Project 

"Wheel of Resistance" (chart attached) attempts to demonstrate that there is a very small 
chance (negotiable slice) where developers, planners, and the public have the opportunity 
to coalesce. 

Using the "effective engagement" model can help with neighborhood resistance. 
Common pitfalls to watch for are: 

Failing to prepare for the first meeting. This will undermine your credibility and 
trustworthiness. Determine up front what will be said and what will not be said. 
Leadingpeople to believe that their role in decision making is bigger than it 
actually is or will be. Make it clearfrom the outset who will be making thefinal 
decision. 



Failing to take in account the time people need to understand the plan and the 
implications. 
Becoming the target for broader frustrations about change beyond the influence of 
the project. 
Responding, or not, to emotional reactions with evidence and education. Must 
allow for venting but not allowing it to take over a meeting. 
Protecting people from "bad news" so as not to "upset" them. If they don't know 
the truth people will make up stories.. . 
Assuming that people trust our motives, just because you are doing good work. 

I thought that all of these seemed pertinent to what we do in Kirkland to varying degrees 
of success. The second bullet seems one we might dwell upon. 
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Here for his first local speaking 
engagement since 1999, think-tank 
strategist g u c e  KaU noted Seattle's 
vibrancy, calling it "one of the jewels 
of American cities" whose leading- 
edge, technology-driven economy 
attracts the educated and pays them 
well. TIMES 

DASH. a non~rof i t  affordable-housing 

So what's the problem? Seattle's developer, lakt year purchased the 66- 
unit Plum Court Apartments in 

desirability is bumping UP home costs, ~ i ~ k ~ ~ ~ d ' ~  h i ~ h - ~ ~ ~ t  district to preserve 
which currentlv averaae more than it as affordable rentals. 
$300,000, says Katz %e's vlce 
president and senlor fellow of the B F-marl rhiq artlclr 

Brookings Institution, a nonpartisan c 3  Print t h ~ s  article 

research organization in Washington, q Smrc-h a ~ h j v e  
D.C. & Most read article? 

4, Most .e:mAieI!~a~.~!es 
"The one Achilles heel for Seattle is 
housing prices. High housing prices 

other links may take the state out of competition," 
Katz told several hundred housing @ Search NWclassifieds real estate 

providers and others gathered for 
Housing Washington, an annual statewide affordable-housing conference. 
Sponsored by the Washington State Housing Finance Commission, it took 
place last week at Bellevue's Meydenbauer Center. 

It's not that housing developers aren't building places to live, Katz told the 
crowd.But rather that in focusing on the extreme ends of the market - 
million-dollar mansions and subsidized housing -they're missing the 
middle group. That's the vast number of working families earning $30,000 
to $50,000 for whom the issue of affordable market-rate housing, either to 
buy or rent, is most dire. 

The failure to find solutions doesn't just affect housing, Katz stressed. 
Instead, it has a ripple effect. 

"My main message to you is, the housing community needs to talk about 
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David S. Broder i Syndicated columnist 

A bipartisan agenda for affordable housing 

WASHINGTON - Of all the Cabinet secretaries who have served in recent decades in Washington, 
none have done more to energize their bureaucracies than Jack Kemp and Henry Cisneros. Running 
the backwater Department of Housing and Urban Development between 1989 and 1997, Republican 
Kemp and Democrat Cisneros used their competitive drive and enthusiasm to draw attention to what 
may well be America's most neglected issue. 

Now the two men have teamed to produce an election-season report outlining a housing agenda for 
the nation - one that could command support in Congress whatever the outcome of the November 
vote. 

Kemp, the former pro quarterback and member of the House, and Cisneros, the former mayor of San 
Antonio, will introduce their 12-poi~lt program at a National Press Club news conference today, along 

thors, Kent Colton, former president of the National Association of Home Builders, and 
icolas Retsinas, he director of Harvard's Joint Center for Housing Studies. a 

In a cov&letter, the authors say they came together out of a mutual concern that in "the modern-day 
zeal for partisanship," people are losing sight of "the gravity of this nation's housing problem, and the 
severe consequences if we as a nation fail to remedy that problem." 

Rent or mortgage payments are the biggest single item in most family budgets, and nothing is more 
fundamental to a family's health, education and employment prospects than having a decent place to 
live. More than 60 percent of Americans own their own homes, but, as this report notes, "for those 
who lack such housing, the daily struggle to meet basic needs takes precedence, and individual 
aspirations must be set aside." In many of the battleground states, including New Hampshire, where I 
spent last week, the shortage of affordable housing is a major economic and social concern. 

One would think that housing would rank right up there with jobs, health care and education on the 
priority list of domestic problems. But in this campaign, as in the last, the candidates tend to give it no 
more than a brief glance. 

Yet Cisneros and Kemp are surely right in contending that housing is every bit as important a measure 
of American values as any of these other concerns. "We are a nation that understands and asserts the 
promise of individual opportunity and we recognize that decent housing is a precursor to its 
realization," they write. 

Their 12-point agenda includes programs to end chronic hornelessness, revive and expand public 
housing, increase the use of housillg vouchers, encourage employer-assisted housing, eliminate 



regulatory barriers to affordable housing, and crack down on predatoly lending and overt 
discrimination. 

The recomlnendations strike me as practical and specific - not tilted to the left or the right. For 
example, they endorse establishment of a National Housing Trust Fund, an idea that has gathered 
increasing support in Congress, to provide tlle capital needed to produce, preserve or rehab at least 1.5 
 nill lion affordable housing units over the next 10 years. 

They note that it has been more than 20 years since the federal government tried to target the housing 
needs of extremely low-income fanlilies and point out that, without a dedicated revenue source, the 
current showages of such housing are likely to get worse. 

Or take their suggestion for a federal home-ownership tax credit, a favorite proposal of President 
Bush. Because more than 90 percent of the benefits of the mortgage interest deduction accrue to home 
buyers with incomes of more than $40,000 per year, lnany of them suburbanites, any new credit 
should be tailored to lower-income, urban families, the report says. And it should be flexible enough 
to help them with the down payment and closing costs - often a bigger barrier than mortgage 
payments. 

During the four years each of than  was running HUD, Kemp and Cisneros spent much of their time 
out in the field. So it is not surprising that another of the valuable features of their report are the one- 
page summaries of local initiatives already proving themselves - progralns in such places as 
Columbus, Ohio, King County, Wash., Chicago, Detroit and Boston - and which can serve as 
models for larger-scale initiatives. 

The message from these men is simple and important: There are things to be done for housing in 
America, and they need not fall victim to partisan debate. 

David S. Broder's colunzn appears Sunday on editorial pages of The Times. His e-mail address is 
d ~ v i d h i ~ o d ~ ! ~ . n , . ~ ' ~ l ~ c I ~ p ~ ~ s f ~  con1 
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cautioned Art Sullivan, program manager of ARCH, a housing coalition 
whose mission is to preserve and create housing for low- and moderate- 
income Eastsiders. 

"You have to look at land trusts, issuing bonds" and other strategies, 
Sullivan said. Using a pool of money from 15 Eastside cities, ARCH has 
funded more than 2,000 housing units in the last decade, helping to house 
homeless individuals and families, the elderly and those with special 
needs. 

Saving Plum Court 

Simply preserving affordable housing is a constant challenge: "On the 
Eastside, if you don't move on property quickly, you will lose it to for-profit 
development," noted Mark Thometz, executive director of DASH. A 
nonprofit affordable housing developer, DASH last year purchased the 66- 
unit Plum Court Apartments in the heart of Kirkland's high-rent district to 
preserve it as affordable rentals. 

Part of the funds to purchase Plum Court came from the city of Kirkland; 
other funds came from nearby cities pooling their money through ARCH. 

"The smartest thing charter members 
of ARCH," said Kirkl m Court, she said, 
"seemed a perfect c project," because 
of its many three-bedroom units, its children's play area and proximity to 
downtown and transportation. 

Burleigh talked to some of the first tenants to move into the newly 
renovated Plum Court. Among them is a formerly homeless single mother, 
who said that for the first time in years she finally felt that she and her 
daughters were safe. Another is a Bosnian refugee. She said simply, "I am 
so happy." 

Kirkland also is exploring other options for affordable housing, Burleigh 
said. Among them are encouraging the development of smaller cottage- 
type housing, clustered homes with small back yards oriented to common 
spaces, duplexes and triplexes designed to look like single-family housing, 
and mixed-use residential and commercial projects. 

Much of this has evolved from an ordinance Kirkland's City Council passed 
last year to encourage housing innovation. 

Yet that city is still short of meeting its affordable-housing needs, Burleigh 
said. "But we are slowly putting together policies and practices that will get 
us closer, as we strive to retain our quality of life and the diverse character 
of our community.'' 

. . 

That quality-of-l~fe issue, said Katz, of Brookings, is truly at the heart of 
this area's housing problem. 

Elizabeth Rhodes: erhodes@seaftlelimes. corn 



how it talks about the issues and see housing within a framework of 
economic competitiveness, quality education, strong families and smart 
growth." 

But he cautioned against counting on 
the federal government for much help, 
saying housing is considered "a weak 
sister" by Capitol Hill lawmakers 
because it doesn't generate a lot of 
public support. And neither 
presidential candidate will make it a 
big issue, he predicted. Having 
already rolled back some housing 
initiatives, President Bush's re- 
election would be "a very dark day for New tioily is perhaps Seattle's newest 
affordable housing," Katz said. "The and biggest example of affordable- 

election of John Kerry probably would :$:~;,9:@;;:"[7':.: :? On be a status quo environment, not a housing project, mixes subsidized and 
salvation for affordable housing." market-rate rental and purchase 

housing. 

What problem? 

Thanks to general prosperity, creative lending policies and other factors, 
some 68 percent of American households are now homeowners - the 
highest percentage on record. So as another conference speak&. Nicolas 
Retsinas, pointed out, "Most people in the U.S. don't believe there's a 
housing problem, and for most people, they're right." 

That inability to see the broad picture is one of the reasons for the lack of 
general support for the housing issue, but it actually goes deeper than 
that, said Retsinas, the director of Harvard University's Joint Center for 
Housing Studies. 

"In the U.S. I believe there's a constituency for higher housing prices 
because for most people the only problem with high prices is they're not 
high enough. Because if they were higher, their equity would be higher." 

It's that equity, taken out in a huge wave of refinances, then spent on other 
goods, that recently kept us out of a recession, Retsinas said. 

Yet at the same time, one-third of American households spend over 30 
percent of their income on shelter, and 1 in 8 spends more than 50 
percent, he said. Meanwhile, most newly created jobs don't pay enough to 
keep up with housing costs, whether buying or renting. That's particularly 
true in the retail industry. Wal-Mart jobs, which average $8.50 an hour, 
"don't translate into affording a house," Retsinas pointed out. 

If the several keynote speakers had one message it was this: Solving the 
affordable-housing dilemma will be done locally, starting with local 
governments and extending to local housing developers, lenders, nonprofit 
organizations and others. 

And they have to be creative in their approach, said several conference 
speakers who tackled the issue of affordable housing development in 
suburban Eastside communities. 

"In a market such as East King County, with the highest housing prices (in, 
the county), you can't look at straightforward housing development," 



Rethinking Local 
Affordable Housing 
Strategies: 
Lessons from 70 Years of 
Policy and Practice 

Efiorts to ajTorduble lzousiizg a!-e occurrirzg at  a tirvle qfgreirt claarzge. 'fir i . e s ~ ? o ~ ~ -  
sibilitiesfoi. i~iz~lenterztirzg affordable housiizg are irzcreasiizglj, slzifiiizg to state irizd local 
actors. The nrarlzer mzd demogva~hic  chaizges irz the cozlittry are corizplicatiitg rl?e pic- 
ture, us syrawliitg lobs-housiizg patte~rzs arad doiuizto~urz revivals iiz sor~ze places ifre 
cr-eating denlaizdjov ujjbrdable hoi~sirzgfol. workiizgjiinilies ~r i t c l  inz.rv~igvarzts iii bur11 
cities arzd st~burbs.  To help stute crrzd local leadeis designfresh solzrtioizs to todayi nf/oi.~f- 
irble ho1rsi17.g clzollei~gcs, 'The l3rookirz.g~ lizstitutioiz Ceizter on Urban n~zd /\/let.i-oj?olirnx 
I'olicy ~ r u d  the UI-11rr11 1~zsli1.1.11.ejoii~ed forces to esaijzirze the lessorzs of severz decrirles r$ 
iizajor policy apl?ro~~clzes a n d  u~laat tlzese lessoizs nzeaizfor local 1-efor.irts. 77zis esecl~t i i~e  
stLrmnaly o f t l ze f~~ l l  i-eport, jiuzded by tlzeJohiz S. ajzd]arues L. Kfzight Fouizdatioiz, fiizds 
tlznt past a d  crll-~,crzt elfix-ts to expuizd I-ental fzozrsirag assistn~zce, promote Izoi~~eo~~~rzev- 
ship, arzd iizcrease i~.ffov~lable ho~r.siizg throslglz lalad use regtrlatiows have beela rlizei3eil iir 
their efjctiveuess irz prm~zotirag stablefar~zilies aizd healtlay comr~z~rtzities. Tlzejir~diizgs 
sziggest guidirlg piiizciplcsfor local action, with i~ilportarzt cautious to avoid pitfalls. 

cross tlic iii~!i<in, s~iatc i~nd  Ioci,l government leaders anrl their partners-in the corpo- 
rate, civic, real estate. ;~lrcl noli~)roi'ii ct)~iimi~~ii~ies-are su-ilggling to ide~iti l \~ el'fcclive 
ways to provide.all~rdable Iio~jsing and lho~iieou~~iership opportunities lor Saniilies aiirl 
'ndividuals at  the boc~o~i i  ol' the economic ladder. The federal govet-nment's !-ole in A 

housing policy is shrinking, sl~il t ing inore respoiisil>ili~)r onto ilie s l i ~ ~ i ~ l ~ l e r s  01' s t ;~tc ;~n<l local 
actors. And despite the economic boom and significant innovations in com11lunit!~ clcrclol)~,i~~nl 
that occurred during the  1990s, the afl;jrdal)lc housing crisis intensified in most 1);rris 01' tllc 
country The challenges facing state and local policy make^.^ ;Ire fitrrher complicaletl 1,y ihc sul)- 
urbanization of jobs, changes in household composition ;111d housing needs, and rlic growing 
diversity of our nation's population. And although every community laces serious lhousing 
affordability problems, variations across the country in the existing housing stock. population 
gro\vtli and demographic irends, and cconomic vitality create stark differences in housing coil- 
ditions and trends, calling for unique, locally crafted responses. 



