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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Housing Characteristics and Needs in Snohomish County report has been compiled pursuant to
Countywide Planning Policy HO-5 that directs the cities and county to collaborate “...to report
housing characteristics and needs in a timely manner for jurisdictions to conduct major
comprehensive plan updates and to assess progress toward achieving CPPs on housing.” This
report was prepared through the Snohomish County Tomorrow (SCT) process — via the Planning
Advisory Committee (PAC) Housing Subcommittee utilizing a methodology developed by the
subcommittee and Berk Consulting. It has been recommended by the full PAC and accepted by the
SCT Steering Committee.

Countywide Planning Policy HO-5 Policy HO-5

requires that the housin [
; - 9 The cities and the county shall collaborate to
characteristics report contain

o report housing characteristics and needs... The
three components while it should -
« - report shall be sufficiently easy to understand and
also “...be sufficiently easy to for planni d evaluati Tihi
derstand and use..” The use for planning and evaluation. ... [T]his report
un v shall, for the entire county and each jurisdiction:
report needs to describe

measures jurisdictions have taken a. Describe the measures that jurisdictions
to support the Housing CPPs, have taken ... to implement or support
especially those in support of CPPs on housing ...

housing affordability; quantify b. Quantify and map existing characteristics
existing housing characteristics; that are relevant to the results prescribed
and identify the number of in the CPPs on housing, ...

housing units necessary to meet
the housing needs of the
projected population, by income
ranges and special needs
population.

c. ldentify the number of housing units
necessary to meet the various housing
needs of the projected population...

While this report contains housing

“targets” for each jurisdiction, the targets are for planning purposes. The targets are informative, not
directive. They are not to be used to measure success or failure. However, the targets acknowledge
the responsibility of all jurisdictions to plan for affordable housing within the regional context.

The chapters of this report respond to the requirements of Policy HO-5. Chapter 2 examines current
demographics as they relate to housing (such as total population and age distribution) and housing
characteristics. Chapter 3 describes the existing housing stock. Chapter 4 forecasts future housing
needs by examining population projections and trends. Chapter 5 discusses the supply and capacity
of residential land based on the 2012 Buildable Lands Report. Chapter 6 describes measures taken
by each jurisdiction to address housing needs. Chapter 7 examines strategies that can be used to
address shortfalls in the supply of affordable housing.
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Characteristics of the Population (Housing Demand)

The demand for housing is directly related to population. Snohomish County is a growing and
urbanizing county. The county’s total population grew by almost 18 percent to about 713,000 during
the last decade, which constituted a slow-down from the much higher growth rates of the previous
two decades. This slowdown reflected the impacts of the deep national economic recession and
slow recovery that characterized the last three years of the decade.

The 20 cities in Snohomish County range in population from Everett's 103,019 to Index’s 178. With
the exception of Brier and Mountlake Terrace, which both experienced small population declines, the
cities experienced some population growth during the past decade. Marysville and Lake Stevens
both experienced triple-digit growth rates, driven primarily by large annexations that each city
completed during this period.

Snohomish County generally parallels the State of Washington in the median age of its population.
As the “baby boomer” generation moves into retirement, it can be expected that the median age will
continue to rise and the share of the population in the age 65+ category will continue to grow,
placing substantial demands on the housing supply for “senior” and retirement living, as well as
specialized care facilities. This is especially true in the unincorporated areas where fully 37 percent
of the population is currently within the age 45-64 cohort (compared to a 27 percent share
countywide).

While total population drives housing demand, the number of households that population is divided
into represents the primary indicator of housing demand. Snohomish County has about 266,000
households with an average household size of 2.61 persons per household. Average household size
has generally been shrinking for decades nationwide and Snohomish County is no exception. This
trend has a direct bearing on housing demand. Renter households generally are smaller than owner
households, but certain recent trends — such as the increasing share of single-family homes that are
rental units and the increase in large immigrant families who rent — may be changing that historic
pattern. Average household size varies significantly from city to city, reflecting differences in both
economic conditions and housing stock characteristics. Edmonds has the smallest average
household size at 2.29 persons, while Sultan has the largest at 2.98 persons.

Household income is another important determinant of housing demand, especially regarding
affordable housing. For the county as a whole, the median annual household income is nearly
$68,000. This is higher than Pierce County’s $58,824 but slightly lower than King County’s $70,567.
There is significant variation in median income among Snohomish County jurisdictions, with the
Town of Woodway at $140,000 and the city of Darrington at $34,000. Two of the county’s regional
growth centers — Everett and Lynnwood — each has a median household income that is well below
the countywide median.

Characteristics of the Housing Stock (Supply)

Snohomish County has over 290,000 total housing units, of which 64 percent are in the form of
single-family detached homes. Another 30 percent of the housing stock is in single-family attached,
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duplex, or multi-family units, with the remaining 6 percent being mobile/manufactured home units.
Homeownership continues at a high rate of about 68 percent in Snohomish County, despite the
recent collapse of the housing finance markets. This is higher than in the other Puget Sound
counties, and a full five points higher than the state of Washington rate.

Like the nation and state as a whole, housing affordability is a major issue in Snohomish County.
About 6 percent of the rental units and less than one percent of the ownership units are affordable to
households making 30 percent of the countywide AMI (Area Median Income), whereas almost
eleven percent of all Snohomish County households are at or below that income threshold. For
households making 30-50 percent AMI, the situation is somewhat better, but still very challenging.
About 22 percent of the county’s rental units, but only about 4 percent of its ownership units are
affordable at 50 percent AMI. This means that about 24,000 units are affordable at 50 percent AMI,
but there are almost 30,000 households within the 30-50 percent of AMI income level. Since most of
these households earn less than the 50 percent threshold, they would have to pay more than 30
percent of their incomes to rent or own one of these units — assuming that they could find one in the
right location and of the right size for their household.

Vacancy rates vary widely from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, but the overall countywide average is a
relatively healthy 6.4 percent. Vacancy rates are generally lower for ownership units than for rental
units and are estimated at a very tight 2 percent countywide. This can be expected to generate an
increase in both home values and homebuilding activity, which has been experienced during the
past two years.

Forecasting Future Housing Need

The County Council has adopted initial population growth targets for Snohomish County jurisdictions
that closely follow the target distribution in the Puget Sound Regional Council’s regional growth
strategy contained within the Vision 2040 plan. These population targets have been converted to
housing unit targets for each jurisdiction through a methodology that takes into account both
remaining residential land capacity and historical trends in projecting average household size in
2035. For all of Snohomish County, an additional 97,000 housing units will be needed by the year
2035 to accommodate the population target. Based on the adopted initial population growth targets,
the distribution ranges from 6 additional units in Woodway to over 25,000 in Everett.

In order to address the projected needs of low and moderate-income households, more affordable
housing units will also be needed. Units are considered affordable if they require no more than 30
percent of a household’s income for rent or mortgage payments. Based on the existing breakdown
of households by income, at least 11 percent of these new units would need to be affordable to
households at 30 percent of the area median income (AMI) countywide, another 11 percent for
households at 50 percent AMI, and another 17 percent for households at 80 percent AMI. However,
individual jurisdictions’ goals for affordable housing should not only take into account the regional
need, but should also reflect their overall housing targets and the composition of their existing
housing mix, land use, and land value characteristics.
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Residential Land Supply

In order to accommodate the future housing need the supply of land for residential uses must be
known. Fortunately, the 2012 Buildable Lands Report does just that by identifying residential land
that is available to accommodate new housing development, based on existing land use and zoning
regulations. Within the Southwest Urban Growth Area (SWUGA) there is an estimated residential
capacity to accommodate nearly 22,000 additional single-family homes. Most of the capacity is
within the unincorporated areas, and over 40 percent is within the “pending” land category, meaning
that a land development proposal has been submitted to the local government, but no development
has actually been completed. The available capacity for multi-family units in the SWUGA totals
about 36,000, which is about equally divided between the cities and the unincorporated areas. Over
50 percent of this capacity is on land classified as “redevelopable,” meaning that there are existing
uses and/or physical improvements that necessitate some level of demolition and clearance in order
to capture the full capacity.

In the outlying UGAs, additional residential capacity totals about 28,000 units, with about 2/3 in
single-family units and 1/3 in multi-family units. Most of the single-family capacity and virtually all of
the multi-family capacity is within the cities, with the unincorporated areas accounting for less than
15 percent of the total residential capacity in the outlying UGAs. Over 50 percent of this residential
capacity is on land classified as either “redevelopable” or “partially used,” which is usually somewhat
more difficult to develop than vacant land.

Approximately one in seven county residents have some form of disability that may require special
housing to adequately accommodate. Assuming that each disabled person translates into a need for
one special needs housing unit; around 14 percent of the new housing units should be accessible to
a special needs individual.

Local Strategies and Tools

A comprehensive menu of local strategies designed to achieve basic housing objectives was
developed for Snohomish County jurisdictions in the 1990s. Most of these strategies are being used
by a number of jurisdictions and a recent canvass of the jurisdictions indicates that more of them are
moving from policies to regulatory mechanisms and to some extent developers are using them.
Additional resources and tools have been or are being developed at the regional and state levels to
help local jurisdictions better meet the housing directives found in the GMA and in Vision 2040.

In updating local housing elements of the comprehensive plan, it falls to each jurisdiction to monitor

housing activity within their borders and to assess the need to revisit, refine and, as needed, expand
their programs and strategies to achieve the overall housing objectives articulated in the countywide
planning policies for housing.

One mechanism frequently used is allowing accessory dwelling units (ADUs) within single family
zones which helps increase the supply of affordable housing and senior housing (since the ADUs
are especially attractive to some senior empty-nesters).
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The most popular strategies being adopted and used include allowing small lots, creating
cooperative partnerships with other jurisdictions, facilitating mixed-use development, allowing
accessory dwelling units, using PUD/PRD development regulations and deploying streamlined
permitting processes. Strategies beyond those that were in the original menu that are being used
include SEPA-related strategies, such as increased thresholds and planned action ordinances,
cluster development, micro-housing, targeted property tax exemptions for infill and affordable
housing, mobile home park preservation and transit-related strategies.

In addition to the menu of strategies the cities and county have been pursuing establishing an
interjurisdictional partnership to address affordable housing issues. That effort started with a
feasibility study in 2008, which has resulted in the creation of the Affordable Housing Alliance (AHA)
in fall 2013. Member jurisdictions include Snohomish County and the cities of Edmonds, Everett,
Lake Stevens, Lynnwood, Marysville, Mill Creek, Mountlake Terrace, Mukilteo and Snohomish and
the town of Woodway. The Housing Authority of Snohomish County, also a member of the alliance,
will be the alliance’s administrative agency providing support for the full-time housing specialist AHA
will hire. The housing specialist will assist member jurisdictions in drafting improved comprehensive
plan housing elements. The alliance also plans on undertaking outreach efforts to educate citizens
and elected officials about housing issues and to coordinate lobbying efforts aimed at creating
effective housing assistance programs and increasing funding for new and existing programs.

Key Issues

The data and projections in this report indicate that changes in development regulations will be
needed to balance residential capacities with 2035 housing targets in order to be consistent with
PSRC'’s regional growth strategy plan “Vision 2040.”

In some jurisdictions there is not enough capacity and in other cases there is a large capacity
surplus. The most notable imbalances exist in the metropolitan city (Everett) and the core cities
(Bothell and Lynnwood) where the growth targets exceed the available residential capacities.
However, there is also a significant imbalance in the unincorporated urban areas, where the capacity
is substantially higher than the growth target. Each planning jurisdiction must be aware of and
consider its particular situation and unique challenges as it develops its comprehensive plan update.

The information in this report should greatly assist jurisdictions’ efforts to develop policies, strategies,
and regulations that will remove hurdles and facilitate the creation of housing units to meet the needs
of Snohomish County residents. However, since for the most part the county and cities do not create
housing units the success of these efforts will be determined by housing providers, both public and
private. And in the end their success, especially for public housing agencies, is largely dependent on
funding from state and federal government. As those funding sources continue to decrease
significantly, the agencies are less able to maintain their current levels of assistance much less meet
future demands. No amount of facilitation by the jurisdictions will be able to overcome diminishing
funding for housing programs.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction and Report Objectives

This report has been prepared by the Planning Advisory Committee of Snohomish County Tomorrow
in fulfillment of the directive in Countywide Planning Policy HO-5. That policy calls for collaboration
between the cities and the county to report housing characteristics and needs to support
comprehensive plan updates, and to assess progress towards achieving countywide planning policy
objectives for housing.

The primary purpose of this report is to provide relevant, up-to-date housing data and information on
the current and projected future demand for, and supply of housing in Snohomish County and its
cities. Furthermore, this information has been presented in formats designed to be readily accessible
to policy-makers and the general public, as well as useful to local planning staffs preparing housing
elements for their jurisdictions’ comprehensive plans.

A streamlined methodology was developed by the PAC Housing Subcommittee, assisted by Berk
Consulting, to address issues previously identified by the PAC and the Steering Committee during
their review of the last “Fair Share Housing Allocation Report” in 2005. The methodology for this
report utilizes an approach to housing need that parallels that used in King County and other
Washington jurisdictions similarly planning under the GMA. It utilizes current countywide breakdown
of the households by income as the primary indicator of future affordable housing needs. More detalil
is provided in Chapter 4.

State Context: The Growth Management Act

In 1990, the State of Washington adopted a new planning statute called the Growth Management
Act (GMA). Although modified several times since its adoption 23 years ago, this statute retains
essentially unchanged its original directives to local governments for preparing their comprehensive
plans. Among these directives are: 1) all jurisdictions must prepare a housing element as part of their
comprehensive plan, and 2) all jurisdictions must update their comprehensive plan every eight years
to ensure they can accommodate new 20-year growth forecasts prepared by the state’s Office of
Financial Management. A primary objective of this report is to provide a common platform of
information for all jurisdictions within the county that will be updating the housing elements of their
comprehensive plans within the next 2-3 years.

The language within the GMA that addresses the housing element is fairly succinct:

“Each comprehensive plan shall include a plan, scheme,
or design for each of the following: ...(2) A housing element ensuring the
vitality and character of established residential neighborhoods that: (a)
Includes an inventory and analysis of existing and projected housing
needs that identifies the number of housing units necessary to manage
projected growth; (b) includes a statement of goals, policies, objectives,
and mandatory provisions for the preservation, improvement, and
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development of housing, including single-family residences; (c) identifies
sufficient land for housing, including, but not limited to, government-
assisted housing, housing for low-income families, manufactured
housing, multifamily housing, and group homes and foster care facilities;
and (d) makes adequate provisions for existing and projected needs of
all economic segments of the community....” (RCW 36.70A.070)

Additional guidance for local governments preparing their housing element is contained in the
Washington Administrative Code at Section 365-196-410. The provisions within these state
documents were primary considerations in the formulation of this report.

Regional Context: Vision 2040 and the Multi-County Planning Policies

In 2008, the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) adopted a new regional plan, Vision 2040, for
the four-county area surrounding the Puget Sound. This new plan continues the major themes of the
previous regional plan in calling for more dense and compact urban development within existing
urban growth boundaries focused on designated urban centers. Of particular importance to the
regional growth strategy are the “Metropolitan Cities” (Everett) and the “Core Cities” (Lynnwood and
Bothell). The PSRC uses “regional geographies” to group cities according to their size and relative
importance in the overall regional growth strategy. After “Core” cities are the “Larger” cities, and
finally the “Small” cities (see table below). Much of the data in this report is organized and/or
aggregated by these PSRC classifications to facilitate comparisons between jurisdictions in the
same classification, or with that group of cities as a whole.

Regional Geography

Classification St
Metropolitan City Everett
Core City Bothell, Lynnwood

Arlington, Edmonds, Lake

Larger City Stevens, Marysville, Mill Creek, Monroe,
Mountlake Terrace, Mukilteo

Brier, Darrington, Gold Bar,

Small City Granite Falls, Index, Snohomish, Stanwood,
Sultan, Woodway

Vision 2040 also includes a number of multi-county planning policies in several topical areas,
including housing. These policies provide the framework for the countywide planning policies
adopted by each of the four counties (all of which are planning under the GMA). Appendix A contains
a 1-page summary of the housing component of Vision 2040 published by the PSRC. It anticipates
PSRC becoming more pro-active in housing policy in the future than it has been in the past.
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Evidence of this more active role can be found in the PSRC sponsorship of the HUD-funded
“Growing Transit Communities” project and the “Housing Innovations” program.

Countywide Planning Policies for Housing

Snohomish County originally adopted countywide planning policies (CPPs), as required by the GMA,
in 1993. A collaboration of the cities, county, and tribes through the forum of “Snohomish County
Tomorrow” (SCT) produced the initial recommended CPPs. This collaboration continues as the
primary mechanism for monitoring, reviewing, and recommending changes to the CPPs. Following
the adoption of Vision 2040 in 2008, SCT mobilized a team of planners from several jurisdictions to
review the CPPs in light of the new multi-county policies in Vision 2040. This effort took place over a
2-year period and culminated in a comprehensive update to the CPPs that was adopted by the
County Council in 2011.

Prior to the significant changes adopted in 2011, Snohomish County’s CPPs included a number of
housing policies addressing specific topics identified in the GMA and mandating the preparation of
two reports related to the geographical distribution of affordable housing. The “Fair Share Housing
Allocation Report” was prepared on a ten-year cycle (last published in 2005) and the “Housing
Evaluation Report” was prepared on a 5-year cycle (last published in 2007.) Both of these reports
were called for by the former housing CPPs, but are no longer referenced in the current CPPs.
Instead a new “Housing Needs and Characteristics Report” is called for in CPP Policy HO-5, which is
realized for the first time by this 2013 report.

Endorsed in 2010 by the SCT Steering Committee through its recommended new housing CPPs, the
new report moves away from a “fair share” model that estimates and generates an affordable
housing target for each jurisdiction and replaces the two previous reports with a more streamlined,
accessible, and easy-to-use report. Appendix B contains the current housing CPPs adopted in 2011.
Policy HO-5 is particularly relevant to the content and organization of this report.

Growth Forecasts and Targets

The springboard for the GMA-required 10-year updates to the comprehensive plan is the 20-year
population growth forecast prepared by the state’s Office of Financial Management (OFM). For each
county in the state a forecast of population growth is published in the form of a range and a “most
likely” number that is the midpoint of the range. Comparable employment forecasts are developed in
collaboration with the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC). With a deadline of 2015 to complete
its second 10-year update, Snohomish County must plan for a projected 2035 population figure that
falls within the OFM forecasted range. Last year, OFM published new forecasts that are to be used
by counties for GMA comprehensive planning. The forecast for Snohomish County projects a 2035
population of between 802,384 and 1,161,006, with a most likely population of 955,281.

In 2013, the County Council directed staff to work from the “most likely” forecast for the county in
developing jurisdiction-level allocations with the county’s 20 cities. Using the Vision 2040 target
distributions as a starting point, the PAC worked to develop a jurisdiction-level population growth
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allocation that meets the objective of the regional plan, while taking into account the capacity
limitations and growth aspirations of individual cities. That process resulted in population growth
targets recommended by the SCT Steering Committee. After consideration of the SCT
recommendation, the County Council adopted a somewhat different distribution of growth that more
closely reflected the distribution in Vision 2040. These initial growth targets will be evaluated as one
alternative in each jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan update, and are shown in Appendix C. These
population targets, in turn, were used to produce housing unit targets, by unit type, for each
jurisdiction. The process used to convert the population target to a housing target for each
jurisdiction is described in Chapter 4.

Data Sources and Organization of This Report

In order to simplify the preparation of this report and to make it easier for users to understand, the
data for this report has been streamlined and is drawn from a limited number of readily available
sources. The primary source for much of this data is the American Community Survey (ACS) —
which produces an annual update to the census achieved through a percent survey of the
population. Because it relies on a survey rather than a full count like the decennial census, the ACS
data is subject to sampling error. In order to allow for data comparisons across all Snohomish
County jurisdictions, this report utilizes 5-year data from the ACS, rather than three-year or one-year
data (which is only available for the larger jurisdictions). Other data sources used in the preparation
of this report include Dupre and Scott rental housing data, subsidized housing information from the
Housing Authority of Snohomish County (HASCO), and Buildable Lands Report data compiled by
the PAC.

This report was formally accepted by the Snohomish County Steering Committee on January 22,
2014.
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CHAPTER 2

Population and Housing Demand

This chapter examines current residential and housing
characteristics observed in Snohomish County. The chapter
describes general countywide traits and specific traits of different ' : 'L
regional geographies, as well as the demographic trends
expected to occur over the 20-year period of the comprehensive
plan. Age, household size, income, and other important factors
provide indicators for future housing demand.

POPULATION

The 2010 Census estimates the Snohomish County population at 713,335, which is a gain of
just over 17 percent or 107,311 people since the last census. The county population
contributed over 10 percent to Washington State’s overall population of 6,724,540.

Since 2000, Snohomish County’s population growth has slowed relative to the preceding 30
years. Chart 2-1 shows that the more recent population gains experienced by the County have
dropped below the levels shown in the 1980s and 1990s. According to the Washington State
Office of Financial Management approximately 54 percent of Washington's population growth
between 2000 and 2010 was due to migration into the state. The average population growth
rate during this period was 1.5 percent.

CHART 2-1 Snohomish County Population Growth By Decade, 1940-2010
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Source:Snohomish County Tomorrow 2009-2010 Snohomish County Growth Monitoring Report

A review of Table 2-1 and Chart 2-2 reveal that the populations of individual cities within
Snohomish County have experienced varied growth and all regional geographies have
increased since 2000 with larger cities experiencing the greatest population growth with some
exceptions. Everett, the only metropolitan city, grew by 12.6 percent and the Core Cities grew
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by 23.4 percent. Collectively, the Larger Cities experienced the most growth between 2000 and
2010 at 51.0 percent. The Small Cities also had a significant combined growth of over 19.5
percent. Overall, the cities of Lake Stevens and Marysville experienced the greatest growth,
341 percent and 137 percent, respectively. However, this rapid growth was primarily due to
large annexations. In contrast, the city of Mountlake Terrace experienced a modest decline of
2.2 percent while the city of Brier experienced the greatest decline of 4.6 percent. The
unincorporated area of the county grew by 3.7 percent, the lowest growth rate.

TABLE 2-1
Change in population from 2000 to 2010
Jurisdiction Population 2000 | Population 2010 | Growth/Decline 2000 - 2010 | % Change
Metro City
Everett — Metro City ‘ 91, 488 103,019 11,531 12.6%
Core Cities
Lynnwood 33,847 35,836 1,989 5.90%
Bothell (Sno. Co. part) 13,965 16,415 2,450 17.50%
Core Cities 47,812 52,251 4,439 9.3%
Larger Cities
Arlington 11,713 17,926 6,213 53.00%
Edmonds 39,515 39,709 194 0.50%
Lake Stevens 6,361 28,069 21,708 341.30%
Marysville 25,315 60,020 34,705 137.10%
Mill Creek 11,525 18,244 6,719 58.30%
Monroe 13,795 17,304 3,509 25.40%
Mountlake Terrace 20,362 19,909 -453 -2.20%
Mukilteo 18,019 20,254 2,235 12.40%
Larger Cities 146,605 221,435 74,830 51.0%
Small Cities
Brier 6,383 6,087 -296 -4.60%
Darrington 1,136 1,347 211 18.60%
Gold Bar 2,014 2,075 61 3.00%
Granite Falls 2,347 3,364 1,017 43.30%
Index 157 178 21 13.40%
Snohomish 8,494 9,098 604 7.10%
Stanwood 3,923 6,231 2,308 58.80%
Sultan 3,344 4,651 1,307 39.10%
Woodway 936 1,307 371 39.60%
Small Cities 28,734 34,338 5,604 19.5%
Unincorporated County 291,385 302,292 10,907 3.7%
TOTAL County 606,024 713,335 107,311 17.7%

Source: U.S. Census
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CHART 2-2
Population Growth from 2000 - 2010 by Regional Geographies
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0% Everett — Metro Unincorporated
City Core Cities Larger Cities Small Cities County
B Seriesl 12.6% 9.3% 51.0% 19.5% 3.7%

Source: 2010 U.S. Census

Age Distribution

Knowing the age structure of a community can help in planning for the necessary
housing types that will be in demand. One measure to describe a population’s
age is its median age or the value where half the population is above that point
and the other half is below that point. Based on the ACS, 2011 5-year estimates, the
median age for Washington is 37.3, which is similar to the Snohomish County
median age of 36.9 and to the Core Cities median age of 37.5. The Larger Cities
had the lowest median age of 33, with the city of Everett close behind with a median age of 33.5.
The highest median age was 38.5 for the Small Cities. There were some differences observed for
individual cites. For example, the city of Edmonds has the oldest median age 46.3 and the city of
Lake Stevens has the youngest median age 32.1. This indicator suggests that a large portion of the
population would be likely to be within the family household demographic. This demographic has
historically preferred detached single-family residences.

Other indicators predict what the population may look like in the future. For example, countywide the
18 and over population has increased by over 18 percent since 2000. The overall age distribution
for Snohomish County as illustrated in Chart 2-3 indicates a population bulge from the ages of 40 —
60, commonly referred to as the “baby boomer” bulge. As this baby boom bulge continues over the
next 20 years, so will the demand for specialized housing. Knowing that nearly 45 percent of the
county’s population will be over 50 in the next decade, suggests that housing needs may include
additional multi-family, senior housing, assisted living facilities or group homes to accommodate an
aging population.
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CHART 2-3
Snohomish County Population & Age Distribution

=—4=Population

Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates

Chart 2-4 provides additional detail for the age distributions in Snohomish County by specific age
groups, which can help predict where specific types of housing may be appropriate countywide.
Using a combination of age data can help each jurisdiction review its zoning and housing policies to
ensure the availability of appropriate housing choices.

CHART 2-4
Population by Age Groups
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Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates
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Number of Households

The 2007 — 2011 American Community Survey 5-year estimates lists the total housing units for
Snohomish County at 284,400, of which 266,300 are occupied and considered “households.” The

TABLE 2-2
Total Occupied Housing Units or Households

Jurisdiction Owner-occupied Renter-occupied Total Occupied Units
Metro City
Everett — Metro City 18,674 22,069 40,743
Core Cities
Lynnwood 7,873 6,901 14,774
Bothell (Sno. Co. part) 12,253 3,850 16,103
Totals: 20,123 10,751 30,877
Larger Cities
Arlington 4,233 2,361 6,594
Edmonds 12,370 4,823 17,193
Lake Stevens 7,468 2,082 9,550
Marysville 14,415 6,575 20,990
Mill Creek 4,818 2,648 7,466
Monroe 3,704 1,460 5,164
Mountlake Terrace 4,991 3,315 8,306
Mukilteo 5,239 2,563 7,802
Totals: 57,238 25,827 83,065
Small Cities
Brier 1,915 210 2,125
Darrington 453 193 646
Gold Bar 683 161 844
Granite Falls 813 513 1,326
Index 39 35 74
Snohomish 2,056 1,683 3,739
Stanwood 1,484 905 2,389
Sultan 1,108 410 1,518
Woodway 443 25 468
Totals: 8,994 4,135 13,129
Unincorporated Areas
Unincorporated Areas 75,508 23,009 98,517
Overall Snohomish
County 180,540 85,791 266,331

Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates
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total number of occupied units or households is comprised of owner-occupied and renter-occupied
units. Table 2-2 and Chart 2-5 show that the unincorporated areas of the county account for
approximately 100,000 of the 266,331 households, and the larger cities comprise over 83,000. The
city of Everett contains over 40,000 households, which is greater than the total number of
households for the core cities (30,877) and for the small cities (13,129).

CHART 2-5
Total Occupied Units (Number of Households

Unincorporated
Areas, 98,517

Small Cities, 13,129
Larger Cities
83,065
Core Cities, 30,877
Everett — Metro [City,
40,743
0 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000 120,000

Number of households

Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates

The U.S. Census arranges household types into two groups: family households and nonfamily
households. A family household contains at least two persons — the householder and at least one
other person related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. A nonfamily household may
contain only one person — the householder, or additional persons who are not related to the
householder.

The number of households with two or more persons or “family households” in Snohomish County is
182,282. As illustrated in Chart 2-6, the unincorporated areas of the county account for 43.5 percent
or over 79,000 of these households; the larger cities comprise 31.2 percent or nearly 57,000 of the
total family households in the county, and the city of Everett comprises 12.5 percent or nearly 23,000
of the family households. Countywide, family households continue to comprise approximately 70
percent of all households since 2000; however, the number of families with individuals under 18 has
decreased by approximately five percent in that time.
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CHART 2-6
Family Households m family households
Unincorporated County
Small Cities
Larger Cities
Core Cities
Everett — Metro City
8,000 28,000 48,000 68,000

Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates

Household Size

The 2007 — 2011 American Community Survey 5-year estimates provides three estimates for
average household size: 1) owner households, 2) renter households, and 3) all households, which
are listed in Table 2-3. These estimates are based on sample data over a 5-year period, and
therefore more accurate information may be available from other sources.

A projection for average “persons per household” in 2035 is located in Appendix D. This projection is
based on the 2035 County Council adopted initial 2035 population targets, and considers multi-
family and single-family housing capacity from the SCT 2012 Buildable Lands Report, as well as
historical local trends.

The average household size for all of Shohomish County is approximately 2.61 persons, which is a
decrease since 2000 when the average was 2.65.
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TABLE 2-3
Average Household Size

Jurisdiction by PSRC Owner Renter All
geography Households Households Households
Metro City
Everett ‘ 2.52 2.30 2.40
Core Cities
Lynnwood 2.59 2.14 2.38
Bothell (Sno. Co. part) 2.64 2.20 2.52
Larger Cities
Arlington 2.76 2.36 2.62
Edmonds 2.43 1.93 2.29
Lake Stevens 2.92 2.71 2.87
Marysville 2.75 2.88 2.79
Mill Creek 2.70 1.82 2.39
Monroe 2.96 2.70 2.88
Mountlake Terrace 2.47 2.30 2.40
Mukilteo 2.66 2.38 2.57
Small Cities
Brier 2.88 2.83 2.88
Darrington 2.55 2.64 2.58
Gold Bar 2.82 3.13 2.88
Granite Falls 2.70 2.14 2.48
Index 2.56 2.51 2.54
Snohomish 2.61 2.01 2.34
Stanwood 2.72 1.98 2.44
Sultan 3.10 2.66 2.98
Woodway 2.92 2.64 2.91
Snohomish County 2.71 2.39 2.61

Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates
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CHART 2-7
Average Household Size (persons per household)
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Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates

Chart 2-7 shows the city of Edmonds with the smallest average household size of 2.29 and the city
of Sultan with the largest at 2.98.

Household Income

Based on the American Community Survey, 2011 5-year estimates the median household income
(gross) for Snohomish County is nearly $68,000 and includes 266,331 households.
As shown in Chart 2-8, this represents an increase of nearly 28 percent since 2000,
and over 84 percent since 1990, when the median income was $53,060 and
$36,847, respectively. The mean household income has also increased from
$61,291 in 2000 to $81,073 in 2010.
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Chart 2-8
Snohomish County Median Income
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Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates

In general, the median household income is greater than that of Washington State. Chart 2-9 and
Table 2-4 include specific income information for Snohomish County and each city. The average
median income for the small cities is approximately $61,000. The larger cities have an average
median income of over $72,000, the core cities average median income is less at $62,638, and the
city of Everett — the Metro City has the lowest median income at $48,410. In terms of the individual
cities, the town of Woodway has the highest median income of $140,000, the second highest is Brier
at $96,000. The town of Darrington has the lowest median income of $34,000 and the city of
Lynnwood has the second lowest of $47,701.

Twelve of the 20 (60 percent) cities/towns in Snohomish County are below the county median
income of $68,000. Three cities (Everett, Lynnwood, and Darrington) have a median income that is
about 30 percent less than the county median income. Countywide the number of households with
an income less than $10,000 per year has decreased by nearly two percent since 2000. However,
the adjusted family household poverty rate has increased by the same amount during that time.
Currently, 6.5 percent of the family households in Snohomish County are in poverty.
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CHART 2-9
Median Household Income
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Chart 2-9 shows that the small city geography claims both the highest and lowest median income.
The town of Woodway has the highest median income of $140,000, and the town of Darrington has
the lowest at $34,000.

Area Median Income and Estimating Housing Need

As detailed in Table 2.5, this report uses a methodology for estimating housing need that is based on
the county’s area median income (AMI) of $67,777 per ACS, 2011 5-year estimate. This method
calculates categories of countywide need for affordable housing by the percentage of households
within the three lower-income categories used by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). Chapter 4 of this report, Forecasting Future Housing Need addresses future
housing need estimates in more detail. Using this methodology the county and cities can address
housing needs by using various tools and resources as mentioned in chapters 6 and 7 of this report.
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TABLE 2-4

Median Household Income

Jurisdiction Total Households Median Income
Metro City
Everett — Metro City 40,743 $48,410
Core Cities
Lynnwood 14,774 $47,701
Bothell (Sno. Co. part) 6,400 $77,574

Average Median Income for Core Cities: $62,638

Larger Cities

Arlington 6,594 $59,698
Edmonds 17,193 $72,452
Lake Stevens 9,550 $73,128
Marysville 20,990 $65,736
Mill Creek 7,466 $88,115
Monroe 5,164 $69,278
Mountlake Terrace 8,306 $58,018
Mukilteo 7,802 $93,120

Average Median Income for Larger Cities: $72,443

Small Cities

Brier 2,125 $96,866
Darrington 646 $34,063
Gold Bar 844 $55,690
Granite Falls 1,326 $60,256
Index 74 $51,250
Snohomish 3,739 $52,386
Stanwood 2,389 $61,975
Sultan 1,518 $61,964
Woodway 468 $140,000

Average Median Income for Small Cities: $68,272

Overall Snohomish County

266,331

$67,777

Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates
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TABLE 2-5
Method for Estimating Affordable Housing Need

: Percent of Total
Lower Income Categories Income Ranges :
Housing Supply
30% and below of AMI (very low) $20,333 and less 11%
30-50% of AMI (low) $20,334 - $33,888 11%
50-80% of AMI (moderate) $33,889 - $54,221 17%

Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates

Special Needs Population

cun wovsine A number of people have special supportive housing requirements due to their
impairments, disabilities, or unique social circumstances. Known as "special needs
populations," this group requires special assistance or supportive care to subsist or achieve
independent living. They include the elderly, frail elderly, developmentally disabled, chronically
mentally ill, physically disabled, homeless, persons patrticipating in substance abuse programs,
persons with AIDS, and victims of domestic violence. The needs of these groups are generally
not analyzed in the Housing Element of each jurisdiction’s Comprehensive Plan, but are integral
to the planning for human services and housing assistance programs. This report does not
provide detailed data for each special needs category, but does include reference information
for each.

Countywide Planning Policy HO-1 requires equal access to housing for this special needs
population as well as other protected classes.

