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WZ! Session Framework:

Integrating Affordability in Middle Housing:
« Strategies under HB 1110 and similar mandates.

Tools & Examples:
« Code, policy, and case studies to support affordable and middle housing.

Data & Community Engagement:
« Using local data and input to shape realistic affordability plans and address council/commission concerns.

Practical Guidance:
« Best practices, common mistakes, and Q&A for real-world application.
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% State Legislative Requirements:

E2SHB 1110: “Middle Housing” Bill

- Different requirements based on 2020 pop. * Must allow at least 6 of RCW defined middle
Must allow X dwelling units per lot on all predominately housing typologies.
residential use: « Only administrative review.
Baseline, « MH standards can’t be more restrictive than

. Within 0.25 miles walking of major transit stop. detached single-family standards.

« |f at least X units are affordable.

2020 OFM Pop. DU/Lot (Basellne) DU/Lot (o 25mi Transit)

Tier 1 75,000>Pop.
Tier 2 75,000>Pop.>25,000 2 4
Tier 3 25,000>Pop. 2 2
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Olympia Information

State Capital

Southern Tip of Puget Sound

Population: Approximately 57,970
2020 OFM Population: 55,382
HB 1110: Tier 2

Median Age: 39 Years

Average Household Size: 2.21 people

Median Home Sale Price: $530,000

Median Income: $76,930

Cost Burdened Households: 39%
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Olympia is a fun, dynamic and artistic community at the southern tip of the Puget Sound. Our household sizes are decreasing, median home prices are increasing, and income levels are not keeping pace.  39% of our households are cost burdened and home ownership is out of reach for many of our residents. We see ADUs and Middle Housing as an opportunity to address some of those issues. 


New Housing Units Needed by 2045

Extremely | Extremely | VeryLow Low Moderate | Moderate | High Emergency | Total
Low Low Income - Income - Income — Income — Income — Housing
Income — Income — 30-50% 50-80% 80-100% 100-120% | 120%+ Beds
0-30% AMI | 0-30% AMI | AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI Not included
Permanent in total
Supportive
Housing
1,098 2,617 3,312 590 2,328 1,296 3,054 286 14,295



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We know that we will need almost 14,300 additional housing units by 2045.  We view the middle housing allowances as a way to help meet demand that is most likely to occur without subsidies. We are hopeful that some of it will help in the 80-100% AMI bracket. We also so any increase in housing supply as helping to alleviate pressure on rents and purchase prices.

A significant part of this is also about allowing more housing types across our many neighborhoods – so people have more choice in which part of the city they want to live in.


Community
Engagement

Webpage & Email Address

Fact Sheets

First Draft with Long Review Time
Identified Policy Decision Points
Q&A Session

FAQ Sheet

Community Survey

Survey Results & Report Back about
How the Input was Used

Neighborhood Meetings
Community Meeting

7 Enewsletters

Planning Commission Briefing
3 Council Committee Briefings



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Started Early – Emailed Parties of Record from 3 previous housing related planning efforts, with an invitation to participate in this effort.
Use our Equity and Climate Frameworks early – to help shape the process.
Fact Sheets specific to Olympia and what changes were needed
Policy Decision Points used in draft
Use your Advisory Committees – (Planning Commission, Heritage Commission, etc.)
Community Survey – Specific to areas where there was wiggle room to make changes
Summarize Survey Results and report back to the community on how the input was used in the next draft
Go to neighborhood meetings – help them understand the changes and what they would allow (and what’s actually likely in your professional opinion)




Olympia’s Approach
for Policy Responses

* |dentify process improvements
& housing barriers

e Coordinate with Building, Public
Works, and Fire

* Plan your public outreach and be
intentional

* Meet Tier 1 City requirements
e Exceed Tier 1 requirements

* Encourage homeownership
opportunities

e Design to fit your community’s
plans and housing strategies



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We started early – because we had to “harmonize” two earlier middle housing ordinances (both became effective once Olympia prevailed and the GMHB case)
�We used grant money from Commerce for staff to develop a report identifying barriers to middle housing in our codes.

We met early with staff from building, public works, and our fire department.  Identifying proposed changes and gathering feedback, and pointing out places they may need to make changes. Important to include both long range and current planners in these discussions.

Also, it could change the way your city or county approaches addressing!


Olympia is a
Tier 2 City...

proposing to
meet Tier 1
requirements

...and more

Population — City vs City & UGA

No Major Transit Stops

Use “Frequent Transit Routes”

And Use a Half Mile Distance

Eliminate Number of Stories



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
So – what are we changing in Olympia to address the new state requirements? And what kinds of changes are proposed that are not specifically required?

We had early input from our Land Use & Environment Council Committee to draft it to meet Tier 1 City requirements. This is because when you look at the City and our UGA, we are projected to meet the Tier 1 City population threshold by Year 2030.  (If you only look at projections for our current city limits, we won’t exceed 75,000 for more than 20 years).