I'~tr11ose and Approach 

D 
raw ing  on lessons f r om seven tlccades o f  l i o ~ ~ s i n g  pol ic !~ and practice, this I-el~ort ainns 
to help slate and  local leaders t a l e  on  t l ie  realities o f  tocltiy's affordable ho~ ts tng  chi l l -  
Icngc. I t  cx;rinincs tlil-cc 11r11;ld ;ilnl)rr~i~chcs 10 s f k ~ r d ; ~ l l l c  ho~lsing-rcnl;l l :lssisI;lncc. 
l i o m e o u ~ n e r s l i i ~ ~  assistance, ; ~ n d  regulatory policies--an(l assesses t l ie  el'fccli\,encss o f  

each in addressing sc\,c~i go;~ls l o r  a f f ~ ~ r ~ l a l ~ l c  I i o ~ ~ s i n g :  

I .  Prescrve and expand ( l ie SLI~I~IY o f  good-quality I iousing ~ ~ n i t s .  
2. iMal<e cxisl ing housing nrorc afl'oldablc anrl morc readily ;~\,iiilablc. 
3. P ro~ i l o t e  racial and  economic diversity in residcnl ial  neighboi-lioorls. 
4. l i le lp housci iolds build wealth. 
5.  Strengthen f?~ti i i l ies. 
6. Link l iousit ig w i th  essential supportive sert 81ces. 
7 .  1'1-ornote lhalanced met~ .o l~o l i tan  g t - o ~ ~ ~ l l i .  

Often, thc s i ~ c c c s  11l';1fi1l-r1;1l)ic inotlsitig l)l-c~gl-i~ms is dclel-mincrl 11y the extent l o  \vli ich i t  
;icliicvcs 21 n:trr<iw set ol'<,l,iccti\,cs, sucl i  i ~ s  l l i c  t iuml jcr  o I ' ~ i c \ z  i ~ n i l s  created or t l iv I ~ L I I ~ I ~ I ~ ~  01' 
h ~ ~ u s e l i o l d s  \*,i~li al: f~~rd;~l) lc I i o i ~ s i i i g  cost bul-dens. A I tho~tg l>  import;inl, these ~ i a r r o \ ~  c r i t c r i i ~  CICI 
not  I-el'lect ( l ie arl-ay o f  demands currenrly being placed o n  afl;~rdal~lc housing progfams. 'lbcln): 
affordable housing policies must  help promote healthy ftnmilies and comm~tn i t ies .  'l'hcsc scvcn 
goals t l n ~ ~ s  provide a inore comprehensive l'ramewol-I< by wlnicli slatc and local le;iders s l i ~ ~ u l c l  
evaluate the  el'fectiveness o f  p i s t  and  fu turc >~f lordal j lc  housing prograliis. Alt l io~tgl,  not  2111 

housing programs can mee i  a l l  seven housing ol~ject ives s i r n ~ i l i i ~ n e o ~ ~ s l y ,  this list cnal~ les state 
and local leaders to bc l tc r  al ign tlne c o m m i ~ n i t y  oulcomcs tl iey \want i o  achieve \v i l l i  t l ic l i ~ ~ ~ t s i n g  
pol icy appt-oaclies they ;~dopl .  

Sttmmary of  Finclings a n t i  I ~ n ~ ~ l i c a t i o n s  for Local 1-lottsing S1r;rlcgics 

I t l iough tl iere are serious gaps i n  tlne housing research I i telxture, evidence on t l ie expe- 
r ience o f  t l i e  ]last Inas a lo t  to ol'f'er tod;~y's policymaLers arid pract i t ioners, The  
accotiipanying matr ix  provides an  overview ol.'our Ikey f indings o n  t l i e  effcctivcness of A , . eiIer;tI I iousing prc~gl.a~nis in iniceting the scven pol icy goals. 

I Ire I ' o l l ~ ~ \ v i ~ i g  syntlicsizcs t l i e  most ~rclcvanl implicat i~,ns ol't l iesc f indings for  local Icadct-s. 
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>tssistancc (such as \,o~~clicrs)-clez11-ly lplay a cetitral role i t i  a n y  l i o ~ ~ s i ~ i g  strategy I-lo\ve\,er, the 
efl'cctiveness ~ ~ I ' ~ - c n t i l  I i o ~ ~ s i n g  p~-ogl.;~~nis is not  g~ ta r i ~n tecd ;  i l ' p o ~ ~ r l y  targeted o r  i ~ n c f i c t i r e i y  
i~ i ip lcmented ,  tl iey can ; ic t l~al ly  wjorl, z~g i i ns l  tlne goals o f  an  effective I i o ~ t s i n g  po l i cy  Decisions 
at the  federal Ic\'el largely determi i ic  the resources available for  rental housing assistance and 
set t l ie  11,-oad parameters \uitlnin \vI i ic l i  state and  local actors olwl-ate. Some state ;~ncl loc;~l go\,- 
ernmenls allocate their own  i:~lnds l o  I-enla] hoi is ing assislancc, b u l  federal progr;tms c o ~ i s t i l ~ ~ t e  
by far the  lion's share o f  resources available and  in co~ i imun i t ies  al l  across t l ie  countr!: these 
resources 1 1 1 1  sliol-t o l 'mcct ing needs. 

Affordabi l i l ) ,  is the central c l ia l le~ ige  for rent;~l-assist;~~iee policy. Th is  tileans t ir i l l  In~~ i l c l ing  
niol-e rental units is not  necessarily t l i e  solut ion to the h o ~ t s i n g  problems fac ing k>\v-income 
renters. Subsidizing t l ie  rents for  exist ing uni ts  is m u c h  less costly than bu i ld ing  new units, ;~nd  
can  he lp  stabilize a falter ing hous ing  marl<et, eiiable low- income I ioi iseholds to c o ~ ~ > p c t c  in a 
t ight markel ,  provide struggl ing landlords ruit l i  suff icient rent  revenues t o  ~ i i a i n t a i n  [heir prop- 
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wties, and [)I-evetit rci7tal un i ts  l ' ro~ i i  de~cr io ra t ing  and d r o l ~ p i n g  UIII IJS the housing s~ocl,. I n  
so11ic cil-cunistnnccs, su l~s id iz ing  the lp rod~tc~ ion  o f  tic\r, renta l  l iol tsing i tni ts malees sense. 11111 
\r, i l l i r~ul dcel,. long- lcrn i  sul)siclics, n(w I-enlal units w i l l  no1 t iccessari~y be all'ord;llllc f ~ l r  lilt 
I i ~ u s e l i ~ l ~ l s  wl iosc iicecls ill-e most  se\,ere. 

Location ;11so plays a cr i t ica l  role in the ell'ectiveness o f  renti~l-assistance programs. A gt-o\v- 
i n g  body ol'research n o w  indicates that l iv ing in a high-poverty neighhorhooci can ut ldermine 
t l ic \ vc l l - l~c ing  i ~ l ' k ~ m i l i e s  an<l children, and that aflbrdahlc housing alone cannot revitalize ;I 
~ I i s t r cssc~ l  ~ i c i g I i I , i , t - l i ~~~~~ I .  I3o1ll s r ~ ~ ~ l ~ l y - s i d c  and demand-side programs cai i  potentially l ~ l a y  ;I 
rille i n  ;I l i ~ c o l  r c~ i i ; ~ l - ; ~ss i s t ; ~~ i cc  sti-iitcg!. ti itt i t a l m  loc; l l i<~ti  scrioi~sly. Us ing  ~ ~ r o d u c t i i ~ ~ i  ]pro- 
pl-;mns I<, < . J ~ ~ > I ~ ~ I  t l ~ r  i i ~ i ~ i l i ~ l i i l i i ! ~  ~~I ' : i I ' l i i i .di , l~lr  i-cniiil I h o ~ s i n g  in IhcitItIi!, n c i g h b r ~ ~ l ~ i i t ~ d h  ( ~ i l i r ~ r  il 

is seilrcc51) ~pr1111ii~tes ~~c111111~ii ic ; t ! i c l  r;lci;$I <liv(,rsily :tlid ~b1-0; l~~cl ls  i l ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ r t ~ l t i i l i c s  I i J r  ~ ~ ~ ~ l - i l l c ~ l l l l ~ ~  
hoi~scl io lds l o  live i n  ncigli l ioi-Iiooiis ilia1 ol'l'cr s; lkl \ :  goocl scliools, cllialil!, se rv icc .  tlnii ilcccss 
ro employmen? opportuni t ies,  i \ t  t l ic s;iliie l ime.  vouchers and other  dcruand-sidc 1pr0p~i1iis c:in 
be used to sup1)lernent \ v l ~ a t  poor Iioitscholds can af ford to pay lor niarl<et-rate housing i n  
neighborhoods o f  thei r  choice. 

2.  ~ ~ f l ~ ~ l l ~ ~ ~ ~ . l ~ l l ~ V ~ / l ~ ~ ?  lllll.O~lg llll~/~~~,~~l~l'<?l./ ~71~~~t ! / . l11 .~011~ /tit.\' ~ l l ~ l ' < ' l l ~ ~ ~ ~ f ~  lllil.~~/~ ~flVi l l l ,< / l  
i l l z l ~ r o ~ ' c d  rrccess l o  trror~gir,<c c t - i ~ ~ l i ~ ;  <;[j~r.ts 10j;11-111~~1- (~.\.llll.~ld ~ I < J I I I ( , I I I I ~ I I I , I . S / I ~ ~ )  

s h o r ~ l d  p ~ o c e e ~ l  (:rr~ri io~rsl>:.  
T h c  prot i lot ion o f  ho i i ieo~,ners I i i~ )  has lheen a riiajor f o c ~ t s  o f  Amer ican l iousing lpolir!: a~ ic l  
al though these Iproglxms have t l ie  potential l o  yield considereble benefit, they also Iiavr scr i<~us 
sh<~vtcotii ings. I- lorneo\niership si iould be \with caut ion among undcrser\'cd house- 
I i ~ ~ l c l s  desp i~e   lie n u m e n ~ u s  potenl ia l  bcncl'ils i t  ol'fcrs them, because not  cldcry l io tnco\z~~icr  \+,ill 
see al l  t l ie  benefits o f  homeownership and some may even suffer as a result  o f  mal<ing poor 
l iousing decisions. 

I-ederal programs t h i ~ t  erl)and t l ie  avai1al)ility o f  mortgage c rcd i l  and help l'amilics ~~\,et-come 
Iharricrs t o  home i)uying have dotic much  more to advance homco\wnership among l i ~ \ v -  and 
~ n o d c r a t c - i n c ~ m  l iousel iolds than progratns tl iat exp;ind t l ie  supply o f  affordable l io l~s ing .  I n  
this r c ~ ~ r d ,  the l i terat i trc suggests tl iat [he most successful ini t iat ives promot ing I i i~t~ieo\~wnet-- 
sl i ip li:~v(, l j c , c , ~ i  l i ~ ~ l ~ ~ r i ~ l - - ~ ~ t l i c ~ r  tIi:~ti I<JC~II-LIIILI ~ i i os t l y  i ~ i  ~ l i c  l 'or~>i < ~ f t l i e  p r e s s ~ ~ r c  ~ ~ ~ v ~ ~ r t i t i i c t i t  
l i ; ~ s  111;icrd (111 lv i1~1~~1-s ;anil scc~,~id;~r!, n1~1rI;ct i r l s l i i l~ t ions  to ti icct t l ie  f inancing nceds ~~~~~~~~~~~i- 
c;illy undcrsrr\,ccl g r o t ~ ~ s .  

Just ;IS i n  t l ic conlcx l  o l ' rcnt t t l  l i r ~ i ~ s i t i g  lprrlgri~~iis, l <~ca t i o l i  lplays ;I cri l ic:~i role i n  lhc, cfk,c- 
tiveness o f  h o m e o ~ v n c r s l i i l ~  lprograliis. A l i ~~ t i i e ' s  location \<,ill detct-niine whether r ~ r  not ;I Sx~)ii ly 
sees its value app rw ia l c ,  and  whether chi ldren reolize soci;il benefi ls. And al thougl i  Iiomeour1~- 
ership promot ion may ])lay ;I I-ole i n  s larger strategy for revital izi i ig distresse(l ne ig l ib~~r l ioods ,  i t  
cannot ]he the only tool  ~ ~ s c d .  l'he promotion IJI' homeownersliil, i n  ]poor and (listrcssc(l neigh- 
borhoods ii iay no t  have t l i e  hoped-l;)r rcvit;~lization and stabiliz;~tion effects and iii;~!' eveti IprrJve 
costly to the f;lmilies w h o  purchase there. 