A

Countywide Housing Policy HO-1:

“The county and cities shall support the principle that fair and equal
access to housing is available to all persons regardless of race, color,
religion, gender, sexual orientation, age, national origin, familial
status, source of income, or disability.” | 4

A

Table 2-6 lists the total special needs population of the county at over 110,000 with
approximately 43,600 residing in the unincorporated areas, and over 32,000 in larger cities.
The metro city (Everett) alone has over 19,000 people with special needs, while the small cities
have a special needs population of approximately 54,000.

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT Page 30


http://www.google.com/imgres?q=special+needs+HUD&start=331&biw=1280&bih=797&tbm=isch&tbnid=CWVt84PmU5-17M:&imgrefurl=http://www.nateshomes.com/HUD-Homes-QA&docid=Ie4toR0NhY2VzM&imgurl=http://www.nateshomes.com/agent_files/ceqhous[1].gif&w=300&h=285&ei=Y9XlUY6wNcGligLVpYDwDg&zoom=1&iact=rc&page=11&tbnh=145&tbnw=152&ndsp=33&ved=1t:429,r:57,s:300,i:175&tx=65&ty=74
http://www.google.com/imgres?q=special+needs+HUD&start=331&biw=1280&bih=797&tbm=isch&tbnid=CWVt84PmU5-17M:&imgrefurl=http://www.nateshomes.com/HUD-Homes-QA&docid=Ie4toR0NhY2VzM&imgurl=http://www.nateshomes.com/agent_files/ceqhous[1].gif&w=300&h=285&ei=Y9XlUY6wNcGligLVpYDwDg&zoom=1&iact=rc&page=11&tbnh=145&tbnw=152&ndsp=33&ved=1t:429,r:57,s:300,i:175&tx=65&ty=74

TABLE 2-6

Special Needs Population

Jurisdiction Number of Special % of County Special

Needs Needs Population

Metro City
Everett — Metro City 19,281 17.6%

Core Cities
Lynnwood 6,825 6.2%
Bothell (entire city) 2,397 2.2%
Total number of special needs for Core Cities: 9,222

Larger Cities

Arlington 2,895 2.6%
Edmonds 6,235 5.7%
Lake Stevens 3,009 2.7%
Marysville 9,901 9.0%
Mill Creek 2,044 1.9%
Monroe 2,521 2.3%
Mountlake Terrace 3,657 3.2%
Mukilteo 1,856 1.7%
Total number of special needs for Larger Cities: 32,018

Small Cities
Brier 994 0.9%
Darrington 327 0.3%
Gold Bar 367 0.3%
Granite Falls 618 0.6%
Index 25 0.0%
Snohomish 1,175 1.1%
Stanwood 1,140 1.0%
Sultan 744 0.7%
Woodway 77 0.1%
Total number of special needs for Small Cities: 5,467

Unincorporated Area

Unincorporated Sno. Co. 43,622 39.8%
Overall Snohomish County 109,610 99.9%

Source: Snohomish County, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choices, 2012
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Elderly

An "elderly household" has a head of household who is 65 years or older. A "household with
elderly persons" is any household with one or more persons 65 years or older. While the elderly
comprise a substantial portion of the total need for low-income rental assistance, issues
confronting the frail elderly bear particular scrutiny. The frail elderly are persons who have
physical and/or progressive mental limitations due to aging that limit their mobility and self-care
capability, and ultimately erode their capacity for independent living. (For example they may
have difficulty with one or more "activities of daily living" [ADLs] such as dressing, preparing
food and eating, bathing, and moving around in their homes; and may be unable to go outside
the home for shopping, medical care, etc. without assistance.) The Older Americans Act
requires a four-year plan that addresses the needs of older adults, adults with disabilities and
their caregivers. The state’s most recent plan is, “Washington State Plan on Aging 2010-2014"

As indicated in Chart 2-1 and Table 2-7, the unincorporated areas of the county have the largest
population of elderly at over 25,000, and the larger cities are a close second with approximately
24,700. The city of Everett, the only Metro City, has the third largest elderly population at
approximately 10,000, followed by the core cities at over 6,000 and the small cities with over
4,000. Chart 2-10 shows the unincorporated areas with the highest number of elderly persons at
over 25,000 persons. The city of Everett has the second highest number with over 10,000
elderly persons.

CHART 2-10
Percentage of Elderly Population

Small Cities
6%

Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT Page 32


http://www.hcbs.org/files/216/10783/Washington_State_Plan.pdf

TABLE 2-7
Elderly population

Jurisdiction Elderly (65 and % of County Elderly as % of
over) Elderly Population | Jurisdiction Total
Population

Metro City

Everett — Metro

City 10,052 14.1% 9.8%
Core Cities

Lynnwood 4,798 6.7% 13.4%

Bothell (Sno. Co.

part) 1,623 2.3% 10.2%

Total Elderly Population for Core Cities: 6,421
Larger Cities

Arlington 2,383 3.3% 13.7%
Edmonds 7,167 10.1% 18.0%
Lake Stevens 1,951 2.7% 7.1%
Marysville 5,776 8.1% 9.8%
Mill Creek 2,233 3.1% 12.5%
Monroe 1,173 1.7% 6.9%
Mountlake

Terrace 2,063 2.9% 10.3%
Mukilteo 1,988 2.8% 9.9%
Total Elderly Population for Larger Cities: 24,734

Small Cities

Brier 600 0.8% 9.8%
Darrington 278 0.4% 16.7%
Gold Bar 216 0.3% 8.9%
Granite Falls 322 0.5% 9.8%
Index 14 0.0% 7.5%
Snohomish 1,230 1.7% 13.5%
Stanwood 1,026 1.4% 17.0%
Sultan 339 0.5% 7.5%
Woodway 238 0.3% 17.4%

Total Elderly Population for Small Cities: 4,263
Unincorporated Area

Unincorporated 25,689 36.1% 8.7%
Overall

Snohomish

County 71,159 99.9% 10.1%

Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates
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Developmentally Disabled

The Snohomish County Department of Human Services maintains data on the developmentally
disabled population in the county, and as of April 2013, the estimate for the county was 8,796
persons with developmental disabilities or 1.2 percent of the population (based on 2012
Census). The Washington State Department of Social and Health Services Division of
Developmental Disabilities, individuals with developmental disabilities and their families, and
counties and service providers create guidelines to bring consistency across the state and
frame the scope of work for individual counties and their respective governing principles.
Counties are required to incorporate the state guidelines (shown below) in all community
services.

Washington State Division of Developmental Disabilities

County Guidelines - Established July, 1992

Power and Choice: Having power, control and ownership over personal affairs,
receive necessary support to pursue one’s personal interests and goals and the
opportunity to make choices and direct one’s life.

Relationships: Having people in a broad range of relationships including family,
friends, peers and others to love and care about and will reciprocate those same
feelings.

Status Contributions: Feeling good about one self, being recognized for one’s
contributions; being valued and receiving positive recognition.

Community Integration: Actively participating in the community and using the
same resources and enjoying the same activities as other citizens.

Competence: Having experiences that promote the ability to skillfully perform
functional and meaningful activities and receive assistance as needed and
desired.

Health and Safety: Being safe, secure and healthy; living, working and playing
in areas common to other citizens and having the necessary assistance available
to protect health and safety while promoting inclusion in the community.

Homeless: The 2013 homeless count for Snohomish County inventoried approximately 2,000
individuals in 1,117 households without a permanent place to live. Each county in the state of
Washington is required to develop a Ten-Year Ending Homelessness Plan. This plan includes
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provisions for homeless individuals and families, emergency shelters, transitional housing, and
permanent supportive housing. The most recent Snohomish County plan is, “Everyone at
Home Now: A Strategy for Ending Homelessness in Snohomish County, Washington by 2016.”

Youth and adults with behavioral needs: Subgroups of the special needs population include
youth and adults that have behavioral needs such as, mental health and alcohol/drug treatment.
A resource for these subgroups is a County Chartbook, “Trends in Social Service Use:
Snohomish County for State Fiscal Year 2008 — The County Chartbook Collection” that is based
on Washington State Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) data for client-based
risk factors with demographic detail. Figure 2-1 below is an example of youth with behavioral
needs client-based information for Snohomish County.

FIGURE 2-1
Youth Behavior Section from Snohomish County Chartbook

TO CONTENTS

NOVEMBER 2011

ﬂ 3a. Client Characteristics, Youth with Behavioral Health Needs

State Fiscal Year 2008

YOUTH
BEHAMIOR

This table shows demographic information for children under 18 living in the county during their last month of DSHS service in 5FY 2008 who have recently
experienced mental illness of alcohol/drug problems. Recent mental iliness is defined as one or more of the following events between July 1, 2006 and June 30,
2008: a diagnesis of psychotic, bipolar, depression, anxiety, adjustment, ADHD, conduct or impulse disorder; receipt of antipsychotic, bipolar, antidepressant,
antianxiety, or ADHD medications; receipt of mental health services through DSHS Division of Behavieral Health and Recovery, medical providers, tribal mental
health, or Behavioral Rehabilitation Services provided through the DSHS Children’s Administration. A recent alcohol/drug problem is defined as one or more of
the following events occurring between July 1, 2006 and June 30, 2008: a diagnosis of alcohol or drug abuse, dependence, or psychosis; alcohol/drug treatment
services received through the DSHS Division of Behavioral Health and Recovery; or arrests for alcohol/drug related offenses.

DSHS Youth with Behavioral Health Needs

o= Any Mental 1l alcohol/Drug Probl
Race/Ethnicity r;:wl = ;,ﬁ;m Tumr::ass -
PERCENT NUMBER FERCENT MUMEER
Any Minority 3% 2,431 33% [z
White Only 653 4,874 B5% 1,359
Unknown % 145 2% 36
Minority Detail*
Hispanic 13% 1,002 11% 220
American Indian/Alaska Native 11% 823 14% 285
Asizn/Pacific Islander 4% 300 6% 122
African American 8% 612 7% 155
Age
Average Age 12 nfa 17 nfa
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Cost-Burdened

Housing affordability in general is a measure of a housing unit’s cost relative to a household’s
income. A household (rental or with mortgage) is “burdened” when it spends 30 percent or
more of its gross income on housing costs. Cost-burdened status is used as a measure of
housing affordability and as a determinant of eligibility for federal housing programs.

Severe housing cost burden, which occurs when a household must pay more than 50 percent of
income on rent and utilities, is a serious problem in every state. According to a 2013 study
published by the National Low Income Housing Coalition, Washington State is one of thirteen
states that have less than the national level of affordable and available units per 100
households at or below the “extremely low income” thresholds.

Countywide Planning Policy HO-3 requires the inclusion of policies to address the availability of
affordable housing consistent with the Puget Sound Regional Council’s Vision 2040 document.

—

Countywide Housing Policy HO-3:

“County and city comprehensive plans shall include policies for
accommodating affordable housing goals throughout the County
consistent with Vision 2040.”

€ 4

In Snohomish County, 106,600 out of 225,257 households are cost-burdened (rental and with
mortgages). This means that 47 percent of the occupied housing units in the County are not
affordable to their current occupants. There are 65,305 cost-burdened households with
mortgages and 41,343 cost-burdened rental households.
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CHART 2-11
Percentage of Cost-burdened Renter Households
0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0%
Everett — Metro City | | | | 51.6% |
Lynnwood : : : : 60.9% |
Bothell (Sno. Co. part) | | | 45| 7% |
Arlington , , : : 54.3% |
Edmonds | | , f18 0% |
Lake Stevens , , : 43 6:’0 ]
Marysville : : : 54.6% |
Mill Creek | | , 43 5‘I’o |
Monroe , , : : 50.8% |
Mountlake Terrace : : 49.5% |
Mukilteo 36.7% |
Brier ]g‘-; 5%
Darrington | | | , 66.0% |
Gold Bar , , : 44 I7°o ]
Granite Falls : : : : 52.8% |
Index | | , 4(? 2% |
Snohomish , , : : 56.7% |
Stanwood : : : : 51.49 0, ]
Sultan | | , , 53 8|°o J
Woodway | | | | 84.2%
Overall Snohomish County i i i -50.2% _|
Cpercentage

Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates

Cost-burdened Renter Households

There are over 82,000 occupied rental units in Snohomish County, of these over 41,000 or 51
percent are households that are paying 30 percent and above of their income in rent. Table 2.8
and Chart 2-11 relay information regarding rental cost-burdened units. The Metro City (Everett)
has over 11,000 cost-burdened renter households; the Core Cities have 4,700; the Larger Cities
have over 12,000; the Small Cities have over 2,000, and the unincorporated area has over
11,000.
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TABLE 2-8

Cost-burdened Renter Households

Jurisdiction Ocnrz\luupr?eb(_jerRZLtal t;\luur?:neé dOIecnot:-s %
Units
Metro City
Everett — Metro City 21,662 11,180 51.6%
Core Cities
Lynnwood 6,515 3,965 60.9%
Bothell (Sno. Co. part) 1,750 799 45.7%
Core Cities total cost-burdened renter households: 4,764 57.6%
Larger Cities
Arlington 2,308 1,254 54.3%
Edmonds 4,636 2,226 48.0%
Lake Stevens 2,018 879 43.6%
Marysville 6,364 3,474 54.6%
Mill Creek 2,533 1,103 43.5%
Monroe 1,420 721 50.8%
Mountlake Terrace 3,237 1,603 49.5%
Mukilteo 2,508 995 36.7%
Larger Cities total cost-burdened renter households: 12,255 49.0%
Small Cities
Brier 267 44 16.5%
Darrington 162 107 66.0%
Gold Bar 152 68 44.7%
Granite Falls 479 253 52.8%
Index 26 12 46.2%
Snohomish 1,579 896 56.7%
Stanwood 879 452 51.4%
Sultan 364 196 53.8%
Woodway 19 16 84.2%
Small Cities total cost-burdened renter households: 2,044 52.0%
Unincorporated Area
Unincorporated 23,467 11,100 51.0%
gﬁm Snohomish 82,345 41,343 50.2%

Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates
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Cost-burdened Owner Households

Countywide, there are over 65,000 households (45.7 percent) out of 143,000 units where
monthly owner costs (including mortgage) are at least 30 percent of household income. As
shown in Table 2.9, the Metro City (Everett) has over 6,500 cost-burdened units that have
mortgages; the Core Cities have 4,000 the Larger Cities have over 20,800; the Small Cities
have over 3,100, and the unincorporated area has over 30,700 cost-burdened households.

Although the number of cost-burdened households with mortgages is less than the number of

rental households, it is still close to 50 percent of the total number of units with a mortgage.

CHART 2-12
Percentage of Cost-burdened Owner Households
Everett — Metro City 46.0%
Lynnwood | 47.1%
Bothell (Sno. Co. part) 38.5%
Arlington 51.6%
Edmonds 45.9%
Lake Stevens 48.6%
Marysville 45.8%
Mill Creek 38.7%
Monroe 49.0%
Mountlake Terrace 49.1%
Mukilteo 38.7%
Brier 34.2%
Darrington 61.0%
Gold Bar 44.7%
Granite Falls 55.4%
Index 54.3%
Snohomish [T 49.2%
Stanwood 48.8%
Sultan 46.3%
Woodway 47.1%
Overall Snohomish County 45.7%
® percentage

Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates
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TABLE 2-9
Cost-burdened Owner Households

Housing Number of cost-
Jurisdiction units with burdened owners Percentage
mortgage (with mortgage)
Metro City

Everett — Metro City 14,153 6,506 46.0%

Core Cities
Lynnwood 5,713 2,693 47.1%
Bothell (Sno. Co. part) 3,540 1,362 38.5%
Core Cities total cost-burdened owner households: 4,055 43.8%

Larger Cities
Arlington 3,396 1,753 51.6%
Edmonds 8,802 4,039 45.9%
Lake Stevens 6,367 3,093 48.6%
Marysville 11,420 5,230 45.8%
Mill Creek 4,008 1,551 38.7%
Monroe 3,228 1,582 49.0%
Mountlake Terrace 4,005 1,967 49.1%
Mukilteo 4,283 1,658 38.7%
Larger Cities total cost-burdened owner households: 20,873 45.8%

Small Cities
Brier 1,548 529 34.2%
Darrington 264 161 61.0%
Gold Bar 510 228 44.7%
Granite Falls 659 365 55.4%
Index 35 19 54.3%
Snohomish 1,523 749 49.2%
Stanwood 1,186 579 48.8%
Sultan 870 403 46.3%
Woodway 263 124 47.1%
Small Cities total cost-burdened owner households: 3,157 46.0%

Unincorporated Area

Unincorporated Area 67,139 30,714 45.7%
Snohomish County Total 142,912 65,305 45.7%

Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates
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CHAPTER 3
Existing Housing Stock

This chapter examines the character and diversity of existing residential development including
housing types and affordability. Jurisdictions that maintain a strong variety of housing options help
ensure an adequate supply of affordable and attainable housing for all their citizens.

A primary goal of this chapter is to make sure that Snohomish County jurisdictions have the
information to address and ensure anticipated housing needs of the future population. This goal is
accomplished largely through the following elements:

e Facilitate continued diversification of housing to meet changing needs of the county and
maintain projected population growth.
e Assistin controlling the character, structure, and location of new residential development.

In this chapter, the following elements are considered:

e Existing supply of assisted housing and other “affordable” housing available to low-moderate
income households.

e Existing housing stock and likely future trends which relate to potential areas of minimal,
natural, and substantial change.

e Market rate.

Home ownership and affordable housing are typically associated with the general stability of an area.
In the past, Snohomish County has taken pride in retaining quality and affordable housing. From
2000 - 2007, there was an unprecedented boom in housing costs in Snohomish County and across
the country. Never before have housing prices increased so rapidly for such an extended period.
The financial bubble burst in 2008, creating widespread havoc in the housing market. House values
in Snohomish County fell by 30 percent and more, while foreclosures increased exponentially. The
loss of available/affordable low-income and special needs housing continues to be a concern.
Individuals and families may potentially be forced to live in substandard housing.

Housing Affordability

The term “affordable housing” is applied to a broad range of housing with a diversity of costs that are
intended to meet the needs of the community. Housing affordability is best measured by evaluating
the changing relationships between housing prices, mortgages/rents, and household incomes.

The generally accepted definition for affordability is that a household pays no more than 30 percent
of its annual income on housing. However, nationally an estimated 12 million renters and
homeowners now pay over 50 percent of their annual incomes for housing. The lack of affordable
housing is a major hardship for many low-to-moderate income households preventing them from
meeting their other basic needs such as food and healthcare for their families. In order to meet the
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demand for affordable housing, a jurisdiction must be flexible in its regulations to allow for a range of
affordable housing options.

Although the “great recession” triggered a sharp drop in housing prices, affordability of housing has
actually worsened for most potential homebuyers. There has also been an increase in number of
home renters causing continued increase in home rental costs.

The federal government provides homeowners with assistance subsidies to make housing more
affordable. Financial assistance may include for example tax reductions and housing subsidy
programs for lower income households.

Types of Housing Development

Over 64 percent of the existing housing stock within Snohomish County consists of single family
units. Single family homes include both detached homes and attached townhomes on individual lots.
Over 30 percent of county households live in multi-family (2+ units) buildings and another 5.4
percent live in mobile homes.

There is a continued general trend towards smaller household sizes and a more diverse mix of
household types. As the population of the county continues to age, and offspring move out, the
number of households can reasonably be expected to continue to grow. New strategies and
corresponding zoning/land use controls are needed to provide opportunities to meet the future needs
of all county residents.

CHART 3-1
Types of Housing by Regional Geographies

-1 | | | |
J77.6
14.

Small 7o

1 - ) 68.4
Larger ﬁz.e

7 1 Unit

J 38.7
Core W 337 E 2 + Unit

47.9 B Mobile Hm
Everett . 49.4

J67.1
County - 26.2 J

DATA SOURCE: OFM, 2012
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Tenure — Owner vs. Renter Occupied

In the wake of the recent mortgage crisis, many homeowners lost their homes and new mortgage
loans have become more difficult for potential homebuyers to obtain. High homeownership rates
achieved during the first half of the 2000 to 2010 decade were, to large extent, indicative of easy
credit and financing that led to high ownership rates, high prices and a “bursting” of the housing
bubble. The current homeownership rate in Snohomish County is more in line with historic rate,
although there is significant unpredictability between the ownership and rental markets. Homes or
condominiums are converted to rentals when buying or selling a home becomes more difficult.
Those units are subsequently put back on the market, when home purchasing conditions improve.

The designated “Larger” cities, “Small” cities, and unincorporated county all have a homeownership
rate of approximately 68 percent. Everett has approximately 45 percent and about 59 percent of
those residing in the Core cities are currently homeowners.

CHART 3-2
Housing Tenure — Occupied Housing by Regional Geography

B Owner Occupied

B Renter Occupied

County Everett Core Larger Small

DATA SOURCE: ACS 2011 5 Year Estimates
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Affordable Rental and Mortgage Units

The calculations and tables in this section are intended to give an estimate of affordable rental and
mortgage units for low to moderate income households within Snohomish County. The data used is
2011 5-year American Community Survey (ACS) data. Calculations for affordable rent and
mortgages are made using Snohomish County’s Area Median Income (AMI).

TABLE 3-1
Estimated Affordable Rental Units for Low-Moderate Income Households
Jurisdiction Total Rental Units | 51-80% AMI Units/% | 31-50% AMI Units/% | 30% AMI Units/%
Everett 21,740 9,571 (44%) 6,307 (29%) 2,010 (9%)
Marysville 6,441 2,548 (40%) 1,298 (20%) 452 (7%)
Lynnwood 6,634 3,004 (45%) 1,846 (28%) 459 (7%)
Edmonds 4,674 2,009 (43%) 1,306 (28%) 232 (5%)
Mountlake Terrace 3,274 1,688 (52%) 625 (19%) 76 (2%)
Mill Creek 2,546 1,011 (40%) 220 (9%) 24 (1%)
Mukilteo 2,535 1,214 (48%) 278 (11%) 44 (2%)
Arlington 2,308 898 (39%) 522 (23%) 206 (9%)
Lake Stevens 2,029 607 (30%) 508 (25%) 215 (11%)
Bothell/SnoCo 1,732 658 (38%) 142 (8%) 37 (2%)
Snohomish 1,579 551 (35%) 417 (26%) 243 (15%)
Monroe 1,420 539 (38%) 219 (15%) 175 (12%)
Stanwood 879 277 (31%) 209 (24%) 160 (18%)
Granite Falls 479 174 (36%) 133 (28%) 41 (9%)
Sultan 364 155 (43%) 107 (30%) 12 (3%)
Brier 200 59 (29%) 13 (7%) 0 (0%)
Gold Bar 152 62 (41%) 47 (31%) 9 (6%)
Darrington 162 42 (26%) 58 (36%) 59 (37%)
Index 26 7 (27%) 18 (69%) 0 (0%)
Woodway 19 3 (16%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Cities (Total) 59,193 25,077 (42%) 14,273 (24%) 4,454 (8%)
County (Total) 82,980 35,670 (43%) 17,912 (22%) 5,255 (6%)
Unincorporated 23,787 10,593 (45%) 3,639 (15%) 801 (3%)

Data Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT

Page 46



Calculations for affordable rent:

Affordable Rent for households at 80 percent AMI

County AMI (2011) = $67,777 x 80 percent = $54,221 / 12 months = $4518/mo.

= $1356/mo. maximum rent

Affordable Rent for households at 50 percent AMI:

County AMI (2011) = $67,777 x 50 percent = $33,888 / 12 months = $2824/mo.

= $847/mo. maximum rent

Affordable Rent for households at 30 percent AMI:

County AMI (2011) = $67,777 x 30 percent = $20,333 / 12 months = $1694/mo.

= $508/mo. maximum rent

Calculations for affordable Mortgage:

Affordable Mortgage for households at 80 percent AMI:

County AMI (2011) = $67,777 x 80 percent = $54,221 / 12 months = $4518/mo.

= $1265/mo. maximum payment

Affordable Mortgage for households at 50 percent AMI:

County AMI (2011) = $67,777 x 50 percent = $33,888 / 12 months = $2824/mo.

= $791/mo. maximum payment

Affordable Mortgage for households at 30 percent AMI:

County AMI (2011) = $67,777 x 30 percent = $18,978 / 12 months = $1581/mo.

= $443/mo. maximum payment

x 30 percent

x 30 percent

x 30 percent

x 28 percent

x 28 percent

X 28 percent
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TABLE 3-2
Estimated Affordable Mortgage Units for Low-Moderate Income Households

Jurisdiction Total 51-80% AMI 31-50% AMI 30% AMI
Mortgaged Units/% Units/% Units/%
Units

Everett 14,214 2,574 (18%) 529 (4%) 85 (1%)
Marysville 11,420 1,628 (14%) 416 (4%) 98 (1%)
Lynnwood 5,713 724 (8%) 203 (4%) 43 (1%)
Edmonds 8,808 964 (43%) 150 (2%) 18 (1%)
Mountlake 4,005 751 (52%) 175 (4%) 6 (1%)
Terrace
Mill Creek 4,023 307 (8%) 76 (2%) 10 (1%)
Mukilteo 4,283 360 (8%) 59 (1%) 19 (1%)
Arlington 3,396 574 (17%) 98 (3%) 13 (1%)
Lake Stevens 6,367 727 (11%) 116 (2%) 0 (0)
Bothell / SnoCo 3,540 423 (12%) 94 (3%) 17 (1%)
Snohomish 1,523 185 (12%) 48 (3%) 29 (1%)
Monroe 3,228 517 (16%) 124 (4%) 19 (1%)
Stanwood 1,186 256 (22%) 76 (6%) 21 (2%)
Granite Falls 659 176 (27%) 18 (3%) 0 (0%)
Sultan 870 174 (20%) 42 (5%) 0 (0%)
Brier 1,548 165 (11%) 25 (2%) 0 (0%)
Gold Bar 510 153 (30%) 22 (4%) 0 (0%)
Darrington 264 156 (59%) 56 (21%) 2 (1%)
Index 35 20 (57%) 4 (11%) 0 (0%)
Woodway 263 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Cities (Total) 75,855 10,834 (14%) | 2,331 (3%) 380 (1%)
County (Total) 143,315 | 21,427 (15%) | 5,970 (4%) 1,181 (1%)
Unincorporated 67,460 9,444 (14%) 2,698 (4%) 671 (1 %)

DATA SOURCE: ACS 2011 5 Year Estimates
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CHART 3-3
Vacancy Rates by City

Woodway [T ] e

Sultan 5. 15.5

8.4

Stanwood
Snohomish .6 x
Mukilteo 0.8 3
MLk Terrace
Monroe

Mill Creek
Marysville

Lynnwood

Lk Stevens H Renter

Index 113
Granite Falls
Gold Bar

Everett

B Homeowner

Edmonds
Darrington
Brier
Bothell
Arlington

15 20

DATA SOURCE: ACS 2011 5 Year Estimates

Vacancy Rates

In 2012, the overall county unincorporated vacancy rate was 6.4 percent for homeowners and
renters. The progress of the housing market over the past year has been driven by continued low
interest rates and the tightening supply of homes available for purchase. These two elements have
combined to trigger rising home prices and increase builder confidence. Chart 3-3 shows vacancy
rates by jurisdiction for renters and homeowners.
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Age of Dwelling

The average age of owner-occupied housing stock is increasing in all areas of the country. This may
lead to future increased demand for remodeling and new home construction. Data from the
Department of Housing and Urban Development American Housing Survey (AHS) reveals that the
median age of an owner-occupied home in the United States was 34 years as of 2009, 11 years
older than the median age in 1985.

For unincorporated Snohomish County, 60 percent of housing was built prior to 1989. There are
some examples of wide diversity in housing stock throughout the county. For cities such as Lake
Stevens, Monroe, and Gold Bar, approximately 50 percent of their housing stock was constructed
during the same period. In the case of Mill Creek and Brier, almost 60 percent of their housing was
built during the same 1980 to 1999 period. Over 60 percent of Index housing was built prior to 1939,
with none of their current housing stock constructed since 2000. Map 3-3 graphically shows the
range when dwellings were constructed for each jurisdiction.

CHART 3-4
Age of Residence - Unincorporated Snohomish County
Year Residence Constructed

1939/before
1940-1949
1950-1959
1960-1969
1970-1979
1980-1989
1990-1999
2000-2004
2005/Later

Data Source: ACS, 2011 5-year estimates
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Assisted Living/Housing

Assisted living is a transition between living independently and living in a nursing home. More
recently built facilities are designed with an emphasis on ease of use for disabled people. Bathrooms
and kitchens are designed with wheelchairs and walkers in mind. Hallways and doors are extra-wide
to accommodate wheelchairs per ADA requirements. CHART 3-5 below reflects the percentage of
special needs housing by Regional Geography Designation.

CHART 3-5

Percentage of Special Needs Housing -
Regional Geography Designation

Small
Larger

Core

Everett

County
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DATA SOURCE: Snohomish County, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choices, 2012

Assisted housing is a term generally used to describe a wide range of housing constructed by or
receiving some manner of government support or assistance. The intention is to provide housing to
homeowners with low to moderate incomes who customarily have various socio-economic obstacles
that make it more difficult to find clean/affordable housing. Housing vouchers are generally provided
to low-income residents to supplement rent to private landlords. Residents may pay up to 30 percent
of their income in rent in this manner. The difference between the 30 percent and the market rate is
provided to the landlord through a voucher. Vouchers provide increased mobility and choice in
location for low-income residents, enabling them to live in areas with increased access to economic
opportunities and transportation. Along with housing vouchers, it is also effective to provide search
assistance and landlord outreach. Table 3-3 shows number of fixed assisted living units and
vouchers for each city within the County. The numbers include unincorporated and incorporated
housing by city addresses for each jurisdiction.
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TABLE 3-3
Assisted Living Units/Vouchers/Other Support

Arlington 323 20 343 192 87 279 515 0 622 5.17%

Bothel —

Sno Co 378 16 394 60 34 94 438 50 488 4.05 %
Brier 28 1 29 34 1 35 62 2 64 0.53%

Darrington 20 6 20 49 1 50 69 7 70 0.58%

Edmonds 178 76 254 127 74 127 305 150 381 3.17%

Everett 1181 115 1296 2102 357 2459 3283 472 3755 31.20%
Gold Bar 1 1 13 9 10 19 10 11 32 0.27%

Granite

Falls 30 13 30 25 20 45 55 33 75 0.62%

Index 2 0 5 5 1 6 7 1 11 0.09%

Lake

Stevens 150 9 150 161 86 247 311 95 397 3.30%

Lynnwood 572 195 767 1457 454 1911 2029 649 2678 22.25%
Marysville 364 65 429 791 232 1270 1155 297 1699 14.11%
Mill Creek 45 10 45 277 88 277 322 98 322 2.68%

Monroe 124 40 124 63 11 74 187 51 198 1.64%

Mountlake

Terrace 72 55 127 127 88 215 199 143 342 2.84%

Mukilteo 159 11 170 61 20 81 220 31 251 2.09%

Snohomish 219 40 259 100 46 85 319 86 344 2.86%

Stanwood 196 21 196 80 38 75 276 59 271 2.25%

Sultan 26 2 26 16 24 11 42 26 37 0.31%

County

Total 4068 696 4677 5975 1584 7360 9804 2261 12037 100.0%

DATA SOURCE: Snohomish County, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choices, 2012

The supply of assisted housing units was last inventoried by the county’s Human Services staff in
2011, reflecting 2010 information about each housing resource. The total number of assisted rental
units throughout the county was 9, 241 (including 176 units on the Tulalip Reservation). This figure
includes both public housing and units owned by private and/or non-profit owners assisted with
designated Section 8 vouchers or through low-income housing tax credits and/or tax-exempt
bonding. Sixteen of Snohomish County’s cities, as well as the unincorporated area, have some
assisted units within their housing supply. Table 3-4 shows the number and percentage of assisted
housing units within each jurisdiction.

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT Page 53



TABLE 3-4

Assisted Rental Dwelling Units

Jurisdiction Total DUs Assisted DUs % Assisted
Arlington 6929 517 7.5%
Bothell 6702 10 0.1%
Brier 2220 0 0.0%
Darrington 644 20 3.1%
Edmonds 18,378 310 1.7%
Everett 44,609 3223 7.2%
Index 116 0 0.0%
Gold Bar 837 0 0.0%
Granite Falls 1344 30 2.2%
Lake Stevens 10,414 311 3.0%
Lynnwood 14,939 2020 13.5%
Marysville 22,363 1018 4.6%
Mill Creek 7923 322 4.1%
Monroe 5306 187 3.5%
Mountlake Terrace 8602 127 1.5%
Mukilteo 8547 67 0.8%
Snohomish 3959 319 8.1%
Stanwood 2584 300 11.6%
Sultan 1752 42 2.4%
Woodway 466 0 0.0%
Unincorporated Urban 69,265 249 0.4%
Countywide Urban Total 237,899 9,065 3.8%

DATA SOURCE: Snohomish County, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choices, 2012

Housing Indicators

Current trends suggest that housing prices may have bottomed out and are beginning to rise in
many parts of the county. These increases can be attributed largely to supply and demand factors
caused in part by a shortfall in the number of dwellings compared to the number of households.
Other elements driving price increases are smaller family size and increasing desire for home
ownership.
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Opportunities and constraints must be considered to better understand how planning techniques can
be applied to better manage change to ensure meeting future housing needs.

Economic policies that have facilitated increased home values and sales include continued low
interest rates, increased availability of housing finance options, and innovations in the mortgage
market. The rate of home building continues to be well below past rates of construction leading to a
reduced supply of housing in the near term. In time, the housing market’s reduced supply should

cause builders to again increase construction of residential units. CHART 3-6 shows recent

Snohomish County (cities and county combined) building permit activity for single-family, multi-family

and mobile homes.

CHART 3-6
Snohomish County Building Permit Activity — Housing Type

4,500
4,000
3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000
1,500
1,000

500

W Single Family

W Multi-Family

[ Mobile Home

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

DATA SOURCE: Puget Sound Regional Council
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Chapter 4
Forecasting Future Housing Needs

Countywide Planning Policy (CPP) HO-5c¢ requires the housing report to identify the number of
housing units necessary to meet the various housing needs of the projected population. That need
must be broken down further to identify housing need by income group and by special needs
populations.

The basis of the housing needs forecast for 2035 is the adopted population target. The population
target has been translated into a housing target primarily by applying the average household size (or
persons per household) data and vacancy rates. To arrive at housing targets for individual
jurisdictions adjustments were made to account for historical trends in vacancy rates and to
normalize the impact from the recent recession by using a 5 percent vacancy rate which is
considered to be the vacancy rate in a healthy housing market. Also trends in persons per
household and the distribution of housing types for each jurisdiction were considered. (See Appendix
D for a more complete description of the methodology).

The analysis shows that to house the County Council-adopted 2035 population target of 955,280
there will have to be 383,787 housing units in the county, an increase of 97,128 housing units over
what currently exists. However, between now and 2035 more than 97,128 new housing units will
have to be built because undoubtedly some of the existing housing units will have to be replaced due
to deteriorating structural condition, damage by natural causes and change in land uses.

Table 4-1 shows the housing needs forecast for the county (countywide and for unincorporated
urban areas and rural areas) and its jurisdictions. It is also broken down into the Vision 2040
Regional Growth Strategy’s geographies.