But the councilmembers also encouraged us to go further – and asked staff to consider using “Frequent Transit Routes” which we had tied some of our parking reductions to a couple of years ago.  And, consider using a distance of half a mile instead of a quarter mile, since that is what we had done in the parking code.  

And, we also proposed eliminating the maximum number of stories allowed in residential zones and to, instead, rely only on the maximum building heights. This could potentially allow for 3 stories in our most prevalent residential zones (R 4-8 and R 6-12), which are currently limited to 2 stories.


ADUs - Number, Size, Where Allowed

Increase Impervious Surfaces
Development

Standards Land Use Review
We Are
Changing Design Review

Tree Standards



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
So – what else are we changing to address the new state requirements? We’re addressing the ADU and Co-Living provisions at the same time we address the middle housing changes. For ADUs, we will increase the number of ADUs allowed to 2 per lot. We will increase the maximum size to 1,000 square feet (there is a still a chance that the maximum size allowed will be eliminated altogether). And we will allow ADUs in places where we did not before – such as on lots with duplexes or townhouses.  

We are increasing the amount of impervious surface coverage allowed as the base in each zoning district. We will allow an ever greater increase when the applicant can demonstrate the soils on site can accommodate the increased run off and compliance with the core requirements of the DDECM can be met.

We are modifying our standards to increase the number of units allowed without needing to go through a land use review process. We’re modifying our design review standards and allowing for more projects that do require design review to be reviewed administratively. And we are increasing the number of units allowed before a Soil and Vegetation Protection Area (aka Tree Tract) is required – although the minimum amount of “tree units” required is not changing.  


Embrace
Unit Lot
Subdivisions

Encourages Home Ownership

Type of Short Subdivision

Update Subdivision Code

Utilities and Billing

Talk to Public Works Dept!



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Our Council and Community have been asking for more home ownership opportunities over the past several years. For some, it may have been a form of trying to prevent development – but in large part, it rings true – we want people to own their homes and grow deep roots here if that is what they want. As such, the Unit Lot Subdivision piece of our code amendments has not really been very controversial so far. We talk about it as a way to promote more home ownership by allowing the ADUs or other units to be divided off and sold. We used the state’s graphics and a description of these as being a type of short plat, for development that has already occurred. 

We learned that many of our utility considerations are also tied to how we do our utility billing at the City, so changes may result in changes to our billing for garbage and recycling (which are tied to the water bill account).  It is incredibly important to make sure you’re talking to others in your organization. For us, it was primarily the public works and fire departments. We ended up making changes to the municipal code for how we calculate ERUs. Our Public Works staff is considering potential amendments to the EDDS – Our Engineering Design and Development Standards – that are going through a separate review process and timeline. Make sure you consider the wording – are your provisions tied to lots, or units? Does it matter? Sometimes it does!


Lessons
Learned

* Cross-department and cross-team
collaboration is a necessity

* Removing barriers — code audit
e Zoning isn’t always the barrier
* Tree Protection

* Impervious Surface
Restrictions

* Shared Utility Connections
 Utility Billing
* Challenging for the public to
understand — graphics help
e Stakeholder Input
» Affordability strategies
e Accessory Dwelling Units



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We learned a lot through this process. Cross team and cross department collaboration was imperative.  I think we’ll still find a few gaps in the next year or so that we will need to be ready to fix.

Going through the code to get a good understanding of what needed to be changed upfront was really helpful.  There were many linkages to other parts of the code or to other development regulations (EDDS) that needed to be thought through. 

Even still, some of the barriers we face are in other parts of our requirements. We need to keep working to address these issues. (utilities connections, driveways, addressing, “triggers” for frontage improvements, etc.).

Some of these concepts are hard for the public to understand. Local examples and photographs, and using the graphics from the state, were quite helpful.

This is only one part of the affordability puzzle. It is not enough on its own. (50 year covenant, density bonuses, MFTE, Home Fund, and more)

Most lots are already developed. Adding more units will not be easy.  Probably most likely to see ADUs on those kinds of lots.




Addressing Costs

Allow Shared Utilities and Billing
* Fire Sprinkler Exception

* Pre-Approved DADU Plans

* Impact Fees

* Consider how to legalize existing
unpermitted ADUs

Reminder: Most Costs Are

Not Within City Control

Merch 22, 2021

The Cities of Olympia, Lacey, and Tumwater offer four pre-approved ADU plans to choose from by those who can
build an ADU on their property. Each plan set has been spproved for compliance with building codes. Once you
decide which ADU to build, you will ne=d to select the exterior options to mest the design review requirements.

480 sq. ft. Studio

* Approximately 207 x 24

* Best Suited for 1-2 people

* Roof and window styles can be customized
(zee style guide for options)

* Approximately 30" x 20¢

® Best Suited for 1-2 people

* Roof and window styles can be
customized (see style guide for options)

800 sg. ft., Two Bedroom Rambler
b- - - i

*  Approximately 307 by 3067

* Best Suited for 1-4 people

* Roof and window styles can be customized to
reflect primary house

200 sq. ft., Two Bedroom Two-5tory
i ——
- [==rEET

® Approximately 197 x 24°

* Best Suited for 1-4
peaple

* Roof and window stylas
can be customized to
reflect primary house



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We are doing a lot to try to help bring down the costs of building ADUs. We allow shared utilities and therefore shared utility billing. This helps both at the time of construction – but also overtime because the base rate of the utility bill is shared across two (and soon to be three) units.