Not  al l  l i o ~ ~ s c l i i ~ l d s  w i l l  nccess;~~-ily l)cncfic Froni l i i , r n c o u ~ n ~ ~ r s l i i ~ ~ .  I'otcntial f i r s t - t i~ i i c  Ihonic 
ihllycrs nccd 11, i ic inl;lt-rnecl ~ I ~ O L I I  ( l ie  risles ;IS !l,ell ils t I i ~ '  Ihr~icl ' i ts i l s s~c ia l cd  !villi ~10111~~0~111er- 
sliil) s u  l l i i t t  they c;111 ili;~lcc Ibcttcr- inl ;~r~~icd l ~ o l ~ s i n g  c l i ~ ~ i c c s .  <:lc;~rl!: t l ierc arc ~ l i i ~ s r  1;)r \vil<Jln 
h<,~l ic<,\ incrsl>i~> is n<)i  ;I vi;lhlc < ~ l , l i r , t ~ .  ;~n(l  lo r  l l i c ~ n .  o l l l r r  h o ~ l s i n g  chi l iccs s l i<~ l l l ( l  l)ib i tv i l i l i~ l i l~ .  
i n  the community, a long \\'it11 assislalice i n  bui ld ing thei r  i l l come and \\,ealth to prepare ir l r  
hi ,rneo~,nershi~), A n d  fbr  those !rho arc re21dy l o  l ~ u y  a home, assistance should go beyond the 
home purclisse itself, to ensure t l iat new liomco\vncrs are able to keep u p  \vitlt t l ieir  tiiortgages 
;~tid re t i i i l i ~ i  ill thei r  I iomcs. 

.>. /,11111f ,IS(! illll/ lll/ll!l~ l~~~~l l / . l l~ l l l~~ 1 7 1 ~ / i ~ i < 2 ~  C l l l l  /l,llr(, ~ 7 V l ~ ~ l l l l l l /  ( t [ f i ~ f . ~  011 1/10 / l~~~l l~~l~ l l  

(lll~/ ~ 1 1 ~ ? ~ 7 / ] '  l ~ ~ l ~ ~ / ' l J l ~ l . ~ l l / J / . l ~  / l l J l l . Y ~ t l , ~ .  

Ilcg~~l;t~cir!, ~ i c~ l i c i c s  are <Jflcll tieglectecl as l~otcnt ia l  tools ibr  affordable l io i is ing polic!: bcc;luse 
lilt!; <lo 1i1,1 (lirc,cily si#l)si(li/c either i ioi is i t ig (inits I J ~  ho~lsch<) lds.  Rut  state and loci11 rrg1li;l- 
t i o ~ ~ s  Iiavc ;I l p o ! > ~ ~ r l ' ~ ~ l  t - 0 1 ~  i n  s l i ; ~ (~ i t i g  l l iv  lhousitig ~ i i ; ~ t ~ ~ c c t .  ' ~ t r ~ ~ d i l i i ~ ~ i ; ~ I ,  c ~ c ~ ~ ~ s i o ~ i i l ~ - ~  1>111(1 use z111d 
zoning ~policies-st~cli ;IS 1);lnning n i i t ~ l i b t ~ ~ i i l ! i  l i o ~ ~ s i n g  zlnd z<]t i ing 1;~r large lbts---il~id g1'11\vth 



conla-ols, \vh ich impose strict l i l i i i ls  on housing supply w i thou t  acc~ ,~n t i i oda t i ~ i g  projected 
gro\v~I i .  ca l l  IIC Ihig ~ I c ~ c r r e ~ i t s  t11 lhi~i lcl ing afl;,rclal~le l i o ~ ~ s i n g ,  Srequcntly excluding lower inconie 
and minor i t y  l iouseliolds.. O n  the l'lipsicle, inclusiol iary zoning lprogrants and \veil-designcd 
g~x~\z,t l i  i i ianiigemetit policies. \r:lien cnl'orcccl, c i ~ n  s~ lcccss fu l l~ ,  expand the supply of'ill'l'ordal)le 
housing u.li i le keeping adni i t i is t rat i \~e costs lo\*.. 

I ~ c ~ L I ~ ~ I I ~ ~ ~ ~  t<~u Is  r x ~ i  IIC. 01' l > , ~ r t i c ~ ~ l ; t r  i t i i l x ) r ~ a ~ ~ c c  10 ~ ~ ~ c , ~ ~ i t i ~ ~ s  IICC:IU\C, t ~ n l i l i v  t l i< ,  (~tlic,r lpro. 
g f i ~ n i ~ i i ~ ~ t i c  1001s c ~ i s c t i s s ~ ~ ( ~  i ~ i  t l i is rcporl ,  the, l i ,<lcr;( l  gov<, r t?~~?c ! i l  p l i ~ ~ s  < 1 1 i 1 ~  ;I I i~ i i i lc ,d role, i 1 7  1111, 
~ r c g ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t i i ~ t i  01' loci11 I i o ~ t s i ~ ~ g  ~niarI<cls. ' l ' l i ~ ~ s ,  loc:~l l )c~l icy~~i :~ l ,~, rs  <,si;oy i t  r r l i~ t i \ 'c ,  l ' r ~ ~ ~ ~ ( l o ~ i i  I ' ru~ i i  l'c<l- 
cl-i~l iresource constrai l i ts 2nd I'e(lc~-a1 1pn)gr;rm rr l l rs and dcl' initic~ns ( ; ~ l ~ l > ~ ~ ~ i g l i  t l icy ,nay l i ; ~ \~e  10 

abide lby slate laws o r  g~ i i ~ l e l i t i e s ) ,  l'he biggcst consuaint  o n  t l ic  cl ' lcct ivr use o r  r ~ g ~ ~ l i ~ t ~ r y  1001s 
may nctu~i~l! .  hc the i;agmcnletion ol' au l l>or i l y  among indivii l i l icl ci l ics i lnd  counties, T h i s  [[ag- 
mentat ion tiial<es i t  d i f f i cu l t  to craf t  regionudde strstegies for  expanding the availabilit!, ol' 
af lbrdable l i o i ~s i ng ,  p romot ing  racial and c c o n o ~ n i c  diversity, o r  ]promoting balnncetl growth. 

I-listorically, local  land  use and development regulatiolis have underni i t ied t l ie  goals o f ; ~ l i b n l -  
able l iousing policy, \vhctIier in tent ional ly  o r  not. Ger t ing  r i d  ol ' ihcsc c x c l ~ ~ s i o n a r ~  I-cgulations 
\vorl;s. Even in t l ie  absence o f  s coml~rel iensi\ .c I-cgional appn~;lcli, e l iminat ing (or niodcl-ating) 
regulatory barriers t o  a f f ~~ rdab le  Ihousing dcvc lo l )mc~ i t  can be cl'l'ectivc. Th is  docs not  i l iesn tIi;11 
all i - cg~~ la t ions  of land use and res ident i i~ l  c o n s ~ r ~ i c t i o n  s l i o i ~ l d  lbe e l i~ninatet l .  Many regulations 
that raise t l i c  cost o f  l iuusing clcveloprnent liave lcg i l in is~tc g ~ i ~ l s ,  s ~ t c h  ;IS ~pri,tecling Iic;llth and 
safety o r  preserving farmland. Local  governments need no t  abandon these gosls, b u t  t l icy can 
and s h o ~ l l d  ireassess tl ieii- regulatory pol icies to ensure that they allou, f i ~ r  the  development of' 
~ i i o r c  aKurda l~ le  rental and  homeowner housing. 

A l though simply e l iminat ing exclusionary regulations o n  a j~~r isdict ion- l ,y- i~~r isdict ion basis 
can lbe el'l'ective, t l ic  most  opt imal  efforts are tliose that are regional in natul-e. \4lcll-clesigned 
regional g rowth  management o r  land use strategies are those tl iat r ~ s c  21 ,nix ol'rcgulatory ~o(,ls 
to i~?crcase the  s~llhpl!. ~~l '~ i l ' l ;~rc la l ) lc .  rnilltil;~mil!~ I iousing and make w;ly I , r  higher densities, 
wl i i lv  2iIso a<l\ , :~t ici~~g ( ~ ~ l i c r  ~ I ~ ~ ) I I ~ I > I I ~ I  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l i t ~ ~ t i - \ ~ ~ i ~ l ~ ~  ~I>:IIs, s~ ic l>  ;IS 111x17 s l~acc  lprott ,ct i(~~i,  
l f i ~ l i s ~ h ~ ~ r t ~ i l i ~ ~ r l  c~l (1 i rv   id c ~ ~ t i l r ; l ~ - c i l ~  r c i ~ i l ~ 1 ~ i 7 . ; ~ l i ~ ) 1 i .  

S 
tate and  local )holicymakers, as we l l  as l iousing advoc;ltcs, c ~ , m ~ i i i ~ n i t g - l ~ i ~ s e ~ l  UI-ganiz;~. 
t iol is, and funders, can draw upon  t l ie  evidence sumniai-izcd i n  t l ie  ~ i i a t r i x  as they ]plan. 
implement ,  and  evaluate thei r  o\wn solutions to t l ic  ; ~ f i ~ r ( l ; ~ l ~ l c  housing cliallengcs i n  
thei r  communi t ies.  U L I ~  t l ic  lcssons <1l'tlic 1pi1sI t ~ l s u  oll'cr ; I  sct o l ' [~r inc i lh les 111 g i ~ i t l c  

local housing lpolicy i n  the rlcc;lcles t l i ; ~ t  l ie ;~lieacl. Some o l  t l icsr  l ~ r i l i c i l ~ l c s  m;ly sce i~ i  o l n  'IOLIS. 

lh i~t  nol ict l ielcss arc hequcn l l y  igni ircd. Otlicl-s rLln coLlnlcr to c ~ ~ i \ , c n l i ~ ~ n a l  \rrisdom, IILII k,llo\\~- 
i ~ i g  t l i c ~ i i  cot~ lc l  i ~ v o i ~ l  s o ~ i i e  (11' t l ie 11i11re clis~ii:~l l i ~ i l ~ ~ r e s  for \vl i ic l i  co~ i ! , c~~ i t i < )~ i : ~ l  ~ I i i ~ i l < i i i g  is 
res~)o~is ib lc .  

1 .  1 l o l i s i l ! ~  ,slr(ll<,#i<~s s l l l l ~ l l i l  /I<, 1~1;101~~~i1 10 l O < ~ , l I  111,!r/<l,l ~ ~ o l ~ ~ / i l ; ~ , l ! . s ,  

I-lousing needs and pol icy prior i t ies d i f fer  From place to l~ lacc ,  due  t o  di l ferenccs in housing 

~ i i a r ke t  condit ions, histor): and pol i t ica l  realities. A l t l i o ~ i g l i  this report Yoc~lses o n  a comprehen- 
sive set ol'afFordabIe housing goals a ~ i d  t l i c  tools that can be ~ i s c d  to acliie\,c them, i t  does no t  
rnii~lic s e ~ i s ~ ,  10 i ~ i i l ~ l e i i i c n t  i l i c  sanic strategy e\,ery\alic~-c. In  hot  niarlicts. \where pop~ t l a t i on  is 
gl-owing rapidly and l io i ls ing is ill short SLI~II~!,, ~ ) r o d t ~ ~ i l i g  ~ i e \ v  a l l ~ n l ; ~ b l e  uni ts  tnay be a top p r i -  
~lrit!.. 13~1t i n  i i i i~~- i ie ts  \\,here thc ove~ - i~ l I  demand k)r l i o ~ ~ s i n g  is \ve;ll; and vacancy rates are high, 
11c,)% ~11111s 111:1! 1101 ]he ~ i ccdcd :  i~isle:~cI, lpuur ~ i o ~ ~ s ( ! ~ i ~ ~ ~ d s  lniay 1icc~c1 i~ss is ta~ icc  i n  ])i$!,irig h r  clie 
I i o ~ ~ s i r i g  t l l k i t  is $llrc:~ily ; ~ v i ~ i ~ ; ~ ~ h ~ ~ ~ .  Ant1 just ;IS cili<!s i 1 1 i c 1  ~ i i c ~ t r i , ~ ) o ~ i l ~ ~ ~ ~  t ~ r c . 2 1 ~  dil'l'~,r, ~ i c i g ~ i ~ b ~ ~ r ~ i o ~ ~ ~ ~ s  
\vi thin a j~ i r isc l ic t ion of ten have vet-y (lil'fereiit l iousing circ~wrnsti~nccs and ncccls. ' l ' l i ~~s ,  the lhcst 
strategies arc those that matc l i  local cond i t i o~ i s  (i111d [pol i t ic i~l rcalit ics) ; i ~ ~ c l  i-csl)<~nd to col i in iu-  
nit!, i n l ) ~ t t  and exl,ectations. 

ii I~zclz,l.si.o~~tr~?j 
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2 .  I l o r rs i~ r ,g  r~~o~.l :(~i. .s irr-e r.eyio?ri i l ,  so I,r,~rsir?,y j ?o l i c i es  s lzotr l l i  1,c. 
\Vl i i lc l i o ~ ~ s i n g  sll-;tlegic,s i i i ~ t s l  1)c t21ili!t-eil l o  local cond i t io~ is ,  llic!, slro~tlcl also be cral'lc(l \rilh 
t o t ' s  t i i t t - ~ I i ~ ; t ~ i  i i s  i I .  I ' he  ~ i r c e i i t r , t l i / a ~ i ~ ~ ~ i  ol'1)i,lhioi)s and residctlls  IS ihccn 
t> ( l < i~ i g  l ~ l ; ~ r c  <>vc,r l l i r  I>;ISI ~;~~I 'C<,JIIL!~>,, I)L[I ; ~ c c ~ ~ l c ~ r , ~ l e ~ l  i l l  l l i c  l~lLJOs. s ~ ~ ~ i c ~ i ~ ~ i ~ l g  l l i c  ~ ~ ~ I I I ~ I ~ ~ I I ~ c ~ ,  

,II'SIIIILI~I>S z a ~ i ~ l  r c , i ~ i l ' i j r c i ~~g  !I;<, li111, IIC~\W~,I> tit!, ;III(I s t t I~ i t r l ) i t~ i  l ic-;~Itl i  it1 sliapitig g r o \ \ t I ~  ~ t t i i l  
( l e > ~ e l ~ ~ ) ~ i ~ c , ~ i t  11tt1tcrtis i t i  a ~ i i e t r i ~ p o l i ~ i ~ n  zirei~. ( ~ o ~ i r t ~ r ~ i s  ovc-r 11ie f isc i~ l ,  e ~ i \ ~ i r o t i ~ i i c t l ~ ~ i I ,  ~IIILI 
socioeco~iomic consequences ~>fspl.;t\vl ~ i n d  ittie\:en g rowth  ]pattertis liave spat-l;ed g r o \ ~ i n g  i ~ l l r r -  
cst i n  metropol i tan solul ions. 8 u l  for ?lie tii(,st part,  h o ~ t s i n g  polic!: discussions relnaiii 
su-il;inglp local. In  a11 era OF po l~r t la t ion  ai id e~i i l ) lopmetit  decc~i t ra l in l t ion.  thc metro l )~~l i t ; t i i  
arca-not the indiv ic l i~al  pol i t ica l  ;~~r isc I i c t ion- rc~~~-ese~ i ts  i h c  appropriate level at \vl i ic l i  t o  
t h i nk  abotlt and act o n  access t o  al'l'ordal,ie Iiousing. Enabl ing lo\<,-income families to li\,c closer 
to etii l)logtnen~ centers (and stronger schi~ols)  in t l ie  regional economy not  only \vil l b c n c l i ~  
those l i l i i i l i es  and thei r  childl-en, b ~ i t  \\,ill also liell> reduce comti iute limes, meet c r n l ~ l i ~ y c r  
nccds 1;1r u,<]rl;ers, ilncl a m c l i o l x ~ c  ~1t1ic.r ncgativc c(,t iscq~~cnccs ass(~cioted u,i~li curre111 11ic1r1>- 
p j l i t ; in  gl-o\!,rh 1pa11w-11%. 