An alternative population distribution recommended by the Snohomish County Tomorrow Steering
Committee is shown in Appendix C for comparison purposes. This distribution produces a different
series of housing unit needs that is shown in Appendix D.

Countywide Planning Policy HO-5 states that housing targets for jurisdictions (“Additional Housing
Units Required” in the table above) are to be used for planning purposes. They should not be
viewed as objectives that have to be reached. Rather, they should be used by each jurisdiction in
planning how they will meet their responsibility to plan for housing, affordable and otherwise, within
the regional (countywide) context.
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TABLE 4-1
Projected Housing Need

2035 Total 2035 Additional
Jurisdiction Population Housing Housing Units
Target Need Required
Snohomish County 955,280 383,787 97,128
Unincorp. urban
areas 235,736 91,234 21,969
Rural areas 140,125 55,816 7,056
Jurisdictions
Everett 164,812 70,067 25,458
Bothell 23,510 9,782 3,080
Lynnwood 54,404 22,840 7,901
Arlington 24,937 9,654 2,725
Edmonds 45,550 21,168 2,790
Lake Stevens 39,340 14,883 4,469
Marysville 87,589 32,876 10,513
Mill Creek 20,196 8,756 833
Monroe 22,102 6,526 1,220
Mountlake Terrace 24,767 10,928 2,326
Mukilteo 21,812 9,211 664
Brier 7,011 2550 330
Darrington 1,764 764 120
Gold Bar 2,424 924 87
Granite Falls 7,842 3,179 1,835
Index 220 127 11
Snohomish 12,289 5,269 1,310
Stanwood 10,116 4,179 1,595
Sultan 7,345 2,581 829
Woodway 1,389 472 6
Vision 2040
Geographies
Metropolitan Cities 164,812 70,067 25,458
Core Cities 77,914 32,622 10,981
Larger Cities 286,293 114,003 25,541
Small Cities 50,400 20,045 6,123
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Forecasting housing needs by income ranges and for people with special needs

In developing housing targets for the various income groups and special needs populations,
individual jurisdictions should develop their own housing targets by taking into account local
population and housing characteristics. One method for a jurisdiction to do this would be to start with
its overall housing unit target and apply the countywide breakdown for each income group to arrive
at an initial estimate of affordable housing units needed. Table 4-2 shows the numbers that result for
each Snohomish County jurisdiction by applying this simple approach to the total housing unit
targets from Table 4-1. The assumption is each local jurisdiction is responsible for adopting policies
and enacting regulations so the housing market and housing providers can create an adequate
supply of affordable housing units for the overall population and special needs populations.

Forecasting the housing needs for specific populations and income ranges is a difficult task. In the
forecast described above, it is assumed the current ratio between the specific populations and the
total population for the county as a whole is applicable to each jurisdiction to arrive at a general
estimate of need for the 2015-2035 period. However, each jurisdiction in its housing element may
state different assumptions about the future ratio of specific populations to its existing population and
even of its total population to the total County population. The housing unit numbers in Table 4-2 are
not binding on any jurisdiction and indicate only a generalized future target.

This report uses the household income groupings that are used by the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) which are based on area median income (AMI). While there are six

classifications, this report focuses on the “very low”, “low” and “moderate” income groups which are
defined as follows:

e Very low income = less than 30 percent of AMI
e Lowincome = 30-50 percent AMI
e Moderate income = 51-80 percent AMI

The AMI for Snohomish County is $67,777per year.

This estimate is based on data for household income from the American Community Survey (ACS).
For this report, the most recent 5-year ACS estimate for 2007-2011 was used. The ACS data is
broken into categories that differ from the HUD categories so it has to be manipulated to fit into the
HUD income levels used in this report. After the manipulation the data for Snohomish County show
there are:

e 28,394 (10.7 percent) very low income households,
e 29,909 (11.2 percent) low income households, and
e 45,037 (16.9 percent) moderate income households in the county.

It should also be noted that HUD eligibility income levels for Snohomish County are based on other
income data that combine King and Snohomish County and that come from other sources, so they
differ significantly from these ACS income level estimates.
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Snohomish County jurisdictions differ significantly in their population and housing characteristics so
different policy and program responses to these estimated housing needs are appropriate.
Jurisdictions with a larger percentage of lower-income housing units and households may
appropriately focus on efforts to preserve and maintain their existing affordable housing stock, while
communities with smaller shares of lower-income households and lower-cost housing stock might
work to increase its supply of more affordable units. Specific strategies will also differ based on the

TABLE 4-2
Estimated Low-Moderate Income Housing Needs / 2010-35 Growth
Total Housing Under 30% AMI 30-50% AMI 51-80% AMI
Jurisdiction Unit Growth Housing Need Housing Need Housing Need
Need (11% of Total) (11% of Total) (17% of Total)
Snohomish County
Unincorp. urban 21,969 2,417 2,417 3,735
areas
Rural areas 7,056 776 776 1,200
Cities
Everett 25,458 2,800 2,800 4,328
Bothell 3,080 339 339 524
Lynnwood 7,901 869 869 1,343
Arlington 2,725 300 300 463
Edmonds 2,790 307 307 474
Lake Stevens 4,469 492 492 760
Marysville 10,513 1,156 1,156 1,787
Mill Creek 833 92 92 142
Monroe 1,220 134 134 207
Mountlake Terrace 2,326 256 256 395
Mukilteo 664 73 73 113
Brier 330 36 36 56
Darrington 120 13 13 20
Gold Bar 87 10 10 15
Granite Falls 1,835 202 202 312
Index 11 1 1 2
Snohomish 1,310 144 144 223
Stanwood 1,595 175 175 271
Sultan 829 91 91 141
Woodway 6 1 1 1
Vision 2040
Geographies
Metropolitan Cities 25,458 2,800 2,800 4,328
Core Cities 10,981 1,098 1,098 1,867
Larger Cities 25,541 2,810 2,810 4,342
Small Cities 6,123 674 674 1,041
Countywide Totals 97,128 10,684 10,684 16,512

character of the community and its housing supply, as well as its residential land inventory. A
predominantly single-family community could explore accessory dwelling units or cottage housing as
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appropriate methods to encourage more affordable units in keeping with existing residential
character. Jurisdictions should use their individual comprehensive plan’s housing element as the
avenue for evaluating and selecting the most appropriate tools and strategies to achieve reasonable
progress towards meeting affordable housing goals.

Snohomish County’s 2012 “Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choices” was used to estimate
the size of the special needs population in the County. That report found that 109,610 Snohomish
County residents have special housing needs. The housing needs of these individuals will differ
depending on their personal situation. Therefore, it is difficult to create a housing target for the
special needs population. In fact, it may be impossible to break the special needs population into
categories based on their unique housing requirements. Further complicating things is that part of
the population is fully capable of living independently in their own housing unit provided that unit
meets their specific needs while for others their specialized housing needs can only be
accommodated in a group setting. Also, in some cases the housing issue includes a services issue.
The information on special-needs populations in Chapter 2 represents the best data that was readily-
available at the time this report was compiled. Additional data on these populations may become
available from provider agencies in the future.

Further complicating the issue is many people with special needs are in the lower income categories,
so not only do they require housing that accommodates their needs. It also needs to be affordable.

Gaps in Housing Supply Related to Low-income or Special Needs Populations

When looking at the county as a whole, there is undoubtedly a gap between the supply of affordable
housing units and the number of lower income households. Likewise, there is a gap between the
number of people with special needs and the capacity of housing suitable for them. Because the
distribution of lower income and special needs households is not uniform across the county, nor is
the supply of affordable housing units and suitable housing facilities, the size of the gaps will differ
for each jurisdiction. However, it can be safely stated that every jurisdiction has a gap in both the
number of affordable units and suitable housing available.

It is the responsibility of each jurisdiction to plan for affordable housing within the regional context.
Where possible, jurisdictions should adopt measures that facilitate the creation of new affordable
housing units and retention of existing affordable housing units to try to reduce the regional gaps
even as the population grows.

To address the housing needs of the special needs population, probably the best strategy for
jurisdictions is to craft development regulations that accommodate the unique housing types required
rather than trying to estimate a housing target number. That way when those with the expertise and
knowledge of what is required for a specific special needs population identify a location to build the
housing any potential regulatory roadblocks will already have been removed.
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How to Use the Housing Need Forecast

The estimates of housing need for 2035 provide a context for planning efforts to meet housing
demands. Because for the most part jurisdictions do not build housing units, meeting housing
demands for all populations will be determined by the market place, housing authorities and
governmental housing assistance programs. However, local jurisdictions do influence the use of
land upon which new housing can be built and will be able to adjust zoning and other land use
development regulations to accommodate the creation of housing units as needed as the market
place responds to the demand. Both requirements and incentives can be created in regulations to
influence how, where and what kind of housing private, public, and non-profit housing developers
may be inclined to build in each jurisdiction.
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CHAPTER S
Residential Land Supply and Housing Capacity

The demand for additional housing required to accommodate projected population growth will not be
met unless there is an adequate supply and capacity of residentially zoned land available for
development. The PSRC’s Vision 2040 regional plan calls for bending the trend for growth
projections. This bending of the trend means that the assumptions for growth and density within
some locations in the County will need to change over time to accommodate the greater amount of
projected growth. The GMA requires local jurisdictions to assess periodically their residential land
supply and capacity through the preparation of a “buildable lands” inventory and report. Previously,
this report was required every 5 years. However, with recent amendments to the GMA, this report is
now due every 8 years, with the next one due in 2022.

The information in this chapter is derived from the 2012 Buildable Lands Report (BLR) recently
completed for Snohomish County. The methodology used to prepare the BLR was developed
through Snohomish County Tomorrow in 2000, as documented in a procedures report prepared by
the consulting firm ECONorthwest. This methodology was used for the 2002 and 2007 reports, as
well as the 2012 report. Both the procedures report and the three BLRs prepared since 2002 using
the methodology are available on the county website.

2012 Buildable Lands Report

The latest BLR, pursuant to the GMA specific requirements, compares the supply and capacity of
available residential land with the projected demand for housing through the year 2025. That
projected demand is expressed as population growth targets that were “reconciled” in 2006 and were
reflected in the county and city comprehensive plans that were all updated during the 2004-06
period. Those plan updates satisfied another GMA requirement for periodic updating of
comprehensive plans to accommodate new state projections of future growth. Initial population
growth targets for those plans were originally developed by the SCT PAC, recommended by the SCT
Steering Committee, and ultimately adopted by the Snohomish County Council in 2004. Following
completion of the comprehensive plan updates, a target reconciliation process conducted through
SCT led to selected target maodifications approved in 2006. A similar process will occur following
completion of the current round of comprehensive plan updates due in 2015. The updated plans
must be capable of accommodating the new state projections of future growth to the year 2035.

The information in the 2012 BLR generally reflects 2011 land use and development data. It
concludes that the residential capacity of the county’s total aggregated urban growth area exceeds
the total 2025 population growth target for that area by about 20 percent. Disaggregating the total
UGA area into individual cities and MUGAS, however, reveals potential capacity shortfalls in selected
areas (as documented in the 2012 BLR). Jurisdiction-level data reflects city boundaries as they
existed on April 1, 2011. City annexations of unincorporated UGA areas that occur after this date
could impact both residential capacity and population and housing unit growth targets. SCT practice
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has been to not adjust either growth targets or capacity estimates to account for such annexations
until the next GMA-required update of the comprehensive plan. The individual city and
unincorporated residential land supply and capacity results for the Southwest UGA and the outlying
UGAs are described in the next sections.

Urban Residential Lands

Southwest UGA. Snohomish County’s urban residential land supply is contained within 20

incorporated cities, as well as unincorporated urban areas, located within 13 different urban growth
areas. The Southwest UGA (SWUGA) contains 9 cities and a large unincorporated area defined by
one continuous urban growth boundary. In 2011, the SWUGA contained over 434,000 people, or

TABLE 5-1
SWUGA Buildable Residential Land (in Acres)

Juri;diction by PSRC Pending Vacant Partially Redevelopable TOTAL
Regional Geography Used

Everett (Metropolitan City) 197.8 77.99 124.93 557.04 957.77
Lynnwood 63.16 18.98 41.59 301.93 425.66
Bothell 67.38 44.02 221.23 156.34 488.97
Total — Core Cities 130.54 63 262.82 458.27 914.62
Edmonds 40.09 48.68 59.75 220.54 369.06
Mill Creek 25.83 15.82 20.19 19.15 80.99
Mountlake Terrace 20.61 12.29 14.79 83.07 130.76
Mukilteo 13.67 28.98 16.54 38.37 97.56
Total — SWUGA Larger Cities 100.2 105.77 111.27 361.13 678.37
Brier 24.88 14.49 71.94 39.91 151.22
Woodway 0 10.24 28.44 7.95 46.63
Total - SWUGA Small Cities 24.88 24.73 100.38 47.86 197.85
All SWUGA Cities 453.42 271.49 599.4 1,424.29 2,748.60
Unincorporated Areas 987.75 461.99 1,035.13 1,322.16 3,807.23
TOTAL SWUGA 1,441.17 733.48 1,634.53 2,746.44 6,555.83

DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

NOTE: Table uses city boundaries as of December 13, 2012; buildable acres for pending, vacant and redevelopable land
status categories; and surplus acres for the partially-used land status category.
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about 60 percent of the county’s total population. Based on the 2025 growth targets, that share is
expected to drop only slightly in 2025, when the SWUGA is projected to have a total population of
533,125. The BLR analysis shows residential land capacity of the SWUGA for over 560,000 people,
suggesting that overall capacity under current zoning or development regulations within the SWUGA
is adequate to meet the 2025 SWUGA growth target. However, since the cities and county are now
embarking on comprehensive plan updates to meet new 2035 growth targets, most jurisdictions will
have to start exploring possible capacity-enhancing measures as part of that plan update process.
These will be discussed in Chapter 6.

CHART 5-1
Available Residential Land in the SWUGA
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DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

Table 5-1 summarizes the supply of buildable residential land for each city within the SWUGA, and
the unincorporated areas within it, as reported in the 2012 BLR. The data is further aggregated and
sub-totaled by PSRC regional geography classification: metropolitan city (Everett), core cities, larger
cities, small cities and unincorporated urban areas. Organizing the data in this way facilitates
comparison with the growth targets in the regional growth strategy of Vision 2040. This is graphically
illustrated in Chart 5-1, which highlights the disparity of available residential land area in the cities in
contrast with the unincorporated areas.
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Buildable land available for future residential development is classified into one of four categories:
pending, vacant, partially used or redevelopable. “Pending” land includes all parcels that are
currently vacant but have some form of land development proposal, such as a preliminary plat. No
market reduction factor has been applied to these lands since the landowner’s intent to develop is
apparent. “Partially used” land includes parcels that have existing buildings, but also significant
additional open land with development potential without demolition of existing buildings.
“‘Redevelopable” land includes parcels with existing buildings that are considered reasonable
candidates for demolition, and generally for more intensive development, within the 20-year planning

TABLE 5-2
SWUGA Estimated Available Capacity — Single-Family Units

\I]?lé:gisc()jri](;ﬁi%r:agér;s)ﬁf Pending | Vacant P?Jr;i;\ély Redevelopable® TOTAL
Everett (Metropolitan City) 751 174 310 -125 1,110
Lynnwood 117 52 88 70 327
Bothell 263 135 382 296 1,076
Total — Core Cities 380 187 470 366 1,403
Edmonds 131 156 122 34 443
Mill Creek 168 31 43 24 266
Mountlake Terrace 94 12 40 -49 97
Mukilteo 114 102 36 61 313
Total - SWUGA Larger Cities 507 301 241 70 1,119
Brier 68 37 109 52 266
Woodway 0 12 15 2 29
Total - SWUGA Small Cities 68 49 124 54 295
All SWUGA Cities 1,706 711 1,145 365 3,927
Unincorporated Areas 7,429 1,876 4,062 3,402 16,769
TOTAL SWUGA 9,135 2,587 5,207 3,767 20,696

DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

NOTE: Table uses city boundaries as of December 13, 2012; and shows additional housing unit capacity after market
availability and miscellaneous public purpose reductions.

FOOTNOTES: 1. These figures reflect the net combination of available capacity and anticipated loss of single-family

units to redevelopment.
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horizon of the comprehensive plan. The table and chart above both clearly show that a majority of
the available urban residential land in the SWUGA is not in the pending or vacant categories, but in
the partially used and redevelopable land categories, which are usually considered to be more
challenging to develop and more difficult to predict when redevelopment will occur. Map 5-1 shows
graphically the available residential land, and the breakdown by land category, for all jurisdictions in
the county.

More significant than land acreage is the capacity of land to accommodate additional dwelling units.
The Tables 5-2 and 5-3 show residential land capacity for single-family and multi-family units,
respectively, in all of the SWUGA cities and the unincorporated area. With the exception of the
pending category (which uses known development application information for capacity), capacity is
estimated using both existing zoning and past development history to determine likely dwelling unit

TABLE 5-3
SWUGA Estimated Available Capacity — Multi-Family Units

Jurisdiction Pending Vacant | Partially Used | Redevelopable® TOTAL

Everett (Metropolitan City) 2,352 1,006 147 9,262 12,767
Lynnwood 542 30 7 3,865 4,444
Bothell 0 28 75 80 183
Total — Core Cities 542 58 82 3,945 4,627
Edmonds 686 233 0 1284 2203
Mill Creek 314 80 3 44 441
Mountlake Terrace 431 303 10 837 1581
Mukilteo 2 164 0 84 250
Total - SWUGA Larger Cities 1,433 780 13 2,249 4,475
Brier 0 0 0 0 0
Woodway 0 0 0 0 0
Total - SWUGA Small Cities 0 0 0 0 0
All SWUGA Cities 4,327 1,844 242 15,456 21,869
Unincorporated Areas 6,468 3,287 165 6,872 16,792
TOTAL SWUGA 10,795 5,131 407 22,328 38,661

DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

NOTES: These multi-family unit totals include senior apartments; Table uses city boundaries as of December 13, 2012;
and shows additional housing unit capacity after market availability and miscellaneous public purpose reductions.

FOOTNOTES: 1. These figures reflect the net combination of available capacity and anticipated loss of single-family
units to redevelopment.
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yields for the remaining three categories of available land. For these categories, the dwelling unit
capacity figures reflect 2012 BLR estimates based on existing zoning and development regulations,
and observed density yields for each zoning classification. These figures show that the vast majority
of available residential land capacity within the cities is for multi-family development. Within the
unincorporated portions of the SWUGA, there is a more equal split between available single-family
and multi-family residential capacity. Table 5-2 displays estimates of available capacity for additional
single-family units in each of the four land categories described above, while Table 5-3 shows the
same data for multi-family units. It should be noted that the BLR reports “negative capacity” for
single-family in Table 5-2 and “nets out” losses due to anticipated demolitions within each zoning
district within the redevelopable category. In some locations, more single-family homes are
expected to be lost than gained in the redevelopment process. The figures in Table 5-2 reflect net
available capacity, with demolished single-family units accounted for in the totals. This anticipated
loss of single-family units to redevelopment is a factor in the estimation of future housing needs
addressed in Chapter 4.

CHART 5-2
SWUGA Estimated Available Capacity — Single-Family Units
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Chart 5-2 graphically demonstrates that most of the available single-family residential capacity in the
SWUGA —in all of the four land categories — is located within the unincorporated areas, not within
the cities.

Table 5-4 shows the distribution of residential capacity among the cities and unincorporated portion
of the SWUGA between single-family and multi-family, as well as among the four categories of
available land. Again, the table is separated into parts based on the PSRC regional geography
classifications applicable to the SWUGA. This data clearly shows the range of residential land
availability within the SWUGA, with cities like Bothell and Mukilteo still having a fair proportion of
their available capacity in single-family housing. Cities like Everett and Lynnwood, by contrast, have
much of their available capacity in multi-family housing. The unincorporated areas of the SWUGA
have virtually equal available capacity in both single-family and multi-family categories.

TABLE 54
SWUGA Estimated Available Capacity —
Percentage Distribution by Land Category and Unit Type

Metropolitan City and Core Cities

Jurisdiction Pending Vacant P%r:::jly Redevelopable TOTAL
- Single-Family 5.4% 1.3% 2.2% -0.9% 8.0%
L . .

o Multi-Family 16.9% 7.2% 1.1% 66.7% 92.0%
G AllR
es. 22.4% 8.5% 3.3% 65.8% 100.0%
. o | Single-Family 2.5% 1.1% 1.8% 1.5% 6.9%
Z
O . .

< o Multi-Family 11.4% 0.6% 0.1% 81.0% 93.1%
—

All Res. 13.8% 1.7% 2.0% 82.5% 100.0%
. Single-Family 20.9% 10.7% 30.3% 23.5% 85.5%
Ll . .
E Multi-Family 0.0% 2.2% 6.0% 6.4% 14.5%
@ All Res. 20.9% 12.9% 36.3% 29.9% 100.0%

o Single-Family 6.3% 3.1% 7.8% 6.1% 23.3%

< W . .

E S E Multi-Family 9.0% 1.0% 1.4% 65.4% 76.7%

All Res. 15.3% 4.1% 9.2% 71.5% 100.0%
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SWUGA Larger Cities

Partially

Jurisdiction Pending Vacant Used Redevelopable TOTAL
9 Single-Family 5.0% 5.9% 4.6% 1.3% 16.7%
Z
S Multi-Family 25.9% 8.8% 0.0% 48.5% 83.3%
[a)

W All Res. 30.9% 14.7% 4.6% 49.8% 100.0%

i Single-Family 23.8% 4.4% 6.1% 3.4% 37.6%

L

& Multi-Family 44.4% 11.3% 0.4% 6.2% 62.4%

|

—

S All Res. 68.2% 15.7% 6.5% 9.6% 100.0%
~ Single-Family 5.6% 0.7% 2.4% -2.9% 5.8%
< O
E § Multi-Family 25.7% 18.1% 0.6% 49.9% 94.2%
T
O
=" | AlRes. 31.3% 18.8% 3.0% 47.0% 100.0%

o Single-Family 20.2% 18.1% 6.4% 10.8% 55.6%

L

'_

= Multi-Family 0.4% 29.1% 0.0% 14.9% 44.4%

)]

= All Res. 20.6% 47.2% 6.4% 25.8% 100.0%
< Single-Family 9.1% 5.4% 4.3% 1.3% 20.0%
O x
Dww
= O Z | Multi-Family 25.6% 13.9% 0.2% 40.2% 80.0%
350
< All Res. 34.7% 19.3% 4.5% 41.5% 100.0%

SWUGA Small Cities
Jurisdiction Pending Vacant P%réfcljly Redevelopable TOTAL
- Single-Family 25.6% 13.9% 41.0% 19.5% 100.0%
Ll . .
o Multi-Family 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
All Res. 25.6% 13.9% 41.0% 19.5% 100.0%

A Single-Family 0.0% 41.4% 51.7% 6.9% 100.0%

>-

O . .

S $ | Multi-Family 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

All Res. 0.0% 41.4% 51.7% 6.9% 100.0%
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Single-Family 23.1% 16.6% 42.0% 18.3% 100.0%

S8 —

2 % = Multi-Family 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

K All Res. 23.1% 16.6% 42.0% 18.3% 100.0%

SWUGA Totals

Jurisdiction Pending Vacant P?Jr;ieaély Redevelopable | TOTAL
S Single-Family 6.6% 2.8% 4.4% 1.4% 15.2%
% E Multi-Family 16.8% 7.1% 0.9% 50.9% |  84.8%
3 ° [AlRes, 23.4% 9.9% 5.4% 61.3% | 100.0%

t g, | Single-Famiy 22.1% 5.6% 12.1% 10.1% |  50.0%

S & | muti-Famiy 19.3% 9.8% 0.5% 20.5% |  50.0%
58 ['AllRes. 41.4% 15.4% 12.6% 30.6% | 100.0%
_ . | Single-Family 15.4% 4.4% 8.8% 6.3% | 34.9%
= é Multi-Family 18.2% 8.6% 0.7% 37.6% | 65.1%
" ['AlRes. 33.6% 13.0% 9.5% 44.0% | 100.0%

DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

NOTE: Table uses city boundaries as of December 13, 2012; and uses additional housing unit capacity after market
availability and miscellaneous public purpose reductions.

Although there is considerable variation among cities in the categories of land that contain the most
capacity, the redevelopable land tends to have the greatest share of the four categories for most
cities. The pending category also contains a sizable share for most cities — notably in Mill Creek and
the unincorporated areas — suggesting continued strong market interest in the SWUGA. Map 5-2
graphically illustrates the importance of redevelopable land in the total residential land supply.

The total distribution of available land capacity in the SWUGA is summarized graphically in Chart 5-3
(for all SWUGA cities) and Chart 5-4 (for all unincorporated SWUGA areas) on the following pages.
In the cities (particularly in Everett, Lynnwood, and Mountlake Terrace) the majority of available
residential land capacity is in the redevelopable category for multi-family housing. Within the
unincorporated areas, there is a more even distribution between single-family and multi-family, and
among the four land categories.

Outlying UGAs. The remaining eleven cities in Snohomish County are each situated within their
own freestanding UGA, with all but Index having some unincorporated urban land around the city’s
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DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

corporate limits. Taken altogether, these outlying UGAs contain more available residential land
supply than the SWUGA (compare Table 5-1 with Table 5-5). Similar to the situation within the
SWUGA, however, much of the available land within these outlying UGAs is within the partially used
and redevelopable categories, meaning that there are some existing buildings on these parcels that
will either have to be preserved or demolished for new residential development.

The following series of tables mirror those above for the Southwest UGA. Table 5-5 shows available
land to accommodate future growth in the same four categories described above, and Tables 5-6
and 5-7 show available land capacity for single-family and multi-family units, respectively. Although
the outlying UGAs have a larger overall inventory of residential land, they have slightly less capacity
for additional single-family development compared with the SWUGA. There is also less, although still
significant, capacity for additional multi-family development.

TABLE 5-5
Outlying UGAs - Buildable Residential Land (Acres)

;Zg?::;tllgnesgrzssf Pending Vacant Pzr;i(:lély Redevelopable TOTAL
Arlington 35.29 124.49 220.72 118.76 499.24
Lake Stevens 169.84 82.31 197.50 304.05 753.70
Marysville 310.09 443.76 749.71 812.65 2316.21
Monroe 14.12 69.28 181.74 159.21 424.35

Total — Outlying Larger Cities 529.34 719.83 1349.65 1394.66 3993.48
Darrington 0 32.89 36.8 4.3 73.99
Gold Bar 7.88 26.7 21.78 6.19 62.55
Granite Falls 1.77 169.21 125.69 112.69 409.36
Index 0 1.84 1.32 0 3.16
Snohomish / Small City 28.38 41.47 60.8 165.12 295.78
Stanwood / Small City 53.74 65.6 67.34 121.84 308.51
Sultan / Small City 17.1 43.8 114.82 78.29 254.01

Total — Outlying Small Cities 108.86 381.51 428.55 488.43 1407.35
All Outlying Cities 638.20 1101.34 1778.20 1883.10 5400.83
All Unincorporated 39.91 232.02 664.18 485.70 1421.81
TOTAL — OUTLYING UGAs 678.10 1333.36 2442.38 2368.80 6822.64

DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

NOTE: Table uses city boundaries as of December 13, 2012; buildable acres for pending, vacant and redevelopable land
status categories; and surplus acres for the partially-used land status category.
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Primarily as a result of a major annexation completed in 2009, the city of Marysville has, by far, the
largest inventory of available residential land of any Snohomish County city. Elsewhere in the
outlying UGAs, significant residential land is available for additional development in Lake Stevens,
Granite Falls, Arlington, Monroe, Stanwood and the unincorporated areas. Aggregated data by the
PSRC regional geographies from Table 5-5 is depicted graphically in Chart 5-5. This chart illustrates
that, even in these outlying UGAs, a significant share of the available land is within the more
challenging partially used and redevelopable categories. It also shows that the larger cities have the

TABLE 5-6
Outlying UGAs Estimated Available Capacity — Single-Family Units

‘JGZZZ?;CSLT by PSRC Regional Pending | Vacant P?Jrsti;ly Redevelopable! TOTAL
Arlington 179 502 634 333 1,648
Lake Stevens 1,480 244 429 297 2,450
Marysville 1,371 902 2,197 1558 6,028
Monroe 82 237 539 330 1,188

Total — Outlying Larger Cities 3,112 1,885 3,799 2518 11,314
Darrington 0 77 57 5 139
Gold Bar 23 57 35 9 124
Granite Falls 11 420 380 172 983
Index 0 10 4 0 14
Snohomish 221 123 182 81 607
Stanwood 266 123 140 275 804
Sultan 137 149 392 222 900

Total — Outlying Small Cities 658 959 1,190 764 3,571
All Outlying Cities 3,770 2,844 4,989 3,282 14,885
All Unincorporated 244 824 1829 1,165 4,062
TOTAL — OUTLYING UGAs 4,014 3,668 6,818 4,447 18,947

DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

NOTES: Table uses city boundaries as of December 13, 2012; and shows additional housing unit capacity aftermarket
availability and miscellaneous public purpose reductions.

FOOTNOTES: 1. These figures reflect the net combination of available capacity and anticipated loss of single-family
units to redevelopment.
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greatest inventory of land in all land categories. Map 5-1 shows the available residential land supply
for all Snohomish County cities grouped into five categories described on the map legend. In
addition, the percentage breakdown of this inventory by land status is shown on an accompanying
bar chart for each city.

Table 5-6 shows the capacity of land zoned for single-family development to accommodate
additional single-family units. As with buildable land area, this capacity is largely concentrated in
Marysville, Lake Stevens, and the unincorporated areas, although significant capacity for new single-
family units also exists in Arlington, Monroe, Granite Falls, Sultan, and Stanwood.

Table 5-7 reveals that significant capacity also exists for multi-family development in the outlying
UGAs. Again, Marysville and Lake Stevens lead the way in this category, but significant multi-family
capacity also exists in Granite Falls, Arlington, Stanwood, and Snohomish. In many of these cases —
and particularly in Lake Stevens and Snohomish — a sizable share of this multi-family capacity is
provided through redevelopable land. This type of capacity may not be realized until later in the
comprehensive planning period when other, less challenging categories of land have been
developed. Summary data from this table is also shown graphically on Chart 5-6.

CHART 5-5
Available Residential Land in the Outlying UGASs
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DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County
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TABLE 5-7
Outlying UGAs Estimated Available Capacity — Multi-Family Units

‘JGZZZ?;CSLT by PSRC Regional Pending | Vacant P?Jrsti;ly Redevelopable! TOTAL
Arlington 0 245 412 259 916
Lake Stevens 126 274 182 1,223 1,805
Marysville 911 917 368 1,767 3,963
Monroe 24 173 17 186 400
Total — Outlying Larger Cities 1,061 1,609 979 3,435 7,084
Darrington 0 0 0 0 0
Gold Bar 0 0 0 0 0
Granite Falls 0 492 84 438 1,014
Index 0 0 0 0 0
Snohomish 0 100 2 579 681
Stanwood 124 313 7 381 825
Sultan 0 4 14 5 23
Total — Outlying Small Cities 124 909 107 1,403 2,543
All Outlying Cities 1,185 2,518 1,086 4,838 9,627
All Unincorporated 0 181 27 91 299
TOTAL — OUTLYING UGAs 1,185 2,699 1,113 4,929 9,926

DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

NOTES: These multi-family unit totals include senior apartments; Table uses city boundaries as of December 13, 2012;
and shows additional housing unit capacity after market availability and miscellaneous public purpose reductions.

FOOTNOTES: 1. These figures reflect the net combination of available capacity and anticipated loss of multi-family

units to redevelopment.

Table 5-8 shows the distribution of available capacity in the outlying UGAs among land categories
and by dwelling unit type. As with the corresponding SWUGA table, this table also organizes the
cities by PSRC regional geography classification — in this case, “larger” and “small” cities. Both types
of cities, collectively, have about 60% of their available residential capacity in single-family units and
40 percent in multi-family units. Among the larger cities, the share of total capacity for multi-family
ranges from about 25 percent in Monroe to about 42 percent in Lake Stevens. Among the small
outlying cities, the range is from 0 percent in Index, Gold Bar and Darrington to just over 50 percent
in Granite Falls, Snohomish, and Stanwood. The share of each jurisdiction’s available residential
capacity in multi-family units is shown graphically in Map 5-3.
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TABLE 5-8
Outlying UGAs Estimated Available Capacity —
Percentage Distribution by Land Category and Unit Type, PSRC Larger Cities

L . . Partiall
Jurisdiction/Unit Type Pending Vacant Usled y Redevelopable TOTAL
% Single-Family 7.0% 19.6% 24.7% 13.0% 64.3%
l_
% Multi-Family 0.0% 9.6% 16.1% 10.1% 35.7%
|
g All Res. 7.0% 29.1% 40.8% 23.1% 100.0%
o | Single-Family 34.8% 5.7% 10.1% 7.0% 57.6%
w2
x g Multi-Family 3.0% 6.4% 4.3% 28.7% 42.4%
<
- =
» | All Res. 37.7% 12.2% 14.4% 35.7% 100.0%
w Single-Family 13.7% 9.0% 22.0% 15.6% 60.3%
|
.|
% Multi-Family 9.1% 9.2% 3.7% 17.7% 39.7%
&
g All Res. 22.8% 18.2% 25.7% 33.3% 100.0%
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Jurisdiction/Unit Type Pending Vacant P?Jr;iea(ljly Redevelopable TOTAL
Single-Family 5.2% 14.9% 33.9% 20.8% 74.8%
é Multi-Family 1.5% 10.9% 1.1% 11.7% 25.2%
g All Res. 6.7% 25.8% 35.0% 32.5% 100.0%
Single-Family 16.9% 10.2% 20.6% 13.7% 61.5%
| —
E 8 E Multi-Family 5.8% 8.7% 5.3% 18.7% 38.5%
8 5© All Res. 22.7% 19.0% 26.0% 32.4% 100.0%
DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County
PSRC Small Cities
Jurisdiction/Unit Type Pending Vacant Pzr::(ljly Redevelopable TOTAL
% Single-Family 0% 55.4% 41.0% 3.6% 100%
g Multi-Family 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
§ All Res. 0% 55.4% 41.0% 3.6% 100%
Single-Family 18.5% 46.0% 28.2% 7.3% 100%
g % Multi-Family 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
© All Res. 18.5% 46.0% 28.2% 7.3% 100%
u Single-Family 0.6% 21.0% 19.0% 8.6% 49.2%
% 3 Multi-Family 0.0% 24.6% 42% 21.9% 50.8%
o " [AllRes. 0.6% 45.7% 23.2% 30.5% 100.0%
Single-Family 0% 71.4% 28.6% 0% 100%
g Multi-Family 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
| AllRes. 0% 71.4% 28.6% 0% 100%
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Jurisdiction/Unit Type Pending Vacant Partially | Redevelopable TOTAL
Used
T Single-Family 17.2% 9.5% 14.1% 6.3% 47.1%
&}
% Multi-Family 0.0% 7.8% 0.2% 45.0% 52.9%
I
o)
(% All Res. 17.2% 17.3% 14.3% 51.2% 100.0%
A Single-Family 16.3% 7.6% 8.6% 16.9% 49.4%
0
g Multi-Family 7.6% 19.2% 0.4% 23.4% 50.6%
zZ
<
S All Res. 23.9% 26.8% 9.0% 40.2% 100%
Single-Family 14.8% 16.1% 42.5% 24.1% 97.5%
zZ
E Multi-Family 0% 0.4% 1.5% 0.5% 2.5%
2
n All Res. 14.8% 16.6% 44.0% 24.6% 100%
O Single-Family 10.8% 15.7% 19.5% 12.5% 58.4%
Z-wn
> Z:' % Multi-Family 2.0% 14.9% 1.8% 22.9% 41.6%
sk
3% © [AlRes. 12.8% 30.6% 21.2% 35.4% 100.0%
O Single-Family 15.4% 11.6% 20.4% 13.4% 60.7%
ZWwn
- > % Multi-Family 4.8% 10.3% 4.4% 19.7% 39.3%
<FE =
8 © All Res. 20.2% 21.9% 24.8% 33.1% 100.0%
a Single-Family 5.6% 18.9% 41.9% 26.7% 93.1%
o
- 8 Multi-Family 0.0% 4.2% 0.6% 2.1% 6.9%
<Z2
% All Res. 5.6% 23.0% 42.6% 28.8% 100.0%
o Single-Family 13.9% 12.7% 23.6% 15.4% 65.6%
Z
-5 % Multi-Family 4.1% 9.3% 3.9% 17.1% 34.4%
<E
2~ [AllRes. 18.0% 22.1% 27.5% 32.5% 100.0%

DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

NOTES: Tables use city boundaries as of December 13, 2012; and use additional housing unit capacity after market
availability and miscellaneous public purpose reductions.
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Looking across the four categories of available land within the outlying cities, single-family capacity
is more likely to be found in the pending and partially used categories, while multi-family capacity is
more likely to be found in the vacant and redevelopable categories. Even in these outlying cities,
nearly 60 percent of the available residential capacity is in the more challenging “Partially Used” and
“‘Redevelopable” categories.