While Olympia does require fire sprinklers in new residential construction, for ADUs, if the existing home is not sprinklered, the new ADUs does not need to be sprinklered. This saves money and can make it less likely that a water meter needs to be upsized in order to also serve the new ADUs.

The City of Olympia partnered with the Cities of Lacey and Tumwater to make pre-approved detached ADU plans available. We are currently in the process of re-pre-approving the 4 plans under the new building codes, as well as providing a new option that is 1,000 square feet in size.

We are amending our code to state that impact fees for ADUs do not exceed 50% of those of a single family home. They currently do not – but we are adding language to ensure it does not in the future.  Also, we currently do not charge impact fees for schools for ADUs.

We do have a request in from the public asking us to consider how to legalize existing ADUs that were not permitted as such. We’re looking into that – but there are obviously some life safety issues to look into.

A lot of the costs are not within City control. Much of it has to do with financing and costs of construction.  We do try to address that as best we can, for example by talking with local banks about financing options, but again – this is largely out of our control.


Thank you

Joyce Phillips, AICP

Long Range Planning Manager
Community Planning & Economic
Development
jphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us
360.570.3722

olympiawa.gov/middlehousing



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Thank you! And now I’m happy to turn it over to David Pyle, Community Development Director for the City of Sammamish to hear about their experience.

http://www.olympiawa.gov/middlehousing

City of Sammamish

Session 8C:

Better Housing Outcomes from State
and County Mandates:
Incorporating Affordability
Mechanisms in Middle Housing

David Pyle
Community Development Director _

City of Sammamish v~ -

SAMMAMISH
2044




Sammamish History and Facts

Sammamish Geography Facts
* Population of ~68,500

* Approximately 22,500 parcels

e 24 Square Miles

* Ex-Urban and Sub-Urban Character
 Stillhas R-1 Zoning — Lower Population Density
 Limited Entry and Middle Housing Opportunities
* High Median Income & Educated Population

Initial Incorporation

* Incorporatedin 1999

* Inherited housing stock built under King County
* Inherited King County Zoning and Regulations

* Continued to build single family

* Limited Community Planning




Sammamish Planning
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King County 1998 Area Zoning

[ A0 Agricultusl, ene DU pee 10 srey R-1- Residantial, ona U par a0
[ - pgrcdlusd, &ne L pes S Bt B4 - Resienrmia, £ DU por
F-Forest R - Rsicartia, 8 DU por acre
M. Minersi R - Risicenfial, B DU per ache
RA-Z5 - Rural Area, oree DU per 2.4 acres. R-12 - Ressidertial, 12 DU per s
~ RA-5-Rural Area, ong DU per 5 acres. R0 - Residential, 18 DU per ace
RA10- Rursl Arsa, ona DU par 30 acres
UR - Lrtan Resrs, one DU por Gacres
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Sammamish Development

Problems With Development

 King County era Development Regulations

 Backlog and ineffective review process

* Large houses on small lots
 Qutdated public works standards
* Traffic —a strong economy (pre-remote work) and school hours

* No new road connections built - lots of cul-de-sacs & barricades

* Land values kept going up — Speculation

* Infill happening in strange configurations

* History of inadequate stormwater infrastructure — importance of retrofit

* Changes related to tree and vegetation removal


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Development Regulation Changes
2015 Tree Regulations
2019 Development Regulations Update Phase I
Density Calculations & Duplex Allowance	
Floor to Area Ratios
Existing Grade & Cut and Fill Limits
Dynamic Setbacks & Wall Size and Height Limits
Fence Height Limits & Impervious/Yard Area Requirements
2021 Development Regulations Update Phase II
Complete Single Family Zoning Overhaul
Subdivision Standards

Sammamish Town Center
Determined need for Town Center to bring community together in common identity
Adopted Town Center Plan 2008 and Code in 2010
Promised as the place for growth to occur
Complicated – growth continued to happen in the neighborhoods
Currently Being Updated/Amended






Comprehensive Plan

Conversations Began In 2019

Update vs. Rewrite

Housing Focus

Areas of Agreement

Guidance From 2023 Housing Action Plan
Guidance From 2023 Climate Action Plan

Desire For Middle Housing

| =)
]




Comprehensive Plan

Land Use and Housing Phase

e Community Outreach
 Lack of Housing Options

* Desired Smaller Units
 Affordable Units Necessary
* Interestin Centers
 Regulatory Changes Needed

* Land Use Map Static and
Needing Change




Comprehensive Plan

Compliance Phase - HB 1220 Housing Allocation
* Different than growth target

* CPP Amendments

* GMPC AHC Review Role

* Education (Confusion and Misinformation)

* Timing

* Deeper Affordability

* Added capacity with unlimited density on “Bonus Parcels”




Comprehensive Plan
Mid-Rise Middle Housing Single-Family
Compliance Phase - HB 1110 Middle mm ‘ igﬁ@@&

H o u Si n g Apartment Condao Mase Timber  Six-plex Triplex Duplex Townhome  Single-family
& ADUs

e Community Alignment — Smaller Units
and Different Housing Types

* Limitations of Community Covenants
and Plat Restrictions

* Education (Confusion and
Misinformation)

* Adding affordability component




Comprehensive Plan

Start simple.....