.?, l i zco j l re  l,ol.ic), I S  hoj.~si.~z,q p o l i c y  
Most  al'lhrdable I iousing strategies at tlrc national and local levels arc designed to exl>;~ncl the 
sul)ply o f  affordal,lc housing, w i t h  progtxrns aimed to stiti iulate t l ie  construcl iot i ,  r e h i ~ l > i l i t i ~ t i ~ ~ n .  
and 1-enovation o f  housing that is al'lk,t-dal)le to I i ~ w -  and moderate-inc1111ic i 't~li i i l ies. I ' r r ~ d u c t i ~ ~ l i  is 
:I necessary component of i t  responsi l~le eibr(lal1le housing policy, Ih~tt t l ie lacL ol: inci,tiie 
I-c~nains thc l)rincil)al lharricr t o  o l~ ta i n i ng  i~ll;,rdal)lc housing. T l i c  U.S. Department o f  I - l i ~ i ~ s i n g  
imcl U r l ~ i ~ n  I')r~eli,l)ment's (I- IUlI 's) i t ~ i n~ i ; i l  ;~n;t l~sis i ~ l ' ~ ~ ~ i ~ r s t  casc l i o ~ ~ s i n g  needs gencl.;tlly I ' in~ls 
t l i : ~ ~  80 1pc1-cctit ol'11,r l ~ r i ~ l ~ l c c ~ ~  is  CXII I ~ O L I S ~ I I ~  i ~ ~ ~ ~ c l c c ~ ~ ~ i ~ c ~ ~  (IN o\,c~rcr<ii,\,cli~ig, IILIL ~~l ' l '~~rcl:~I) i l i ty. 
'l'litts, lp~~l ic ics 1 1 i ; s 1  lhc l l~  ~>rol> l<,  i ~ x r < , ; ~ x ,  11,rir ~II~IJI I I~S wi l l  Ire111 i ~ c l ~ l r ~ ~ s s  I i < ~ ~ t s i ~ i g  liitrdsl)il> :IS \vc,ll, 

St:~le miel ~ o c ~ ~ ~  ~ c : ~ c ~ c r s  arc i ~ i c r c ~ ~ s i t ~ ~ ~ ! ~  r t , : t I i / . i~ i~  1Ir:tt l l l cy  caci r>$ise t11c i t l c ~ ~ t l l c s  ~ ~ I ' ~ ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ i t l g  
hm i l i c s  Ihy e ~ i l i a n c i ~ i g  access to such kdrl-;~i invescnicnts 21s tlrc c;~rncd income tah crcclil 
(1311'C), nutr i t ion assist;tnce, l i e ~ t l t l ~  c:trc. :anel cliilcl cilre. Sollie statr and local g r o ~ ~ p s  Ihit\,c 
~ i x t x i t i i i ~ . e~ l  t l ie lpo~e~r t ia l  111' t l ic l<I' l 'C 1)s c i ~ t i ~ l ~ ~ c ~ i t i g  I I L I I ~ C ; ~ ~ ~ ~  lpr(~gr;~~i is, l>rin'icli~ig s ~ I ~ ) ~ I ~ I ~ ~  I'IW l'rc,t, 
t;lx 1)rcpa'."tii,n scrviccs, and hcllhing btli i i i ics usc t l ic credit :is i t  ~;ilc\r.;ip ti1 iln;lliciol srr! ices i t i i ~ l  
sa\~ings. It is eslini;~tccl tho1 worl;ing l ' i~mil ics i ipply one th i rd o l ' t l ic i l -  r rcd i ts  l o  housing nce(ls. 
Other  i~i i t i ; l t i \vs tliac l ic l l> 11,w-inci~tiir l i it i i i l ies r ind ; ~ n d  l;ccl~ j o l ~ s ,  Ih i~ i ld  sl~i l ls,  ;~n<l  i~(I\.;it icr cct l-  . , 
t n (~~ i i i c ; t ~~y  SI~IIL~ILI i11so [he i t i co r~ )o r ; t t c~~  i t ~ t o  stt~ittcgics 1i1r l~i;tl,itig l i o ~ ~ s i t i ~  1111~rc : l ~ ~ O t ~ ( ~ ~ t ~ l ~ ~ ~ .  

4 .  l ~ i ~ , ~ ~ . ~ l i r ~ i ~ ~ r r  CIIII /I(! 11 r ~ i , i ~ ~ ~ ! ~ j ' r r l  l r o r ~ s i r ~ ~  7 ~ o l i c y  loi11. 

OI'IL,II o~~c~r l i~ i~ l ;cc l ,  s t ~ i t c ~  ;III(I loc;il r c ~ g t t l ~ t ~ o i y  policic~s ~ i f l c r  cost-cl'l'c,ctivr o l ~ ] ) o r t ~ ~ ~ i i t i ~ , s  10 ~II;I~;L* 

lprivttte, I h o ~ t s i ~ i ~  ~ i i o r c  itv:til:tIilc ;it id : t f l ' ~ ~ r ~ l ~ ~ l ~ l c .  I l e g ~ ~ I ~ ~ l i i ~ ~ i s  s ~ t c l i  tts /,o~?i!ig ]holicics, 1i11id ~ t s c  

rcs l r ic t i i~ns.  ~ l c v c l i , l ~ ~ i i c ~ i l  1i .c~. sul)divisi<~n i t ~ i c l  dcsigti rcqtt ircnicnts, i>i t i ldi t ig codcs. rctit con-  
trols, i t ~ i ( l  i ~ t l i c ~  r e g ~ t I i ~ t i ~ > t i s  l i c lp  ~ I c t c~ r i ~ i i t i ( ,  \ v l~e~t l i c r  ~II~LI \ v l i c r ~ ~  (Iil'l'~~re111 typc,s o f  I io t ts i~ ig  c ~ t t i  
Ihc de\,c,lol~ed, lio\r* i i i ~ t c l i  i t  costs. and lio\v i t  is m;iintainecl. 

T l i c  t r i ~ ~ l i t i ~ ~ c i i ~ l  : ~ ~ > ~ > r o ~ t c l i  t i> I i t~ ic l  use, ; t t i c I  c l c ~ \ ~ c l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i c ~ i t  r e g ~ t l a t i o ~ i  1i:is I -~SLII~~CI i r i  1holicica tI1;tt 
( ,~ l~ l i c i t l y  o r  i m i ~ l i c i t l y  l im i t  or ~> r r ven t  the ~ l e v c l ~ ~ ~ ~ m e n t  ol 'al 'hrdable housing in  a jurisdict iol i .  
11ir0~1gIi restrictive l) i~l iCics lilx r~ i t t r igh t  bans on mul t i fami ly  housing o r  through requirements 
kli- 1;lrgc 101 sizes. i i o~ l scs  set Ibacl; fr(,tir l l i c  street, and wide sidc!'~~a~I;s. \&illile Sotlie OF l l les? reg- 
iu l ;~~ions ;)re valr~;tl;lr i n  mec l i ng  other goi~ls, others can lbe dctr i t i ient;~l and ,  \\*l ien eliminatetl. 
i i ; l \c I".w<.I~ 10 i q ) v ~ i  ilor,rs 1 0  i i ior i ,  :I~'~;>I'c~~I/I~c renlel ;in<[ <~\vt rer- i~cc~i l ) ie( l  l iousing, hlorctl\c.r, 
reg~clatory $11-iltcgii,s like i~ ic l t i s io i i i l r y  Toning ;t$id II~~ILI~IIII'III gro\! t l i  ~ i ~ i ~ ~ i a g e ~ i i e t l l  l)olici<,s r i l l1 

cie:llc, p<>\+,erI'ttl i~rcc,~ i t ivcs l iw  lpr ivi~~c, ~ l c : ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ : r s  to jprocl~ice ~ i i o r c  ~t l ' l ' i~rcl ;~I~le li11~1si11g \ r l icrc  it i h  

t l e ~ < I c ~ ~ l  I l l ~ > S t .  



i sc~ I> i t io~ i  < ~ l ' j ~ o o r  it~rcl ~ i i i ~ i i ~ r i ~ y  rcsi( lc~its I'roni ~ r c i g l i l ~ o r l ~ ~ ~ o c l s  ~ ~ I ' I , ~ > ~ ) O ~ I I I I ~ ~ I ~ ,  lh~rt tlic, I,>~~-L,sILII>. 
l is l ied patterns o l 'segrcg~t ion persist, h,111s1 c i~n i i r r r i n i ~ i cs  ill t l i r  L!~ii~t,cl S I ~ I I ~ , ~  ri, i i i i i i i i  
~wol'ouiiclly racially segregated. 'l'lie 2000 cc,iisus c o n i l r ~ i i s  t l i ; ~ ~  i i ; ~~ i , ~~ i \ v i c i e ,  t l ic  r cs i c l c~ i~ i : ~ l  sc,g- 
regation o f  Llacl;s f rom whites renrains extreme (decl in ing wnly s l i g l i ~ l ~  over thc ~p;ts~ t\.vo 

decades); segregation levels for I i ispanics and Asians, lhoug l i  lou,c~-, arc on  thc rise i n  niiun): 
melro lhol i ta~i  areas. 

Local  policymal;ers may hope to design and  implemc!i t  "color-l,lin(l" housing lpolicies, IILII il' 
11.1~' realities o f  segregation and ethnic inequali t ies are ignored, these ipc~licics are unlil;ely to 
\vorL as intr:tided. For example, a honicowncrsl i i j ,  assistance 1pnIgr;lm may n o t  lcad to wealth 
a c c ~ ~ r n r ~ l i ~ l i o t ?  f'or minor i ty  houseliol(ls i i 'segic j ia t io i~ a ~ x l  r l i sc r i~ r i ina t iu l~  l i n i i t  l l l e i r  l i u ~ ~ s i i i g  
~ l l f l i l l r l s  I0 l l l inor i l )  neigliborlioocls k,hcre \,iducs ;il.c nil1 ;lpprcci;llirlg. \~ouchcrs iilil l o  give 1<1\$- 
in<.onic i ~ ~ i i i l i e s  I-C~II c l i ~ i e e s  ~IIOLII u,licrc LO l ive i l ' i l l ~ y  i i~ -e  C S C I L I ~ C ~  l ' r~ i i i  n e i g l r l ~ i ~ r l i ~ ~ o ( l s  
beyond tlre central city. And t l ie  s~~ccessl 'ul  rcvical izat io~i o f  an inner-city ncig1rl)orl~ood may lcad 
to disl>laccment o l ' m i n o r i ~ ,  l i o~~se l i o l ds  i f  n o  efforts are made to resolvc col i f l icts betv\,eeti 
groups ;~nd to actively jpromole di\~ersit) i  

6. Ii?rl?l.m~ei~t.~rtiozz i ~ l l ~ f l e ~ . . s .  
Even the best l ho~~s ino  r lralegy \*,ill hil ;tcctlml)lisIi its goals i l ' i t  is not cffcct ivcly i ~ i i p l e -  

O :  
nicnlc( l .  ' l 'hc l i i s t i ~ r y  (11 l i i ~ r ~ s i n g  l,olicg i ~ i  l l i r  U~i i tc,cl  Sl i l lcs is rclblc,~c, >r,itli c x > ~ ~ i i ~ ~ l c s  {ll' 
w e l l - i n t c ~ i t i ( ~ ~ i e l l  I ~ ~ I J ~ I B I ~ ~ S  ~ l r i t t  II~IKILICC~ I i ~ i r i i i l ' ~ i /  OLIICOI~ICS I~CC~ILISC i11'1p011r i ~ c l n r i ~ i i s ~ : ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ .  
lirh,l-c l i i ~ r ~ ~ c l i i i r g  inc~ l ~ r i ~ g r i ~ ~ i i * ,  I p ~ l i ~ y n i ~ ~ l , i ~ t ~  s l ~ o i ~ l i l  ~ r i l i c ~ i l l ) :  ;ISS<,SS t l i r  i ~ ~ i ~ ) / c i i r ~ ~ i l i n ~  ~ r g i i ~ i i -  
~ a l i o n s '  i l ~ ~ c r : ~ t i ( ~ n t ~ ~  rk~lhxcit!, ancl >)I>il i ly to l l ~ $ i I < l  v l ' l ' r c l i v~~  ~ p ; ~ r l n ~ ~ r ~ l ~ i l ~ s :  110 lI,c,y l i i~vc, sul ' f ic ic~~rl 
sl;~l'l'and resources? 1111 llrcy Ii;~vc the sl,ills  nil r s l~c r i cncc  incctlc(l III I~ i l l ' i l l  ~ l l e i r  n<.\, rcslionsi- 
b i l i l ics ckc l i \ ,e ly?  I s  thc Ihr~lgram clcsignc(l t o  ipro\,iilc inccnl ivcs l;,r cl'l'rc~i\,c ;~ r ln i i~ i i s i r i~ t i v r .  
per formance? Solnetimes, strengthening org;l,riz;ltional calbtlcit), can lhc the ii iost cl'l'cctivc 
in tervent ion to improve pol icy outcomes. Also, ~partners l i i l~s lbet\.\,cen orga~r izat i (~ns will1 c i~ i i i l> lc -  
mentar). strengths can  r e s ~ ~ l t  i n  c l 'kc l ivc lprog~1111 i ~ i r l h l e~ i i c r i t a t i <~~ i  i ~ l l l i ~ ~ ~ g l i  s i~cccss I r~ l ,  
s~~s ta i r ie ( I  partnerships also r e ( l ~ ~ i ~ - e  Lime and r e s ( ~ ~ ~ r c c s .  