Countywide Summaries by PSRC Regional Geography. The following tables consolidate all of
the capacity data presented earlier in this chapter and aggregate it entirely by PSRC regional
geography classifications, regardless of location within or outside of the SWUGA. This applies to
“larger” and “small” cities represented in both the SWUGA and the outlying UGAs. This can be useful
to individual cities within these categories in comparing themselves to the averages for all cities
within their category.

Table 5-9 and Chart 5-7 display single-family capacity figures for all UGAs aggregated by the five
geographies, as well as city-only totals and grand totals for all urban land. There is significantly more
single-family capacity within the eight larger cities than in the other thirteen cities — and more in the
unincorporated areas than in all of the cities combined. Nearly 64 percent of that capacity is within
the pending and partially used land categories.

Table 5-10 and Chart 5-8 show the multi-family capacity within the same geographies. In this case,
the metropolitan city (Everett) contains a substantial share of the available capacity, most of it within
the redevelopable land category. Among all cities, about 64 percent of the available multi-family
capacity is within this land category. In both the cities and the unincorporated areas, a significant
share of the capacity is within the pending category — suggesting that there is strong interest in the
development industry in pursuing multi-family projects.

TABLE 5-9
All Urban Areas Estimated Available Capacity — Single-Family Units

gzsgcr:;ﬁ;onal Pending Vacant P?Jr;ijély Redevelopablel TOTAL

Metropolitan City (1) 751 174 310 -125 1,110
Core Cities (2) 380 187 470 366 1,403
All Larger Cities (8) 3,619 2,186 4,040 2,588 12,433
All Small Cities (9) 726 1,008 1,314 818 3,866
Total — All Cities 5,476 3,555 6,134 3,647 18,812
Unincorporated UGA (All) 7,673 2,700 5,891 4,567 20,831
TOTAL URBAN 13,149 6,255 12,025 8,214 39,643

DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

NOTES: Table uses city boundaries as of December 13, 2012; and shows additional housing unit capacity after market
availability and miscellaneous public purpose reductions.
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Chart 5-7

Estimated Single-Family Capacity - All UGAs
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DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

TABLE 5-10
All Urban Areas Estimated Available Capacity — Multi-Family Units®

PSRC Regional Geography Pending | Vacant P«ar;ié::;ly Redevelopable TOTAL

Metropolitan City (1) 2,352 1,006 147 9,262 12,767
Core Cities (2) 542 58 82 3,945 4,627
All Larger Cities (8) 2,494 2,389 992 5,684 | 11,559
All Small Cities (9) 124 909 107 1,403 2,543
Total — All Cities 5,512 4,362 1,328 20,294 31,496
Unincorporated UGA (All) 6,468 3,468 192 6,963 17,091
TOTAL URBAN 11,980 7,830 1,520 27,257 48,587

DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

NOTES: These multi-family unit totals include senior apartments; Table uses city boundaries as of December 13, 2012;
and shows additional housing unit capacity aftermarket availability and miscellaneous public purpose reductions.

FOOTNOTES: 1. These figures reflect the net combination of available capacity and anticipated loss of multi-family
units to redevelopment.
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CHART 5-8
Estimated Available Capacity by Land Category
Multi-Family Units - All Urban Areas
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DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

Table 5-11 presents the breakdown of single-family and multi-family capacity by land category for
the same PSRC geographies. It is notable that additional capacity for the metropolitan and core
cities is predominantly for multi-family development (driven by Everett's and Lynnwood’s available
capacity), while for larger and small cities, there is less of a difference between additional capacity
by housing type.
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TABLE 5-11
Estimated Available Capacity — All Urban Areas
Percentage Distribution by Land Category and Unit Type

Jurisdiction Pending Vacant P?Jrstieagly Redevelopable TOTAL
o Single-Family 5.4% 1.3% 2.2% -0.9% 8.0%
E :':; Multi-Family 16.9% 7.2% 1.1% 66.7% 92.0%
= All Res. 22.4% 8.5% 3.3% 65.8% 100.0%
Single-Family 6.3% 3.1% 7.8% 6.1% 23.3%
Hg é Multi-Family 9.0% 1.0% 1.4% 65.4% 76.7%
00 All Res. 15.3% 4.1% 9.2% 71.5% 100.0%
« Single-Family 15.1% 9.1% 16.8% 10.8% 51.8%
O F | Multi-Family 10.4% 10.0% 4.1% 23.7% 48.2%
5 All Res. 25.5% 19.1% 21.0% 34.5% 100.0%
. Single-Family 11.3% 15.7% 20.5% 12.8% 60.3%
% g Multi-Family 1.9% 14.2% 1.7% 21.9% 39.7%
All Res. 13.3% 29.9% 22.2% 34.7% 100.0%
Single-Family 10.9% 7.1% 12.2% 7.2% 37.4%
2' % Multi-Family 11.0% 8.7% 2.6% 40.3% 62.6%
All Res. 21.8% 15.7% 14.8% 47.6% 100.0%
&' A Single-Family 20.2% 7.1% 15.5% 12.0% 54.9%
3 § Ig Multi-Family 17.1% 9.1% 0.5% 18.4% 45.1%
% © All Res. 37.3% 16.3% 16.0% 30.4% 100.0%
> Single-Family 14.9% 7.1% 13.6% 9.3% 44.9%
g é Multi-Family 13.6% 8.9% 1.7% 30.9% 55.1%
=2 All Res. 28.5% 16.0% 15.4% 40.2% 100.0%

DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

NOTES: Table uses city boundaries as of December 13, 2012; and uses additional housing unit capacity after market
availability and miscellaneous public purpose reductions.

Charts 5-9 and 5-10 depict the summary data from this table for all cities and all unincorporated
areas. Collectively, the larger cities show a balance between single-family and multi-family capacity,
whereas the small cities’ residential capacity is more heavily within the single-family land category.

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT Page 85



However, even the small cities have a significant multi-family share. A notable feature of the
metropolitan and the core cities — which contain the “regional growth centers” of the Vision 2040
Regional Growth Strategy - is that over two-thirds of their capacity is in the redevelopable land
categories. The larger and small city classes demonstrate this same pattern, but it is much less
pronounced than for the metropolitan and core cities.

Additional countywide graphic representation of information about the residential land supply is
found in Maps 5-2 and 5-3. Map 5-2 shows the significance of the redevelopable land category in
providing residential land capacity for many jurisdictions. Map 5-3 depicts the relative importance of
multi-family housing for providing future residential capacity. This map illustrates that multi-family
capacity is a significant share of overall residential capacity for many jurisdictions — not only along
the I-5 corridor, but also in some outlying cities, such as Stanwood and Granite Falls.

CHART 5-9

Estimated Available Capacity — Percentage Distribution by Land
Category and Unit Type - All Cities
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DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County
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CHART 5-10

Estimated Available Capacity — Percentage Distribution by Land
Category and Unit Type - All Unincorporated UGAs
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DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

Expanding Residential Land Supply/Capacity

A number of strategies are available to cities and the county to increase the capacity of their
residential land supply in order to accommodate growth during the additional GMA planning period
associated with the recently adopted 2035 growth targets. One strategy to increase the supply of
residential land is by rezoning land from a non-residential to a residential classification. Within UGAs,
this strategy generally means rezoning commercial or industrial land, thereby increasing the overall
supply of residential land. Expanding the urban growth boundary is another way to increase urban
residential land by converting rural lands to urban use. This is considered a last-resort method within
the GMA and the countywide planning policies, to be considered only when all other “reasonable
measures” to increase the population holding capacity of urban land have been deployed.

A variety of techniques are available to increase the capacity of the existing supply of urban
residential land. Examples of this strategy are changes to development regulations to allow smaller
lots or higher densities within existing residential zones, or rezoning existing residential land from
single-family to multi-family classification. Another example is changing regulations within
commercial zones to allow mixed-use projects wherein both commercial and residential uses are
allowed within the same building.
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These and other techniques and strategies for increasing residential land capacity are described in
the “Snohomish County Reasonable Measures Background Report.” This report was initially
prepared by ECONorthwest in 2003 working with a PAC subcommittee, and was revised in 2006 by
Snohomish County Tomorrow as the last 10-year updates to jurisdictions’ comprehensive plans were
being adopted. Like other reports referenced herein that were prepared through SCT, this report is
available on Snohomish County’s website. Beyond these efforts, communities like Everett will have
to see a change in the current development economics of multi-family and mixed-use buildings.
Everett has zoning which allows unlimited density in many parts of the downtown, with current rents
that support construction at densities of 150 to 200 units per acre. Everett will be challenged to meet
the population expectations of the Vision 2040 Regional Growth Strategy, based on land supply
factors identified in the 2012 Buildable Lands Study, and economic factors that do not support
substantially greater residential densities, such as those being realized in parts of Seattle. A recent
study of the Everett market by INOVA Consulting found that, to go to higher density and taller
buildings, the market would require a 50 percent real increase in rents.

Bothell and Lynnwood are considered core cities within the PSRC regional geography classification,
meaning that they are among a handful of jurisdictions that contain “regional growth centers” that are
specifically targeted for future growth. Cities like Marysville and Mukilteo are classified as larger
while cities like Brier and Darrington are classified as small. These differences between cities in
both their residential land inventory and their regional classification suggest that different strategies
to increase capacity may be appropriate for each city.

Land use planning and housing planning for 2035 should take into account both the housing unit
growth targets and the available residential capacity within the planning jurisdiction. Chart 5-11
compares the additional housing units needed to accommodate the council-adopted population
growth targets for each of the PSRC regional geography classes within Snohomish County with the
available residential capacities as reported in the 2012 Buildable Lands Report. Note that use of the
2012 BLR data for this purpose does not factor in 2035 capacity increases that may be experienced
by jurisdictions due to changed post-2025 market conditions for additional redevelopable land and
potentially higher achieved densities. Instead, this chart is intended to depict starting point
differences in the magnitude of changes that may need to be considered by jurisdictions as they
approach their 2015 comprehensive plan updates.
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CHART 5-11
Housing Unit Growth Target and Buildable Land Capacity

Housing Unit Growth Target and Buildable Lands Capacity Comparisons

40,000

35,000

30,000

25,000 -

20,000 -

15,000 -

10,000

5,000 -

X N L o S P & & ot O .o < Y X & A .9
& & $°o &S 9 ob S N @ (é° &'z»" \&@ 0& @ °‘,}o P ((,,} \qu’ @\c, S &@ b$’b O&\Q, RS
& o N & ‘v&(\ S S NI P & & &(\0 > {\{@ 0o & EOAN &
N v X 3 N & > & & & s R
N XX
S
S
<

M 2010-35 HU Change M 2011-25 AddtlHU Capacity

Adjustments to comprehensive plan designations and implementing development regulations may
be required by jurisdictions where there is not a reasonable balance between anticipated housing
demand, represented by the growth targets, and available land capacity to accommodate that
demand. As illustrated by the chart, the most notable imbalances exist in the metropolitan city
(Everett) and the core cities (Bothell and Lynnwood) where the growth targets exceed the available
residential capacities, and in the unincorporated urban areas, where the capacity is substantially
higher than the growth target. Each planning jurisdiction must be aware of and consider its particular
situation and unigue challenges as it develops its comprehensive plan update.

In addition to supply factors, if homebuyer preferences continue to favor single family detached
housing, the market will build this type of housing in the areas where the land supply exists.
Conventional multi-family housing will be an option for those who either prefer to rent or cannot
afford to buy single-family detached housing. However, if demand in the foreseeable future remains
at the present countywide rate of 66 percent single family detached housing, that is what will get
built, and Table 5-9 shows that most of that capacity is located in the unincorporated UGAs and the
larger cities, not in the designated regional growth centers. Homebuyer preferences can, and do,
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evolve over time in response to many social and economic factors. The housing industry responds
with new forms of housing that often blur the line between conventional single-family and multi-family
forms, which underscores the importance of regular monitoring of both housing supply and demand
characteristics.

Rural Residential Lands

In addition to the urban residential land supply addressed by the BLR and summarized above,
Snohomish County has a large supply of rural residential land outside of the UGAs. Previous
estimates of additional population capacity that exists outside the UGA under current plans and
zoning suggests that there may be roughly 3.5 times the amount of available capacity relative to the
2011-35 population growth allocated outside the UGA. The capacity of these lands to accommodate
the relatively small increment of future growth reflected in the growth targets historically has not been
an issue. Since a primary goal of the GMA is to direct future population and employment growth into
UGAs, Snohomish County can, and should, continue to monitor the residential growth that occurs in
the rural areas to assess the overall progress towards directing growth into the UGAs and keeping
rural growth within the moderately low target range as directed by the GMA, Vision 2040 and the
Countywide Planning Policies.
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CHAPTER 6

Measures Taken to Address Housing Needs

Introduction

This chapter explores strategies and actions that jurisdictions have taken to advance the housing
goals articulated within the Countywide Planning Policies. It draws upon work performed in the
preparation of the 2007 Housing Evaluation Report, but in a highly streamlined way. The 2007
report enumerated over 30 separate strategies that could be used by local governments to promote
more affordable housing. These strategies were originally adopted by SCT in 1994 and were the
basis of both the 2002 and the 2007 editions of the report. Actions taken by Snohomish County
jurisdictions to adopt or implement these strategies since the preparation of the 2007 report have
been identified in this chapter, as well as any new strategies that have come to light during the
intervening 6 years.

What the Countywide Planning Policies Say

In 2011, the County Council adopted major madifications to the Countywide Planning Policies
(CPPs). This followed a comprehensive review of those policies performed in collaboration with the
cities through Snohomish County Tomorrow (SCT). The CPPs establish a countywide framework for
developing and adopting county and city comprehensive plans. These comprehensive plans are the
long-term policy documents used by each jurisdiction to plan for its future. The role of the CPPs is to
coordinate comprehensive plans of jurisdictions in the same county for regional issues or issues
affecting common borders (RCW 36.70A.100). The relationship between comprehensive plans and
CPPs is defined by state law, RCW 36.70A.210(1), which says that:

a “countywide planning policy“ is a written policy statement or statements used solely for
establishing a countywide framework from which county and city comprehensive plans are
developed and adopted pursuant to this chapter. This framework shall ensure that city and
county comprehensive plans are consistent as required in RCW 36.70A.100. Nothing in this
section shall be construed to alter the land use powers of the cities.

Guidance also comes from the Washington Administrative Code (WAC 365-196-510):

interjurisdictional consistency should be met by the adoption of comprehensive plans, and
subsequent amendments, which are consistent with and carry out the relevant county-wide
planning policies and, where required, the relevant multicounty planning policies. Adopted
county-wide planning policies are designed to ensure that county and city comprehensive
plans are consistent.

From the perspective of SCT, the body that recommends the CPPs to the County Council, the goal
of the CPPs is:

[To] more clearly distinguish between the roles and responsibilities of the county, cities,
Tribes, state and other governmental agencies in managing Snohomish County's future
growth, and to ensure greater interjurisdictional cooperation and coordination in the provision
of services.
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To meet this stated goal, some CPPs do more than meet the Growth Management Act (GMA)
mandate of ensuring consistency of comprehensive plans. The CPPs also provide direction to
Snohomish County jurisdictions that is necessary for coordinated implementation of GMA goals and
Vision 2040 Multicounty Planning Policies (MPPs). Thus, in the context of state law, administrative
guidance, and the goals of Snohomish County Tomorrow, the CPPs have been developed to
accomplish the following functions:

¢ Meet a specific requirement to ensure consistency between county and city comprehensive
plans (RCW 36.70A.100),

e Satisfy other GMA mandates,

e Maintain ongoing efforts, through SCT, to plan cooperatively for countywide initiatives, and

e Support local implementation of the Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) in VISION 2040 that
seeks to promote compact urban development in a sustainable manner.

These CPPs encourage flexibility in local interpretations that support diverse interests throughout the
county.

The housing CPPs begin with an acknowledgement that Snohomish County continues to face the
following housing challenges:

o Adequate supply of affordable housing for all economic segments in each community.

o Adequate supply of quality housing options in proximity or satisfactory access to places of
employment.

¢ Infill housing development and community concerns about density and design.

e Adequate resources for, and equitable distribution of low-income and special needs housing
across the county.

¢ Housing types suitable for changing household demographics and an aging population.

¢ Maintenance of existing affordable housing stock, including mobile home and manufactured
housing.
The following paragraphs mirror the narrative introduction to the housing CPPs and provide the
context and underlying assumptions for those housing policies.

Housing is created, priced, and demolished as the result of complicated interactions of market forces
and government policies that reach across regions and even nations. Snohomish County is part of a
regional market where housing is a commodity largely produced by the private sector, with a small
but significant portion provided by government housing authorities and non-profit agencies. Sufficient
housing, concurrent with employment and population growth and adequate transportation access, is
a regional challenge that needs attention at all levels of government.

It is beyond the financial capacity of local governments and nonprofits to satisfy unmet housing
needs through their own expenditures. Historically, the federal government has taken the lead in the
financial strategies, but federal funding does not meet the need. The housing affordability issue will
get worse in Snohomish County and around the country if current federal funding trends continue.

Snohomish County jurisdictions recognize that their actions alone will not eliminate unmet housing
needs especially since most do not have dedicated financing to directly address the issue. However,
this should not be used as a reason to avoid addressing unmet countywide housing needs in their
comprehensive plans’ land use and housing policies.

Despite the limited control that local governments have over housing markets, Snohomish County
jurisdictions have made progress in meeting these housing challenges. Snohomish County
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Tomorrow regularly monitors and analyzes these housing challenges to better understand them and
to suggest steps toward their diminishment. The 2007 Housing Evaluation Report illustrates that,
alone and in cooperation, the county and cities have adopted policies, strategies and regulations that
help preserve affordable housing or remove barriers or reduce the costs of producing new housing
units.

The CPPs on housing are required and intended to support both GMA and Vision 2040. Generally
speaking, they follow the organization of the Vision 2040 Multi-county Planning Housing Policies.
The single housing goal is stated as follows:

Snohomish County and its cities will promote an affordable lifestyle where residents have
access to safe, affordable, and diverse housing options near their jobs and transportation
options.

A series of fourteen policies follows, which are reproduced in Appendix B. They collectively support
policies and strategies to achieve equal and fair access to housing opportunities, the provision of
adequate housing to meet the projected growth, and expanding the supply of affordable housing.
They also support steps to provide a broad range of housing choices and housing for special needs
populations, to reduce the adverse impacts of residential development on the natural environment,
and to improve the jobs-housing balance.

Key Findings from the 2007 Housing Evaluation Report

This section mirrors the executive summary of the 2007 report. The report recognized that local
governments cannot make anyone build, sell, or rent housing affordably for lower-income families.
Nevertheless, many local policy and program options exist for encouraging affordable housing to be
created or preserved. The report explores steps that Snohomish County jurisdictions had taken at
that time to meet local or countywide housing objectives.

The planning staffs of every local jurisdiction within Snohomish County were surveyed to see which
of the recommended strategies were put to use. Local efforts were found to most frequently go
toward single-family development (such as small lots, accessory dwelling units, and lot-size
averaging) and urban design strategies (including cottage housing, Planned Residential
Developments, mixed-use, and infill). Multi-family housing strategies, flexible site requirements,
incentives, property tax breaks, and government subsidies were relatively underused at that time.

In addition to affordable housing objectives, the former CPPs contained objectives relating to
preserving natural resources, special needs housing, neighborhood quality and vitality, and
community acceptance of infill development (as do the current CPPs). Few local governments
reported much activity on these objectives.

The report also noted that the CPPs encouraged an interjurisdictional effort to achieve affordable
housing goals and objectives, but found that little of this nature had occurred. Likewise, little action
had been taken on the “recommendations for working together” of the 2002 Housing Evaluation
Report.

The report found that 220 units of existing housing for very low-income families had been saved in
2007, thanks to the leadership of the YWCA and the cooperation of Everett Housing Authority,
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Snohomish County, and the cities of Lynnwood, Mountlake Terrace, and Everett. A concerted
planning effort to establish an interlocal program had also begun just as the report was being
completed with an SCT feasibility study, funded by a state grant. Snohomish County had also
convened a countywide Oversight Committee to generate consensus for new strategies. This
Committee collaborated with the Housing Consortium, which was planning aggressively for the
assisted housing needs projected for the next ten years. The report also examined assisted (or
subsidized) housing, an inescapable requirement where the private market cannot supply housing
affordable at the lowest income levels.

Since the 2002 Housing Evaluation Report was published, approximately 1,935 new fixed units or
vouchers had been added throughout the county by 2007, an increase of 15 percent. Fixed units (23
percent) increased more than vouchers (3 percent). By comparison, all types of housing units
increased 13 percent from 2000 to 2006.

Housing results were evaluated in two ways: (1) the output of affordable housing units, and (2)
outcomes in terms of the ability of families to pay for the homes where they live. The report speaks
of “affordable housing” as housing that costs less than 30 percent of a household’s gross income.
Survey data used for the 2007 report revealed that virtually all rental housing was affordable to
middle-income households, and over 95 percent was affordable to those at 80 percent of the
average median income AMI). Those at 50 percent of AMI ($32,000 in 2006), however, are
vulnerable to market fluctuations. The study found that affordability was slightly better in 2005-2007,
when 57 percent of rentals were affordable at this income level, than in 2002—2004, when only 51
percent of rentals were affordable.

For homeowners, the affordability threshold is higher — 95 percent of AMI (or about $60,000 in
2006). At this level, the report found that 33 percent of houses sold from 2002—-2004 were
affordable, but only 14 percent of those sold from 2005-2006 were affordable.

The negative impacts on lower-income households has been measurable in terms of how much of
their income is required for housing, and thus not available for food, medical care, and other
necessities. When a lower-income household spends more than 30 percent of its income on
housing, it is called “housing cost burdened.” Twenty-eight percent (28 percent) of all households in
the county were cost burdened in 2006, up from 25 percent in 2000. Cost burdened households
increased among renters as well as owners, and at all low-income levels.

A housing-related cost that is sometimes overlooked is commuting cost. Virtually half of all county
resident-commuters traveled 30 minutes or more to work in 2007, an increase from 46 percent in
2000.

The report also noted that local governments had tried a number of strategies to improve housing
conditions. While these strategies did help many families and individuals, previous goals and
objectives under the former CPPs had not yet been achieved. The report concluded that the overall
situation regarding housing affordability had gotten worse, suggesting that new approaches and/or a
renewed effort was called for.
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The new housing CPPs approved in 2011, along with the efforts of the Interjurisdictional Housing
Committee over the past four years, represent a significant progress toward the collective response
of Snohomish County jurisdictions to the findings and recommendations made in the 2007 report.

Strategies to Expand the Range of Housing Options

The 2007 Housing Evaluation Report reviewed several CPP housing objectives in effect at that time,
and the actions taken by jurisdictions to advance those objectives. The primary focus of that report,
however, was on housing affordability — a very big issue in 2007 at the height of the last real estate
“bubble” and just before the national collapse of the housing market. While housing affordability is
still an important issue today, since both the CPPs and the housing market conditions have changed
dramatically since 2007, this report also examines actions that increase the range of housing
choices available in our communities by housing type, tenure, and affordability.

Many of the housing strategies adopted in 1994 and documented in previous reports actually
advance this housing objective. For example, allowing accessory dwelling units within single family
zones enables the development of small dwelling units ideally suited to senior empty-nesters and
young singles entering the housing market. These are both groups that may have difficulty finding
appropriate housing within an all single-family detached housing community. Since these accessory
units are generally much smaller and more affordable than most single-family detached homes on
individual lots, this strategy can effectively advance both housing affordability and choice in a
predominantly single-family area. The language in the GMA and in CPP HO-9(a) both encourage
diversity in the housing stock to better match the diversity of housing needs and demand in our
communities. Other strategies from the list for promoting affordability that can also help expand the
range of housing choices are:

e Manufactured homes

e Upzoning

e Small units

e Zerolotline

e Cottage housing

e PUD/PRD

e Mixed use

Strategies to Increase the Supply of Affordable Units

These strategies are grouped into the following eight categories: single-family housing strategies,
multi-family housing strategies, strategies addressing site requirements, strategies addressing
design, incentives, administrative reform, cooperation with other organizations, and direct
government assistance actions. The complete list of strategies is in the summary table of 2007
results found in Appendix E. All jurisdictions were asked to update the 2007 information by
identifying all current strategies in use, as well as any strategies they have considered but not
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deployed. This information is contained in the individual profiles in Appendix E and summarized in
the Table 6-1.

Recent Actions by Snohomish County Jurisdictions

Using the information reported in 2007 as a starting point, all jurisdictions were canvassed in 2013 to
update their information about the housing strategies currently used and the category of usage for
each strategy. The summary of results from this survey reveals that every strategy within the original
menu of 33 housing strategies is reflected in their development regulations and/or is actually being
used. A weighted score was calculated for each strategy to reflect its intensity of use, with three
points given for each incidence of “Frequent Use,” two points for “Some Use” and one point for “In
the Zoning Regulations.” The most popular strategies, based on this weighted score are: small lots
(for single-family — 43 points), cooperative partnerships with other jurisdictions (39 points), mixed-
use (38 points), accessory dwelling units (32 points), PUD/PRD (31 points) and streamlined
permitting (31 points).

TABLE 6-1
Strategies for Promoting Affordable Housing
ZONING USED USED WEIGHTED
SRATIEE]ES REGS | SOME | FREQUENTLY | SCORE
Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.) 1 6 10 43 *
Accessory DUs
> y 5 12 1 32 i%
s . — .
= Preservation of existing affordable units 2 3 3 17
'-'61 Minimum densities 3 2 1 10
% Lot size averaging 2 4 4 292
Manufactured homes allowed 7 9 1 28
> Upzoning 2 7 1 19
= Preservation of existing affordable units
2 9 3 2 12
= [N i densiti
g 0 maximum densities 5 4 1 16
= Small units 5 5 15
% Reduced parking requirements 5 7 3 28
z - .
UEJ Street width reductions (<40 ft.) 6 5 3 25
o -
g Open space credits 5 5 15
i Zero lot line 7 3 1 16
Ll
= Setback flexibility 4 9 29
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Sidewalk width flexibility 2 6 14

ROWSs and easements 6 6 3 27

Flexible stormwater requirements 5 5 2 21

Flexible curb standards 4 4 12

ZONING USED USED WEIGHTED
STRATEGIES REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY SCORE!

Cottage Housing 8 6 20
PUD/PRD

= 3 5 6 31 Y%

) "

0 Mixed-use 3 7 7 38 *
Infill v 6 3 28
Density bonuses: in exchange for

@ affordable units 3 3 9

=

|_ .

é Impact fee waivers or deferral ) 4 3 19

Z [ Priority permitting 5 1 4

_s Regulatory reform > 9 20

Zx

§ Q . "

<y Streamlined permitting 1 9 4 31 *

" Active partnerships w/ nonprofit

g , | providers 9 1 21

o

'_ —

x T L
Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions

< P j 9 7 39 A
Financial assistance programs 1 2 1 8

=2

E 8 Displacement resources 2 1 4

o

2 < [Pursue funding for housing 1 3 2 13

DATA SOURCE: 2013 Canvass of Cities (Appendix E)

FOOTNOTES: 1. The weighted score for each strategy is calculated by summing 1 point for each incidence of “Zoning

Regs,” 2 points for “Used Some” and 3 points for “Used Frequently”.
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Additional strategies beyond those in the original menu that were identified in the survey include:
SEPA-related strategies, such as increased thresholds and planned action ordinances; cluster
development; micro-housing targeted property tax exemptions for affordable housing; mobile home
park preservation strategy and transit-related strategies. A total of 27 strategies are identified as
“frequently used” by at least one jurisdiction, with the highest incidence found for small lots (10),
cooperative partnerships with other jurisdictions (7), and mixed use design (6).

Short profiles of each jurisdiction’ strategies are contained in Appendix E at the back of this report.

Changes in Strategy Deployment between 2007 and 2013

Overall, the total list of strategies reported by Snohomish County jurisdictions has not expanded
appreciably since 2007, although some new strategies have been reported. However, the incidence
of use has increased significantly for many individual strategies and categories. The single-family
oriented strategies continue to be the most widely-used strategies in the menu of options, which is
not surprising given that all Snohomish County jurisdictions have a majority of their housing stock in
single-family detached units. Design strategies and multi-family strategies are also popular
categories, with an average incidence rate of 15.75 jurisdictions and 12.75 jurisdictions respectively,
for the defined strategies on the original menu in those categories.

One notable change from 2007 is a higher incidence of “some use” and “frequent use” reported by
implementing jurisdictions. All strategy categories saw an increase in the reported incidence of
“Some Use,” with the most dramatic increases for strategies in the “Site Requirements” and “Multi-
family” categories. This is a positive indication that the housing market may now be responding more
aggressively to local housing strategies. This may be simply a function of familiarity, as many
communities have been employing some of these housing strategies for 10 years or more. It may
also reflect a growing evolution of the strategies from comprehensive plan policy to implementation
in development regulations.

This same trend can be seen in the reporting of “frequent use” of strategies. In particular, the
“Partnership,” “Site Requirements,” and “Design” categories of strategies saw a significant increase
in “Frequent use” reported between 2007 and 2013. The following charts graphically illustrate this
trend.
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CHART 6-1a
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Other Options for Housing Affordability

The Choice Neighborhoods Initiative is a program sponsored by the federal government for
households with low to moderate incomes. Under this program, areas with a high concentration of
public housing can compete for funding for urban revitalization. Under the program, neighborhoods
submit proposals outlining how funding will be used to create lasting positive impacts improving the
guality of life within the neighborhood. The primary focus of the program is to create hew housing
and developments. Funding can also be used for schools, infrastructure, and commercial
developments to improve the quality of the area.

Another option to encourage affordable housing through land use is Inclusionary zoning. This is a
technique to develop diverse mixed-income housing. This type of zoning requires a set percentage
of units in each new or substantially renovated building be used for affordable housing. In exchange,
developers receive a ‘bonus density,” allowing them to build more units than would normally be
allowed.

Interjurisdictional Collaboration on Housing

In 2008, Snohomish County Tomorrow engaged a consultant team to evaluate the feasibility of
creating a more formalized interjurisdictional partnership to promote and facilitate the production of
affordable housing throughout the county. After reviewing the housing market conditions in
Snohomish County, talking with local leaders and examining other examples of such partnerships
around the country, the consultant team submitted its report to the SCT Steering Committee in June
2009. The report concluded that such collaboration was feasible if four conditions could be met:

1. A “critical mass” of jurisdictions elect to participate;

2. Sufficient funding can be secured for at least 24 months;

3. A host agency steps up to provide administrative support; and

4. Consensus is reached on program purpose and governance structure.

For the past three years, a number of cities, the county, and the county housing authority have been
working together under a Memorandum of Understanding. The group has produced “Housing
Profiles” for three of the cities to assist them in the development of their Comprehensive Plan
Housing Elements. Other efforts have included crafting a mutually acceptable interlocal agreement
to create a formal partnership with financial commitments from participating jurisdictions. Early this
year (2013) after extensive legal review an ILA acceptable to all parties was agreed on and has been
formally approved by all participating jurisdictions. A grant from the Gates Foundation, together with
financial contributions from the participating governments will support this new collaborative effort,
called the Alliance for Housing Affordability, as it begins operations in late 2013. The Housing
Authority of Snohomish County will serve as the administrative agency for the alliance and the city of
Mountlake Terrace will be the financial agent. The broad purpose for this alliance is “...to undertake
planning, cooperation and education in support of the goal of enhancing the supply of affordable
housing in Snohomish County.”

This collaboration represents a new level of interjurisdictional cooperation in Snohomish County in
the interests of improving housing affordability.
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CHAPTER 7

Tools and Resources

This chapter examines the strategies or tools available to address shortfalls
in affordable housing units on a countywide (regional) basis, and explores
how certain strategies are better suited to a community’s needs than others.
In addition, this chapter provides estimates for the residential land needed to
meet projected population growth and the housing needs of low and
moderate income households for the 20-year planning period.

Housing Strategies Currently Employed

The Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 36-196-410 details requirements for the Housing
Element of a comprehensive plan for those jurisdictions planning under the Growth
Management Act (GMA). One such requirement is an implementation plan that, in part,
identifies strategies designed to help meet the housing needs identified for all economic
segments of the population. The Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) include policies for
these strategies:

Countywide Housing Policy Ho-14:

affordable housing.”

Chapter 6 of this report, Measures Taken to Address Housing Needs, identifies over 30 strategies to
address demands in affordable housing. Responses from each jurisdiction on which strategies they
have employed are included in the appendix.

e The top five strategies employed by the jurisdictions in order of the number jurisdictions
using them are: (1) upzoning for multi-family, (2) mixed use development (3) accessory
dwelling units (4) small lots for single-family, and (5) manufactured housing.
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¢ The single-family oriented strategies are the most widely used strategies in the menu of
options.