PLANET

VISION FRAMEWORK

In 2044, Sammamish is a regional
model for an equitable and sustainable
community in harmony with nature.
Feoturing beautiful natural surroundings, a
vibrant park system, lively mixed-use centers,
connected neighborhoods, thriving local

businesses, and active cultural scenes,

Sammamish is a beloved place to live, work, @é
(73]

and visit.
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Vision Strategies

Sustainable Natural and Built Environment

Sustain Matural Environment and Reduce Climate Impacts. The City aims to protect tree
canopies, water features, and natural habitats to sustain the natural envirenment. The City is
committed to reducing and mitigating the climate impacts from buildings, transpertation, and
City operations.

Develop Multimodal Transpeortation. Work with King County Metro and other transit
providers to enhance connectivity within Sammarnish and access to the surrounding cities,
including walking, biking, and transit network.

Develop a Distinguished Park and Recreation System. Create a park, open space, and
recreational system that incorporates cultural amenities, and leverages the unigue natural
resources of the Pacific Northwest to promote environmental conservation.

Equitable Social Environment

Ensure Inclusive, Connected, and Safe Neighberhoods. Flan neighborhoods that are safe,
where pecple can meet, interact, and access retail, restaurants, key services, and other
amenities within walking distance.

Provide a Variety of Housing Choices and Support a Wide Array of Lifestyles. Expand
the range of available housing options to provide affordable and appropriate housing for
individuals based on their needs and income.

Increase Diverse |Job Oppertunities and Access to Work in Sammamish. Many
residents commute outside of Sammamish for employment, justifying the need to increase
oppeortunities for work within Sammamish.

Foster Diversity, Equity and Inclusion threugh Purposeful Engagement and Quality
Human Services. The City will maintain ongoing communication and engagement with the
community and organizations on critical planning issues, provide opportunities for input and
feedback, and promete the provision of high-quality human services to create an inelusive and
welcoming environment.

Viable Economic Development

Build Thriving Town Center and Mixed-use Districts. The City will support the development
of the Town Center that reflects Sammamish's identity and encourage redevelopment of
walkable mixed-use districts for more housing, retail, services and amenities.

Support Local Businesses and Entrepreneurship. Provide support for a thriving local
economy and nurture the community's entrepreneurial spirit.

Establish Fiscal Sustainability and Diversify Revenues for the City. The City is dedicated to
improving and diversifying its tax base and revenue streams through economic development.

Washington



.d' ¥ .
7
mwﬁl.'.-l =
4

1 1
EE LI TN [T -

Fa
(A
-
FUTURE LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
B Parki Subisrds Flanning Aeguired" [
Haighborhood Mesidankis m'::ﬁl'l-'l"-l'llul rig | miad Sukares Sirsama
B b Regidengial EJ Conceprusl Pine Labe Subasaa e —— N PR
Haighborhood Canter B Conceptusd Klahinis Subaraa ncara/iian i by seisrmensd dering
- I . e ey e ey
[ ] aid-Use Canger
: e G Froupactive Nelghbarssod Lanisr

B Toewen Cantar

Comprehensive Plan

* Future Land Use Map Overhaul

 Added Future Neighborhood
Centers and Subareas

* Created Rezone Opportunity

* Bonus Parcels Concept
* Future Growth In Centers

 Citywide Increase In Allowed
Density




Comprehensive Plan

Role of Partnerships

« King County

- PSRC \NVISION '
«  Commerce SAMMAMISH
. OFM DAL

- ARCH

« Master Builders
 |ndividual Builders

¢ Non-PI’Ofit BUiIderS Comprehensive Plan
Periodic Update

Adoption Date: December 3, 2024




Common Themes

Community Consensus — We Need Housing Options Wh at do We do

Smaller Unit Types

Diverse Unit Types to solve this ?

Different Ownership Types

Varying Affordability Levels

Retain Existing Housing =

Facilitate Middle Housing Infill Can SOIu tlons
Community Consensus — We Need An Affordable Housing Program a I SO be

City-wide Inclusionary Requirements

Alternatives (Fee, Land, Location) compllant Wl th
Community Consensus — We Need Planned Growth Areas m a n d a te S ?

Focus On Centers — Establish Meaningful Transit
Redevelopment — Existing Impervious and Underutilized Parking

 prnanish s




Middle Housing Overlay

REGULATORY APPROACH: HB 1110 + HB 1337 Compliant Overlays

Middle Housing

Overlays

Applicable Base

Zone R-1

All lots 3 units
Lots with (1)

Affordable Unit or if .