l ~ i i ~ h l m i r m i t a l i o ~ i  i~gcncics mLtsl i ~ l s i ]  lbc lielcl ;~cco~~nt ; i l ) lc  1,r ~pcrlitrni;tnct!. Clc;t~-ly clcl'inc(l 
])el-brmance measures and systematic iperl ' i~r~i iancc mon i to r ing  c;k~i s l r c~ ig t l i cn  imlhlcmcntal ion. 
A l s~ l .  1~1c;il lhi~l icymal~crs can liolcl ;igencics ;~cct,unt;il,Ie I)), r c q ~ ~ i l - i n g  11ii11 i i c~ - l ' o r~ i i i ~ i i ce  d ;~ t ;~  lbc 
c ~ ~ l l c c t c ~ l  ;11ic1 jp~~lhlisliecl o ~ i  21 ~ r e g ~ ~ l ; ~ r  Ihasis, u, l i ic l i  erciitcs s t r o ~ i g  i ~ i c c ~ ~ i t i v c ~  for el'fcctive lpcr- 
l ' < ~ ~ - ~ i i a ~ i c e .  C ~ ~ r n m u n i t i c s  can i ~ l s o  cnlcl- i n l o  j ~ c ~ - l ~ r ~ i i t ~ n c c - l ~ ; l s e ~ l  contracts \v i l l i  ip~~l,l ic ;~gcncics, 
l x i va tc  conilhanies, and/or nor~lhrof i t  (11-ga~iizations, t l i r c ~ ~ ~ g l i  \vhich lpaymcnts, lbon~~ses,  i~nd  o r  
contl-act d u r t ~ t i o n  are all cxlhliciily tied to  thc i~c l i i c \ ,e~ i i cn l  III' ~iicasuralble lhcrk~rmancc targets. 

Conclusion ! 
I te r  decatles o f  federal housing ini t iat ivcs that were designed I)), \4lashington and 
;~d~i i in is lcrcc l  ihy IiUI) i l r  its lbrcdccess(~rs, ;I lhalpable sh i l l  to\.vard state and local con-  
t ro l  lias cli~nrinarccl U.S. ~ l i i n l i i n g  a l i o ~ l t  nl'l;~rclilIile I ro i~s ing  i p o l i c ~  For inore than  a A. leca(le. I'e(ler;~l 1policyiiisl;ers Iiilvc. c:ssc~ili:~lly <levoI\,etl rcs l~onsib i l i ty  for t l ic  design and 

i rnp lementa t io~ i  <~fafSordalhlc I i o l ~ s i ~ i g  ini t iat ives to ~ l i c  state ancl loctil le\,cl. Across the na t i r~ i i .  
state and  local government leaders ;Ire struggl ing to use t l ie l imi ted resources availalhle to them 
i n  corumuni l ies that d i f ler  significantly in theit- mar l ie l  co~r ( l i t i i~ns .  r r > i c l c ~ i ~ i i i l  ~b ;~ t~cr i i s .  r e g ~ l l i ~ -  
tory regimes, and local goals. 

Despite the changes o c c ~ ~ r r i n g  i n  housing pol icy and progrsnrs, and t l ie ne\v cliallenges lpi1scd 
by today's economic and demographic trends, i h e  cxpcricnce ol' piist housing ~pr~1g1.a1irs I i i ~ s  a lot 
t o  teach us. As the de\,olution o f  housing pol icies continues Lo u n l ~ l ( l ,  t l ierc is grc;tl ~ p ~ ~ t e n t i ; ~ l  
for  stale and local leaders to i lu i ld  upon the cxpcricnce ol ' t l ic p;lst whi le  I ~ r i n g i l i g  l'resh lh in l i i ng  
t o  a new  generation ol'approaclies that r c s l ~ o n d  t o  t l ie  diverse neccls ~I'OLII- c o m m ~ i n i t i c s  and 
fu r ther  in forms t l ie  evolving fedcl.al role i n  I ro i~s i l rg.  
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S ii 
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m GDP in 2004 up 4-4.S0/o, 3.4-3.6% in 
2005 . Inflation near 2.5% 
Rates-rising at a measured pace-driven 
by the data. Neutrality 45% on fed 
funds. Ten year near 5.3% at the end 
of 2005. 
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Job Growth UpdateJuly Data 
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Stronger Labor Market 

Tidbits 
-. . .  . Population Growth 1.1% in 2003 

Travel and Tourism Growing 
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Supply Side Changes Loss aversion behavior will support prices. 

Higher Inflation, Lower Employment Case and Schiller- "excessive public 
expectations for future price increases cause 

and Slower Growth prices to be temporarily elevated." 
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Inelastic Demand Short Run 
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m Local Declines have taken place 
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can cause iwal booms/busts. 

-- 
a Gokhale and Smelters Paper Long Term 
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The Task Force's Process and Interests 

Governor Christine Gregoire asked the Affordable Housing Advisory Board (AHAB) in July to 
convene an AHAB task force on the Growth Management Act (GMA) and housihg (See 
Attachment A). The task force was to consist of representatives of AHAB, the Realtors, the 
residential construction industry, cities, counties, and other groups that are vitally interested in 
expanding the supply of affordable housing through better implementation of the GMA, 
including the provision of more tools and incentives. 

Among the topics the Governor asked the task force to review were: 

The allocation of infrastructure costs for new housing, including the share of costs imbedded 
in the price of new housing units versus the share paid by the community at large. The 
consideration of infrastructure costs was to include discussion of impact fees and 
concurrency. 
Mechanisms for encouraging communities to meet their GMA housing goals, including those 
communities' commitments to density. This discussion could include ways in which the 
state might focus public works resources on those communities that are working effectively 
to meet those housing goals. 
Discussion of mechanisms to make zoning and building requirements more efficient and 
flexible while preserving the full range of safety and environmental protections. 
Ideas on how communities might be able to ensure that there is sufficient capacity to 
accommodate projected population growth when necessary regulations reduce the supply. 

The Task Force was encouraged to provide recommendations prior to the 2007 Legislative 
Session. 

AHAB convened a Growth ManagementiHousing Task Force (Task Force) of 20 members as 
follows. AHAB members are noted with an * and ex-officio AHAB members with an **. 

Hugh Spitzer, Chair* 
Sam Anderson, Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties* 
Sa~n Pace, Washington Association of Realtors 
Bryan Wahl, Washington Association of Realtors 
The Hon. Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Kirkland City Council, Association of Washington Cities 
The Hon. Tom Moak, Kennewick City Council, Association of Washington Cities* 
Dave Williams, Association of Washington Cities 
Andy Cook, Building Industry Association of Washington 
Kaleen Cottingham, Futurewise 
Kim Herman, Washington Housing Finance Commission** 
The I-Ion. Mary Hunt, Douglas County Board of Commissioners, Washington State Association 
of Counties* 
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The Hon. Jayni Kamin, Mason County Board of Commissioners, Washington State Association 
of Counties * 
Arthur Sullivan, A Regional Coalition for Housing 
Judith Stoloff, American Planning Association, Washington State Chapter 
Paul Purcell, Beacon Development Group* 
Brian Smith, Washington State Department of Transportation 
Stephen Buxbaum, Washington Department of Community Trade and Economic Development** 
Leonard Bauer, Washington Department of Community Trade and Economic Development 
Heather Ballash, Washington Department of Community Trade and Economic Development 

Hugh Spitzer, Task Force chair and chair of the AHAB, convened each meeting. The meetings 
were facilitated by Jim Reid of the Falconer Group. At the commencement of the first meeting 
on August 16, Mr. Spitzer urged the group to focus on "do-able" recommendations, such as 
recommendations that could be forwarded to the Governor and the Legislature this fall and 
which would have a reasonable chance of being enacted in 2007. 

The Task Force met four times. Meetings were held in Beltevue, Washington on August 16, 
September 6, September 14, and October 9, 2006. On September 6 the Task Force brainstormed 
a list of ideas for consideration (See Attachment B). The Task Force reviewed those ideas at the 
September 14 meeting and established three committees to consider ideas that had the most 
support, plus any other ideas the committees considered worth discussing. The three committees 
were Funding (chaired by Hugh Spitzer), Planning Tools (chaired by Judith Stoloff,, and Land 
Capacity (chaired by Jim Reid). Each committee met once between the September 14 and 
October 9 Task Force meetings. The committees reported back with recommendations to the 
Task Force on October 9 (See Attachment C). In addition to Task Force members, ten other 
individuals served on the committees'. 

The Task Force recommendations reflect recommendations for consideration in the 2007 
legislative session. In addition, because of the complexity and difficulty of the issues and the 
short timeframe for the Task Force, some recommendations propose longer discussions about 
vital issues. 

' The other committee members were Mike Flynn, Bill Riley and Mike Luis (representing the Realtors), Brad 
Collins of the City of Arlington (representing the Washington Chapter of the American Planning Association), Tim 
Trohimovich (representing Futurewise), Don Davis (representing the Master Builders Association of King and 
Snohomish Counties), Harry Reinert and Chandler Felt of King County, and Mayor Jean Garber of the City of 
Newcastle and Michael Huhner ofthe Suburban Cities Association of King County (representing the Association of 
Washington Cities). 
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THE TASK FORCE'S 
INTERESTS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

FUNDING -THE TASK FORCE'S ~NTERESTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Task Force members share an interest in increasing the total amount of funding for infrastructure 
to help expand the supply of affordable housing. In advocating for additional funding to support 
new growth and development, the Task Force recommends that the State not divert funding 
sources currently in place to maintain or improve existing infrastructure. 

The Task Force proposes to the Affordable Housing Advisory Board (AHAB) the following 
eight recommendations: 

REPROGRAM EXISTING STATE FUNDS arrdA UTHORIZE NEW LOCAL FUNDING 
SOURCES 

1. In reviewing local overnment applications for state grants and loans (e.g. Public Works 3 Trust Fund (PWTF ), Transportation Improvement Board (TIB), Community Economic 
Revitalization Board (CERB), and the Job Development Fund), the State of Washington 
should award bonus points to applications that help achieve statewide Growth Management 
Act (GMA) housing affordability goals through mechanisms such as: 

The use of the grant or loan will enhance the affordability of new housing consistent 
with Growth Management Act (GMA) plans; 
Transportation-Oriented Development (TOD) will serve the housing; 
The local jurisdiction is making progress toward achieving the affordability component 
of the goals in its housing element; 
The project adds infrastructure capacity that supports housing affordability (including 
infill in older areas); 
A higher density of housing is being encouraged in urban areas - i.e. using zoning tools 
to increase the supply of housing (see Planning Tools recommendation #3 below); 

The Task Force believes that there would he limited application of these criteria to the PWTF because of that 
funding source's focus on maintenance and upgrades of existing infrastructure rather than expansion of 
infrastructure to accommodate growth. Funding for new growth could come from the Growth Management 
infrastructure Account. 
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The local jurisdiction is using a local improvement district (LID) or tax increment 
financing (TIF) to help finance infrastructure for affordable housing in conjunction with 
the state funding; 
Infrastructure is being financed that will help create low-income housing; 
Ilelps improve the jobs-housing balance; 
In rural and small communities (e.g. thirty-two distressed rural counties and the cities 
within them), the provision of infrastructure will also help stimulate economic growth. 

2. Create a Growth Management Infrastructure Account (GMIA) to provide funding for local 
infrastructure projects that help achieve statewide GMA housing affordability goals. 

A. Allocation of funds from the GMIA will be based on the degree to which: 

o The use of the grant or loan will enhance the affordability of new housing 
consistent with Growth Management Act (GMA) plans; 

o Transportation-Oriented Development (TOD) will serve the housing; 
o The local jurisdiction is making progress toward achieving the affordability 

component of the goals in its housing element; 
o The project adds infrastructure capacity that supports housing affordability 

(including infill in older areas); 
o A higher density of housing is being encouraged in urban areas - i.e. using zoning 

tools to increase the supply of housing (see Planning Tools recommendation #3 
below); 

o The local jurisdiction is using a local improvement district (LID) or tax increment 
financing (TIF) to help finance infrastructure for affordable housing in 
conjunction with the state funding; 

o Infrastructure is being financed that will help create low-income housing; 
o Helps improve the jobs-housing balance; 
o In rural and small communities (e.g, thirty-two distressed rural counties and the 

cities within them), the provision of infrastructure will also help stimulate 
economic growth. 

B. The GMIA will be funded through a variety of sources, including: 

i. Reallocation of a portion of the existing State Real Estate Excise Tax (REET)~ 

ii. Reallocation of a portion of the state sales tax on construction. Reallocation 
could be based on: 

Anything above the rolling 10-year average of collections; 
Collections above projected revenues in the revenue forecast; or 

I The State should consider any impacts on the current allocation of REET to the PWTF and other existing state 
infrastructure funds. These funds should be "held harmless"; in other words, the existing REET allocation to the 
PWTF should not simply be reallocated to the Growth Management Infrastructure Account. 
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A fixed fractionlshare that captures a rise in revenue. 

iii. The State Capital Budget. 