Regional Housing Needs and Community Roles

Based on the Snohomish County Council adopted 2035 growth targets, the countywide housing
need from 2010 to 2035 is 97,057 units. Affordable housing needs are determined for the three
lower-income categories defined by HUD that are based on area median income (AMI). The
number of housing units for the three lower-income categories is shown in Table 7.1. An
underlying premise for this report is that the county and cities would work individually and
collectively to address regional housing needs with a variety of tools to create housing capacity.

TABLE 7-1
Estimated Countywide Housing Need
Lower Income Categories % of Total Housing | Number of Units
Supply Countywide | Countywide
30% and below of AMI (very low) 11% 10,676
31- 50% of AMI (low) 11% 10,676
51-80% of AMI (moderate) 17% 16,500
Total affordable housing units: 39% 37,852

The degree to which each jurisdiction contributes to the countywide supply of affordable housing
will vary, as it will depend on many factors such as median income, residential land supply,
population, and percentage of population in the lower income categories. The following are two
examples of regional (countywide) efforts to address the housing needs of low-income
households.

Housing Consortium of Everett and Snohomish County (HCESC)

The Housing Consortium of Everett and Snohomish County (HCESC)is a regional (countywide)
collaboration that addresses affordable housing needs. This leadership group advocates for
resources for low-income families and works to implement a decennial plan for affordable
housing called, Housing Within Reach. This consortium is comprised of nonprofit, private
sector, government members, and associates. The Housing Within Reach plan includes:

¢ Housing Stability Needs in the community
o Goals and Activities to support housing stability
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e Strategies to Support Housing Stability to achieve those housing goals
o Detailed ten-year Funding Projections
e Recommended Actions: Year one and long-term

Snohomish County Housing and Community Development Consolidated Plan

Urban jurisdictions that receive federal funding from HUD are required to produce a
consolidated plan. The Snohomish County Consolidated Plan identifies specific strategies and
objectives that guide the use of federal grant funds over a five-year period to meet local
affordable housing and community development needs of the Snohomish County Urban County
Consortium (Consortium). The current Consolidated Plan is effective 2010-2014. The
Consortium is a partnership between Snohomish County and most of the cities and towns within
the county.
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Housing Strategies to Fit Community Needs

Each jurisdiction is unique in its housing needs and residential land supply, and therefore certain
housing tools or strategies would prove more effective in addressing

housing shortfalls than others. As jurisdictions cannot build housing
units to increase the affordable housing stock, the most effective
method to influence the housing market is through adjustments to
their land use regulations and housing programs.

TABLE 7.2

Potential Housing Problems and Solutions

Jurisdiction Housing Issue

Potential Solutions

Shortage of Housing Units

Regulatory Solutions

Cottage Housing
Accessory Dwelling Units
Planned Unit Developments
Inclusionary Zoning

Programs & Incentives

Choice Neighborhood Initiatives. A program
sponsored by the federal government for households
in low to moderate incomes. Under this program,
areas with a high concentration of public housing can
compete for funding for urban revitalization.

Housing Trust Funds. The Housing Trust Fund
makes funds available for affordable housing projects
through a competitive application process.

Shortage of Land Supply for Af

fordable Housing

Regulatory Solutions

Mixed Use Development
Manufactured Housing Communities
Small Lots and Small Lot Districts
Zero Lot Line Development

Programs & Incentives

Transfer of Development Rights
Federal Grants — Land Banking

Sources: SCT 2007 Housing Evaluation Report, PSRC Housing Innovations Program, Housing Toolkit

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT

Page 104



Other Resources

Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) Housing Innovations Program (HIP)

PSRC offers an assortment of housing resources for local jurisdictions within the Puget Sound
region to assist in the production and preservation of affordable housing and compact
development. The resources include:

Housing Toolkit (link). A profile of 49 regulatory tools, incentives and other local
government strategies for fostering affordable housing production/preservation and
innovative, compact development. Animage of the Housing Tools Matrix is shown
below.

Housing Element Guide. Still under development, this product provides guidance on
development of a housing element for a comprehensive plan.

PSRC Local Government Housing Survey (link). A summary of the regional inventory of
affordable housing tools used by local governments. The last inventory was conducted
in 2009.

External Housing Resources (link). Links to housing websites, affordable housing
resources and data sources.

Directory of Housing Organizations (link). A list of housing organizations serving the
central Puget Sound region.
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Commerce, Housing Guidebook (link)

The Washington State Department of Commerce maintains a Housing Guidebook to serve as
statewide guidance for drafting the housing elements of city and county comprehensive plans.
As of this writing, the guidebook is under revision and aims to include all amendments to the
housing planning statutes adopted since 1993. The updated document will provide
demographics for jurisdictions in updating their respective comprehensive plans.

The Housing Guidebook is addressed in three main sections:

Section I: Lessons Learned from Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP)
Chapter 1: Foreclosure Crisis in Washington

Chapter 2: NSP _at Work in Washington

Chapter 3: Lessons from Local NSP Program Managers

Chapter 4: Using NSP Lessons in Housing Plans

Section Il: Developing Your GMA Housing Element — Using Lessons Learned from the NSP

Chapter 5: Housing Inventory & Needs Assessment

Chapter 6: Tools and Strategies to Address Housing Problems

Chapter 7: Goals, Policies and Monitoring

Section lll: Going Further to Address Specific Needs
Chapter 8: Affordable Housing and Consolidated Plan
Chapter 9: Neighborhood Plan
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U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) — Washington State (link)

A HUD website for Washington State provides information on funding sources, local housing news
and updates and local resources.
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RESIDENTIAL LAND USE NEEDS ANALYSIS (RLUNA)

The Residential Land Use Needs Analysis (RLUNA) model provides an estimate of the required
amount of urban low, medium, and high density-designated residential land to support projected
population growth for each jurisdiction. RLUNA is not applied to rural areas as urban densities are
prohibited outside urban growth areas (UGAS), and is not applied to special needs housing.

Chart 7-1 provides a general outline of the steps involved in the RLUNA Model. The model takes
into account factors such as population growth, household size, distribution assumptions by land use
intensity, tenure of various income groups, fair share housing allocations, and density yield
conversion factors. RLUNA takes the form of a Microsoft Excel workbook that contains a database
table and calculation worksheets that execute all of the model's computations, as well as descriptive
tables that represent the steps involved in the calculation sheet.

The result of the model is an estimate of the number of acres of low, medium, and high density
urban residential land needed in an area to meet projected population growth and also meet needs
for low and moderate income households for the remainder of a designated planning period. Results
are then compared with the amount of land available for development in the study area to determine
if RLUNA acreage targets are achieved. The model is illustrated below.
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CHART 7-1

Residential Land Use Analysis (RLUNA) Model
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CHAPTER 8

Monitoring Outcomes

The Washington Administrative Code (WAC) identifies both requirements and recommendations for
the housing element that local jurisdictions must prepare as part of their comprehensive plans.
Among the recommendations found in WAC 365-196-410 is that the housing element “...should
include provisions to monitor the performance of its housing strategy.” It then lists five suggested
features or components of this monitoring program. In the multi-county planning policies of Vision
2040, regional housing actions are identified to help implement the housing policies, including the
collection and analysis of regional housing data as part of the PSRC monitoring program. It appears
that the PSRC is poised to become a more active player in housing planning.

Under the former Countywide Planning Policies, a report prepared through SCT entitled the
“Housing Evaluation Report” provided much detailed information regarding strategies used by
Snohomish County jurisdictions to advance the cause of affordable housing, as well as housing
supply characteristics. The last edition of this report, the 2007 Housing Evaluation Report,
summarized the housing strategies used by each jurisdiction and provided the starting point for the
updated information contained in Chapter 6 of this report.

Countywide Planning Policy HO-5, which establishes the parameters for this report, indicates the
report’s purpose is to facilitate the work by all local jurisdictions “...to conduct major comprehensive
plan updates and to assess progress toward achieving CPPs on housing” (emphasis added). The
information contained in previous chapters, particularly the information about the housing supply
(Chapter 3) and the measures taken by local jurisdictions (Chapter 6 and Appendix E) will provide a
solid foundation for local monitoring efforts throughout Snohomish County.

Strategies and Actions Taken to Advance CPP Objectives

In 1994, a menu of some 33 housing strategies were identified in a study conducted through
Snohomish County Tomorrow to advance the goals and objectives in the new (at that time)
Countywide Planning Policies for housing, particularly those related to the supply of affordable
housing. Because many of these strategies address multiple housing objectives, and because many
objectives in the new CPPs are similar to those in the former CPPs, this menu of strategies was
used again. This decision achieves the dual benefit of 1) simplifying the process of updating
information from the last housing evaluation report, and 2) facilitating an analysis of trends over time.
The table below identifies all 33 strategies from the original menu and cross checks them against
nine housing objectives articulated in the current CPPs. Most strategies advance more than one
objective, and all objectives have a minimum of four strategies that can help achieve them.
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TABLE 8-1
Correspondence of Housing Strategies and Objectives

STRATEGY Housing Objectives in The CPPs

TYPE

[}
w

HO-4 | HO-6 | HO-8 | HO-9.1 | HO-9.2 | HO-10 | HO-11-13 | HO-14

X X

>

Small Lots

Accessory DUs X X X

Preservation/S-F

Min. Densities

Single-Family

Lot-size avg.

Manu. Homes

Upzoning

Preservation/M-F

Multi-
Family

No Max. Density

XX |[>x|>x<|x<|[x<|x|>x<|x<|x<|O
3

Small Units

Reduced Parking X

Narrow Streets

Open Space Cred.

Zero Lotline X

Flex. Setbacks

Flex. Sidewalk

Site Requirements

ROW/Easement

Flex. Stormwater

XXX [X XX X|X[X]|X[X|X[X]|X[X|X|X|X

XX | X[X|X|X|X|X|X]|X

Flex. Curb

Cottages

PUD/PRD

Design

Mixed Use

X | X[ XX

Infill

Density Bonuses

X | X I X|X|X|[X
>

Imp. Fee Waivers

Incentives

Priority Permit.

Reg. Reform X

X | X | X | X | X|X|X
>

Streamlined
Permitting

Admin.

Partnerships -
Nonprofits

Coop.

Cooperation —
jurisdictions

Financial Assist. X X X X

Displacement
Resources

Direct

Pursue Funding X X X X
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Legend for Objectives:
HO-3: Increase the supply of affordable housing
HO-4: Participate in cooperative efforts
HO-6: Upgrade neighborhoods/preserve existing affordable housing
HO-8: Accommodate special needs housing
HO-9.1: Increase the variety of housing choices
HO-9.2: Locate housing near/transit-accessible to jobs
HO-10: Encourage environmentally-sensitive housing
HO-11-13: Reduce the cost of housing
HO-14: Provide incentives for affordable housing

Observed Outcomes

The information in this section draws primarily from housing supply data in Chapter 3 describing total
housing units by type, as well as assisted housing units and estimates of affordable rental and
ownership units. Some additional information on commute time has also been compiled from
American Community Survey (ACS) tables as a rough indicator of proximity of housing to jobs.

Overall Housing Production. Data from the American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates
indicate that the total housing stock in all of Snohomish County totaled 284,480 dwelling units in
2011. An estimated 20,126 of these units were built in the 2005-2010 period, compared to an
estimated 33,063 built in the previous five-year period (2000-2004) and an estimated 61,730 built in
the 10-year period of the 1990s. The resulting average annual housing production rates for these
three periods are thus:

2005-2011: 3354 dwelling units
2000-2004: 6613 dwelling units
1990-1999: 6173 dwelling units.

These figures dramatically demonstrate the 2008 national housing market collapse and its impact on
the local housing industry, given that 2005 and 2006 were still high-producing years in the county.
The 2007 Growth Monitoring Report showed total building permit activity at nearly 7,000 units in
2005, dropping off to a still healthy 5,649 units in 2006. It is likely that most of those permits were
completed and are now housing units in the inventory.

Proximity to Jobs. In addition to housing volume, another aspect of housing production is the
location of new housing relative to both the adopted growth allocation and to jobs. Proximity to work
is reflected in commute time data assembled by the ACS. While the 2007 Housing Evaluation Report
provided travel time data for only Everett and the county as a whole, the ACS now provides 5-year
averages for most cities in Snohomish County. The ACS data is broken into 5-minute intervals,
which have been aggregated into 3 broader time intervals in Table 8-2 on the next page, thereby
further reducing the sampling error inherent in the survey. The table covers jurisdictions with over
1000 workers to maintain reasonable reliability for data based on a 3 percent sample. This data not
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only allows us to see trends in Everett and the countywide numbers since 2007, but also provides a
baseline reference for future comparisons over time in the other cities.

Looking at overall commute times for all Snohomish County workers, the percentage of workers with
a commute of less than 30 minutes dropped from 54 percent in 2000 to 51 percent in 2006, but has
risen back to 54.5 percent in 2011. While many factors can affect commute times, such as level of
congestion (which tends to rise during prosperous times, and fall during less prosperous ones), road
improvements and other factors, these declines suggest there may have been some improvement in
developing housing near jobs during the past five years. A similar pattern can be seen for Everett
residents, where the percentage of workers with a commute of less than 30 minutes dropped slightly
from 65 percent in 2000 to 63 percent in 2006, but then rose back to 65.5 percent in 2011.

TABLE 8-2
Commute Time Distribution for Workers over 16 Years who do not Work at
Home (to the nearest 0.5%) - Cities with 1000+ workers

JURISDICTION WTOC:{TI?EI;RS | TRAVEL TIME I.NTERVALS |

<30 Minutes 30-59 Minutes | 60+ Minutes
Everett 46,305 65.5% 25.5% 9.0%
Marysville 26,672 56.5% 30.5% 13.0%
Edmonds 18,736 54.5% 38.0% 7.5%
Lynnwood 16,572 57.0% 33.5% 9.5%
Bothell (entire city) 15,881 57.0% 35.0% 8.0%
Lake Stevens 13,271 49.5% 33.5% 17.0%
Mountlake Terrace 10,166 56.5% 35.5% 8.0%
Mukilteo 10,146 65.0% 26.0% 9.0%
Mill Creek 8,103 58.5% 33.0% 8.5%
Arlington 6,862 50.0% 33.5% 14.5%
Monroe 6,720 48.0% 42.5% 9.5%
Snohomish 4,144 57.0% 32.0% 11.0%
Brier 3,224 54.5% 37.0% 8.5%
Stanwood 2,319 57.0% 30.5% 12.5%
Sultan 1,996 44.0% 32.0% 24.0%
Granite Falls 1,704 33.5% 48.0% 18.5%
Snohomish County Total 328,755 54.5% 34.0% 11.5%

Data Source: 2007-2011 ACS
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Looking only at 2011 data, the share of workers with a commute of less than 30 minutes ranges from
a low of 33.5 percent in Granite Falls to a high of 65.5 percent in Everett. Similarly, the share of
workers with a commute of an hour or more ranges from a low of 7.5 percent in Edmonds to a high
of 24 percent in Sultan. Not surprisingly, residents of cities within the Southwest UGA, where most
Snohomish County jobs are located, tend to have shorter commutes than residents of outlying cities
where jobs are relatively more scarce. The cities of Snohomish and Stanwood, which both have a
distribution of commute time intervals that closely matches the countywide pattern, are two notable
cases of outlying cities with relatively short commute times.

This commute time information will provide a reference point for future reports to assess future
progress in better co-locating housing with jobs.

Affordable Housing Units. Housing affordability is an important objective in both the multi-county
and the countywide planning policies, as it is in the underlying GMA. Data is available from the ACS
annual survey that allows us to assess, in a general way, whether housing affordability is increasing
or decreasing. Within the data templates used for this report, Tables 5 and 6 provide information
about gross rent among occupied rental units that collect rent, and Tables 8 and 9 show comparable
information for owner-occupied units with a mortgage. Like most of the ACS data used for this report,
these are 5-year averages which provide greater reliability, particularly for smaller cities with smaller
samples, and allows comparisons between jurisdictions.

At the countywide level, however, where the sample size is large, using the 3-year averages taken at
two points in time allows us to see possible trends. For renter-occupied housing units, the gross rent
as a percentage of household income can be compared between the 2005-07 period and the most
recent 2009-11 period. These ACS estimates indicate that the percentage of households paying less
than 30 percent of their income on rent dropped from 53.4 percent to 48.8 percent during this period.
Conversely, the percentage of renter households paying more than 50 percent of their income on
rent increased from 20.9 percent in 2005-07 to 24.1 percent in 2009-11. These figures suggest that,
for renter households, housing has become less affordable in recent years. Similar trends can be
seen in Pierce and Clark Counties over this period, where renter households paying less than 30
percent of their income on rent dropped from 50.9 percent to 47.8 percent and from 51.5 percent to
47.6 percent, respectively. Regional and national economic forces in the housing finance markets
that caused many former homeowners to become renters were the likely causes for these declines
in rental housing affordability.

In Chapter 3, Tables 3-1 and 3-2 show estimates of the number of affordable housing units for low —
moderate income renter and owner households, respectively, in all Snohomish County jurisdictions
in 2011. For the lowest income households with incomes at or below 30 percent of the countywide
annual median income, only about 6 percent of the county’s rental housing stock is affordable. For
the vast majority of extremely low income households, renting is the only option, leaving the rental
housing stock as the primary means for addressing this most challenging need. The city of Everett
and unincorporated Snohomish County have the largest supplies of rental housing, together
accounting for over half of the countywide total. About 9 percent of Everett’s rental housing is
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affordable to “extremely low” income households (those making 30 percent AMI or less) whereas
only 3 percent of the county’s rental housing is affordable to those households. Darrington,
Stanwood, Snohomish, Monroe, and Lake Stevens have the greatest shares of their rental housing
stock affordable to very low income households, but all have small rental inventories.

Looking at “very low” income households (making 31-50 percent of AMI), again the city of Everett
has a substantial share of the affordable rental stock in this income category, but other cities with
above average shares of their affordable rental housing at this income level include Index,
Darrington, Gold Bar, Granite Falls, Lynnwood, and Edmonds. At the 51-80 percent of AMI income
level, Everett and the County have, by far, the greatest numbers of affordable units, as well as
substantial shares of their overall rental supply. Mountlake Terrace, Mukilteo, Lynnwood, Edmonds,
and Sultan also have significant shares of their rental stock that is affordable at this income level.

Not surprisingly, housing affordability is a huge issue for the lowest income households where only a
small number of units exist relative to the number of households in this income category. For
extremely low income households, assisted housing is the primary source of affordable housing
units. This data also illustrates how affordability at the different income levels varies across
Snohomish County jurisdictions. These outcomes are likely the result of a combination of local
demographic and market conditions, as well as local housing strategies. By examining these
estimates over time, each jurisdiction can measure its progress relative to the countywide average
and to other similarly sized and positioned jurisdictions in the county. From these comparisons and
trends, jurisdictions can get an idea of how well strategies to increase affordable housing are
performing and whether adjustments or new strategies may be called for.

Based on information in the 2007 Housing Evaluation Report, the supply of assisted “fixed units”
(excluding those on the Tulalip reservation) has increased from 7,255 to 9,065 between 2002 and
2010 (an increase of about 25 percent in 8 years). Since the total housing stock of Snohomish
County increased about 21 percent in the 10 years between the 2000 and 2010 census, this means
that the share of units affordable to very low income households actually improved during that
period. See Chapter 3 for more details.

Recent Trends. The Growth Monitoring Report (GMR) is prepared annually by Snohomish County
Tomorrow and provides a good source of historical information on residential permit activity within all
Snohomish County jurisdictions. With the Buildable Lands Report being prepared in 2012, the last
GMR was published in 2011 and reflects building permit activity through the year 2010. This report
tracks lot creation and building permits issued each year from 1990 through 2010. This data shows
that Snohomish County has been, and continues to be, a largely single-family county, with single-
family detached homes accounting for 72 percent of all dwelling units permitted throughout the
county from 2000-2010. The peak period for multi-family development was the period from 1998
through 2000 when 8,953 multi-family units were permitted. This represents 38 percent of all
dwelling units permitted during that 3-year period. Most recently, in 2012 and 2013, it appears
permits for multi-family projects are increasing probably due to the loosening of financing restrictions
that resulted from the economic downturn that started in 2008.
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The creation of single-family lots through the platting process is also tracked in the GMR, providing
further evidence of the importance of the single-family detached house in the county’s current
housing supply. From 1992 through 2007 new lot creation ranged from a low of 2,171 in 1993, to a
high of 4,674 in 2007. It then plunged to 1,816 in 2008 and 934 in 2009 — by far the lowest year for
lot production in the last 23 years — with only a slight rebound to 1,040 lots in 2010. This platting
activity also gives a preview of future homebuilding activity.

These countywide trends are not necessarily carried through in each jurisdiction. For example, in
Everett the peak year for units permitted was 1998 with 1,103 units, of which 887, or 80 percent,
were multi-family units. Since 1990, Everett has permitted 8,044 multi-family units, which represents
64 percent of all the city’s residential units permitted during that period. Other Snohomish County
cities with significant numbers and shares of multi-family units permitted since 1990 include
Edmonds (1,495/53 percent), Bothell (1,329/53 percent), Lynnwood (1,300/45 percent), Mill Creek
(1,096/40 percent), and Mukilteo (1,082/35 percent).

Chart 8-1 shows trends in the percentage of multi-family units permitted over the past 15 years
within the county’s urban areas. Recent permit activity for unincorporated Snohomish County
suggests that multi-family may be poised to assume a maore prominent role in the new housing
supply than these past trends would suggest. The significant share of available urban residential
capacity in the multi-family category for many jurisdictions further indicates that future additions to
the housing stock are more likely than in the past to be multi-family units.

Recent trends in state and federal housing assistance funding are not encouraging, as all levels of
government continue to struggle with revenue declines brought on by the national economic collapse
of 2008-10. In particular, funding to local governments and housing authorities through the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has experienced significant reductions in
recent years. The Washington Housing Finance Commission annually allocates tax credits on a
competitive basis to eligible housing projects that create housing units for low-income households.
Since 2010 the commission has approved credits for 66 projects creating 4,135 affordable units
around the state. The continuation of this program is subject to future changes in the federal tax
code. This trend of decreasing federal and state funds for housing assistance further burdens local
jurisdictions’ efforts to address the housing issue since there are few financing mechanisms
available to them to fill the gap.

Measuring Success

Snohomish County jurisdictions have used, and continue to use, a wide range of housing and land
use strategies to improve the housing choices and levels of affordability available to their citizens. As
noted in the previous chapter, additional tools and strategies have been identified for implementing
each jurisdiction’s housing element, including those described in recent studies by the Department of
Commerce (The Housing Guidebook), the Puget Sound Regional Council (Housing Toolkit), and the
city of Everett (Potential Residential Infill Measures).
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CHART 8-1
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DATA SOURCE: 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County

It is up to each jurisdiction to periodically assess how well their particular strategies are
performing and to what extent they are producing positive outcomes.

Housing supply outcomes are dependent on a variety of social and economic factors affecting
the housing market — many of which are statewide or national in scale and well beyond the
influence of local policies and programs. Nevertheless, some reasonable inferences can be
made about the impact of a strategy by examining the characteristics of housing produced before
and after it has been put into place. The survey of measures taken, summarized in Chapter 6
and based on information in Appendix E, provides one tool for such a self-assessment.
“Frequency of use” is a reasonable indicator of how well a particular strategy is being accepted in
the housing market. Any strategy that is merely supported conceptually in the comprehensive
plan but is not reflected in a program or regulatory scheme that is actually used will have little
impact on housing outcomes. However, even strategies that are used frequently need to be
examined for the housing that results. If that housing does not significantly improve the diversity,
variety or affordability of local housing, nor improve the proximity of residents to their jobs, those
strategies cannot be deemed successful.

Selecting key indicators for which data can be easily compiled is an important step for monitoring
outcomes. Establishing a “before” and “after” snapshot of housing production characteristics is
also important. Data from local building permit files is usually a good starting point for creating
such a snapshot, particularly on the subject of housing variety. Data on unit size and unit type
can usually be obtained from building permits, although information on “type” may only
distinguish single-family from muilti-family units. It may be desirable to also distinguish between
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single-family detached and single-family attached units for purposes of evaluating variety of
housing options. It may be necessary for a local jurisdiction to add new fields to its building
permit files in order to facilitate this kind of monitoring.

Affordability can be monitored by using rent and mortgage cost data from annual ACS surveys,
such as has been used in the preparation of this report, and by examining County Assessor data
on values of ownership units. Tables 5-9 in the data templates prepared for this report are the
most-readily available information to assist in monitoring, since it is updated annually, with new
information typically made available every December. The templates for each jurisdiction include
links to the appropriate ACS tables and cells to facilitate quick retrieval of the data. However,
these links do need to be checked and verified periodically as any changes to the ACS tables
could render the link inaccurate. The user guide and template overview sheet are additional aids
to help in using the data templates.

Data from Assessor files can also be very useful for examining a variety of other housing
characteristics related to housing variety, but requires considerable data manipulation and
analysis to unlock its potential. Comparisons of average unit size with average unit rent (or
mortgage cost) over time can also be an indicator of trends in affordability. If average unit size is
going up while average rents or costs are staying the same or going down, it likely means that
affordability is improving, whereas the reverse trends are a likely indication that affordability is
declining.

Individual jurisdictions may find it useful to evaluate their housing outcomes against those of
similarly-sized jurisdictions. Data from this report that is aggregated by PSRC regional
geography allows such comparisons. Cities within Snohomish County that are classified as
“small” or “larger” in the PSRC hierarchy can readily compare themselves with other individual
jurisdictions in the same class, or by the average of all such cities within Snohomish County.
Countywide averages are also included as part of each jurisdiction’s data template, providing
easy comparisons with that data for all 22 tables in the template.

Conclusion

The information in this report has been compiled by Snohomish County jurisdictions to meet the
requirements of the GMA as articulated in Countywide Planning Policy HO-5, and to assist each
jurisdiction in updating its housing element during the overall comprehensive plan update to be
completed in 2015. It utilizes a methodology and a standard data template recommended by
Berk Consulting that draws from readily-available sources. In particular, data provided by the
American Community Survey is used that is based on a 3 percent random sample of households
throughout the country. This will facilitate regular monitoring and updating of housing demand
and supply information and plan and program reassessment by individual jurisdictions, as
directed by their particular housing policies and practices and overall planning priorities.
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Appendix A
Vision 2040 Housing Summary

VISION 2040

& Housing

Ensuring the avalability and affordabiity of a vanety of home types s crucial for meeting our region’s
housing needs. Homes should be located in places that are accessible and where services can be provided
maost efficiently:

The Importance of Addressing Housing
To meet the demands of a growing and
changing population, the region needsto
develop vibrant communities that offer a
variety of home choices. The region’s supply
of homes should serve all ecomomic segments
of the population. It should provide residences
that are safe and healthy, attractive, and close
to jobs, shopping, and cther amenities.

What's in VISION 20407

VISION 2040 encourages housing preduction
that meets existing and future needs. it places
a major emphasis on the lbocation of housing
and promctes fair and equal access to hous-
ing. VISION 2040 calls for preserving and expanding housing affordability, incorporating quality and environmentally
friendly design in homebuilding, and offering healthy and safe home choices for all the region's residents.

Multicounty Planning Policies. The multicourty planning policies address housing diversity and affordability, jobs-
howsing balance, and best practices for home corstruction. The region needs a diverse and well-distributed mix of
homes affordable to both owners and renters in every demographic and income group. VISION 2040 encourages

the construction, preservation, and ownership of a variety of homes — including for special needs and middle- to
low-income households. VISION 2040 recognizes the importance of having employment, services, and transportation
options dose to home. Increasing housing choices and cpportunities in regional growth centers and employment
centers aims to im prove effidency and mobility and strengthen the region's economy.

Actions. VISION 2040 calks for a regional housing strategy that assesses the specific housing needs of the region,
identifies strategies to meet these needs, and coordinates regional housing efforts. The Regional Council is directed
to create a regional howsing program to offer guidance and technical assistance in developing howsing targets and
reviewing effective housing elements, and will assemble a clearinghouse of regional howusing data and resources.

In conjunction with the Prosperity Partnership, the Regional Council will provide guidance ard technical assistance
to local governments creating policies that provide housing opportunities for all economic segments. Work already
underway includes the creation of the Howusing Education and Technical Assistance Program (HETAP), and the spon-
sorship of legislative actions that enable communities to develop and fund housing in concert with VISION 2040,
The Regional Council will review housing elements in loca comprehensive plars and provide guidance for develop-
ing howsing targets, induding targets for affordable housing
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Appendix B
Snohomish County Countywide Planning Policies for Housing

HOUSING

State Context

Washington’s Growth Management Act (GMA) establishes a goal pertaining to housing, to
encourage a full range of housing types to meet the needs of all segments of the population, and to
encourage the preservation of the existing housing stock.*

Pursuant to the GMA, the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) must specifically address how local
comprehensive plans will consider the need for affordable housing, such as housing for all economic
segments of the population and parameters for its distribution among counties and cities.? In turn,
each county and city is obligated to plan for affordable housing consistent with the regional context
determined by CPPs.® Counties and cities planning under GMA must ensure that, taken collectively,
their comprehensive plans provide sufficient land capacity for projected housing growth, consistent
with the county’s 20-year population growth allocation.*

CPPs may not, however, alter the land-use powers of cities.’

Regional Context

The regional plan, Vision 2040, contains an “overarching goal” for housing that calls for the region to:

‘preserve, improve, and expand its housing stock to provide a range of affordable, healthy,
and safe housing choices for every resident. The region will continue to promote fair and
equal access to housing for all people.”

Vision 2040’s Multi-county Planning Policies also require jurisdictions to establish local housing
targets based on population projections, and local housing and employment targets for each
designated regional growth center.® In addition, the housing policies of Vision 2040 place significant
emphasis on the location of housing in proximity to growth and employment centers and to
transportation and transit corridors.

Snohomish County Housing

1 RCW 36.70A.020(4).

2 RCW 36.70A.210(3)(e) and WAC 365-196-410(2)(e)(ii).
3 WAC 365-196-410(2)(e)(ii).

* RCW 36.70A.115.

> RCW 36.70A.210(1).

® MPP-D-3.
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Snohomish County continues to face the following housing challenges:
1. Adequate supply of affordable housing for all economic segments in each community.

2. Adequate supply of quality housing options in proximity or satisfactory access to places of
employment.

3. Infill housing development and community concerns about density and design.

4. Adequate resources for, and equitable distribution of low-income and special needs housing
across the county.

5. Housing types suitable for changing household demographics and an aging population.

6. Maintenance of existing affordable housing stock, including mobile home and manufactured
housing.

It is important to remember that housing is created, priced, and demolished as the result of
complicated interactions of market forces and government policies that reach across regions and
even nations. Snohomish County is part of a regional market where housing is a commodity largely
produced by the private sector, with a small but significant portion provided by government housing
authorities and non-profit agencies. Sufficient housing, concurrent with employment and population
growth and adequate transportation access, is a regional challenge that needs attention at all levels
of government.

It is beyond the financial capacity of local governments and nonprofits to satisfy unmet housing
needs through their own expenditures. Historically, the federal government has taken the lead in the
financial strategies, but federal funding does not meet the need. The housing affordability issue will
get worse if federal funding trends continue.

Snohomish County jurisdictions recognize that their actions alone will not eliminate unmet housing
needs. Financial constraints, however, are not a valid reason for jurisdictions not to address
countywide unmet housing needs in their comprehensive plans’ land use and housing strategies.

Despite the limited control that local governments have over housing markets, Snohomish County
jurisdictions have made progress in meeting these housing challenges. Snohomish County
Tomorrow regularly monitors and analyzes these housing challenges to better understand them and
to suggest steps toward their diminishment. The 2007 Housing Evaluation Report illustrates that,
alone and in cooperation, the county and cities have adopted policies, strategies and regulations that
help preserve affordable housing or remove barriers or reduce the costs of producing new housing
units.”

The CPPs on housing are required and intended to support both GMA and Vision 2040. Generally
speaking, they follow the organization of the Vision 2040 Multi-county Planning Housing Policies.

" The report can be found online at www1.co.snohomish.wa.us/Departments/PDS/Divisions/LR_Planning/
Information/Plans/SCT+Reports/HERQ7.htm
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Housing Goal

Snohomish County and its cities will promote an affordable lifestyle where residents have access to
safe, affordable, and diverse housing options near their jobs and transportation options.

HO-1 The county and cities shall support the principle that fair and equal access to housing is
available to all persons regardless of race, color, religion, gender, sexual orientation, age, national
origin, familial status, source of income, or disability.

HO-2 The county and cities shall make provisions in their comprehensive plans to accommodate
existing and projected housing needs, including a specific assessment of housing needs by
economic segment within the community as indicated in the housing report prescribed in CPP HO-4.
Those provisions should consider the following factors:

a. Avoiding further concentrations of low-income and special needs housing.
b. Increasing opportunities and capacity for affordable housing in urban centers.

c. Increasing opportunities and capacity for affordable housing close to employment, education,
shopping, public services, and public transit.

d. Increasing opportunities and capacity for affordable and special needs housing in areas where
affordable housing is currently lacking.

e. Supporting affordable housing opportunities in other Snohomish County jurisdictions, as
described below in CPP HO-3.

HO-3 County and city comprehensive plans shall include policies for accommodating affordable
housing goals throughout the county consistent with Vision 2040. The land use and housing
elements should demonstrate they can accommodate needed housing availability and facilitate the
regional fair share of affordable housing. Housing elements of comprehensive plans shall be
periodically evaluated for success in facilitating needed housing.

HO-4 The county and cities should participate in a multi-jurisdiction affordable housing program or
other cooperative effort to promote and contribute to an adequate and diversified supply of housing
countywide.

HO-5 The cities and the county shall collaborate to report housing characteristics and needs in a
timely manner for jurisdictions to conduct major comprehensive plan updates and to assess progress
toward achieving CPPs on housing. The report shall be sufficiently easy to understand and use for
planning and evaluation. To the extent made possible by the availability of valid data, this report
shall, for the entire county and each jurisdiction:

a. Describe the measures that jurisdictions have taken (individually or collectively) to implement
or support CPPs on housing, especially measures taken to support housing affordability.
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b. Quantify and map existing characteristics that are relevant to the results prescribed in the
CPPs on housing, including (but not limited to):

i. The supply of housing units, including subsidized housing, by type, tenure,
affordability, and special needs populations served.

ii. The availability and general location of existing affordable housing units and the
distribution and location of vouchers and similar assistance methods.

iii. The supply of undeveloped, partially used and re-developable residential land.

c. Identify the number of housing units necessary to meet the various housing needs of the
projected population, by income ranges, and special needs populations. The number of units
identified for each jurisdiction will be utilized for planning purposes and to acknowledge the
responsibility of all jurisdictions to plan for affordable housing within the regional context.

HO-6 The county and cities should implement policies and programs that encourage the upgrading
of neighborhoods and the rehabilitation and preservation of existing legally established affordable
housing, including but not limited to mobile/manufactured housing and single-room occupancy
(SRO) housing.