Existing Home is 4 units
Retained

Lots ¥ Mile from .

Existing or Planned 4 units

Transit Stop

R-4

3 units;
12 du/ac

4 units;
12 du/ac

4 units;
12 du/ac

R-6, R-8

3 units;
18 du/ac

4 units;
18 du/ac

4 units;
18 du/ac

+

Floor Area Ratio
(applies to all overlays)

Two Units 0.65
Three Units 0.80
Four Units 0.95
Five Units 110
Six Units 1.25

Floor Area Ratio
(applies to R-Zones)

One Unit 0.50

ADU exempt




Affordability Requirements

Citywide affordable housing requirements are rooted in the 2024
Comprehensive Plan

e Housing Goal #3 - Provide for a range of housing
opportunities to address needs of all economic

ENVISION
SAMMAMISH
2044

segments of the community.

o H 3.6 -Require orincentivize affordable

SION housing through a refined, city-wide
- AMMAMISH
2044

inclusionary zoning program.
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Affordability Requirements

REGULATORY APPROACH:

Increase Allowed Density (Middle Housing Overlay)
Flexible Unit Categories (ADUs as Middle Housing)
Simplify Regulations and Permit Process (Building Permit)
Facilitate Land Division (Unit Lot Division)

Require Affordability (Inclusionary Program)

Offer Alternatives (Fee, Land, Location)

Leverage Exemptions (Unit Size, Type, and Configuration)
Set Up Program (Resolution)

Add to Fee Schedule (Resolution)

Flexible Point Of Payment (Defferal)

Bonus Opportunity:
+1 unit if affordable unit is provided on
site, per HB 1110

Inclusionary Requirement:
~10%, likely results in fractional units
with fee-in-lieu @ $34.45/s.

Existing Base Zoning/Middle Housing:
no affordability requirement

Comp Plan

Compliance with
Implementation State Mandates




Affordability Requirements

Mandatory Inclusionary Affordable Housing - New Municipal Code Chapter

e Requires 10% of all units built be priced at 80% AMI
e \Whole units must be built

e Fractional units can pay alternative fee-in-lieu

Sections:

21.10.010
21.10.020
21.10.025
21.10.030
21.10.050
21.10.060
21.10.065
21.10.070
21.10.080
21.10.090
21.10.100

e Includes alternative compliance pathways

e Units built may be of entry level trim/finish

21.10.010 Purpose

Chapter 21.10
INCLUSIONARY AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAM
qaeZz2 O
Purpose.
Applicability.
Definitions.

General Requirements.
Implementation Requirements.
Whele Unit Alternative Compliance.
In-Lieu Fee Management.
Affordability Agreement.
Monitoring and Fee.

Administrative Official.

Exemptions.

The incentives and regulations offered in this chapter are intended to be used by the City as one means of

Search D

«21.00

21.10.010 Purp
21.10.020 Appl
21.10.025 Defir
21.10.020 Gens

21.10.050 Impl

* City of ,

Washington



Affordability Requirements

What is the purpose of a fee?

e Provides an option for smaller scale projects

e Creates afund that can be amplified

e Canbebundled with general fund dollars and used as a local share towards a funding stack

e Makes a city attractive as a grant applicant to housing philanthropists (Microsoft, Amazon, etc.)
e Funds collected can be more effective than actual construction of one-off units

e Canserve as atooltoinfluence land economics and push towards smaller units




Affordability Requirements

Fee-In-Lieu: Fee Calculation & Amount

e Fee calculated using model developed by ARCH the utilizes local housing data and
market conditions

e Calculated based on project total gross floor area

e Sammamish fee is $34.45 per square foot

e Feeisacomposite based on several building typologies

Example Calculation
Triplex of Townhomes @ 2,667 sg/ft each
$34.45 per sqg/ft x 8,000 sqg/ft = $275,600 Affordable Housing Fee




Affordability Requirements

80% AMI - Who qualifies and what price?

o Set by ARCH following adopted formula

o Families of 4 would qualify with incomes up to $141,390 in 2025
e $1,200,000 3-bedroom townhome would sell for $385,000

e 2025 80% AMI home prices are:

2-BR $329,000
3-BR $385,000
4-BR $434,000
5-BR $466,000




Affordability Requirements

Program Considerations

Question: Should the Affordable Housing in-lieu fee be calculated using a model developed by A

Regional Coalition for Housing (ARCH), and is the fee of $34.45 per square foot appropriate?

Question: How should the funds be held and managed? Managed by the City or by ARCH?

Question: Should a market factor be applied to reduce the fee? How often should fee be revisited?

Question: How should the funds be used? Should any time or dollar limit apply to funds in account?