3. Provide dedicated and consistent funding for counties and cities to produce the buildable 
lands analysis through the State's General Fund Budget. (See Land Capaicty 
recomtnendation #1 below.) 

4. Authorize a voter-approved local option regular property tax using the unused portion of the 
state regular property tax levy within a specified county or city. The funding may be used 
either for school construction or for other purposes for which GMA impact fees are currently 
imposed, such as fire-fighting facilities, roads and parks. This hnding source would replace 
GMA impact fees in counties and cities where it is levied. 

5. Eliminate the "replacement rule" that requires counties and cities to pay from public funds 
for low-income housing impact fee exemptions (RCW 82.02.060(2)). 

6. Update Washington State's tax increment financing legislation so that it is more closely tied 
to achieving statewide GMA goals, including GMA housing affordability goals. 

7. Provide a partial property tax exemption for affordable rental or for sale units for households 
at 50% of median income or less (per RCW 84.36.560). 

NEW STA TE FUNDS 

8. Use one dollar of the unused state regular property tax levy to fund school capital costs 
statewide. Growth management impact fees for schools would be eliminated. 
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PLANNING TOOLS - THE TASK FORCE'S INTERESTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Task Force members share an interest in rewarding communities that accept higher density and 
provide a variety of housing choices that, as a result, help make housing more affordable. 

The Task Force proposes to AHAB the following eight recommendations: 

1. Simplify and standardize local development standards and regulations. 

Provide incentives for local governments to work on common regulations and standards, 
including: 

o Application process - look at standardizing documentation and process requirements 
that could reduce permitting timelines 

o Appropriate design standards, such as pedestrian orientation, compatibility and access 
among adjacent developments; appropriate open spaces, gathering places and 
adequate landscaping and attractive streetscapes and parking arrangements. 

o Roads standards (street widths, curbs, etc.) 
o Small lots 
o Application processing software 

2. Address State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) issues, such as expanding categorical 
exemptions or eliminating SEPA review in urban growth areas. 

Explore a categorical exemption for projects in areas within urban growth areas that are 
designated by local jurisdictions and are generally characterized by a mix of uses, higher 
density and access to public services, including transit, if the jurisdiction has done an 
adequate environmental impact statement (EIS) for the designated area. 
Explore developing a higher threshold for categorical exemptions for larger projects (e.g. 
increase the exemption to 20 lot subdivisions). 
Fund the Planning and Environmental Review Fund (PERF) as an incentive for local 
governments to do the up front environmental review in a planned action [include 
additional funding in the state general fund]. 

3. Provide state funding incentives (existing funding sources) for plans and zoning that require 
or encourage a diversity of housing choices and types. 

Provide incentives for the following zoning tools: 
o Minimum densities; 
o Bonus densities for affordable housing; 
o Lot size averaging; 
o Townhomes; 
o Cottage housing; 
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o Accessory dwelling units; 
o Mixed-use development; 
o Design standards4; and 
o Allowing attached housing as a permitted use when clustering units to avoid critical 

areas while not losing unit count (King County, Woodinville). 

In addition, incentives for performance-based zoning could be considered but first more 
education is needed about what it is and how it works. 

Incentives for these zoning tools could include: 
o Getting points on an application for state infrastructure funding for using enough of 

these tools (see Funding recommendations #I ,  2, and 4 above). 
o Authority for increasing categorical exemptions under SEPA in the UGA for using 

enough of these tools. 

4. Allow cities to use the 10-year tax abatement for infill on smaller lots - lot size averaging. 

5. Allow cities to retain the state's 20% of the taxes collected during the abatement period (on 
the incremental increase in value of land and non-housing improvements) for use with 
Attached Dwelling Units (ADU) and flex-lot programs. 

6. Provide information on best practices for design standards and review process on CTED's 
Affordable by Design web site. 

7. Provide education for the development community, elected officials, planners and the public 
on these tools. All of these folks need to work together. 

8. Convene the key interested and affected stakeholders to follow up on the work of this Task 
Force to explore in more depth the use of planning tools and potential changes to them that 
could expand the supply of affordable housing. 

One topic the Task Force suggests to include in this follow-up process is "beefing up" the 
GMA housing element. The following are some potential ideas and questions to consider 
that could be part of that deeper discussion to accomplish this goal: 

Consider amending the Housing Element (RCW 36.70A.070(2)) requirements or provide 
incentives to include items such as: 

' The Task Force supports design standards for multi-family, plats, houses within the plats, and very high density 
development. The Task Force did not support design standards applicable to individual single-family homes or a 
design review process. 
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Require or vrovide incentives for a variety of housing types. 
Require more specificity about existing and projected needs. 
Require a plan for implementation that includes some form of monitoring. 
Amend (2)(d) of the Housing Element to "makes adequate provisions for existing and 
projected needs of all economic and demo~ravhic segments of the community." 

Among the questions the Task Force thinks should be considered in the discussion of these 
ideas are: (1) Whether a variety ofhousing types would be promoted in a plan, or whether 
there would be a requirement to provide them; (2) What more specific information would we 
need regarding existing and projected needs for housing in a plan?; (3) What type and 
specificity of information would be appropriate and beneticial to monitor - e.g. how the plan 
is working or what housing types are being built? What would be the cost of monitoring?; 
and (4) What are the expected outcomes for making adequate provisions for existing and 
projected needs of all demographic segments of the community? 

Another idea that could be part of this follow-up process is: 

Any comprehensive land use plan change that increases capacity and also increases the 
economic value of the property must include provisions for affordability consistent with 
the local economy (application of this requirement should be limited to projects of a 
minimum size and density based upon the local need for affordable housing and the 
economy). 

Finally, the Task Force generated a list of ideas for using planning tools more effectively to help 
expand the supply of affordable housing. Those ideas (see Appendix B to this report) should 
also be reviewed and discussed as part of this follow-up process. 
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LAND CAPACITY - THE TASK FORCE'S INTERESTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Task Force is interested in ensuring that local governments and other interested parties have 
as much usehl information as possible to develop strategies and take actions that expand the 
supply of affordable housing. Task Force members are also interested in ensuring that if the 
State imposes requirements on local governments, the State supports them with sufficient 
funding lo accomplish those mandates - applicable to both current land capacity analysis 
obligations and any new ones in the future. 

Prior to consideration of any new planning or analysis requirements that the legislature adopts 
for the 2012 "Buildable Lands ~e~or t s " ' ,  they first need to take into account and be informed by 
the Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development's (CTED) assessment of the 
2007 Buildable Lands Reports (due by December 2007). With that in mind, the Task Force 
proposes to AHAB the following four recommendations: 

1. The legislature needs to provide dedicated and sufficient funding to the "Buildable Lands 
Counties" to develop and produce the 2012 Buildable Lands Reports already required by 
statute, as well as any new required information on land capacity for development. 

2. Provided that funding in #I is made available by the Legislature, the 2012 Buildable Lands 
Reports should include information that enhances the description of development potential 
of land. For example, the Buildable Lands Reports could include a tiering of levels of 
analysis, such as information that: 

Identifies, in more and better detail, which lands are suitable for development. That 
information could identify: 

o Buildable lands currently suitable for development with current infrastructure 
capacity: Land with currently available infrastructure and remaining capacity 
sufficient to accommodate residential and commercial build-out at densities allowed 
by the jurisdiction's existing comprehensive plan and zoning. 

o Buildable lands potentially suitable for development with funded infrastructure 
capacity: Lands not currently suitable for development because of inadequate 
infrastructure, but for which a jurisdiction has included in its six-year capital 
improvement planlcapital facilities plan (CIPICFP) and ten-year transportation 
improvement plan (TIP) infrastructure projects for which full funding has been 
identified or secured. When built, such planned projects would make available 

5 The "Buildable Lands" program and reports is a reference to the requirement in RCW 36.70A.215 for the six 
fastest growing counties and the cities within them in Western Washington (King, Snohomish, Pierce, Kitsap, 
Thurston and Clark - the "Buildable Lands counties"). These counties and their cities are comparing anticipated 
growth with actual development in answer to huo basic questions: (1) Do local governments have enough suitable 
land to accommodate expected growth for 20 years? And (2) Are urban densities being.achieved in urban growth 
areas? 
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infrastructure with sufficient remaining capacity to accommodate residential and 
commercial build-out at densities allowed by the jurisdiction's existing 
comprehensive plan and zoning. 

o Buildable lands zoned and planned for urban development, but not currently served 
by urban services or expected to be served by publicly-financed urban services in the 
CIPICFP or TIP six year plans. This category would include potentially buildable 
land that would be suitable for development if key infrastructure is provided for by 
public or private entities within the 20-year planning period. 

Assesses the impact of existing regulations on land capacity and availability. 

Identifies the availability and capacity of land (in terms of density) to meet the existing 
and projected need for single family and multi-family housing. 

3. The Task Force recommends that the Washington State Department of Community, Trade 
and Economic Development (CTED) be required (outside of its reporting requirements for 
"Buildable Lands" under RCW 36.70A.215) to report to the Governor and Legislature 
annually information detailing the net change in the number of housing units and the number 
ofjobs by jurisdiction. This information should be provided for each county within a 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, and where available, for each city. The first report, which 
could be available to the Legislature when it convenes in 2008, could also include a summary 
for the period from 1990 (the inception of the GMA) to 2006. 

4. The Task Force recommends that a longer-term process be convened in which key 
stakeholders further explore issues related to the impacts of land availability and capacity on 
the affordability of housing, and recommend strategies for ensuring a sufficient supply of 
buildable land is available to achieve affordable housing goals. Some of the 
recolnmendations should also address issues of land capacity and availability in eastern 
Washington and rural communities, even though they are not buildable lands reporting 
counties. 

Possible topics for inclusion in this process: a) "no net loss" of land capacity; b) the 
feasibility of including in the 2012 Buildable Lands Reports information about market 
feasibility forces; c) the relationship between growth management and housing affordability; 
d) buildable lands-type programs and evaluation processes in other states; e) review of 
buildable lands methodologies used by the six buildable lands counties; f )  an assessment of 
the buildable lands program as a tool for helping to ensure achievement of housing 
affordability goals and illuminating the relationship of supply and demand for housing. 

As part of this recommendation, the Task Force also recommends that: 
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This process should commence after the drafi Buildable Lands Reports are submitted to 
CTED in June 2007. 

The parties involved in this process should include those that served on this Task Force 
as well as any other interested andlor affected stakeholder groups, such as representatives 
of public and private utilities. A particular effort should be made to include 
representatives of all buildable lands counties and of eastern Washington and rural 
communities. 

Two immediate steps the group should take are: 1) agree on the problems to be 
addressed and resolved; and 2) identify the common interests that any recommendations 
must achieve. Regarding the first step, the group may request that an "outside, 
independent" party conduct research and analysis and present to the group its findings. 
The parties involved in this process would have to agree on that neutral party or 
consultant. 

Once these first two steps have been taken, all potential solutions need to be "put on the 
table." For example, changes to existing laws as well as incentives are, broadly speaking, 
worthy of consideration. 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING ADVISORY BOARD 
128 -10th Avenue SW Olympia, Wasl~ington 90504.2525 (360) 725-4000 

October 26,2006 

The Honorable Christine 0. Gregoire 
Governor of Washington 
Office of the Govemor 
Post Office Box 40002 
Olympia, Washington 98504-0002 

Re: Task Force of Growth Management Act and Affordable Housing 

Dear Governor Gregoire: 

I am very pleased to transmit to you the enclosed Report of the Growth Management Housing 
Task Force dated October 18,2006. 

This report was prepared by a Task Force formed by the Affordable Housing Advisory Board 
(AHAB) in response to your July 18,2006 letter. Your letter asked us to form a group composed 
of representatives of AHAB, the Realtors, the residential construction industry, cities, counties 
and other groups that are vitally interested in expanding the supply of affordable housing through 
better implementation of the Growth Management Act. We promptly formed that group and 
held four meetings in August, September and October, supplemented by meetings of three 
committees that focused on funding of infrastructure, planning tools, and land capacity. The 
names of the individuals who participated in the task force are shown on the front page of the 
report, and those people put tremendous energy and cooperation into this effort. We were also 
ably supported by staff of the Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development, 
and by our facilitator, Jim Reid of the Falconer Group. 

Early in the work of the Task Force we identified common interests that were shared by this 
diverse group of 20 members. The five most important mutual interests were as follows: 

Expand the supply of affordable housing across Washington State. 

Sufficiently fund the infrastructure and planning tools needed to increase the availability 
of affordable housing. 

Expand the range of choices for local governments to achieve their affordable housing 
goals. 
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Help public and private stakeholders who are working to expand the supply of affordable 
housing so that they can make the right decisions through access to better and more 
complete information about the housing market and land capacity. 

Strengthen the partnership between the state, local governments and the private sector to 
help overcome complex challenges related to affordable housing. 

We are proud of the Task Force's work and the enclosed Report. It represents a real step toward 
consensus building among interests that have frequently been at odds on issues concerning 
growth management and the need to ensure an adequate supply of housing to meet the State's 
burgeoning population. 

The Task Force developed recommendations in the following three areas: 

* Provision of adequate funds for the infrastructure necessary to support an expanded stock 
of affordable housing. This is particularly important because of the decline in local 
governments' ability to generate revenue to meet the infrastructure needs of a growing 
population 

Simplified and standardized local development regulations, together with information and 
incentives that will enable local governments and developers to more effectively expand 
the supply of affordable housing. 

Improvements to the process of documenting available land capacity in the "Buildable 
Lands Counties" so that public officials and the development community will have better 
information about the development potential of land. 