HO-7 Jurisdictions shall use housing definitions consistent with those of the Snohomish County
Tomorrow growth monitoring report. Definitions may be periodically revised based on consideration
of local demographic data and the definitions used by the Department of Housing and Urban
Development.

HO-8 Each jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan should reconcile the need to encourage and respect
the vitality of established residential neighborhoods with the need to identify and site essential public
residential facilities for special needs populations, including those mandated under RCW
36.70A.200.

HO-9 In order to improve the jobs-to-housing balance in Snohomish County, jurisdictions shall
adopt comprehensive plans that provide for the development of:

a. A variety of housing choices, including affordable housing, so that workers at all income
levels may choose to live in proximity to existing and planned employment concentrations
and transit service; and

b. Provide for employment opportunities in proximity to existing residential communities.

HO-10 Jurisdictions should encourage the use of environmentally sensitive housing development
practices in order to minimize the impacts of growth on the county's natural resource systems.

HO-11 The county and cities should consider the economic implications of proposed building and
land use regulations so that the broader public benefit they serve is achieved with the least
additional cost to housing.

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT Page 123



HO-12 The county and cities should minimize housing production costs by considering the use of a
variety of infrastructure funding methods, such as existing revenue sources, impact fees, local
improvement districts, and general obligation bonds.

HO-13 Jurisdictions should ensure that their impact fee programs add no more to the cost of each
housing unit produced than a fairly-derived proportionate share of the cost of new public facilities
necessary to accommodate the housing unit as determined by the impact fee provisions of the
Growth Management Act cited in chapter 82.02 RCW.

HO-14 The county and cities should provide incentives for affordable housing such as height or
density bonuses, property tax incentives and parking requirement reductions. The incentives should
apply where feasible to encourage affordable housing.
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Appendix C
Adopted 2035 Initial Population Targets for Snohomish County Jurisdictions

APPENDIX B, Table 1 - 2035 Population Growth Targets for Cities, UGAs and the Rural/Resource Area
20:11-2035 Population Growth
2011 2035

Population nitial Population Pct of Total

Area Estimatas Targets Amount  County Growth
Non-5.W. County LWGA 161,238 233,111 71,833 30.1%
Arlington UGA 18,439 265,002 7,512 3.2%
arlington City 17,966 24,937 6,971 2.9%
Unincorporated 523 1,065 541 0.2%
Carrington UGA 1,420 2,161 741 0.3%
Darmington Town 1,345 1,764 419 0.2%
Unincorporated 75 397 322 01%
Gold Bar UGA 2,909 3,310 411 0.2%
Gold Bar City 2,060 2,424 364 0.2%
Unincorporated 849 g95 47 0.0%
Granite Falls UGA 3,517 8,517 5,000 21%
Granite Falls City 3,370 7,842 4,472 1.9%
Unincorporated 147 675 528 0.2%
Index UGA (incorporated) 180 220 a0 0.0%
Lake Stevens UGA 33,218 45, 380 13,162 5.5%
Lake Stavens City 28,210 30,340 11,130 4.7%
Unincorporated 5,008 7,040 2,032 0.9%
Malthy UG [unincorporated) MNA NA MA Na
Marysville UGA 50,869 87,798 26,929 11.3%
marysville ity 60,660 87,589 26,929 11.3%
Unincorporated 209 209 - 0.0%
Monroe UGA 1E, BOS 24,754 5,048 2.5%
Monroe City 17,351 22,102 4,751 2.0%
Unincorporated 1,455 2,652 1,197 0.5%
Snohomish UGA 10,559 14 404 3,935 1.7%
snohamish City 9,200 12 789 3,089 13%
Unincorporated 1,359 2,204 B45 0.4%
Stanwood UGA 6,353 11085 4,732 2.0%
stanwood City 6,220 10,116 3,896 1.6%
Unincorporated 133 o959 836 0.4%
Sultan UEA 4,060 8,303 3,423 1.4%
sultan City 4,555 7,345 2,590 1.1%
Unincorporated 314 1,048 733 0.3%
5W. County UGA 434,425 582,035 147,610 61.9%
Incorporated 5. 261,506 363,452 101,945 42.3%
Bothell City [part) 16,570 23,510 6,940 2.9%
Brier City 6,201 7,011 810 0.3%
Edmonds City 30,800 45,550 5,750 2.4%
Everett City 103,100 164 812 61,712 25.9%
Lynnwood City 35,850 54,404 18,544 7.8%
Mill Creek City 18,370 20,195 1,826 0.3%
rountlake Terrace City 12,990 24,767 4,777 2.0%
Mukilteo City 20,310 21,812 1,502 0.6%
woodway Town 1,305 1,380 84 0.0%
Unincorporated 5w 172,919 218,584 45,665 19.2%
UEa Total 585,713 815,156 215,443 92.1%
City Total 412,723 579,410 166,596 70.0%
Unincorporated LGA Total 182,990 235,737 52,747 221%
Mon-UGA Total 121,287 140,125 1E,838 7.9%

{Uninc Rural/Resource Area)

County Total 717,000 955,281 238,281 100.0%

MOTES: all estimates and targets above are based on December 13, 2012 city boundaries; Na = not applicable.
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APPEMNDIX B, Table 3 - 2035 Population Growth Targets for Cities and Unincorporated MUGAs within the SW

County UGA
2011-2035 Population Growth
2011 2035
Population Initial Population Pct of Total
Area Estimates, Targets Amount  County Growth
SW County UGA Total 434 425 582,035 147 510 51.9%
Incorporated SW County UGA Total 261,506 363,452 101,946 42 8%
Unincorporated SW County UGA Total 172,919 218,584 45,665 19 2%
Bothell Area 39,760 53,117 13,357 5.6%
Bothell City (part) 16,570 23,510 6,940 2.9%
Unincorporated MUGA 23190 29,607 6,418 279
Brier Area 8,199 9,327 1,128 0.5%
Brier City 6,201 7,011 810 0.3%
Unincorporated MUGA 1,998 2,315 317 0.1%
Edmonds Area 43420 45,574 6,155 2 6%
Edmonds City 39,800 45,550 5,750 2.4%
Unincorporated MUGA 3,620 4,024 405 023
Everett Area 145 184 211 968 b5, 784 28.0%
Everett City 103,100 164,812 61,712 25.9%
Unincorporated MUGA 42 024 47,156 5,072 2.1%
Lynnwood Area 60,632 88,584 27,952 11.7%
Lynmwood City 35,860 54,404 15,544 7.8%
Unincorporated MUGA 24772 34,180 9,408 3.9%
Mill Creek Area 54747 67,940 13,193 5.5%
Mill Creek City 18,370 20,196 1,826 0.8%
Unincorporated MUGA 36,377 47,744 11,367 4 8%
Mountlake Terrace Area 20,010 24 797 4787 205
Mountlake Terrace City 19,990 24,767 4777 2.0%
Unincorporated MUGA 20 30 10 0.0
Mukilteo Area 32545 36,453 3,909 1.6%
Mukilteo City 20,310 21,812 1,502 0.6%
Unincorporated MUGA 12 235 14,641 2,407 1.0%
Woodway Area 1,305 4,361 3,056 1.3%
Woodway Town 1,305 1,389 24 0.0
Unincorporated MUGA - 2,972 2,972 1.2%
Paine Field Area (Unincorporated) - - - 0.0%5
Larch Way Cverlap (Unincorporated) 3,370 5,007 1,637 073
Lake Stickney Gap (Unincorporated) 7,161 9,786 2,625 1.1%
Meadowdale Gap (Unincorporated) 2,605 3,437 742 0.3%4
Sibver Firs Gap (Unincorporatad) 15,398 17,683 2,285 1.0
County Total 717,000 955,281 238,281 10005

NOTE: All estimates and targets above are based on December 13, 2002 city boundaries; MUGA = Municipal Urban Growth Area.

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT Page 126



SCT Recommendation

APPENDIX B, Table 1 - 2035 Population Growth Targets for Cities, WGAs and the Rural/Resource Area
Recommended by the Snohomish County Tomorrow Steering Committee on March 27, 2013

2011-2035 Population Growth

2011 2035
Population Initial Population Pct of Total
Area Estimates Targets Amount  County Growth
Mon-5.\%, County UGA 161,288 233,486 72,193 30.3%
Aarlington UGA 18 480 26,002 7,512 3.2%
Arlington City 17 366 24 937 6,971 2.9%
Unincarporated 523 1,065 541 0.2%|
Darrington UGA 1,420 2,161 741 0.3%
Darrington Town 1,345 1,764 419 0.2%|
Unincorporated 75 397 322 0.1%|
Gold Bar UGa 2,909 3,319 411 0.2%|
Gald Bar City 2,060 2,424 364 0.2%|
Unincorporated Bag B9 a7 0.0%
Granite Falls LA 3,517 E 517 5,000 2.1%|
Granite Falls City 3,370 7,B42 4472 1.9%
Unincorporated 147 675 528 0.2%
Index UGA [incorporated) 180 220 40 0.0%
Lake Stevens UGA 33,218 48,380 13 162 5.5%|
Lake Stewens City 2E,210 39,340 11,130 4.7%
Unincorporated 5,008 7,040 2,032 0.9%
Maltby UGA (unincorporated) Na NA N& MA
Marysville UGA o Beo 87,798 26,929 11.3%
Marysville City 60,660 87,589 26,929 11.3%
Unincorporated 209 209 - 0.0%
Monroe UGA 18,806 25,119 6,313 2.6%
Monroe City 17,351 22 102 4751 2.0%
Unincarporated 1,455 3,017 1,562 0.7%|
snohomish UGA 10,559 14 494 3,935 1.7%
Snohomish City 5,200 12 289 3,089 1.3%
Unincarporated 1,350 2,204 845 0.4%|
Stanwood UGA 6,353 11,085 4732 2.0%
Stanwood City €220 10,116 3,896 1.6%
Unincorporated 133 S69 836 0.4%|
Sultan UGA 4 569 E 393 3,423 1.4%
Sultan City 4,655 7,345 2,690 1.1%
Unincorporated 314 1,048 733 0.3%
5.W. County UGA 434 425 576,680 142 255 59.7%
Incorparated 5.W. 261,506 337,714 76,208 32.0%
gothell city (part) 16,570 23,510 6,940 2.9%
Brier City 6,201 7,011 810 0.3%
Edmonds City 35,800 45,550 5,750 2.4%
Everett City 103,100 143,000 39,900 16.7%
Lynmwood City 35,860 50,479 14 519 5.1%|
Mill Creek City 18,370 20,196 1,826 0.8%
Mountlake Terrace City 19,550 24,767 4,777 2.0%
Mukiltea City 20,310 21,812 1,502 0.6%|
woodway Town 1,305 1,389 84 0.0%|
Unincorporated 5.0 172,919 23E,966 66,047 27.7%
UiGA Total 595,713 810,166 214,453 o0.0%
City Total 412723 553,682 140 959 59.2%
Unincorporated WGA Total 182,920 256,485 73,494 30.8%
Non-UGA Total 121 287 145,115 23,828 10.0%
[Uninc Rural/Resource Area)
County Total 717 000 955,281 238,281 100.0%

NOTES: all estimates and targets abowve are based on December 13, 2012 city boundaries; NA = not applicable.
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SCT Recommendation

APPENDIX B, Table 3 - 2035 Population Growth Targets for Cities and Unincorporated MUGAs within the SW
County UGA Recommended by the Snohomish County Tomorrow 5teering Committee on March 27, 2013

2011-2035 Population Growth
2011 2035

Population Initial Population Pct of Total
Area Estimates Targets Amount County Growth
SW County UGA Total 434 425 576,680 142,255 59.7%|
Incorporated SW County UGA Total 261,506 337,714 76,208 32.0%
Unincorporated SW County UGA Total 172,919 238,966 66,047 27 7%
Bothell Area 39,760 56,432 16,672 7.0%
Bothell City (part) 16,570 23,510 6,940 2.9%,
Unincorporated MUGA 23,190 32,922 9,732 4 .1%
Brier Area 8,199 9,472 1,273 0.5%
Brier City 6,201 7,011 810 0.3%
Unincorporated MUGA 1,998 2,461 463 0_2%
Edmonds Area 43 420 49,761 6,341 2.7%
Edmonds City 39,800 45,550 5,750 2.4%
Unincorporated MUGA 3,620 4211 591 0.2%
Everett Area 145154 193,387 48,203 20.2%
Everett City 103,100 143 000 39,900 16.7%
Unincorporated MUGA 42 084 50,387 8,303 3.5%
Lynnwood Area 60,632 89,609 28,977 12 2%
Lynnwood City 35,860 50,479 14,612 6.1%)
Unincorporated MUGA 24772 39,130 14,358 6.0%|
Mill Creek Area 54,747 73,167 18,420 7.7%
Mill Creek City 18,370 20,186 1,826 0.8%
Unincorporated MUGA 36,377 52,971 16,594 7.0%
Mountlake Terrace Area 20,010 24,801 4,791 2.0%
Mountlake Terrace City 19,990 24 767 4377 2.0%
Unincorporated MUGA 20 34 14 0.0%5)
Mukilteo Area 32,545 37,665 5,121 2.1%
Mukilteo City 20,310 21,812 1,502 0.6%
Unincorporated MUGA 12,235 15,853 3,619 1.5%,
Woodway Area 1,305 5,723 4418 1.9%;
Woodway Town 1,305 1,389 B4 0.0%5)
Unincorporated MUGA - 4 334 4,334 1.8%;|
Paine Field Area (Unincorporated) - - - 0.0%
Larch Way Cverlap (Unincorporated) 3,370 5,757 2,387 1.0%
Lake Stickney Gap (Unincorporated) 7161 9,786 2,625 1.1%
Meadowdale Gap (Unincorporated) 2,695 3,437 742 0.3%
Silver Firs Gap (Unincorporated) 15,398 17,683 2,285 1.0%
County Total 717 000 955,281 238,281 100.0%;|

MOTE: All estimates and targets above are based on December 13, 2012 city boundaries; MUGA = Municipal Urban Growth Area.
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Appendix D
Proposed Housing Unit Targets for Snohomish County Jurisdictions

The GMA requires allocation of the state Office of Financial Management’s (OFM) population
projection for Snohomish County to county subareas to ensure that the 20-year growth
expectations used for GMA local plans are consistent across jurisdictions. In addition, the Vision
2040 Multi-County Planning Policies (MPPs) and the Snohomish County Countywide Planning
Policies (CPPs) now require the development and adoption of 20-year housing unit growth targets,
consistent with the population growth targets.

Prior to June 2011 (when the CPPs were amended for consistency with the MPPs), the Snohomish
County CPPs did not require adoption of housing targets. However, since housing is directly
regulated at the local level through zoning, Vision 2040 included housing targets as a best practice
for growth targeting. This new requirement is based on the notion that jurisdictions have greater
control over factors that determine housing growth when compared with population growth (which
is greatly influenced by demographic and market variables, such as average household size and
occupancy rates, that are largely outside the control of local governments).

CPP growth targets provide guidance to cities and the county on consistent local 20-year growth
expectations to plan for in their GMA comprehensive plans. The CPPs accomplish this by requiring
that the initial 2035 targets be used for at least one of the local plan alternatives evaluated for a
jurisdiction’s 2015 GMA plan update. The 2035 initial population and employment growth targets
for cities, unincorporated MUGAs and UGAs, and the rural/resource area were adopted into the
CPPs by the County Council on June 12, 2013.

This appendix describes the technical approach used by SCT to develop the 2035 housing unit
targets, based on the 2035 population growth targets. It is anticipated that this portion of the HO-5
report containing the SCT-recommended 2035 initial housing targets will be forwarded to the
County Council hearing and adoption into Appendix B of the CPPs sometime in early 2014.

Development of the 2035 Initial Housing Targets

PSRC Approach

PSRC staff over the past year developed a draft methodology for translating 20-year population
growth at the city, unincorporated MUGA and UGA, and rural/resource area levels into housing unit
growth for use in their recently released “Local Targets Representation” forecast product. The SCT
PAC HO-5 subcommittee used the PSRC approach as a starting point for SCT’s effort to develop 2035
housing targets that correspond with the 2035 population targets.

The PSRC's approach used subcounty demographic results from the Census 2000 for assumptions
regarding future housing vacancy rates and Census 2010 information for the percentage of future
population assumed to reside in group quarters. PSRC then adjusted the future average household
size assumptions at the county subarea (i.e., city, unincorporated MUGA and UGA, and

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT Page 129



rural/resource area level) by applying the predicted countywide rate of change in the average
household size to the year 2035 at the countywide level to each county subarea. The average
household sizes obtained from the 2010 Census for each county subarea was used as the starting
point for this adjustment.

A summary of the key methodological steps used by PSRC in establishing the housing unit growth
targets is shown below:

1. Establish year 2035 population targets, by county subarea
[use initial 2035 population growth targets adopted by County Council and recommended by
SCT]

2. Calculate 2010-2035 population growth, by county subarea
[2035 target — 2010 Census population count]

3. Calculate year 2010 percent of population in households, by county subarea
[use 2010 Census population data]

4. Project year 2035 population in households, by county subarea
[year 2035 population target X year 2010 percent in households]

5. Calculate household population growth target (2010-35), by county subarea
[year 2035 — year 2010 household population]

6. Project year 2035 average household size, by county subarea
[use 0.97 countywide ratio of 2010:2035 PPHs, derived from UrbanSim model run for
Snohomish County]

7. Project year 2035 number of households, by county subarea
[year 2035 population in households / year 2035 PPH]

8. Convert 2035 households to housing units, by county subarea
[2035 households / (1 — year 2000 vacancy rate)]

9. Calculate 2010-35 housing unit growth targets, by county subarea
[2035 housing units — 2010 housing units]

SCT Refinements to PSRC Approach

The SCT PAC HO-5 subcommittee used the overall PSRC technical approach described above as the
basis for developing the 2035 initial housing targets, but introduced several refinements to steps 6
and 8 as described below. These SCT refinements were developed to reflect local staff knowledge
of city and county housing conditions.

1) Instead of using a 2010-2035 average household size adjustment derived at the countywide
level, and applying across-the-board to the various 2010 average household sizes at the sub-
county level, the SCT PAC approach used the following refinements. Information on
additional housing capacity by housing type (SF vs. MF units) from the 2012 SCT Buildable
Lands Report, and its predicted relationship at build out to future average household size
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2)

was used at the subcounty level to produce an initial iteration of predicted average
household size in 2035. This relationship was based on an analysis of 1990-2010 changes in
the percentage of SF housing stock correlated with average household size changes. This
was followed by a second adjustment that took into account actual 1990-2010 average
household size trends at the subcounty level.?

As was used by PSRC, vacancy rates from the Census 2000 for subareas were used. Vacancy
rates from 2000 were considered to be more stable since Census 2010 vacancy rates were
likely inflated due to the impacts of the post-2007 housing crash. However, they were
capped by the PAC subcommittee at 5 percent for UGAs to reflect a GMA planning goal of
attaining and maintaining a balance between housing supply and demand in urban areas
over time.’

Attachments

1)

2)

3)

Two tables detailing the calculation of draft 2035 initial housing targets:

a. First table —based on the Snohomish County Council adopted initial 2035 population
targets, currently contained in Appendix B of the CPPs.

b. Second table — based on the Snohomish County Tomorrow recommended initial 2035
population targets.

Chart showing the correlation of 1990-2010 percentage point change in SF housing stock
with average household size change, by Jurisdiction.

Line graph series showing average household size information by jurisdiction - past trends
and projections.

8 See detailed table for a more detailed description of the formulas used for these two steps. Note that the initial predicted
2035 average HH size result is shown in column AL of the detailed table, while the second/final-adjusted 2035 average
HH size is shown in column AO.

° An exception was made for Index due to anticipated continued high recreational/seasonal vacancies. This unique
characteristic of Index is exemplified by the town’s Census 2010 vacancy rate of 31%.
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Draft 2035 Initial Housing Targets Based on County Council Adopted Initial 2035 Population Targets

Snohomish County Tomorrow Draft 2035 Initial Housing Targets (converted from Jun-12-2013 Snohomish County Council Adopted 2035 Initial Population Growth Targets, using variable average HH size decline assumptions from 2010-2035

based on jurisdiction-level estimates of SF vs MF additional housing unit capacity from the 2012 BLR, and 1990-2010 PPH trend)

Updated based on May-9-2013 HO-5 Subcommittee Direction re: 5% vacancy rate cap and PDS staff refinements to PPH adjustments based on SF/MF additional housing capacity data

Jurisdiction

formulas:

Metropolitan City
Everett City

Core Cities
Bothell City

Lynnwood City
Larger Cities
Arlington City

Edmonds City

Lake Stevens City

Marysville City

Mill Creek City

Monroe City

Mountlake Terrace City

Mukilteo City
Small Cities
Brier City

Darrington Town

Gold Bar City

Granite Falls City

Index Town

Snohomish City

Stanwood City

Sultan City

Woodway Town

Unincorporated UGA
Unincorporated UGAs

Arlington UGA

Darrington UGA

Gold Bar UGA

Granite Falls UGA

Index UGA

Lake Stevens UGA

Marysville UGA

Monroe UGA

Snohomish UGA

Stanwood UGA

Sultan UGA

Unincorporated MUGAs

Bothell MUGA

Brier MUGA

Edmonds MUGA

Everett MUGA

Lynnwood MUGA

Mill Creek MUGA

Mountlake Terrace MUGA

Mukilteo MUGA

Woodway MUGA

Other Uninc Southwest UGA

Paine Field

Larch Way Overlap

Lake Stickney Gap

Meadowdale/Norma Beach Gap

Silver Firs Gap

Unincorporated Maltby UGA

Rural
Rural

Snohomish County Total

Population
2010
A

103,019
103,019
52,251
16,415
35,836
221,435
17,926
39,709
28,069
60,020
18,244
17,304
19,909
20,254
34,338
6,087
1,347
2,075
3,364
178
9,098
6,231
4,651
1,307

181,278

563
75
848
147

0
4,827
163
1,477
1,358
133
315

22,797
2,097
3,605

41,570

24,456

36,007

20

12,214

0

0
3,314
7,097
2,695

15,368

132

121,014
121,014

713,335

‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 2010 HU's 2010 Percent Distribution Total Urban Geog (2012 BLR Addntl Cap)
Rate
Housing Capped @  Vacancy Hhold Scaled
Housing Hhold GQ Total Units Hholds 5% Rate % GQ Hhold Population GQ SFAHC- | MF AHC- | SA AHC- |Total AHC-
Population || Population Units Hholds Population | Population | Population 2000 2000 2000 2000 PPH PPH Population Population "Targets" Population HU (after | HU (after | HU (after | HU (after
2035 2010-2035 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 (10 bndry) | (10bndry) | (‘10bndry) | (‘10bndry) 1990 2010 2010 2035 2010-2035 | 2010-2035 SF MF Total SF MF Total redx) redx) redx) redx)
B c D \ E \ F \ G | H \ 1 \ J K \ ] N o \ P Q R s T u v w X Y z AA AB
[ N O I I w9 ] s | <a

164,812 61,793 44,609 41,312 98,874 4,145 103,019 40,403 38,141 158,181 59,307 2,486
164,812 61,793 44,609 41312 98,874 4,145| 103,019| 40,403 38,141 5.0%| 5.6% 241 239] 4.0%| 158,181 59,307 2,486 25,606) 19,003| 44,609] 57.4%| 426%  100.0% 1109 11952 815| 13876

77,914 25,663 21,641 20,494 51,490 761 52,251 20,130 19,443 76,771 25,281 382
23,510 7,095 6,702 6,387 16,272 143 | 16,415 5,434 5,280 | 2.8%) 2.8% 298 255 0.9% | 23,305 7,033 62 5274 1,428)  6,702| 787%  213%  100.0% 1075 183/ 0 1258
54,404 18,568 14,939 14,107 35,218 618 35,836 14,696 14,163 3.6%) 3.6% 251 250 1.7% 53,466 18,248 320 8814 6125 14939 59.0%  41.0%  100.0% 328 4143 301 4772

286,293 64,858 88,462 83,797 217,384 4,051 221,435 70,949 68,319 281,054 63,670 1,188
24,937 7,011 6,929 6,563 17,719 207 17,926 4,594 4,345 5.0% 5.4% 261 2.70 1.2% 24,649 6,930 81 5689 1,240 6929  821%  17.9%  100.0% 1648 632 283 2563
45,550 5,841 18,378 17,381 39,233 476 39,709 19,337 18,673 3.4% 3.4% 242 226 12% 45,004 5,771 70 12,479 5899 18378  67.9%  32.1%  100.0% 444 1868 334 2646
39,340 11,071 10,414 9,810 28,040 29 28,069 7,748 7,435 4.0% 4.0% 288 286 0.1% 39,299 11,259 12 9,550 864 10414| 91.7% 83%  100.0% 2450 1660 145 4255
87,589 27,569 22,363 21,219 59,420 600 60,020 16,383 15,917 2.8% 2.8% 277 280 1.0% 86,713 27,293 276 19,903 2,460  22,363|  89.0%  11.0%  100.0% 6028 3791 171 9990
20,196 1,952 7,923 7,551 18,239 5 18,244 5,757 5,601 27% 2.7% 262 242 0.0% 20,190 1,951 1 5300 2623 7,923]  669%  331%  100.0% 266 385 56 707
22,102 4,798 5,306 5,024 14,695 2,609 17,304 4,422 4,168 5.0% 5.7% 255 292 15.1% 18,770 4,075 723 4,022 1,284 5306 75.8%  242%  100.0% 1188 308 92 1588
24,767 4,858 8,602 8,192 19,813 % 19,909 5,844 5,696 2.5% 2.5% 260 242 0.5% 24,648 4,835 23 5419 3183  8602| 63.0%  37.0%  100.0% 97 1472 109 1678
21,812 1,558 8,547 8,057 20,225 29 20,254 6,864 6,484 5.0% 5.5% 276 251 0.1% 21,781 1,556 2 5778 2,769 8547  67.6%  324%  100.0% 313 250 0 563

50,400 16,062 13,922 12,904 33,844 494 34,338 11,445 10,917 49,693 15,849 213
7,011 924 2,220 2,165 6,073 14 6,087 2,353 2,330 1.0% 1.0% 311 281 0.2% 6,995 922 2 2,171 49, 2,220 97.8% 22%  100.0% 266 0 0 266
1,764 417 644 567 1,341 6 1,347 532 499 5.0% 6.2% 248 237 0.4% 1,756 415 2 604 40 644|  93.8% 62%  100.0% 138 0 0 138
2,424 349 837 782 2,075 0 2,075 786 721 5.0% 8.3% 259 2.65 0.0% 2,424 349 0 695 142 837| 830%  17.0%  100.0% 124 0 0 124
7,842 4,478 1,344 1,222 3,359 5 3,364 865 840 2.9% 2.9% 256 275 0.1% 7,830 4,471 7 1,055 289 1344]  785%  21.5% 100.0% 983 486 527 1996
220 42 116 80 178 0 178 82 70 25.0% 14.6% 193 223 0.0% 220 42 0 116 0 116]  100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 14 0 0 14
12,289 3,191 3,959 3,645 8,781 317 9,098 3,724 3,549 47% 4.7% 253 241 3.5% 11,861 3,080 111 2,775 1,184 3,959  701%  29.9%  100.0% 608 671 9 1288
10,116 3,885 2,584 2,388 6,085 146 6,231 1,631 1,519 5.0% 6.9% 252 255 23% 9,879 3,794 91 1,796 788 2,584|  69.5%  30.5%  100.0% 805 745 79 1629
7,345 2,694 1,752 1,607 4,651 0 4,651 1,299 1,219 5.0% 6.2% 271 289 0.0% 7,345 2,694 0 1,642 110 1,752 93.7% 63%  100.0% 900 23 0 923
1,389 82 466 448 1,301 6 1,307 173 170 1.7% 1.7% 292 290 0.5% 1,383 82 0 466 0 466|  100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 29 0 0 29

235,736 54,458 69,265 65,697 180,639 639 181,278 50,705 48,474 4.4% 4.4% 277 275 0.4% 234,894 54,255 203
1,065 502 198 186 563 0 563 323 310 4.0% 4.0% 3.03 0.0% 1,065 502 0 198 0 198  100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 324 0 0 324
397 322 38 35 75 0 75 4 4 0.0% 0.0% 214 0.0% 397 322 0 38 0 38]  100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 193 0 0 193
895 47 373 344 848 0 848 141 134 5.0% 5.0% 247 0.0% 895 47 0 373 0 373|  100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 28 0 0 28
675 528 64 61 147 0 147 18 15 5.0% 16.7% 241 0.0% 675 528 0 64 0 64| 100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 270 36 52 358
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.4% 4.4% 275 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7,040 2,213 1,738 1,636 4,827 0 4,827 371 363 22% 22% 295 0.0% 7,040 2,213 0 1,738 0o 1,738 100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 1211 1 0 1212
209 46 60 57 163 0 163 824 804 2.4% 2.4% 2.86 0.0% 209 46 0 60 0 60| 100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 0 0 0 0
2,652 1,175 512 490 1,469 8 1,477 476 470 1.3% 1.3% 3.00 0.5% 2,638 1,169 6 512 0 512 100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 672 68 0 740
2,204 846, 531 504 1,358 0 1,358 428 411 4.0% 4.0% 2.69 0.0% 2,204 846 0 531 0 531 100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 506 0 0 506
969 836, 48 47 127 6 133 24 24 0.0% 0.0% 2.70 4.5% 925 798 38 48 0 48] 100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 419 88 53 560
1,048 733 135 122 315 0 315 111 106 4.5% 4.5% 258 0.0% 1,048 733 0 135 0 135]  100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 439 0 0 439
29,607 6,810 8,786 8,270 22,706 91 22,797 8,127 7,695 5.0% 5.3% 275 0.4% 29,489 6,783 27 7046 1,740 8786 80.2%  19.8%  100.0% 3270 762 158 4190
2,315 218 818 779 2,088 9 2,097 1,421 1,375 3.2% 3.2% 268 0.4% 2,305 217 1 798 20 818|  97.5% 2.5%  100.0% 189 2 0 191
4,024 419 1,493 1,418 3,542 63 3,605 969 945 2.5% 2.5% 250 1.7% 3,954 412) 7 1,281 212 1493 85.8%  14.2% 100.0% 216 40 1 257
47,156, 5,586/ 16,394 15,569 41,444 126 41,570 14,188 13,446 5.0% 5.2% 266 0.3% 47,013 5,569 17 9,181 7,213 16394| 560%  44.0%  100.0% 2096 1274 231 3601
34,180 9,724 10,163 9,625 24,390 66 24,456 6,196 5,843 5.0% 5.7% 253 0.3% 34,088 9,698 26 4695 5468 10163| 462%  53.8%  100.0% 1381 5603 1294 8278
47,744 11,737 13,257 12,577 35,895 112 36,007 6,584 6,433 23% 23% 2.85 0.3% 47,595 11,700 37, 10062 3,195 13257  75.9%  24.1%  100.0% 5220 2182 334 7736
30 10 9 9 20 0 20 0 0 4.4% 4.4% 222 0.0% 30 10 0 9 0 ol 100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 5 1 0 6
14,641 2,427 4,565 4,347 12,130 84 12,214 2,183 2,129 2.5%| 2.5% 2.79 0.7% 14,540 2,410 17 3,976 589 4565|  87.1%  12.9%  100.0% 1030 560 %6 1686
2,972 2,972 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.4%‘ 4.4% 2.00 0.0% 2,972 2,972 0 34 2640 0 2674
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.4% 4.4% 275 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5,007 1,693 1,130 1,079 3,293 21 3314 1,984 1,847 5.0% 6.9% 3.05 0.6% 4,975 1,682 11 1,123 7 1,130  99.4% 0.6%  100.0% 583 544 87 1214
9,786 2,689 2,822 2,613 7,071 26 7,097 2,148 2,018 5.0% 6.1% 271 0.4% 9,750 2,679 10 1671 1,151 2,822]  592%  40.8%  100.0% 1279 436 1 1726
3,437 742 956 926 2,673 2 2,695 1,257 1,231 21% 2.1% 2.89 0.8% 3,409 736 5 892 64 9s6]  93.3% 6.7%  100.0% 442 4 0 446
17,683 2,315 5,104 4,939 15,363 5 15,368 2,718 2,661 2.1% 21% 311 0.0% 17,677 2,314 1 4,634 470 s5108]  90.8% 9.2%  100.0% 1027 482 53 1562
0 -132 71 64 132 0 132 210 210 0.0% 0.0% 2.06 0.0% 0 132 0 71 0.0% 0.0%  100.0% 0 0 0 0

140,125 19,111 48,760 48,121 120,707 307 121,014 42,573 39,558 139,770 19,063 48

140,125 19,111 48,760 44,121 120,707 307 121,014 42,573 39,558 7.1% 7.1% 295 274 0.3% 139,770 19,063 48

955,280 241,945| 286,659 268,325 702,938 10,397 713,335 236,205 224,852 4.8% 268 262 1.5% 940,362 237,424 4,521

NOTES:

HH = Households (occupied housing units)

HU = Housing units

SF = Single-family housing

MF = Multi-family housing

SA = Senior apartment housing

PPH = Persons per household (average HH size)

BLR = Buildable Lands Report

AHC = Additional holding capacity




Draft 2035 Initial Housing Targets Based on County Council Adopted Initial 2035 Population Targets