Affordability Requirements

The Role Of Exemptions

Thresholds: EXEMPTIONS

e Remodels Existing Homes/Remodels

e Rebuilds Carve-Out Units

e EXxpansions under certain sizes Bonus Units from HB 1110 Affordability or Transit

Proximity Requirement

e Units smaller than 1,500 sf

Smaller Units (e.g. <1500 sqgft)

Results:
e Smaller units
e Adaptable structures

e Retention of existing housing stock




Affordability Requirements

Legal Review

* Adoption authorized under RCW 36.70A.540

* Equal application to single family and middle housing under RCW 36.70A.635(6)(b
* Allowed under RCW 36.70A.635 @izcrsiarin:

Bills, meetings, and session v Statelawsandrules v Learn and participate v Legislators v About the Legislature v

RCWs > Title 36 > Chapter 36.70A > Section 36.70A.540 Print

+ Allowed under RCW 82.02.020 =7

por  RCW 36.70A.540

Affordable housing incentive programs—Low-income housing units—Tiny house communities.

.
. m (1)@) Any city or county planning under RCW 36.70A.040 may enact or expand affordable housing incentive programs providing for the development of low-income housing units through development regulations or conditions on rezoning or
O e r I S O C a e n e permit decisions, or both, on one or more of the following types of development: Residential; commercial; industrial; or mixed-use. An affordable housing incentive program may include, but is not limited to, one or more of the following:

(i) Density bonuses within the urban growth area;

(i) Height and bulk bonuses;

(iii) Fee waivers or exemptions;

(iv) Parking reductions; or

(v) Expedited permitting

(b) The city or county may enact or expand such programs whether or not the programs may impose a tax, fee, or charge on the development or construction of property.

(c) If a developer chooses not to participate in an optional affordable housing incentive program adopted and authorized under this section, a city, county, or town may not condition, deny, or delay the issuance of a permit or development
approval that is consistent with zoning and development standards on the subject property absent incentive provisions of this program.

(2) Affordable housing incentive programs enacted or expanded under this section shall comply with the following:

(a) The incentives or bonuses shall provide for the development of low-income housing units;

(b) Jurisdictions shall establish standards for low-income renter or owner occupancy housing, including income guidelines consistent with local housing needs, to assist low-income households that cannot afford market-rate housing. Low-income
households are defined for renter and owner occupancy program purposes as follows:

(i) Rental housing units to be developed shall be affordable to and occupied by households with an income of fifty percent or less of the county median family income, adjusted for family size;

(iiy Owner occupancy housing units shall be affordable to and occupied by households with an income of eighty percent or less of the county median family income, adjusted for family size. The legislative authority of a jurisdiction, after holding a
public hearing, may establish lower income levels; and

(iii) The legislative authority of a jurisdiction, after holding a public hearing, may also establish higher income levels for rental housing or for owner occupancy housing upon finding that higher income levels are needed to address local housing
market conditions. The higher income level for rental housing may not exceed eighty percent of the county area median family income. The higher income level for owner occupancy housing may not exceed one hundred percent of the county area
median family income. These established higher income levels are considered "low-income” for the purposes of this section;

(c) The jurisdiction shall establish a maximum rent level or sales price for each low-income housing unit developed under the terms of a program and may adjust these levels or prices based on the average size of the household expected to
occupy the unit. For renter-occupied housing units, the total housing costs, including basic utilities as determined by the jurisdiction, may not exceed thirty percent of the income limit for the low-income housing unit;

(d) Where a developer is utilizing a housing incentive program authorized under this section to develop market rate housing, and is developing low-income housing to satisfy the requirements of the housing incentive program, the low-income
housing units shall be provided in a range of sizes comparable to those units that are available to other residents. To the extent practicable, the number of bedrooms in low-income units must be in the same proportion as the number of bedrooms in
units within the entire development. The low-income units shall generally be distributed throughout the development and have substantially the same functionality as the other units in the development;

(e) Low-income housing units developed under an affordable housing incentive program shall be committed to continuing affordability for at least fifty years. A local government, however, may accept payments in lieu of continuing affordability.
The program shall include measures to enforce continuing affordability and income standards applicable to low-income units constructed under this section that may include, but are not limited to, covenants, options, or other agreements to be
executed and recorded by owners and developers;
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Affordability Requirements

Implementation - How is it going?

e Has notresultedin a drop in permit activity

e Inmany cases developers prefer the fee to building a unit O

e Anticipate collecting $1 to $1.5 million in the first full year F \/
e Promotes middle housing - designers can be creative O
e Increased interestin smaller units (cottages) O 6 4

e Changein builders

e Building industry pushback




David Pyle
Community Development Director
City of Sammamish

dpyle@sammamish.us
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. Park
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King County

Cottage Lake

Area: 17.25 square miles
« Approximately 15,000 parcels crgans || _ nion
* Largely “built out” F e

High household median income

Bellevue
Sammamish

Seattle

Population of ~82,400
« 2020 OFM Population: 73,256 - R
+ HB 1110: =
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Redmond 2050 Approach to Housing

* Promote diversity of housing choices
* Promote homeownership opportunities

* Accommodate King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs)

« And other requirements: state requirements, Puget Sound Regional Council, etc.
« Recognize most need is for 50% AMI

 Redmond is a city meeting requirements (and more!)