It is impoaant to emphasize that this Report is just a beginning, and that it contains only those 
ideas upon which all Task Force members could agree. Attachment B to the Report lists nearly 
150 separate ideas generated by the Task Force at one of its meetings. I will also fonvard to you, 
when available, a summary of the public comments AHAB received at its October 18 meeting. 
Many of the concepts presented in Attachment B and in the public comment summary are 
excellent and are worthy of close examination by you and by the Legislature. However, we 
could not reach complete consensus on many of those proposals, and, accordingly, they were not 
included in our recommendations. Nevertheless, we urge policy makers to closely review this 
list and consider whether some of them should be actively pursued as part of the ongoing process 
of determining which approaches will best enable the State to protect its quality of life while 
ensuring that every Washingtonian has a decent and affordable place to live. 

It is also important to stress that this Report does not represent a solution in and of itself. The 
Report's recommendations require action by the Legislature. Further, recommendations from 
two of the committees each require an ongoing process. One of the Planning Tools 
recommendations suggests the convening of key stakeholders to follow up on the Task Force's 
work to explore in more depth the use of planning tools and potential changes to increase the 
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consistency and coherence of planning and permitting activities. The Land Capacity suggestions 
include a recommendation that a process be launched so that key stakeholders may further 
explore issues related to the impacts to land availability on the affordability of housing, and to 
recommend strategies to ensure that a sufficient supply of buildable land is available. In other 
words, this Task Force's timeline did not enable us to work through some key issues in these two 
areas, and an ongoing process is required in each instance. Further, that continued work will 
need to take into account the differences between the heavily urbanized counties and the more 
rural counties that are facing their own growth challenges. 

Finally, it must be emphasized that even if the Legislature were to adopt every one of the Task 
Force's recommendations, it would not be enough to ensure that we can maintain our 
environmental quality, our agricultural resources, an adequate supply of jobs, and a 
corresponding and accessible supply of affordable housing for Washingtonians. This is a huge 
challenge that will require the ongoing work and cooperation of all parties concerned and which 
will likely require additional legislation and action by our State's elected leaders. 

I would very much welcome the opportunity to meet with you to review the Task Force's 
findings and recommendations, and to discuss with you how we might move forward in 
implementing these ideas. 

Thank you very much for the honor and the opportunity to have served as part of this effort. I 
look forward to discussing this with you in the near future. 

Sincerely, 

~ ; ~ h  D. Spitzer, Chair 
Affordable Housing Advisory Board 

Enclosures 
cc: Speaker Frank Chopp 

Senator Lisa Brown 
, Senator Darlene Fairley 

Senator Jim Kastama 
Representative Mark Miloscia 
Representative Geoff Simpson 
Terry Sullivan, President, Washington REALTORS@ 
Juli Wilkerson, Director, Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development 
AHAB Members 
GMAIHousing Task Force Members 
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zoning variance must be 15 pel-cent affordable. 
'The affordable units can be part of the project 
or built elsewhere, or the develol~et can lnalie a 
minirnum cash conrl.ibution oS$200,000 per 
unit to an afi~rdable housing fund. 

So far, the program hasgcncrated 16,388 new 
units, ofwhich 4,566 are affordable. 

Seattle, San Francisco, San Jose, and several 
other cities have similar programs, which ef- 
fectively make affordable housing part of the 
cost of doing business in tllosc communities. 
"Developers here lu~ow that the dernographia 
are on their side," notes Kevin McColl, senior 
policy advisor lor Boston's Depart~nent ofNeigh- 
borhood Development. "They may grumble a 
bit, bur nobody else can offer this kind ofurban 
experience." 

Cei Llie money 
Political will needs to be backed by hard cash. 
Wit11 the federal government bailing oat of 
the subsidized hoosing marlet and the cost of 



a single affordable unit exceeding $150,000 
in many cities, creative financing is needed to 
plug the gap. 

''. h c r e d i t s ,  blockgrants, andother conven- 
tional instruments areno longeradequarc," says 
S h a n ~ n  Lee, executive director ofSeatrIc's 1 . o ~  
Income Housing Institute, wllich hasdeveloped 
housingfor thei~omeless. "'nlisisa rimeofgreat 
need, so we have to have new mechanisms and 
more dedicated funds for housing." 

No~~profits can rarely compete with private 
developers for land, or get their financing to- 
gctherquicldy enough lo get ahead ofrhe market. 
Wiercas bigllome buildaalikeCentexorD.L. 
Horton might need only one or rwo signatitres 
to get a loan, affordable housing devclopers 
frequently need I0  to 15. 

T h e  50-unit Cabr-ini First Hill Apartments 
in Seattle, developed by theLow Income Hous- 
ing Instiultc, received fu~ldirlgh-om H u l l ,  d ~ e  
Enterprise Foundation, King Coitnry, rheWas11- 
ington State Housing'liust Fund, the Federal 
HomeInan Bank, the BankofAmerica, andhalf 
a dozen other sources. Byzantine by corporate . . 
standards, but routine for ilonprofirs. 

'Tl~estateofWashii~gro~~ has a $ 1  20  mi1lio11 
housing trust fund for low-iorerest housing 
loans, whilc the city ofScattlc recently approved 
a downtown density program rhar extracts $I 9 
per square foot from commercial projectssceki~lg 
additional height and density. Bostan gets $8 per 
square foot as part ofits linkage program. 

Ileal estate transfer taxes are becotning more 
common, despite indusrry resistance, witli the 

Linden Corrrr in Oakllli~d, 
(:Rlifon~iu,fitr 79 units 

iilcorne funneled to a ]lousing fund. Ncw YOSIC 
Ciry recently crearcd a $200 nlilliorl revolving 
fund to help nonprofits buy and hold key sites 
until they can arrange perlnancnt financing. 

O f  considerable promise is the growing piir. 
ticiyation ofprivate fi)unda~ions in affocdahlc 
hoitsing. Inaddition to fundingtl~ctradirio~~:~l 
rrifecraofeducation, mcdicdresearcl>, and.soci:tl 
services,sorllefar-sigl~tetil~hilantl~ropistssce ir- 

building urban neighborhoodsasa critical P : I ~ I  o i  
their mission. Both thc M a d r t h u r  Foundatiotl 
and theBill andMelindaGatcs Foundation Ihavc 
beenactive in Scattle. Indianapolis foundatioi~s, 
particularly Lill): conrriburenlillio~~seach ycar to 
local neighborhood programs, includingaifoid- 
able housing. In Boston, the Riley Foundatioi~ 
has donated Inore than $10  nill lion to inncr 
city projects, including nlajor funding for ilie 
Lludlcy Street Neighborhood Initiative, one of 
tl~er~~ostinnovarive~~eigl~borl~ood revita1i;r:trion 
efforts in thecountry. 

"Ifcities could fiild a way to divert just 10 
11ercenc of charitable giving each 
year to colnlllulliry projects, the . .  . 
changc would be astonishing," 
says Paul Grogan, director of the 
Dosto~l Foondarioi~ and author 
of the seminal hook, Comeback 
Cilia. 

liro~rr ihe grorrrlcl up 
Cborc l~es ,  r~e ig l lbor l~ood  as- 
sociations, communiry develop- 
ment corporations, and national 

Ilkht: 7iiilo 7bruer iri Boito~z- 
a mixed usr coi~dominium 



Advocates. Learn more abut11 i-lousing Partners at w.liousingpartnersinc.co~n. 
'Tl~e Boston Department of Neighborhood Development is at www.cityo).omoston.gov. 
I-larvard's Joint Ccnter Ibr Housing Studies is ai www.jchs.1iarvard.edu. Seattle's Low 
Income IHousing Instirote is at u~wu,,lihi.org.The Dudley Street Neigltborhood Initiative 
is at www.dsni.org. 

Architects. I'yatok Arcliitecu is at www.pyatok.com. David Baker t Partners is at 
db a ~ c  . I '  11tect.co111. 

Furders. Bank ofAmerica's commiloirydwelopmentprogram is at www.bankofatnerica. 
comlcommunity. Federal HomeLoan Bank: u?vw..fhlbanks.com. Enterprise Foundation: 
w\w,e1itetprisefoun~1atio11,org, MacArrhur Foundarion: www.niacfound.org. Gates 
1:oundation: www.gatesfoundatio~i,org. Riley Foundation: wwwrileyfoundatio~~~org. 
lilly Foundation: www.lilly.com. 

direcrorJolinBarn~s. "WewantedalocalC1)C 
serving local residents and businesses, yet tied 
to a larger community. You can't just settle for 

: what the city is willing to give you." 

1 Yet in housing, as in otber things, si7.c :emat- 
1 ten. Since it costs nearly as much to build 20 

units of housing as 200, CIICs tbar work with 
pa~tners typically have lnorc clout tlia~i those 
that go i t  alone. 

"Ilevelopment is a business with rulcs, and 
the hcst CDCs are led by people with business 
smarts," says James Grauley, director ofcommu- 
lniry development for rhe Rank ofAmerica, 

Howcver, as their acronym suggests, CDCs 
11.e in rlieco~nmunity building business, hot just I ~llrhausing b i s inen ihey  have to take thelong 

view; building bridges is morc important than 
doingdcals. Most private developers think tliar 
wlien you crcate value you cash out as soon as 
youcan, whereas CDCs haveastake in ongoing 
affordabilitybccawc they believeit leads tomore 
viable and ~nore  competitive cities. 

Architeciure and urban design 
Location, locndo~i, 1ocarior1-themant ofrcal 
estateagents-has to bea concern ofaffodable 
Iioasing as well. Recause so many residents are 
poor,eIderly,ordoiit own cars, it makes nosense 
to build in rlie~niddleofnowlicre. I'rojectsniust 
be close to transit, shopping, and other services. 
' h e  niix of uses also encourages a desirable mix 
ofincomes, from residenrsearni~i~only 3001 60 

percent of median household income to those 
paying market rate. 

Innovative design is not necessarily a goal; 
affordable housing should be sensible, sustain- 
able, and tailored to a broad rangeofindividaal 
nceds.'TIiis doesn't mean that it has to besterile 
or anonymous, only that it can't be viewed as a 
design laboratory in which the residents become 
part of an experiment. Improving lives colnes 
hcforr advancing tlie cause ofarcl~itecrure. 

Developers, designers, and occupants of af- 
fordable housing seem to lia\,c a co~ispict~ous 
preference for porches, front stoops, bay win- 
dows, cupolas, and other features that make the 
houses seem part of an establislied conimunity 
instcad of an unwanted intrusion. Familiarity 
sells, in orher words, whereas edginess tends to 
make people uneasy. 

"Most of our projects are sitnple boxes to 
which we add decks, fencing, trellises, and the 
like," says Oakland's Michael PyatokofPyarolc 
Architccts, oneofthe~liost commitrcd and pro- 
lific affordable housing architects in the country 
"lr'sa way to keepour costs u~idc~control while 
still enhancing the lives of the residents." 

Rut there are many intriguing exceptions. 
'flie Folsom Dore Apartments in San Fran- 
cisco, dcsigned by Ilavid Bakel. t I'arlners, 
combines a coln~n~tnity center, lush gardens, 
and street-level retail with 98 al>artmcnts for 
tlic homeless, disabled, and people with HIV 
or AIDS. Yet nothingaboot thcdesign,with its 
bold colors, crisp forms, and ~ncllow wood trim, 
says subsidized or affodablc. It is chc sharpest 
building on the blocli. 

Coll~rnu~lity needs, persolla1 vnlnes 
AKordableI~ousi~igisa causeasu~ell as abusiness. 
Savvy architects and developers make nio~iey 
at it-not as much as they would on hotels or 
shoppingcenrers, but, with tl~esul)sidiesa~id tax 
credits, enough m pay the rent. It takespariciice, 
tenacily, grittiness, and iriealism. 

"I came from alow-income faiiily in Brooklyn 
and was educated in the 1960s," says Michael 
Pyatok. "You were supposed to do something 
with your life besides make a lot of money 
ldealisln was just part of the package." 

Along with idealism, liowevet, goes a hard- 
headed recognition that in many cities afford- 
able housing isoneof the keys tosurvival, a way 
ro remain both livable and competitive. Cities 
that are divided between haves and have-nots 
are good for neitlicr group. Everybody longs 
for a shot at the American Dream, but you 
cao't get tliat if you can't even find a decent 
place ro live. 

- 
Ilavid Ilillon is ,lie arcliitecruie critic of rhc I h l h  
Morning NCIIII. 













Despite a recent slowdown in home sales, working families continue to struggle to find 

affordable homes-both rental and for sale-in communities around the country. 

The problem has grown l a  llie point wi7ere it is 

no ionger olconcerli only to the affecled iami- 

lies, but also l o  the co~nmuliities ill which they 

live or wish to live. 

Communities lliat cannot provide aflord- 

able iiolnes lor teachers, nurses, lire lighten. 

poiice oilicers, aild a t h ~ l  essential worke~s ale 

a1 a compelitivc disadvantage in attracting 

dcdicaled ivoikeis lui thcse positions. S im  

ilarly, elnploye~s iviil lie less liicely lo slay in 01 

reiocalc- to commuoities tiiat Caiinot provide 

a11 adequate supply of liolnes lhal are aflord- 

able to theit workers. 

Providilig afiordable lhornes is a maior 

challenge that requires iiiuliiple responses by a 

variety oiactors a1 the federal, state, and lacai 

levels. Wiiile city planliers, zoning board offi- 

cials. and others involved iii the zo~ i i~ ig  process 

cannot solve this problem dlone, there are a 

number o l  steps tliey can talc? to male a (mate. 

rial diflereiice ill increasing llie availability o l  

homes affordai~le lo workiiig lamilies. 

This issue of Zoning Pincticeliighlights 

three zoning toois used by co~nmuiiities to 

increase the availability olaffordablc homes: 

Revising zoning policies lo make more land 

available lor residential use and increase 

allowable derisities within rcsidential zones. 

Adoi~ting zoning policies l l ial support a 

diversity o l  lhousing types, including multilam. 

ily. accessaiy divelling uilits, and manufac- 

tured ihomes. 

Establishing inciusionilry zoning require 

nlents of itice~ilives. 