Snohomish County Tomorrow Dr
based on jurisdiction-level estim
Updated based on May-9-2013 H
2035 HU's @ BLR Cap 2035 Percent Distribution
Predicted Avg
HH Size Pct
2010-2035 SF Change (y = Initial Predicted Avg HH Final Adj Housing Unit
Percentage 0.6312x + PPH 2035 Avg HH 1990-2010 | Size Adj [|2035 Avg HH | Final Hholds Housing Units || "Targets"
Jurisdiction SF MF Total SF MF Total Point Diff 0.0063) 2010 Size PPH Change Factor Size 2035 2035 2010-2035
AC AD AE AF AG AH Al A AK AL AM AN A0 AP AQ AR
=(.6312*A1)+.0
formulas: | =S+Y =T+Z+AA =U+AB =AF-V 063 =N =AK*(1+AJ) =(N/M)-1 =AL*AN =P/AO =AP/(1-K) =AQ-D
Metropolitan City
Everett City 26,715 ‘ 31,770 ‘ 58,485 45.7% ‘ 54.3% ‘ 100.0% -11.7% ‘ -6.77% 2.39 2825 -0.7% 1.065 2.38 66,564 70,067 25,458
Core Cities
Bothell City 6,349 1,611 7,960 79.8%) 202%  100.0% 1.1%) 1.30% 255 258 -145% 0950 245 9,505 9,782 3,080
Lynnwood City 9,142/ 10,569 19,711 46.4% 53.6%  100.0% -12.6% -7.34% 2.50 2.31 -0.5% 1.050 2.43 22,011 22,840 7,901
Larger Cities
Arlington City 7,337 2,155 9,492 77.3% 22.7% 100.0% -4.8% -2.40% 2.70 2.63 3.4% 1.020 2.69 9,171 9,654 2,725
Edmonds City 12,923 8,101 21,024 61.5% 38.5% 100.0% -6.4% -3.43% 2.26 2.18 -6.7% 1.010 2.20 20,442 21,168 2,790
Lake Stevens City 12,000 2,669 14,669 81.8% 18.2% 100.0% -9.9% -5.62% 2.86 2.70 -0.8% 1.020 2.75 14,282 14,883 4,469
Marysville City 25,931 6,422 32,353 80.2% 19.8% 100.0% -8.8% -4.96% 2.80 2.66 1.1% 1.020 2.71 31,941 32,876 10,513
Mill Creek City 5,566 3,064 8,630 64.5% 35.5% 100.0% -2.4% -0.88% 2.42 2.39 -7.8% 0.990 2.37 8,519 8,756 833
Monroe City 5,210 1,684 6,894 75.6% 24.4% 100.0% -0.2% 0.49% 2.92 2.94 14.7% 1.030 3.03 6,200 6,526 1,220
Mountlake Terrace City 5,516 4,764 10,280 53.7% 46.3% 100.0% -9.3% -5.27% 2.42 2.29 -7.0% 1.010 231 10,651 10,928 2,326
Mukilteo City 6,091 3,019 9,110 66.9% 33.1% 100.0% -0.7% 0.16% 225118 225111 -9.0% 0.990 2.49 8,750 9,211 664
Small Cities
Brier City 2,437 49 2,486 98.0% 2.0% 100.0% 0.2% 0.78% 2.81 2.83 -9.8% 0.980] 2777 2,525 2,550 330
Darrington Town 742 40 782 94.9% 5.1% 100.0% 1.1% 1.32% 2.37 2.40 -4.6% 1.010 242 726 764 120
Gold Bar City 819 142 961 85.2% 14.8% 100.0% 2.2% 2.01% 2.65 2.71 2.4% 1.020 2.76 878 924 87
Granite Falls City 2,038 1,302 3,340 61.0% 39.0% 100.0% -17.5% -10.40% 2.75 2.46 7.4% 1.030 2.54 3,087 3,179 1,835
Index Town 130 0 130 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 223 2.24 15.3% 1.030 231 95 127 11
Snohomish City 3,383 1,864 5,247 64.5% 35.5% 100.0% -5.6% -2.92% 241 2.34 -4.8% 1.010 2.36 5,021 5,269 1,310
Stanwood City 2,601 1,612 4,213 61.7% 38.3% 100.0% -7.8% -4.27% 2.55 2.44 1.1% 1.020 2.49 3,970 4,179 1,595
Sultan City 2,542 133 2,675 95.0% 5.0% 100.0% 1.3% 1.46% 2.89 2.94 6.8% 1.020 3.00 2,452 2,581 829
Woodway Town 495 0 495 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 2.90 2.92 -0.5% 1.020 2.98 464 472 6
Unincorporated UGA 2.75 -0.7% 2.68 87,700 91,234 21,969
Unincorporated UGAs
Arlington UGA 522 0 522 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 3.03 3.05 1.000 3.05 350 364 166
Darrington UGA 231 0 231 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 2.14 2.16 1.000 2.16 184 184 146
Gold Bar UGA 401 0 401 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 2.47 2.48 1.000 2.48 361 380 7
Granite Falls UGA 334 88 422 79.1% 20.9% 100.0% -20.9% -12.53% 241 2.11 1.000 211 320 337 273
Index UGA 0 0 0 0.0% 0.63% 2.75 2.77 1.000 2.77 - - -
Lake Stevens UGA 2,949 1 2,950 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.61% 2.95 2.97 1.000 2.97 2,372 2,424 686
Marysville UGA 60 0 60 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 2.86 2.88 1.000 2.88 73 74 14
Monroe UGA 1,184 68 1,252 94.6% 5.4% 100.0% -5.4% -2.80% 3.00 2.91 1.000 291 905 917 405
Snohomish UGA 1,037 0 1,037 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 2.69 2.71 1.000 2.71 813 846 315
Stanwood UGA 467 141 608 76.8% 23.2% 100.0% -23.2% -14.01% 2.70 2.32 1.000 2.32 398 398 350
Sultan UGA 574 0 574 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 2.58 2.60 1.000 2.60 403 422 287
Unincorporated MUGAs
Bothell MUGA 10,316 2,660 12,976 79.5% 20.5% 100.0% -0.7% 0.19% 2.75 2.75 1.000 2.75 10,720 11,284 2,498
Brier MUGA 987 22 1,009 97.8% 2.2% 100.0% 0.3% 0.80% 2.68 2.70 1.000 2.70 853 882 64
Edmonds MUGA 1,497 253 1,750 85.5% 14.5% 100.0% -0.3% 0.47% 2.50 2.51 1.000 2.51 1,575 1,615 122
Everett MUGA 11,277 8,718 19,995 56.4% 43.6% 100.0% 0.4% 0.88% 2.66 2.69 1.000 2.69 17,507 18,428 2,034
Lynnwood MUGA 6,076 12,365 18,441 32.9% 67.1% 100.0% -13.3% -7.73% 2.53 2.34 1.000 2.34 14,580 15,347 5,184
Mill Creek MUGA 15,282 5,711 20,993 72.8% 27.2% 100.0% -3.1% -1.33% 2.85 2.82 1.000 2.82 16,901 17,298 4,041
Mountlake Terrace MUGA 14 1 15 93.3% 6.7% 100.0% -6.7% -3.58% 2.22 2.14 1.000 2.14 14 15 6
Mukilteo MUGA 5,006 1,245 6,251 80.1% 19.9% 100.0% -7.0% -3.80% 2.79 2.68 1.000 2.68 5,416 5,554 989
Woodway MUGA 34 2,640 2,674 1.3% 98.7% 100.0% 1.3% 1.43% 2.00 2.03 1.000 2.03 1,465 1,532 1,532
Other Uninc Southwest UGA ‘ ‘
Paine Field ‘ ‘
Larch Way Overlap 1,706 638 2,344 72.8% 27.2% 100.0% -26.6% -16.17% 3.05 2.56 1.000 2.56 1,945 2,047 917
Lake Stickney Gap 2,950 1,598 4,548 64.9% 35.1% 100.0% 5.7% 4.20% 2.71 2.82 1.000 2.82 3,458 3,640 818
Meadowdale/Norma Beach Gap 1,334 68 1,402 95.1% 4.9% 100.0% 1.8% 1.80% 2.89 2.94 1.000 2.94 1,160 1,185 229
Silver Firs Gap 5,661 1,005 6,666 84.9% 15.1% 100.0% -5.9% -3.08% 3.11 3.01 1.000 3.01 5,863 5,989 885
Unincorporated Maltby UGA 0 0 0 64 71 -
Rural
Rural 2.74 2.69 -7.3%‘ 1.000 2.69 51,863 55,816 7,056
Snohomish County Total 2.62 -2.2% 2.56 366,818 383,787 97,128
Vac Rate =
NOTES: 4.4%
HH = Households (occupied housing units) 1990-2010 PPH Chg (Cities)*:
HU = Housing units
SF = Single-family housing | <-10%-= 0.950
MF = Multi-family housing -10% thru < -9% = 0.980
SA = Senior apartment housing -9% thru<-7% = 0.990
PPH = Persons per household (average HH size) -7% thru <-1% = 1.010
BLR = Buildable Lands Report -1% thru< 7% = 1.020
AHC = Additional holding capacity 7%+ = 1.030
* NOTE: The average HH size adjustment factors used for the cities of Everett and Lynnwood were separately derived and assume less reduction in PPH associated with new MF units than predicted by the formula in column AL.




Draft 2035 Initial Housing Targets Based on Snohomish County Tomorrow Recommended Initial 2035 Population Targets

Snohomish County Tomorrow Draft 2035 Initial Housing Targets (converted from Mar-27-2013 Snohomish County Tomorrow Recommended 2035 Initial Population Growth Targets, using variable average HH size decline assumptions from 2010-2035

based on jurisdiction-level estimates of SF vs MF additional housing unit capacity from the 2012 BLR, and 1990-2010 PPH trend)

Updated based on May-9-2013 HO-5 Subcommittee Direction re: 5% vacancy rate cap and PDS staff refinements to PPH adjustments based on SF/MF additional housing capacity data

Jurisdiction

formulas:

Metropolitan City
Everett City

Core Cities
Bothell City

Lynnwood City
Larger Cities
Arlington City

Edmonds City

Lake Stevens City

Marysville City

Mill Creek City

Monroe City

Mountlake Terrace City

Mukilteo City
Small Cities
Brier City

Darrington Town

Gold Bar City

Granite Falls City

Index Town

Snohomish City

Stanwood City

Sultan City

Woodway Town

Unincorporated UGA
Unincorporated UGAs

Arlington UGA

Darrington UGA

Gold Bar UGA

Granite Falls UGA

Index UGA

Lake Stevens UGA

Marysville UGA

Monroe UGA

Snohomish UGA

Stanwood UGA

Sultan UGA

Unincorporated MUGAs

Bothell MUGA

Brier MUGA

Edmonds MUGA

Everett MUGA

Lynnwood MUGA

Mill Creek MUGA

Mountlake Terrace MUGA

Mukilteo MUGA

Woodway MUGA

Other Uninc Southwest UGA

Paine Field

Larch Way Overlap

Lake Stickney Gap

Meadowdale/Norma Beach Gap

Silver Firs Gap

Unincorporated Maltby UGA

Rural
Rural

Snohomish County Total

Population
2010
A

103,019
103,019
52,251
16,415
35,836
221,435
17,926
39,709
28,069
60,020
18,244
17,304
19,909
20,254
34,338
6,087
1,347
2,075
3,364
178
9,098
6,231
4,651
1,307

181,278

563
75
848
147

0
4,827
163
1,477
1,358
133
315

22,797
2,097
3,605

41,570

24,456

36,007

20

12,214

0

0
3,314
7,097
2,695

15,368

132

121,014
121,014

713,335

‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 2010 HU's 2010 Percent Distribution Total Urban Geog (2012 BLR Addntl Cap)
Rate
Housing Capped @  Vacancy Hhold Scaled
Housing Hhold GQ Total Units Hholds 5% Rate % GQ Hhold Population GQ SFAHC- | MF AHC- | SA AHC- |Total AHC-
Population || Population Units Hholds Population | Population | Population 2000 2000 2000 2000 PPH PPH Population Population "Targets" Population HU (after | HU (after | HU (after | HU (after
2035 2010-2035 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 (10 bndry) | (10bndry) | (‘10bndry) | (‘10bndry) 1990 2010 2010 2035 2010-2035 | 2010-2035 SF MF Total SF MF Total redx) redx) redx) redx)
B c D \ E \ F \ G | H \ 1 \ J K \ ] N o \ P Q R s T u v w X Y z AA AB
[ N O I I w9 | e | o<a

143,000 39,981 44,609 41,312 98,874 4,145 103,019 40,403 38,141 137,246 38,372 1,609
143,000 39,981 44,609 41312 98,874 4,145| 103,019| 40,403 38,141 5.0%| 5.6% 241 239] 4.0%| 137,246 38,372 1,609 25606 19,003| 44,609] 57.4%| 426%  100.0% 1109 11952 815| 13876

73,989 21,738 21,641 20,494 51,490 761 52,251 20,130 19,443 72,914 21,424 314
23,510 7,095 6,702 | 6,387 16,272 143| 16,415 5,434 5,280 | 2.8%| 2.8% 298 255 0.9% | 23,305 7,033 62 5274 1,428)  6,702|  787%  213%  100.0% 1075 183/ 0 1258
50,479 14,643 14,939 14,107 35,218 618 35,836 14,696 14,163 3.6%) 3.6% 251 250 1.7% 49,608 14,390 253 8814 61125 14939  59.0%  41.0%  100.0% 328 4143 301 4772

286,293 64,858 88,462 83,797 217,384 4,051 221,435 70,949 68,319 281,054 63,670 1,188
24,937 7,011 6,929 6,563 17,719 207 17,926 4,594 4,345 5.0% 5.4% 261 2.70 1.2% 24,649 6,930 81 5689 1,240 6929  821%  17.9%  100.0% 1648 632 283 2563
45,550 5,841 18,378 17,381 39,233 476 39,709 19,337 18,673 3.4% 3.4% 242 226 12% 45,004 5,771 70 12,479 5899 18378  67.9%  32.1%  100.0% 444 1868 334 2646
39,340 11,071 10,414 9,810 28,040 29 28,069 7,748 7,435 4.0% 4.0% 288 286 0.1% 39,299 11,259 12 9,550 864 10414 91.7% 83%  100.0% 2450 1660 145 4255
87,589 27,569 22,363 21,219 59,420 600 60,020 16,383 15,917 2.8% 2.8% 277 280 1.0% 86,713 27,293 276 19,903 2,460  22,363|  89.0%  11.0%  100.0% 6028 3791 171 9990
20,196 1,952 7,923 7,551 18,239 5 18,244 5,757 5,601 27% 2.7% 262 242 0.0% 20,190 1,951 1 5300 2623 7,923]  669%  331%  100.0% 266 385 56 707
22,102 4,798 5,306 5,024 14,695 2,609 17,304 4,422 4,168 5.0% 5.7% 255 292 15.1% 18,770 4,075 723 4,022] 1,284 5306 75.8%  242%  100.0% 1188 308 92 1588
24,767 4,858 8,602 8,192 19,813 % 19,909 5,844 5,696 2.5% 2.5% 260 242 0.5% 24,648 4,835 23 5419 3183  8602| 63.0%  37.0%  100.0% 97 1472 109 1678
21,812 1,558 8,547 8,057 20,225 29 20,254 6,864 6,484 5.0% 5.5% 276 251 0.1% 21,781 1,556 2 5778 2,769 8547  67.6%  324%  100.0% 313 250 0 563

50,400 16,062 13,922 12,904 33,844 494 34,338 11,445 10,917 49,693 15,849 213

7,011 924 2,220 2,165 6,073 14 6,087 2,353 2,330 1.0% 1.0% 311 281 0.2% 6,995 922 2 2,171 49, 2,220 97.8% 22%  100.0% 266 0 0 266

1,764 417 644 567 1,341 6 1,347 532 499 5.0% 6.2% 248 237 0.4% 1,756 415 2 604 40 644|  93.8% 62%  100.0% 138 0 0 138

2,424 349 837 782 2,075 0 2,075 786 721 5.0% 8.3% 259 2.65 0.0% 2,424 349 0 695 142 837|  830%  17.0%  100.0% 124 0 0 124

7,842 4,478 1,344 1,222 3,359 5 3,364 865 840 2.9% 2.9% 256 2.75 0.1% 7,830 4,471 7 1,055 289 1344]  785%  21.5% 100.0% 983 486 527 1996
220 42 116 80 178 0 178 82 70 25.0% 14.6% 193 223 0.0% 220 42 0 116 0 116]  100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 14 0 0 14

12,289 3,191 3,959 3,645 8,781 317 9,098 3,724 3,549 47% 4.7% 253 241 3.5% 11,861 3,080 111 2,775 1,184 3,959  701%  29.9%  100.0% 608 671 9 1288
10,116 3,885 2,584 2,388 6,085 146 6,231 1,631 1,519 5.0% 6.9% 252 255 23% 9,879 3,794 91 1,796 788 2,584|  69.5%  30.5%  100.0% 805 745 79 1629
7,345 2,694 1,752 1,607 4,651 0 4,651 1,299 1,219 5.0% 6.2% 271 289 0.0% 7,345 2,694 0 1,642 110 1,752 93.7% 63%  100.0% 900 23 0 923
1,389 82 466 448 1,301 6 1,307 173 170 1.7% 1.7% 292 290 0.5% 1,383 82 0 466 0 466|  100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 29 0 0 29
256,485 75,207 69,265 65,697 180,639 639 181,278 50,705 48,474 4.4% 4.4% 277 275 0.4% 255,571 74,932 275,

1,065 502 198 186 563 0 563 323 310 4.0% 4.0% 3.03 0.0% 1,065 502 0 198 0 198  100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 324 0 0 324
397 322 38 35 75 0 75 4 4 0.0% 0.0% 214 0.0% 397 322 0 38 0 38]  100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 193 0 0 193
895 47 373 344 848 0 848 141 134 5.0% 5.0% 247 0.0% 895 47 0 373 0 373]  100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 28 0 0 28
675 528 64 61 147 0 147 18 15 5.0% 16.7% 241 0.0% 675 528 0 64 0 64| 100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 270 36 52 358

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.4% 4.4% 275 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7,040 2,213 1,738 1,636 4,827 0 4,827 371 363 22% 22% 295 0.0% 7,040 2,213 0 1,738 0o 1,738 100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 1211 1 0 1212
209 46 60 57 163 0 163 824 804 2.4% 2.4% 2.86 0.0% 209 46 0 60 0 60] 100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 0 0 0 0

3,017 1,540 512 490 1,469 8 1,477 476 470 1.3% 1.3% 3.00 0.5% 3,001, 1,532 8 512 0 512 100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 672 68 0 740

2,204 846, 531 504 1,358 0 1,358 428 411 4.0% 4.0% 2.69 0.0% 2,204 846 of 531 0 531 100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 506 0 0 506
969 836, 48 47 127 6 133 24 24 0.0% 0.0% 2.70 4.5% 925 798 38 48 0 48] 100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 419 88 53 560

1,048 733 135 122 315 0 315 111 106 4.5% 4.5% 258 0.0% 1,048 733 0 135 0 135]  100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 439 0 0 439

32,922 10,125 8,786 8,270 22,706 91 22,797 8,127 7,695 5.0% 5.3% 275 0.4% 32,791 10,085 40 7,046 1,740, 8786| 80.2%  19.8%  100.0% 3270 762 158 4190
2,461 364 818 779 2,088 9 2,097 1,421 1,375 3.2% 3.2% 268 0.4% 2,450 362 2 798 20 818|  97.5% 2.5%  100.0% 189 2 0 191
4,211 606 1,493 1,418 3,542 63 3,605 969 945 2.5% 2.5% 250 1.7% 4,137 595 11 1,281 212 1493  85.8%  14.2% 100.0% 216 40 1 257

50,387 8,817 16,394 15,569 41,444 126 41,570 14,188 13,446 5.0% 5.2% 266 0.3% 50,234 8,790 27, 9,181 7,213 16394| 56.0%  44.0%  100.0% 2096 1274 231 3601

39,130 14,674 10,163 9,625 24,390 66 24,456 6,196 5,843 5.0% 5.7% 253 0.3% 39,024 14,634 40 4695 5468 10163| 462%  53.8%  100.0% 1381 5603 1294 8278

52,971 16,964 13,257 12,577 35,895 112 36,007 6,584 6,433 23% 2.3% 2.85 0.3% 52,806 16,911 53 10062 3,195 13257|  75.9%  24.1%  100.0% 5220 2182 334 7736

34 14 9 9 20 0 20 0 0 4.4% 4.4% 222 0.0% 34 14 0 9 0 ol 100.0% 0.0%  100.0% 5 1 0 6

15,853 3,639 4,565 4,347 12,130 84 12,214 2,183 2,129 2.5%| 2.5% 2.79 0.7% 15,744 3,614 25 3,976 589 4565| 87.1%  12.9%  100.0% 1030 560 %6 1686

4,334 4,334 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.4%‘ 4.4% 2.00 0.0% 4,334 4,334 0 34 2640 0 2674
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.4% 4.4% 275 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5,757 2,443 1,130 1,079 3,293 21 3314 1,984 1,847 5.0% 6.9% 3.05 0.6% 5,721 2,428 15 1,123 7 1,130  99.4% 0.6%  100.0% 583 544 87 1214

9,786 2,689 2,822 2,613 7,071 26 7,097 2,148 2,018 5.0% 6.1% 271 0.4% 9,750 2,679 10 1671 1,151 2,822]  592%  40.8%  100.0% 1279 436 1 1726

3,437 742 956 926 2,673 2 2,695 1,257 1,231 21% 2.1% 2.89 0.8% 3,409 736 5 892 64 956|  933% 6.7%  100.0% 442 4 0 446

17,683 2,315 5,104 4,939 15,363 5 15,368 2,718 2,661 2.1% 21% 311 0.0% 17,677 2,314 1 4,634 470 s5108]  90.8% 92%  100.0% 1027 482 53 1562

0 -132 71 64 132 0 132 210 210 0.0% 0.0% 2.06 0.0% 0 132 0 71 0.0% 0.0%  100.0% 0 0 0 0
145,115 24,101 48,760 48,121 120,707 307 121,014 42,573 39,558 144,747 24,040 61
145,115 24,101 48,760 44,121 120,707 307 121,014 42,573 39,558 7.1% 7.1% 295 274 0.3% 144,747 24,040 61
955,282 241,947 286,659 268,325 702,938 10,397 713,335 236,205 224,852 4.8% 268 262 1.5% 941,225 238,287 3,660

NOTES:

HH = Households (occupied housing units)

HU = Housing units

SF = Single-family housing

MF = Multi-family housing

SA = Senior apartment housing

PPH = Persons per household (average HH size)

BLR = Buildable Lands Report

AHC = Additional holding capacity




Draft 2035 Initial Housing Targets Based on Snohomish County Tomorrow Recommended Initial 2035 Population Targets

Snohomish County Tomorrow Dr
based on jurisdiction-level estim
Updated based on May-9-2013 H
2035 HU's @ BLR Cap 2035 Percent Distribution
Predicted Avg
HH Size Pct
2010-2035 SF Change (y = Initial Predicted Avg HH Final Adj Housing Unit
Percentage 0.6312x + PPH 2035 Avg HH 1990-2010 | Size Adj [|2035 Avg HH | Final Hholds Housing Units || "Targets"
Jurisdiction SF MF Total SF MF Total Point Diff 0.0063) 2010 Size PPH Change Factor Size 2035 2035 2010-2035
AC AD AE AF AG AH Al A AK AL AM AN A0 AP AQ AR
=(.6312*A1)+.0
formulas: | =S+Y =T+Z+AA =U+AB =AF-V 063 =N =AK*(1+AJ) =(N/M)-1 =AL*AN =P/AO =AP/(1-K) =AQ-D
Metropolitan City
Everett City 26,715 ‘ 31,770 ‘ 58,485 45.7% ‘ 54.3% ‘ 100.0% -11.7% ‘ -6.77% 2.39 2825 -0.7% 1.065 2.38 57,754 60,794 16,185
Core Cities
Bothell City 6,349 1,611 7,960 79.8%) 202%  100.0% 1.1%) 1.30% 255 258 -145% 0950 245 9,505 9,782 3,080
Lynnwood City 9,142/ 10,569 19,711 46.4% 53.6%  100.0% -12.6% -7.34% 2.50 2.31 -0.5% 1.050 2.43 20,423 21,192 6,253
Larger Cities
Arlington City 7,337 2,155 9,492 77.3% 22.7% 100.0% -4.8% -2.40% 2.70 2.63 3.4% 1.020 2.69 9,171 9,654 2,725
Edmonds City 12,923 8,101 21,024 61.5% 38.5% 100.0% -6.4% -3.43% 2.26 2.18 -6.7% 1.010 2.20 20,442 21,168 2,790
Lake Stevens City 12,000 2,669 14,669 81.8% 18.2% 100.0% -9.9% -5.62% 2.86 2.70 -0.8% 1.020 2.75 14,282 14,883 4,469
Marysville City 25,931 6,422 32,353 80.2% 19.8% 100.0% -8.8% -4.96% 2.80 2.66 1.1% 1.020 2.71 31,941 32,876 10,513
Mill Creek City 5,566 3,064 8,630 64.5% 35.5% 100.0% -2.4% -0.88% 2.42 2.39 -7.8% 0.990 2.37 8,519 8,756 833
Monroe City 5,210 1,684 6,894 75.6% 24.4% 100.0% -0.2% 0.49% 2.92 2.94 14.7% 1.030 3.03 6,200 6,526 1,220
Mountlake Terrace City 5,516 4,764 10,280 53.7% 46.3% 100.0% -9.3% -5.27% 2.42 2.29 -7.0% 1.010 231 10,651 10,928 2,326
Mukilteo City 6,091 3,019 9,110 66.9% 33.1% 100.0% -0.7% 0.16% 225118 225111 -9.0% 0.990 2.49 8,750 9,211 664
Small Cities
Brier City 2,437 49 2,486 98.0% 2.0% 100.0% 0.2% 0.78% 2.81 2.83 -9.8% 0.980] 2777 2,525 2,550 330
Darrington Town 742 40 782 94.9% 5.1% 100.0% 1.1% 1.32% 2.37 2.40 -4.6% 1.010 242 726 764 120
Gold Bar City 819 142 961 85.2% 14.8% 100.0% 2.2% 2.01% 2.65 2.71 2.4% 1.020 2.76 878 924 87
Granite Falls City 2,038 1,302 3,340 61.0% 39.0% 100.0% -17.5% -10.40% 2.75 2.46 7.4% 1.030 2.54 3,087 3,179 1,835
Index Town 130 0 130 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 223 2.24 15.3% 1.030 231 95 127 11
Snohomish City 3,383 1,864 5,247 64.5% 35.5% 100.0% -5.6% -2.92% 241 2.34 -4.8% 1.010 2.36 5,021 5,269 1,310
Stanwood City 2,601 1,612 4,213 61.7% 38.3% 100.0% -7.8% -4.27% 2.55 2.44 1.1% 1.020 2.49 3,970 4,179 1,595
Sultan City 2,542 133 2,675 95.0% 5.0% 100.0% 1.3% 1.46% 2.89 2.94 6.8% 1.020 3.00 2,452 2,581 829
Woodway Town 495 0 495 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 2.90 2.92 -0.5% 1.020 2.98 464 472 6
Unincorporated UGA 2.75 -0.7% 2.67 95,726 99,604 30,339
Unincorporated UGAs
Arlington UGA 522 0 522 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 3.03 3.05 1.000 3.05 350 364 166
Darrington UGA 231 0 231 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 2.14 2.16 1.000 2.16 184 184 146
Gold Bar UGA 401 0 401 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 2.47 2.48 1.000 2.48 361 380 7
Granite Falls UGA 334 88 422 79.1% 20.9% 100.0% -20.9% -12.53% 241 2.11 1.000 211 320 337 273
Index UGA 0 0 0 0.0% 0.63% 2.75 2.77 1.000 2.77 - - -
Lake Stevens UGA 2,949 1 2,950 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.61% 2.95 2.97 1.000 2.97 2,372 2,424 686
Marysville UGA 60 0 60 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 2.86 2.88 1.000 2.88 73 74 14
Monroe UGA 1,184 68 1,252 94.6% 5.4% 100.0% -5.4% -2.80% 3.00 2.91 1.000 291 1,030 1,043 531
Snohomish UGA 1,037 0 1,037 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 2.69 2.71 1.000 2.71 813 846 315
Stanwood UGA 467 141 608 76.8% 23.2% 100.0% -23.2% -14.01% 2.70 2.32 1.000 2.32 398 398 350
Sultan UGA 574 0 574 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.63% 2.58 2.60 1.000 2.60 403 422 287
Unincorporated MUGAs
Bothell MUGA 10,316 2,660 12,976 79.5% 20.5% 100.0% -0.7% 0.19% 2.75 2.75 1.000 2.75 11,920 12,548 3,762
Brier MUGA 987 22 1,009 97.8% 2.2% 100.0% 0.3% 0.80% 2.68 2.70 1.000 2.70 907 937 119
Edmonds MUGA 1,497 253 1,750 85.5% 14.5% 100.0% -0.3% 0.47% 2.50 2.51 1.000 2.51 1,649 1,691 198
Everett MUGA 11,277 8,718 19,995 56.4% 43.6% 100.0% 0.4% 0.88% 2.66 2.69 1.000 2.69 18,706 19,691 3,297
Lynnwood MUGA 6,076 12,365 18,441 32.9% 67.1% 100.0% -13.3% -7.73% 2.53 2.34 1.000 2.34 16,691 17,569 7,406
Mill Creek MUGA 15,282 5,711 20,993 72.8% 27.2% 100.0% -3.1% -1.33% 2.85 2.82 1.000 2.82 18,752 19,192 5,935
Mountlake Terrace MUGA 14 1 15 93.3% 6.7% 100.0% -6.7% -3.58% 2.22 2.14 1.000 2.14 16 17 8
Mukilteo MUGA 5,006 1,245 6,251 80.1% 19.9% 100.0% -7.0% -3.80% 2.79 2.68 1.000 2.68 5,865 6,014 1,449
Woodway MUGA 34 2,640 2,674 1.3% 98.7% 100.0% 1.3% 1.43% 2.00 2.03 1.000 2.03 2,136 2,235 2,235
Other Uninc Southwest UGA ‘ ‘
Paine Field ‘ ‘
Larch Way Overlap 1,706 638 2,344 72.8% 27.2% 100.0% -26.6% -16.17% 3.05 2.56 1.000 2.56 2,236 2,354 1,224
Lake Stickney Gap 2,950 1,598 4,548 64.9% 35.1% 100.0% 5.7% 4.20% 2.71 2.82 1.000 2.82 3,458 3,640 818
Meadowdale/Norma Beach Gap 1,334 68 1,402 95.1% 4.9% 100.0% 1.8% 1.80% 2.89 2.94 1.000 2.94 1,160 1,185 229
Silver Firs Gap 5,661 1,005 6,666 84.9% 15.1% 100.0% -5.9% -3.08% 3.11 3.01 1.000 3.01 5,863 5,989 885
Unincorporated Maltby UGA 0 0 0 64 71 -
Rural
Rural 2.74 2.69 -7.3%‘ 1.000 2.69 53,710 57,804 9,044
Snohomish County Total 2.62 -2.2% 2.57 366,294 383,224 96,565
Vac Rate =
NOTES: 4.4%
HH = Households (occupied housing units) 1990-2010 PPH Chg (Cities)*:
HU = Housing units
SF = Single-family housing | <-10%-= 0.950
MF = Multi-family housing -10% thru < -9% = 0.980
SA = Senior apartment housing -9% thru<-7% = 0.990
PPH = Persons per household (average HH size) -7% thru <-1% = 1.010
BLR = Buildable Lands Report -1% thru< 7% = 1.020
AHC = Additional holding capacity 7%+ = 1.030
* NOTE: The average HH size adjustment factors used for the cities of Everett and Lynnwood were separately derived and assume less reduction in PPH associated with new MF units than predicted by the formula in column AL.




Correlation of 1990-2010 Percentage Point Change in SF Housing Stock with Average Household Size Change, by Jurisdiction
Pct SF Housing Stock Avg HH Size Relationship between 1990-2010 5F Percentage Point Change and Avg HH
1990 2010 Diff 1990 2010 PctChng . e e
, _ 5ize Percent Change by Jurisdiction
Everett City 0.6328 0.574 -0.064 2.41 239 0.7%
Bothell City 0.986 0.787 -0.199 2.98 255  -145% 20.0% -
Lynnwood City 0.564 0.590 0.026 251 2.50 -0.5%
Arlington City 0.760 0.821 0.061 261 2.70 3.4% 15,09 - * .
Edmonds City 0.620 0.679 -0.011 2.42 226 6.7%
Lake Stevens City 0.880 0.917 0.037 2.88 2.86 -0.8%
Marysville City 0.862 0.890 0.028 2.77 2 80 11% 10.0% -
Mill Creek City 0.715 0.669 -0.046 2.62 2.42 7.8% -] * .
Monroe City 0.725 0.758 0.033 2.55 2.92 14.7% S 50% -
Mountlake Terrace City 0.641 0.630 -0.011 2.60 242 -7.0% ; * *
Mukilteo City 0.784 0.676 -0.108 2.76 251 -9.0% @
Brier City 0.999 0.978 -0.021 311 2.81 -0.8% 2 0.0%
Darrington Town 0.938 0938 0.000 248 2.37 -84 5% :;,
Gold Bar City 0.945 0.830 -0.115 259 2.65 2.4% B 5.0% - y = 0.6312x + 0.0063
Granite Falls City 0.821 0.785 -0.036 256 2.75 7.4% = . L R*=0.2674
Index Town 1.000 1.000 0.000 1.93 2.23 15.3% 10.0% .
snohomish City 0.732 0.701 -0.031 253 2.41 -4 8%
stanwood City 0.748 0.695 -0.053 252 255 1.1%
Sultan City 0.885 0.937 0.052 271 2.89 6.8% -15.0% - *
Woodway Town 1.000 1.000 0.000 2.92 2.90 -0.5%
Uninc-Urban 0.765 0.772 0.007 2.77 2.75 -0.7% 20.0% | | | . . | |
0.250 -0.200 0.150 -0.100 -0.050 0.000 0.050 0.100
SF Hsng 5tock Percentage Point Change

0.517126 Correlation Coefficient

0517126 Pearson R

0.267419 R square
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Average Household Size by Jurisdiction - Past Trends/Projections
NOTES: Analysis uses constant [current) city boundaries ower time; 5F [Single-family] includes 5F Detached, 5F
Attached, Duplex Units, Mobile Homes; FPH = Persons per Household
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Monroe City

Mountlake Terrace City

Mukilteo City

Brier City
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Darrington Town
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Average Household Size by Jurisdiction - Past Trends/Projections

MOTES: Analysis uses constant [current) city boundaries over time; SF (Single-family) includes SF Detached, SF

Attached, Duplex Units, Mobile Homes; PPH = Persons per Household
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Appendix E

Housing Strategies Used by
Snohomish County Jurisdictions

Results of Canvass of Individual Jurisdictions Regarding Housing Strategies
About the Canvass

In May, 2013 each jurisdiction was provided a copy of selected information contained in the 2007
Housing Evaluation Report regarding their use of various strategies to promote affordable housing.
Specifically, the information contained in Chart 1 and in the discussion of housing strategies found in
that jurisdiction’s profile was provided, with a request that the information be updated to reflect
the current situation. All jurisdictions, except the cities of Darrington and Stanwood, responded to
the request for updated information.

The table used for this exercise is essentially the same as the one in the 2007 report. It lists 33
different strategies, and contains additional rows for identifying other housing strategies not on the
original menu of strategies developed in 1994. After each strategy are four levels of
implementation: “Comp Plan,” Zoning Regs,” “Used Some,” and “Used Frequently.” Each
jurisdiction was asked to update their table to reflect the current, and most intense level of
implementation for each strategy. “Comp Plan” represents the lowest level of usage - indicating that
there is policy support for the strategy in the comprehensive plan, but that it has not yet been made
into a regulation, or otherwise implemented (if the strategy does not involve regulatory action).
“Zoning Regs” signifies that the strategy has been incorporated into the jurisdiction’s regulatory
system, but has not yet been used. “Used Some” means that the strategy has been used at least
once, and “Used Frequently” represents the highest level of implementation, indicating that the
strategy has been used - in the judgment of the respondent - frequently.

The results of this updating process are documented in the tables and narratives below, which
reflect the information submitted by each responding jurisdiction.
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2013 Information about Housing Strategies Used by Individual Jurisdictions

Arlington

STRATEGIES

comMmp
PLAN

ZONING
REGS

USED
SOME

USED
FREQUENTLY

TOTAL

SINGLE-FAMILY

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.)