« Comprehensive Plan Adopted November 2024.
P P REDMOND

2050



Community Engagement

Engagement Statistics

« 100+ events

« 200+ commission/committee meetings
« 20+ focus groups

« Several thousand comments

Engagement Approaches
* lterative
* “Funnel”
* "This” or “That”
« Qualitative feedback
* Meet people where they are at
e |Lesstechnical, more values
« Shorter, but more plentiful, questionnaires

Redmond
WASHINGTON



Housing Needs Assessment Survey

Housing Near Transit/Centers

Diversity of Housing Choices

Affordable Housing

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

m Unsure ® Nota Priority Low Priority ~ ®m Medium Priority  ® High Priority

. Redmond
Housing Needs Assessment Survey, 2021 WASHINGTON



Redmond Housing Targets and
Estimated Affordable Housing Need

<30% AMI
>50 - >80 -

Non-PSH PSH <80% <100% >120%

Baseline Housing Supply: 2019 753 58 2,184 9,270 13,231

KC CPP Net New Housing Needed:
2019-2044

KC CPP Total Future Housing
Needed: 2044

Extrapolated KC CPP Net New
Housing Needed: 2019-2050

Extrapolated KC CPP Total Future
Housing Needed: 2050

> 70% of need is at 50% AMI and below * %
Redmond

WASHINGTON


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Two big takeaways:
Large scale - Need many more housing units, almost doubles 2019 baseline!
Majority of housing is needed at 50% AMI and below



Land Use Designation
and Zone Consolidation

2030 Land Use

2030 Consistent Zoning

Single-Family Constrained |R-1,R-2, R-3

Single-Family Urban R-4,R-5, R-6, R-8, RIN

Multifamily Urban

Neighborhood

RZC

R-12,R-18, R-20, R-30

Neighborhood Residential (NR)
Neighborhood Multifamily (NMF)
Neighborhood Mixed Use (NMU)

21.08 Neighborhood and

Mixed-Use Zones

Neighborhood Residential (NR)
Neighborhood Multifamily (NMF)
Neighborhood Mixed-Use (NMU)
Corridor Mixed-Use (CMU)

Urban Mixed-Use (UMU)

KING COUNTY

KIRKLAND

KING COUNTY

BELLEVUE

LAKE SAMMAMISH SAMMAMISH



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Before / After Redmond 2050:
Land Use Designations: 13  11
Zoning Districts: 50  20



Neighborhood Residential (NR) Zone

Supports legislation
« HB1220: Support housing affordable to all incomes
« HB1110: Allow all types of Middle Housing

Requires affordability (mandatory)

Design Standards: Streamlined

* "Menu” approach. Code lists # of acceptable
design features, pick 4.

« Agnostic towards typology

Developments standards ~= old R-8 zone
* Small changes increase development capacity  with increased development capacity

comes opportunity for affordability. !g

Redmond
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NR Dwelling Units allowed Per Lot

Each single (1) lot in the Neighborhood Residential zone may have up to:

 Six dwelling units per lot if on-site affordable housing unit is not provided.

 Eight dwelling units per lot if an on-site affordable housing unit is provided.




NR Max Structure Square Footage Limits

Table 21.08.143B.4. Maximum Total Gross Floor Area for All Structures

Within the Lot ° NR zone a|SO

Standards

The maximum for the total square footage for all structures within the lot shall be determined by

« Sliding scale of allowed square footage.

on lot

« Regulates bulk.

* |Incentivizes smaller units, more units.
e Guardrail to ensure structure size is
consistent with community values.
N [ S
e

Redmond

WASHINGTON


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Another example of leveraging local zoning controls to promote housing.


Percent Share of Single-Family Dwelling Units
By Total Living Area Square Footage (sf) bin

30%

King County
Assessor’s Data for

5% City of Redmond

11,559 records for 1
20% living unit
Average for Single-
T Family Units: 2,325 sf
96.75% of
10% structures have
square footage
less than 4,501 sf
5%
I - @

1-1500sf 1501-2000 sf 2001-2500 sf 2501-3000 sf 3501-4000 sf 4001-4500 sf 4501-5000 sf 5000+ sf Redmond
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Typical Housing Strategies for Different Income Levels
Area Median | Types of Affordable

Redmond
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[
|
Income : Housing Strategies : el
—————————————— ﬂ————————————————————————I——————————————————————————————
| |
120% + ! !
110% : : *Market Rate Housing *“Size Limited” Homes
° : Market R : *Flexible Zoning *Innovative Housing
100% | arket Rate I *"Missing Middle" *Partnerships
[ [
90% | !
|
80% : . I *Inclusionary Zoning *Density / Height
70% ' Land Use Regulationsand ' .myifamily Tax Bonuses
5 ' Indirect Assistance | Exemption AU ENTEE
60% | ; *Minimum Density *Partnerships
50% : .
| |
40% l I *Housing Trust Fund *Nonprofits / KCHA
| |
o . . -CDBG Special Projects
30% . Direct Assistance | LHTC -Fee Waivers
| |
20% | I Surplus Land *Partnerships
10% : : *First-Time Buyer Loans
| |
| |
[ [


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Redmond 2050:
Mandatory
Bespoke Affordability Parameters
Geographic: Zoning Districts and Centers
Tenure
More Emphasis on 50% AMI
Citywide (Where Housing Allowed)
Applies to Ownership and Rental



NR Affordability Requirements

Requirement: 12.5% of dwelling units at 80% AMI

* For NR developments of 8 or more units:
* Fractional affordable housing units round up or down.