To set these 1001s iri context, we itart by 

reviewing (he scope oflhe affordable lhousing 

challenge facing working lamilies and the 

range o l  policy options availabie l o  state a ~ i d  

local leaders seeking lo address it. Following 

this Overview, ltle article examines the poten- 

tiai olcacll of the three ionirig policies to 

increase the availability of ho~nes aliordable 

to workiiig lalnilies. Tile article concludes with 

hrief suggestio~is 011 ihow to build on these 

policy i)io~)osaIs to lauiicli a comprehcnsivc 

and cooidiriated elfort l o  !meet a communiiy's 

,need for afloidahle lhoines. 

llOI!:~l!W~ (i+/,,! i ~ i  I![,l 'j I/,,( tl,!<> 
'!>,Oi<i!ll4G l /:,{>J:ii 1: ,> 

Ac~olding lo Barbara 1. Lipmail, aulho~ of Tile 

Housing /.aridscope for Aineiico's Wlorkitig 

Fo!niiies, a pulilicalior~ o i  the D.C.-based 

Cenler fol liousiilg Policy, five lnillioli ivorki~ig 

ia~iiilies nalionwide liad ciilical lhousing 

needs in 2oo3~-an increasc 0160 percent 

since 19'17. Foi puriIoses of this calrulation. 

"worl(ing families" are defilied as lamilies 

with ealliitigs equai to at least iuil-lime mini- 

inuin wage work bul less than 120 perce~il o l  

area ,median income, These tabi~lations of 

data irom the 2003 American Housing Survey 

are the inosl iecciil available. Updated tabuia. 

tioiis will be available iii early l o  mid-zoo? 

The vasl maiolity ullhese falnilies i p e l ~ t  haif 

oi inole of tlieir inoiithiy i l i~oines on l i ie costs 

olowning or renting a home. Others lhad ciili. 

cat t~o i ls i~ lg  needs because they lived in 

hollies with sevcre physical probiems. surh as 
iack of reliabie plumbing or heating. 

Millions of additional working fainilies 

have inoderate housing cost burdens or car1 

only allurd lo live far from their places o l  work, 

forcing them lo enduie lolig cotiilnules aiid 

spend much oltheir housing cost savings 011 





IFacilitale the reuse of vacant, abaiidoiied, tax~delitiquenl lproperlics. 
,. Fxpand l l ie sup~)ly o l  liotnes through rezoliings l l ia l  makr more lalid ;lvailal,lc for 

residenti;ll rise ail<! iiicreasc a1lowal)le derisilies williiti rtisideiilial zoiies. 

accessoiy dwellilig u~i i ts ,  a ~ i d  iiianufactured honies. 

Adopt expediled permitlilig and revievr policies. 
,, Revis? i~l?/)act lee S~I I IC IU~~ to retluce tlie burdeli on i;i~l>iiies occupying smallci, less- 

expe~xive lioines. 

lidopt building codes tlial facilitatu re1iai)ilitation olexislinp, slriir.tures. 

,, Utilize lax incicliieiit li11iitir.ing lo  fund afloidalile l i om i?~ .  

Stiinulalc i rnta i  Iholn~ c o ~ ~ s t r ~ ~ c t i o ~ l  ill iti 1eliil1)iIilillioli l l i l t~ i lgh  lax a l~a l i~~ner i l s .  

C~eate or expand dedicated ihousitig triusl lii i ids. 

,;st. .lb11sh . . ~ l?c /us io r~a~y  iOliilig rerjuileine$ils or in~col ives.  

Use cross.sulbsidies to sirppo~l tiiixcd income Ihoiising. 

l'rtivide pic-~It~velopmciII,  ;icqoisilio,~, ;anti v.'oiItii~g capilal l i i i i i~~r i i i g .  

Support lioiisilig lbond issues. 

liiisirre Illat iiousiiig i i l ia~ice ageiliy rescives are !used for i ~ l l o rda l~ l r  lholrliri 

' k p  slid loslei cmployer ililrresl i i i  a f iordal~l i~ ihoines for li?eir ~voikcis. 

. itecycl? ~ l o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ b a y ~ i ~ e ~ ~ t  assist;~~,ce, 

Us? sliii ied ctjiiily mi!cliai~isins to cre;ito ;ind piescivo a lhoi!sin!: stoik aflord;il~lc lo  

liiniilies with n mix of iiicoi,,iis. 

., . , , . ,, . vl i t  ~.ou~,s~!Ii~i$: 

Ilulp ~nodeialu iiicoine home owiieis avoid forccioser 2nd cqiiity lass. 

manner designed lo produce tiie inaxicnu~n lben- 

elits lo! tlie mitiimum cost. Providing funds to 

ihelp preselve exislilig alfordable homes that 

lnighl oti iewisr deteriorate due to neglect or be 

iost froin lire affordable inventory througli gen. 

tlil i iation is anc lpartliulaily cost-effective strat- 

egy. Others inclurla reiyciing down paynrenl 

assistance by providing assistance in the forin 

of loans ialher Illan grants and the use o l  

"shared equity" strategies that ihell) piesulve 

the buying power olgovernment siillsidies foi 

homeownersliip in markets with rapidly appieci- 

aling home prices. 

Empower residents to purchase ond retain 

private-morl~ethomes. As a group, tlie policies 

described in the first live roles have focused 

overwlielmingly on expatiditig tlie supply of 

homes. But there is aiso 2% "dematid" side to the 

equalion, l o  the extent that families have adc. 

quate incomes aiid credit lo  afford private-mal- 

lkct homes, tlie lieed for goverlimeiit intciven- 

lion lo provide affordable homes is grcatly 

reduced. One dema~id-side strategy within the 

do~nain of housing policy is to invest in home 

owncrsi~ip education and counseling that iielp 

families iiavigalc tlic complicated home buying 

process and iinprove llieir credit and debt  pro^ 

file so they can access lnore plivate-markct 

mortgage capital at reaso~iable rates. Given thr 

rise offoreclosures it1 cerlaiti markets, it is 

important to marly this "pre-purciiase" strategy 

ivilli a "post-purchase" onc designed to lielp 

existing home owliers retain their liome ownci- 

ship status in the face of confusing ,mortgage 

producti, rising interest rates, arid rising prop- 

erty taxcs. 

The pages thal lollow fo<.us on three zoning 

toois for meeting the need for affordable 

homes. The sidebat on the left has a more 

exhaustive list of high-impact local and slate 

Stralegies. 

Rezoning. Coinmu~iities can expand the 

supply of homes through rezonitigs that mal(c 

more land available lor residential use or 

increase allowable densities within residential 

zoiies. As noted above, one of the bisgest chal- 

ieoges involved in building affordable homes in 

1101 housing marlets Is finding reasonably 

priced sites lor development. By deter~nining 

ivliat land is available for residential develop- 

ment, and the densitywith whicli homes ,nay 

be built in areaszoned for residetitial use, 7on- 

ing policies obviously have a direct healing oil 

the availal~ilily ofsites for development. 'The 

more sites thal arc available, the lower the 

costs. arid thus the greater lil(e1ihood olawell. 

fu~ictio~ilng iiousiiig marl(et capable of produc- 

iiig hotnes affordable to worlcing families. 

By revising zonilig policies to mahe land 

availaiile lor reside~ilial development that is 

not cuiieiilly zoned for thal use. some locali- 

ties have successfuliy increased the supply 01 

lalid lor iiew development, Localities also 

havc expanded the supply o l  Ihomes by 

inrreasing (ill appiopriale locations) the 

allowable densities within residential areas. 

For example, Fairlax County, Virginia, 

recently approved a plan lo  rezone at, area 

rlear the Vienna Metro stop to suI)statilially 

Increase densities. By combining an oidel 

lowdc i~s i l y  subdivision l l i a l  contallied 

approximately 65 single-family homes witll 

Five arres that had previously lbeeii used far 

surlacc parlcing, tile MetroWest redevelop- 

tnent plan will provide approximately 2.750 

condomii-iiums, aparlmenrs, aiid lowtihouscs, 

aloiig with lwu acres o f  structured parking, up 

lo joo,ooo squaic lee1 ufol l ice space, and up 

lo  19o,ooo square feel of retail space. Ourllig 

negotiations ovci the proposed MetroWest 

developmcnl with developer Pulte Homes, 

Fairiax County secured a promise that approxi- 

mately live perceiil of the homes would bc 

aliordable-almost double the number 

iequiicd undel current Fairtax County requice- 

nients lor dcvelopnlents of th is density. 
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New York City took a simiiar approach in 

the co~npreliensive rezoiiiiig ofGreenpoin1- 

Williamsburg in May 2005. As described iby 

the city, the rezoning "sets the stage for the 

renewal o l a  vacant and underutilized stretch 

of the Brooi(lyn waterfront. . . . It reciaims iwo 

miles of iong-neglected East River waterliont 

to create over go acres of open space, includ- 

ing a continuous publicesplanade and a new 

28-acre park surroundiiig the Bushwick Iniet. 

The plail creates new opportunities for tliou- 

salids o i  unils o l  much-needed housing, 

i~iciuding affordalble housing, within a 

detailed urban desigil piail that addresses the 

scale of tile existing ineighboriloods." 

The zoning plan includes a voiu~itary 
inclusionary housing program that provides 

To yield meaiiingful benelits for home af- 

fordability, such strategiesgeneially need to be 

impleinented either on a broad enough scale to 

sig~lificantly increase the supply ofho~nes or in 

a manner designed specilicaily to lead to the 

piaductio~i ofadditional afiordalile homes, 

such as through incluiionanjzoning icyuirc 

ments or incentives, The latter approach is dis- 

cussed later in tliis article. 

Zoning for a variety of housing types. 
Many communities have zo~ii i ig policies that 

either directly restrict or lhave tile erect of 

restricting (lor example, through infeasible park- 

ing requirements) the construction of new multi- 

family homes, manufaciured homes, or acces- 

son/dwelling units. Bccauie each of these 

housing types can be used to construct homes 

neighborhoods, increasing the ridership for 

pubiic transit, atid providing lhomes for 

worki~ ig lamilies near where they worli- cut- 

t ing down on traffic congeslioii and iinprov- 

ins job retention. Many o f i he  liighcr.eiid 

manufactured homes can no iongei be dis- 

t l n ~ u i i h c d  from sticl<~built homes, yet cost 

thousands less. Finally, accessory dweilings- 

smailer homes that are built next to or as 

part of a principal home-can be an excel- 

lent way to provide affordable ihoines for 

parents or caretakers of the principal resi- 

dents or to provide opportunities to expand 

the supply of relital homes whiie generating 

income lor thc owners. 

Auburn Court, in Cambridge, 

Massachusetts, is a good example 01 an 

attractive inixed income development lhat  

( provides 137 llotnes i i l  a multifamily setting 

spread out along lliree garden courtyard 

residential blocl<s. Estabiisiled as part o l  

l l le iarger University ParL development on 

I land assembled by the Massac i~u ie t t i  
i institute ofTcchnoiogy, Auburn Court con- 

sists of a ,nix of one-, two-, and three- bed^ 
room rental ho~ncs  distributed among flats 

a ~ i d  duplexes. Most buildings in the devcl- 

opment arc tliree stories, though sevcral 

rise up io  six stories to f ra~ne the cntralicc 

to Universily Park. With half the lhomcs 

aflordabie to ialnilies with incomes below 

50 percent ol the area median, and otliei 

homes either at mar le l  rate or allordalble l o  

iamiiies at 90 percent o l  the area mcdiaii 

income, Auiiurn C.ourt was fedtured as part 

o l  ii recent Natiolial Building Museum 

exhibit on affordable homes. 

Marly people are familiar will? ihe ,use of 

manufactured hoines in rural settings, but 

Oakiand Co~ivnunity iiousing In'. [California/ 

a density bonus and tax aliatements to that are iessexpensive thaii detached, single- de~nonstrates lhat they aiso have a i~ lace ill 

~ieveiolbers that agiee to certaiir al lordal~i l i ty family homes, such policies lend to ~nake tlie city. As part of their iiifil i Iiomeownersliip 

~estrictions. Initiai reports show a strong homes inore expensive lor wori(ing families. initiative, they lhave lbroduced both single- 

lake-UP o i  111esc incentives. Accoiding to Oii the othci lhand, by adopting zoning laniily detached lhotiies (tile "En Streel ploj. 

Mayo, Bloomberg's Julie 2 6 ,  2006, press policics that maximize tlie availalbility of ect) alld m~l t is tory town lhonies (the Liiideii 

ielease, T h e  pian will spur xo,8oo inew riiese liousiiig tyl>es. colnmunities can both Terrace projerl). 
ullits 01 much-needed housing, and rhiough expand the suppiy olaflordabie homes and Boll? Sailta Rosa, California, and Msicei 

a powerlui roml~irnation of zoning incen- ineel a wide, range of tlieir constituents' Island. Washington, use accessory dwelling 
lives, housing piogremi, and city-owned needs. units as a slralegy lor expandiiig the supjlly 

land, 3,500 of those units will be allordabie. In lecelit years. tremerldous advances oiaffoidable homes, In Santa Rosa, a r r r i so iy  

One year aftel the rvro!liiig was enacted have been made in the design o f  both multi- dweiling units are lypicaliy ir1l:otporatcd into 
theic are already 1,000 affordabie units in lamiiy and manulactuicd lhomes. When well new deveiopments, such as Courtside Village. 
the pipeline for near-term constiuction an designed, boll i  types are of cxtrcmely lhigli a pedestrian-friendly mixed use development 
l l le waterlront alor~e. That's 64 percent of  qualily and fit in  well into the community. tliat iilrludcs l o o  accessory units. in  Mercer 
Ihe rcioning esliinate of 1.563 allordable Multifamily homes can add value to com~nu. lslaiid, oliiciais have streamiiried the perinit. 
tlnlts on the waterfront." nilies by heiping l a  revitaiize distressed tins process alid lauilclled a publ i i  education 
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