« For NR developments of 7 or fewer units:

 Fractional affordable housing units do not round up or down.

 Fractions are converted into Payment In Lieu (PIL)
* If an on-site 80% AMI unit, then exempt from fee.

ARC
RC
RC
RCEH

Middle Housing Affordability
Opportunities in East King County:
Analysis, Policy Recommendations
and Considerations for Local
Implementation of HB 1110

A Regional Coalition for Housing

June 2024

Affordability Report From ARCH

ARCH
MEMBERS

Beaux Arts
Bellevue
Bathell
Clyde Hill
Hunts Point
Issaquah
Kenmore
King County
Kirkland
Medina
Mercer Island
Newcastle
Redmond
Sammamish
Woodinville

Yarrow Point

Redmond

WASHINGTON


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
NR Zone Fee Schedule independent document, not included in RZC itself.
Fee is published on Development Services Fees



NR Affordability Payment In Lieu (PIL)

* Total obligation owed:
* (Net new square footage) * applicable Payment In Lieu (PIL) rate.

« Payment due before sheetrock inspection (or equivalent).

* Phase-In Provision provides applicant discount based on calendar year.

Neighborhood Residential Zone Developments with 7 or Fewer Dwelling Units

Calendar Year | Baseline PIL Rate % of PIL to be Applicable
(Dollars Per Square Foot) | Calculated PIL Rate

If 1 on-site cost-controlled affordable housing unit is provided, development is exempt
from affordable housing PIL obligation for all units.

Fee Schedule

Redmond

WASHINGTON



NR Payment In Lieu (PIL) Analysis and Methods

 Site Acquisition Cost
« Recent sales of lots (<1 acre, <$1.5M)
« Standardized $/acre or $/sq. ft.

* New Construction Cost

« Site prep, hard/soft costs, parking, fees,
financing, developer fees

» Hard costs vary by prototype & market
expectations

Financial feasibility

Target: =15% investor profit margin (excl. developer fee)

Policy informed by “excess profit”
« Excess profit: >15% investor profit margin

Delta between market-rate and affordable sale prices
« Where excess profit < delta
» Consider Payment In Lieu (PIL)

» Future Sale Price
« Comparable prototype sales

« $/sq. ft. basis by typology and unit size
. ) YPOIedy « Where excess profit > delta

« Consider on-site affordable unit

Redmond

WASHINGTON



Redmond Key Takeaways

1. Mandatory Inclusionary Zoning Creates Affordable Housing
1. On-site cost-controlled unit
2. Fee-in-lieu
2. Simplification and Streamlining Saves Time, Money, and Stress
3. Middle Housing Regulations are Attainable
1. Can incentivize diverse property sizes
2. Can incentivize greater density
3. Can provide affordable housing utility
4. Market-Rate Middle Housing = Less Expensive, But Not Affordable

5. Financial and Development Analysis is Vital

» Thank you: A Regional Coalition for Housing (ARCH) @

Redmond
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https://www.archhousing.org/

BAPA
hﬁ: 7 Key Lessons:

1. Turn Mandates Into Opportunities: This is a chance to tackle politically or socially challenging issues.
2. Grab Existing Tools: Reference existing State/County/Agency tools to save time and meet requirements.

3. Connect the Housing Dots: Show how land supply, growth targets, housing allocations, and middle housing
all fit together to make a more equitable housing ecosystem.

4. Builders Are Partners, Not Opponents: For-profit builders are essential to meeting housing needs. Success
depends on keeping projects financially feasible and working with them, not against them.

5. Think Bigger by Building Smaller: Push builders to focus on smaller, but more plentiful, attainable homes.
6. Progress, Not Perfection: Even “minor” progress in affordability matters. Some is better than none.

7. Require It to Get It: Incentives help, but lasting change often comes from strong policies and regulations.
Consider mandatory affordability if your local conditions allow. If affordability is required, affordability is built.


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Mandates as opportunities: People understand when local jurisdictions have to comply with State requirements. Every single human has the lived experience of having to do something because they were required to be a higher-up. Frame the conversation from “why do we have to do this” to “how are we going to do this”?
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Thank You! Questions?

Joyce Phillips, AICP

Long Range Planning Manager
City of Olympia
[phillip@ci.olympia.wa.us

David Pyle, AICP

Community Development Director
City of Sammamish
dpyle@sammamish.us

lan Lefcourte, AICP

Long Range Planning Principal Planner
Planning & Community Development
ilefcourte@redmond.gov
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