F

Accessory DUs

Preservation of existing affordable units

Minimum densities

Lot size averaging

Manufactured homes allowed

Other strategies

MULTI-FAMILY

Upzoning

Preservation of existing affordable units

No maximum densities

Small units

Other strategies

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Reduced parking requirements

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

Open space credits

Zero lot line

Setback flexibility

Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWs and easements

Flexible stormwater requirements

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies

DESIGN

Cottage Housing

PUD/PRD

Mixed-use

Infill

Other strategies
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COMP | ZONING USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL
Density bonuses: in exchange for
“ affordable units
E Impact fee waivers or deferral
g Priority permitting
Other strategies
Regulatory reform
z2
g © | Streamlined permitting R
< Ll
o Other strategies S
o Active partnerships w/ nonprofit s
T providers
o2
E Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions S
|—
o
P Other strategies
% Financial assistance programs
E Displacement resources
E Pursue funding for housing S
[
o Other strategies
(Identify)
(%]
w
O
w
-
<
o
'—
(7]
o
w
I
-
(@)
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Strategies

Housing Element
The overall emphasis in City of Arlington’s housing element is to:

e Encourage the development of a range of housing types

e Provide fair and equal access to housing

e Ensure strong, stable neighborhoods through infrastructure investment and housing
preservation

Note: The City will update the Housing Element as part of its 2015 GMA Comprehensive
Plan update process.

Possible mechanisms or strategies to achieve their housing element include:

Preserving the “old town” area

Encouraging high density housing in areas currently moving in that direction
Utilizing regional and federal funding programs to encourage housing ownership
Locating housing development in areas within existing sewer service areas

Implementation

The focus of Arlington’s housing element is on diversity, access, affordability and
preservation. Implementing strategies for these focal points include

Regulate housing by building type instead of use

Allow for both vertical and horizontal mixed use projects in commercial centers
Permit infill development that is compatible with existing neighborhoods
Regulate density by using parameters other than by dwelling units per acre
Reduce on-site parking requirements for residential developments

Future Housing Issues

The City will continue to work toward encouraging the development of a variety of housing
types in order to accommodate niches in the market that aren’t currently being served.
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Bothell

COMP | ZONING | USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.) F
Accessory DUs R

Preservation of existing affordable units F

Py

Minimum densities

Py

Lot size averaging

SINGLE-FAMILY

Manufactured homes allowed R
Other strategies C

Upzoning S

Preservation of existing affordable units C

No maximum densities R

Small units

MULTI-FAMILY

Other strategies C

Reduced parking requirements S

Street width reductions (<40 ft.) S

Open space credits

Zero lot line

Setback flexibility
Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWs and easements

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Flexible stormwater requirements F

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies C

Cottage Housing S
PUD/PRD =
Mixed-use F
Infill F
Other strategies C

DESIGN
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COMP | ZONING USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL
Density bonuses: in exchange for
“ affordable units
E Impact fee waivers or deferral
g Priority permitting
Other strategies
Regulatory reform C
z2
g © | Streamlined permitting F
< Ll
“ | other strategies F
o Active partnerships w/ nonprofit S
T providers
2
E Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions F
|—
o«
P Other strategies C
% Financial assistance programs
E Displacement resources R
E Pursue funding for housing F
o
o Other strategies
(Identify)
City Council initiated Code amendments
to overhaul ADU regulations in 2013 /
2014 to encourage their use.
The City adopted a Housing Strategy Plan
@ in 2008 to provide a “toolbox” of
E potential housing strategies to use. The
B Council considers initiating one or more
e high-priority strategies each year as part
o | of the Docket.
T | No maximum densities in Activity Centers
5 (building “envelope” sets effective
density).
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Strategies

Housing Element

The City of Bothell adopted a completely revised and updated housing element in 2006. The main
goals contained within the housing element include:

e Promoting a variety of residential densities and housing types

e Promoting fair and equal access

e Promoting strong residential neighborhoods through infrastructure investment and preservation
e Encouraging availability of affordable housing

Preserving existing housing stock

Ensuring the vitality and character of established residential neighborhoods

Ensuring coordination with regional agencies to address regional and City housing needs

Within an extensive list of policies and actions items, Bothell highlights a set of strategies designed to
promote affordable housing. This list includes:

e Allowing mixed-use

e Reducing development regulations that are outdated, redundant or overly restrictive

e Adoption of a Housing Strategy Plan in 2008 to implement the goals and policies of the housing
element

e Removal of dimensional standards within designated activity centers to encourage and promote
mixed use development

e Establish processes for measuring the effectiveness of policies and regulations in meeting the
housing needs of City residents and update policies as warranted

Implementation

Overall, Bothell’s housing element is designed to promote diversity and affordability in its housing
stock. A key affordability strategy has been to preserve the more than 1,600 mobile home units
located on fee simple lots. Bothell has also supported the development of senior and low income
housing by donating surplus land to ARCH. Other strategies implemented by the city have included:

e Creating small lot districts in transition areas between single family and multi-family areas
e Allowing for infill development in short subdivisions
e Creating “activity center” zoning to encourage and promote mixed uses

Though the city has adopted a Planned Unit Development ordinance, the ordinance contains little
flexibility in lot size dimensions. In 2009 the City adopted Green PUD provisions to incorporate
green development practices into its land development regulations. The City Council re-visited the
existing PUD regulations in 2013 to better integrate green PUD requirements with other existing
PUD provisions.

In 2008 the City adopted the Downtown Plan and Subarea Regulations, consisting of a vision and
form-based zoning for the Downtown subarea.
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Future Housing Issues

A goal that remains a high priority for Bothell is creating a more diversified housing stock. To allow
for greater diversity, future strategies might include:

e Considering additional approaches within the R-AC (Residential-Activity Center) designation to
require, encourage, promote, and/or provide incentives for housing that provides a variety and
range of types and affordability.

e Providing regulatory flexibility to allow innovative housing.

e Reviewing small lot single family zoned areas to determine if sufficient land is available to meet a
variety of household types.

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT Page 150



Brier

COMP | ZONING | USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.)
Accessory DUs S

Preservation of existing affordable units

Minimum densities C

Lot size averaging

SINGLE-FAMILY

Manufactured homes allowed R

Other strategies S

Upzoning

Preservation of existing affordable units

No maximum densities

Small units

MULTI-FAMILY

Other strategies

Reduced parking requirements

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

Open space credits

Zero lot line
Setback flexibility S
Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWs and easements

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Flexible stormwater requirements

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies
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COMP | ZONING USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL
Cottage Housing C
% PUD/PRD
» | Mixed-use C
[F]
S | infill R
Other strategies
Density bonuses: in exchange for
“ affordable units
E Impact fee waivers or deferral
g Priority permitting
Other strategies
Regulatory reform
z2
g O | Streamlined permitting
< [F¥]
o Other strategies
o Active partnerships w/ nonprofit
T providers
2
E Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions
|—
o
P Other strategies
% Financial assistance programs
'g Displacement resources
- . .
E Pursue funding for housing
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w
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Strategies

Housing Element
The City of Brier housing element contains five main goals:

Ensure adequate housing for current and future residents

Preserve its existing housing stock

Encourage availability of affordable housing

Promote strong residential neighborhoods through investment and preservation
Promote fair and equal access to housing

Key strategies to meet these goals include:

e Use of code enforcement and rehabilitation programs to preserve existing stock

e Maintain existing infrastructure

e Utilize federal and state funds to promote housing opportunities for all economic segments of the
population

e Evaluate local development standards and regulations for their effect on housing costs

Implementation

Housing development in Brier has been largely single family in nature. Though permitted, multi-
family development is not heavily promoted. A key affordability strategy is emphasizing the
preservation of the city’s existing housing stock. Though the city does not actively coordinate a
preservation program (i.e. rehabilitation loan programs), the city is nonetheless interested in limiting
demolition of existing housing in order to promote rehabilitation by the owner or developer. Also, as
infill development and accessory dwelling units are established, the city encourages new development
to conform to the character of the surrounding neighborhood.

Future Housing Issues

While much of Brier’s existing housing stock is single family based, the city recognizes the growing
need for senior housing that is more multi-family in nature. Potential development opportunities in
Brier might likely include locating a senior housing development that is consistent with the look and
feel of the city’s neighborhoods.
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Darrington

COMP | ZONING | USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.) F
Accessory DUs F

Preservation of existing affordable units

Minimum densities

Lot size averaging

SINGLE-FAMILY

Manufactured homes allowed F

Other strategies

Upzoning

Preservation of existing affordable units

No maximum densities

Small units

MULTI-FAMILY

Other strategies

Reduced parking requirements

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

Open space credits

Zero lot line

Setback flexibility
Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWs and easements

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Flexible stormwater requirements

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies

Cottage Housing
PUD/PRD

Mixed-use C
Infill R
Other strategies

DESIGN
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COMP | ZONING | USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL
Density bonuses: in exchange for
@ affordable units
E Impact fee waivers or deferral
2
g Priority permitting
Other strategies
Regulatory reform
z 2
S S . o
3 e Streamlined permitting
<
“ | Other strategies
0 Active partnerships w/ nonprofit
I providers
&2
w Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions
-
o
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CZ> Financial assistance programs
E’ Displacement resources
- . .
E Pursue funding for housing
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w
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Strategies

Housing Element
Four key goals within the City of Darrington’s housing element include:

Ensure availability of affordable housing

Preserve character and vitality of existing residential neighborhoods
Minimize costly impacts of land use policies

Establish a process for adjusting fair share housing targets

To realize these goals, Darrington adopted the following strategies:

e Ensure existing housing stock is in adequate physical condition
e Encourage development of middle and upper income multi-family and single family housing
e Replace deteriorating housing on a “one-for-one basis”

Implementation

Darrington’s greatest development challenge has been establishing a sewer system within the city
limits. With no sewer system, development of multi-family housing has been viewed as too costly by
developers who have looked to Darrington for possible development opportunities. Unfortunately,
elected officials in recent years have decided against the implementation of a sewer utility because of
the cost of construction, maintenance, and updates. The codes have been amended to make the
Snohomish Health District’s determinations the final authority on lot size, along with meeting the
Town zoning code setback requirements. Such conditions limit the town’s ability to achieve the goal
of diversifying its housing stock. Also, with the city’s fixed income (senior) population growing,
preserving existing housing is considered key to continuing to offer affordable housing. While most,
if not all, of Darrington’s housing stock is considered affordable, the city does not coordinate a
preservation program (i.e. loan program), but instead relies on private individuals to rehabilitate or
remodel their homes.

Darrington does allow for detached accessory dwellings, a method of development that is considered
widely used.

Future Housing Issues

The town has expressed a desire to maintain the “small town” feel of the town and not pursue the
expansion of a sewer line into the city. Instead, the focus will be on ways to preserve the natural
environment, as opposed to encourage increased development of more affordable housing. New
technologies have allowed the use of smaller lots for single family homes, but these will still not
accommodate the construction of multiple-family units.
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Edmonds

COMP | ZONING | USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.) S
Accessory DUs S

Preservation of existing affordable units S

Minimum densities

Lot size averaging S

SINGLE-FAMILY

w

Manufactured homes allowed

Other strategies

Upzoning

Preservation of existing affordable units

No maximum densities

nwiunnwn

Small units

MULTI-FAMILY

Other strategies

Reduced parking requirements F

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

Open space credits

Zero lot line

Setback flexibility
Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWs and easements

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Flexible stormwater requirements

|0V V|00 |00

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies

Py

Cottage Housing
PUD/PRD R
Mixed-use F
Infill S
Other strategies

DESIGN
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COMP | ZONING | USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL
Density bonuses: in exchange for S
@ affordable units
E Impact fee waivers or deferral S
2
g Priority permitting C
Other strategies
Regulatory reform
z 2
S g . o
3 e Streamlined permitting
<
“ | Other strategies
0 Active partnerships w/ nonprofit S
I providers
&2
w Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions S
-
o
§ Other strategies
CZ> Financial assistance programs C
E’ Displacement resources C
- . .
E Pursue funding for housing C
=) Other strategies
g (Identify)
i
|=|_= =
o =
-
[7,]
Strategies

Housing Element

The City of Edmond’s housing element contains three main sections: a general background
discussion, strategies to promote affordable housing, and a set of goals and policies. The city’s goals
are based on the city’s character as a mature community focused on infill and redevelopment
opportunities. Its housing policies focus on several areas:
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Ensure adequate housing opportunities and choices for all families and individuals;

Ensure a suitable living environment for low income, elderly and disabled persons;

Preserve and rehabilitate the older housing stock; and

Encourage regulatory processes and standards that improve housing quality and affordability.

The city’s housing element includes a detailed listing of affordability strategies broken into key areas,
including: land use, administrative procedures, development standards, low-cost housing types,
housing production and preservation programs, and housing financing strategies. Specific strategies
range from preserving existing affordable units and streamlining the permitting of accessory
dwellings and low-income housing to encouraging infill development and flexibility in allowable
housing types. The city has a policy of constantly evaluating its codes and regulations, keeping in
mind their effects on housing quality and affordability.

Implementation

To meet its housing goals to increase access and preservation, Edmonds has utilized a number of
strategies. More recent strategies include promoting infill and mixed-use development, supporting the
Housing Authority’s acquisition of low-rent housing within the city, creating flexibility in front and
side yard setbacks, eliminating minimum lot size (PRD only), and streamlining the permit approval
process (particularly useful when working with housing agencies). In pursuing these strategies,
citizens have expressed concerns regarding the possible lack of consistency between new high-
density development and existing development. To address these concerns, the city is implementing
an updated design review process to ensure development such as infill and mixed-use do not impact
the character of the neighborhood. The city also permits manufactured homes in single family zoned
residential areas.

Future Housing Issues

To ensure Edmonds can continue to promote redevelopment and infill housing projects, the city will
emphasize preserving the character of existing housing and neighborhoods, while looking for ways
to ensure availability of affordable housing. Current efforts to support the construction of adequate
and affordable senior housing, for instance, will continue along with maintaining the existing
affordable housing market, which includes a substantial number of multi-family units along the
Highway 99 corridor. Streamlined permitting and development standards will play a key role in
encouraging continued housing choices and opportunities in the city.

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT Page 159



Everett

CcCoMP ZONING USED USED

ULl S PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.) F
Accessory DUs S

Preservation of existing affordable units F

Minimum densities C

Lot size averaging F

SINGLE-FAMILY

Manufactured homes allowed S

Other strategies F

Upzoning F

Preservation of existing affordable units S

No maximum densities S

Small units R

MULTI-FAMILY

Py

Other strategies

Reduced parking requirements S

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

Open space credits

Zero lot line

A 10 0|0

Setback flexibility
Sidewalk width flexibility

Py

ROWs and easements

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Py

Flexible stormwater requirements

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies C

Cottage Housing R
PUD/PRD S
Mixed-use S
Infill R
Other strategies R

DESIGN
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@ affordable units
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o
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o
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Strategies

Housing Element

Overall Housing Goal: To provide sufficient housing opportunities to meet the needs of present and
future residents of Everett for housing that is decent, safe, accessible, attractive, and affordable.

Graphics are used in the housing element to communicate desired housing types and options.
Obijectives of the plan include:

e Promote a variety of housing types.

e Preserve and enhance the value and character of neighborhoods by improving and extending the

life of existing housing stock.

Increase access to affordable housing while preserving existing neighborhoods.

Promote a housing policy and land use pattern that increases the ratio of housing units to jobs.

Maximize the public investment by increasing residential density.

Promote programs that increase home ownership.

Promote efforts that change the incorrect public perception that tenants of rental housing are less

responsible citizens than home owners.

e Support housing programs that increase the supply of housing for low-income households and
special needs population.

e Promote a “fair share distribution” of providing housing opportunities through out Snohomish
County in cooperation with other jurisdictions.

e Provide land use density, policies and regulations that accommodate the projected 2025
population.

e Encourage well designed infill development and redevelopment that protects and enhances
neighborhood character in established residential areas.

Strategies supporting each of these key objectives are comprehensive. They include but are not
limited to:

Provide density incentives for affordable ownerships and rental units.

Promote inclusionary zoning.

Increase residential densities in and around the downtown, and adjacent to arterial street corridors.
Revise codes to allow rear yard dwellings, flexibility in project review, and encouragement of
infill.

Implementation

City of Everett’s housing stock contains a significant number of low-income and affordable housing
units. Everett has a housing authority which provides services in Everett and in unincorporated areas
within five miles of Everett. Low-income housing has strong support by the city. Everett has
assisted a number of non-profits with funding and environmental review assistance including: Habitat
for Humanity, Senior Services of Snohomish County, Interfaith Association of Northwest
Washington, Housing Hope, Snohomish County Housing Authority, Everett Housing Authority,
Home Site, Compass Health, Evergreen Manor, Everett Gospel Mission, Washington Home on Your
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Own, Artspace, Cocoon House, Mercy Housing and Domestic Violence Service of Snohomish
County.

Considering that Everett’s low-income and affordable housing market is substantial, the city has
implemented a number of incentives and regulatory changes to expand housing opportunities in the
downtown area and arterial street corridors, as well as to foster a broad range of housing types
throughout the city. Other strategies include:

e Allowing unlimited residential density in the designated downtown and near the downtown, and
along Broadway, and expanding unlimited density to the R-4 zone in the core residential areas.

e Providing incentives for increased densities for Evergreen Way (E-1) and Mixed Use Overlay
(MUO) zones along Evergreen Way corridor.

e Utilizing multiple family design guidelines to improve neighborhood aesthetics.

e Promoting mixed use development in downtown and commercial zones including the
waterfront/riverfront.

e Preserving existing housing stock with programs like the CHIP housing rehabilitation program.

e Using the tax exemption from property taxes for housing when located in designated
redevelopment areas. Currently the tax exempt area is in the downtown, Everett Station area and
the MUO zones on Evergreen Way.

e Providing funding for housing programs from Federal, State and Local sources.

In addition, in some areas where unlimited density is permitted, projects with a density of about 150
dwellings per acre have been built in attractive urban style buildings of five stories of wood frame
construction over two stories of concrete construction (parking and commercial space). Even higher
densities would be possible under current zoning using taller, more expensive construction types
(steel and concrete), but there does not appear to be a market in Everett at this time for this type of
housing construction.

Future Housing Issues

Everett will continue to promote affordable housing in the future. A primary goal is to develop in a
manner which encourages quality while providing for needed housing opportunities. With increased
economic activity in Everett’s downtown, commercial areas, and industrial areas, housing
opportunities will expand thereby increasing densities as well as enhancing quality. Perhaps Everett's
greatest challenge will be attaining residential development at densities necessary to meet the City's
growth targets as forecast in the Vision 2040 Regional Growth Strategy.
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Gold Bar

STRATEGIES

comp
PLAN

ZONING
REGS

USED
SOME

USED
FREQUENTLY

TOTAL

SINGLE-FAMILY

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.)

Accessory DUs

Preservation of existing affordable units

Minimum densities

Lot size averaging

Manufactured homes allowed

Other strategies

MULTI-FAMILY

Upzoning

Preservation of existing affordable units

No maximum densities

Small units

Other strategies

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Reduced parking requirements

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

Open space credits

Zero lot line

Setback flexibility

Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWs and easements

Flexible stormwater requirements

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies

DESIGN

Cottage Housing

PUD/PRD

Mixed-use

Infill

Other strategies
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“ affordable units
E Impact fee waivers or deferral
5
g Priority permitting
Other strategies
Regulatory reform
z 2
g Q | Streamlined permitting S
< Ll
o Other strategies
o Active partnerships w/ nonprofit
T providers
o2
E Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions S
|—
o
P Other strategies
% Financial assistance programs
E Displacement resources
E Pursue funding for housing
[
o Other strategies
2 | (Identify)
U]
[¥N]
= | Parks
o
G
o Trails
[¥7]
=
) Recreation
Strategies

Note: the following is repeated from the 2002 SCT Housing Evaluation Report, as the City of Gold Bar
declined to submit an updated assessment.

Housing Element
Contained within Gold Bar’s housing element are five goals:

e Ensure adequate housing for all residents
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Preserve existing housing stock

Invest in physical improvements to protect and preserve existing neighborhoods
Encourage availability of affordable housing to all economic segments

Promote fair and equal access to housing for all persons

Strategies designed to achieve these goals include:

Promote code enforcement to ensure quality housing development

Encourage private reinvestment by homeowners

Maintain existing infrastructure to preserve character and vitality of existing neighborhoods
Endorse private sector efforts to secure federal and state funds for the elderly and disabled
Evaluate local development standards and regulations for effects on housing costs

Implementation

With approximately 43 percent Gold Bar’s housing market deemed low income or affordable (most
being mobile or manufactured homes), recent efforts have been primarily centered on developing
more moderate to high-income housing units. The strategies used to achieve this goal have included:

e Zoning larger lots (12,500 sf)
e Prohibiting location of multi-family duplexes and mobile homes on these large lot parcels

Aside from encouraging new, high-end development, the city recognizes the need to maintain its
existing low-income and affordable housing. However, because the city is not connected to a main
sewer system, city officials believe the existing housing stock is safe from demolition due to the
development of large subdivisions or rehabilitation.

Gold Bar has the fourth lowest percent of permitted new non single family housing at 10percent.

Future Housing Issues

Estimating that Gold Bar’s housing market contains a significant number of low-income housing
(most being mobile home developments), the city is continuing to promote development of high-
income housing. Without a sewer system, it is unlikely the city will pursue higher density housing,
focusing instead on large lot developments.
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Granite Falls

STRATEGIES

CcCoMP
PLAN

ZONING
REGS

USED
SOME

USED
FREQUENTLY

SINGLE-FAMILY

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.)

F

Accessory DUs

Preservation of existing affordable units

Minimum densities

Lot size averaging

w

Manufactured homes allowed

Other strategies

MULTI-FAMILY

Upzoning

Preservation of existing affordable units

No maximum densities

Small units

Other strategies

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Reduced parking requirements

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

Open space credits

Zero lot line

Setback flexibility

Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWs and easements

Flexible stormwater requirements

Flexible curb standards

nwiunnwn

Other strategies

DESIGN

Cottage Housing

PUD/PRD

Mixed-use

Infill

Other strategies
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Housing Element
The City of Granite Falls housing element contains three overriding goals:

e Provide housing choices for current and future residents
e Sustain a constant supply of affordable housing

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT Page 168



e Provide for people with special housing needs
To achieve these goals, the city adopted the following policies:

e Encourage an appropriate mix of residential densities

e Retain and rehabilitate existing or older housing stock

e Increase mixed-use and infill development

e Allow for adaptive reuse, conversions of existing structures, accessory dwelling units and
manufactured housing

e Locate new housing within the existing sewer service area

Implementation

With the focus on housing diversity, affordability and provision of housing for individuals with
special needs, Granite Falls combined a few strategies that encourage higher density development and
preserve older housing stock. These strategies include:

Maintaining small lot zoning district (2500 sf)

Offering developers density bonuses

Encouraging development of low cost housing (or starter housing)

Preventing subdivisions in the downtown area in order to preserve existing older housing

Further promoting housing choices, the city allows manufactured homes to locate in standard
residential zones rather than limiting such housing development to parks.

Future Housing Issues

The majority of new housing developments over the past decade in Granite Falls were largely
affordable in nature, with most housing costing below $200,000. With more than 200 new housing
units built during that time, Granite Falls is turning its attention toward increasing commercial and
industrial development in order to increase local employment opportunities. The city will continue
meeting its housing goals by utilizing its existing strategies, with an added emphasis on mixed-use
development in the commercially zoned areas to expand new housing opportunities while growing
the city’s employment base.
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Index

COMP | ZONING | USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.) (see notes) F

Accessory DUs C

Preservation of existing affordable units

Minimum densities

Lot size averaging

SINGLE-FAMILY

Manufactured homes allowed S

Other strategies

Upzoning

Preservation of existing affordable units

No maximum densities

Small units

MULTI-FAMILY

Other strategies (see notes) R

Reduced parking requirements

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

Open space credits

Zero lot line
Setback flexibility S
Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWSs and easements S

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Flexible stormwater requirements

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies R

Cottage Housing
PUD/PRD

Mixed-use F
Infill

DESIGN

Other strategies
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COMP | ZONING | USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL

Density bonuses: in exchange for
affordable units

Impact fee waivers or deferral

INCENTIVES

Priority permitting

Other strategies

Regulatory reform

Streamlined permitting

ADMIN
REFORM

Other strategies

Active partnerships w/ nonprofit
providers

Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions F

PARTNERSHIPS

Other strategies (Interlocals) F

Financial assistance programs S

Displacement resources

Pursue funding for housing

DIRECT ACTION

Other strategies

(Identify) (NOTES)

Lots in Index 7,000 sq. feet

Other strategies for multi family housing:
Index is currently working on a draft
amendment to zoning. If approved it will
include apodment living, which would
allow affordable housing alternatives for
a small town that is 99% built out. There
is currently no multi-family housing in
Index.

Setback flexibility: there is a variance
process that is used rarely.

Critical areas are throughout the whole
town and greatly impact development.
N/A is used for those things that Index
either does not have or does not offer.

OTHER STRATEGIES
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Strategies

Housing Element
Keeping the housing element attainable, the City of Index adopted two main goals:

e Ensure adequate housing is available for existing and projected residents
e Maintain and create healthy residential neighborhoods

With attention focused on access and preservation, the strategies adopted to achieve these goals
include:

e Coordinating with agencies that provide low and moderate income housing
e Supporting the retention and revitalization of older housing in the “Town” area

Implementation

Much of the city’s existing housing stock is affordable or low-income. However, current market
trends show an increase of older homes being purchased, renovated, and used for vacation homes. As
a result, the goal to preserve existing housing has been difficult, as the city struggles with ideas to
prevent buyers from converting what was low rent property into high-end housing. Developing new
low-income housing is also a challenge in that most developable property is contained within critical
areas, which tends to increase development costs. Because Index is another rural community that
lacks a sewer connection, providing low income or affordable housing for residents is a challenge.

Future Housing Issues

In spite of the fact that Index has an increased number of displaced low-income renters, options to
create affordable or low income housing for these individuals are limited. Without multi-family
zoning, and with no plans to connect to a sewer line, the city believes preserving its existing housing
is one important way of providing affordable housing. Specific rehabilitation programs are being
considered as ways to achieve this goal.
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Lake Stevens

STRATEGIES pian | nees | some | ereauenly
Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.) F
> Accessory DUs R
S | Preservation of existing affordable units C
E Minimum densities R
g Lot size averaging S
“ | Manufactured homes allowed R
Other strategies S
> Upzoning R
S | Preservation of existing affordable units C
§ No maximum densities R
g Small units R
= Other strategies S
Reduced parking requirements R
Street width reductions (<40 ft.) F
v | Open space credits S
E Zero lot line R
& | Setback flexibility S
§ Sidewalk width flexibility S
5 ROWs and easements S
l":’ Flexible stormwater requirements
Flexible curb standards
Other strategies S
Cottage Housing R
z PUD/PRD S
@ Mixed-use F
2 | nfill R
Other strategies R
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Strategies

Housing Element

The City of Lake Stevens’ housing element contains the following goals:

Support variety of housing types and densities through regulations and capital investments
Encourage new multi-family and small single family units compatible with existing
neighborhoods

Increase opportunity for purchase or rent affordable, safe and sanitary housing

For the elderly, zone for high densities to encourage compact housing types and planned
residential developments

Strive to promote pedestrian activities, sense of community, and high quality design
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e Streamline permit process
e Promote measures to prolong useful life of structures
e Move towards more affordable housing opportunities to all economic segments of population.

Some key strategies adopted to implement these goals include:

e Land use strategies (small lots, minimum density, density bonus)
e Administrative procedures (impact fee waiver, streamlined permitting)
e Development standards (flexible site requirements, alternative housing types)

The City is considering the use of innovative affordable housing techniques like inclusionary zoning,
building code improvements, impact fee waivers, design standards, fast track permit processing, and
area-wide housing authority.

Implementation

Lake Stevens has implemented a number of strategies to achieve its range of goals. To encourage
more affordability, strategies have included:

e Adopting of a Planned Residential Development (PRD) and innovative housing ordinance d

Lake Stevens also offers density bonuses through their PRD, however, development under the PRD
has not occurred since the city was placed under a moratorium. Other implementation strategies have
included:

e Creating mixed-use zones
e Allowing flexibility in street widths
e Permitting accessory dwelling units under the use-by-right approach

Lake Stevens has adopted two subarea plans and associated development regulations that allow
mixed-use, high-density single-family and multifamily development. The subarea regulations
emphasize environmental protection, efficient land use, mixed-use development and a multimodal
transportation. The development regulations provide FAR incentives for inclusion of affordable
housing.

Future Housing Issues

Lake Stevens will be looking to build and maintain an infrastructure that can support a vibrant,
growing community. Though housing is an important issue, even more important is looking at ways
to provide the type of social, employment, and transportation services currently not available, but
very much needed. The city will rely partly on the private market to assist in building the proper
infrastructure necessary to support the community’s needs.

Lake Stevens needs to preserve the housing alternatives currently available and will be looking to
increase the alternatives including cottage housing, work/live units and more mixed use areas. The
City needs to work with the state and the county to begin housing production and preservation
program.
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Marysville

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.) F
> Accessory DUs S
S | Preservation of existing affordable units R
E Minimum densities C
g Lot size averaging F
“ | Manufactured homes allowed S
Other strategies R
> Upzoning S
S | Preservation of existing affordable units C
§ No maximum densities S
g Small units R
= Other strategies R
Reduced parking requirements R
Street width reductions (<40 ft.) R
v | Open space credits S
E Zero lot line S
& | Setback flexibility S
§ Sidewalk width flexibility
5 ROWSs and easements S
l":’ Flexible stormwater requirements F
Flexible curb standards S
Other strategies S
Cottage Housing R
z PUD/PRD S
@ Mixed-use S
2 | nfill S
Other strategies S
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STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL

Density bonuses: in exchange for
affordable units

Impact fee waivers or deferral F

Priority permitting

Multifamily housing property tax
exemption to promote multifamily
development within the Urban Center of
Planning Area 1 (approx. 182 acres)
which would promote housing closer to
jobs and commerce.

INCENTIVES

Other strategies R

Regulatory reform S

Streamlined permitting S

ADMIN
REFORM

Other strategies

Active partnerships w/ nonprofit
providers

Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions F

PARTNERSHIPS

Other strategies

Financial assistance programs

Displacement resources

Pursue funding for housing

DIRECT ACTION

Other strategies R

Mobile home park preservation
ordinance (Ord. 2832) establishing R-
MHP (Residential Mobile-Manufactured
Home Park zone) to protect certain
existing residentially zoned mobile home R
parks that contain rental pads. Several
residentially zoned mobile home parks
have been rezoned to have the R-MHP
zone.

OTHER STRATEGIES
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Strategies

Housing Element
Marysville’s main housing goals include:

e Ensuring all residents have the opportunity to obtain safe, sanitary, and affordable housing

e Respecting the character of existing residential neighborhoods

e Working with other elements of the comprehensive plan to better understand and enhance their
relationship to housing

e Weighing benefits to community against the cost of land use policies and regulations that
contribute to housing costs

Key affordable housing strategies include:

Increasing flexibility and creative approaches to housing development and design

Allowing for small lot and cottage housing

Developing and preserving mobile home parks

Adopting a planned unit development ordinance to allow for variety of housing types and site
planning techniques

Allowing accessory dwellings, duplexes and certain multi-family housing in single family zones
e Promoting mixed-use and infill development

e Ensuring regulations and permit processing requirements are reasonable, predictable and do not
adversely impact housing costs

Implementation

Marysville’s emphasis on housing development is less on preservation and more on creating quality,
new development. To ensure an adequate supply of affordable housing within the new development,
the city has implemented a number of strategies that include:

Offering a density bonus

Allowing lot size averaging

Reducing lot sizes (3500 sf detached, 2000 sf attached units through PRD provisions)
Permitting detached accessory dwelling units

Offering flexibility in housing techniques by using zero lot lines and flexibility in setbacks

Some infill development has occurred; however, a fair amount of land remains vacant, such as in the
downtown area, so most housing development is in new subdivisions. To ensure policies and
regulations do not contribute to the cost of housing, the city has continued looking for ways to
streamline the permit process, which includes changing to a hearing examiner system and
consolidating the public works and planning departments.

Future Housing Issues

Housing in Marysville is considered largely affordable. The City has a high percentage (85percent)
of its rental housing affordable to very low-income households, a high percentage of assisted housing,
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and a large number of mobile/manufactured home parks and units within the City limits. Therefore,
the City is focusing on preserving existing affordable housing and improving the quality and design
of new owner and rental housing, in addition to diversifying its housing mix to include housing
attractive to middle and upper-income households.

Residents in particular have expressed a desire to see more upper-end housing developed in the city
as these choices are not currently available to move-up buyers. The City has implemented a number
of zoning measures to provide for greater flexibility in site design for new developments, while
simultaneously increasing design standards. This has been part of its effort to achieve higher quality
in design while reducing land costs through allowances for smaller lot sizes. As the City has a large
number of mobile/manufactured home parks and units, which are vulnerable to redevelopment, the
City is also investigating mechanisms for long term preservation of some of these units in its
affordable housing stock.
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Mill Creek

CcCoMP ZONING USED USED

STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.) S
Accessory DUs S

Preservation of existing affordable units C

Minimum densities R

Lot size averaging

SINGLE-FAMILY

Manufactured homes allowed

Other strategies

Upzoning R

Preservation of existing affordable units C

No maximum densities

Small units S

MULTI-FAMILY

Other strategies

Reduced parking requirements

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

Open space credits

Zero lot line

Setback flexibility
Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWs and easements

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Flexible stormwater requirements

nwinnnnnn nln

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies

Cottage Housing

PUD/PRD

Mixed-use

DESIGN

nwinlnin

Infill

Other strategies
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Strategies

Housing Element

Key policies contained within the City of Mill Creek’s housing element include:

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT

Work with the development community to encourage affordable housing within the City.
Cooperate with surrounding jurisdictions and the County to provide housing for all economic
segments of the community.

Work with Snohomish County and other cities and towns in the County to develop a methodology

that fairly allocates affordable housing throughout the County.
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e Pursue strategies that encourage a variety of housing choices to be developed. Examples of the
types of housing that will be considered are accessory dwelling units, congregate care facilities,
retirement homes, mixed-use development, multifamily complexes, inclusionary zoning,
manufactured housing and home-sharing programs.

e Strive to accommodate the special needs of various segments of the community including the
elderly, developmentally disabled, physically handicapped and others with housing needs.

o Take steps to ensure that development regulations and housing policies will preserve existing
residential neighborhoods.

e Consider the effect of new regulations on existing residential neighborhoods, as well as the
impact on future construction within the community, prior to enacting changes in the zoning and
development codes.

Implementation
The key strategies outlined in the city’s housing element include:

e Participate in regional discussions on how to plan for adequate affordable housing for very low,
low, moderate and middle income households consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies.

e Participate in the development of any Countywide monitoring program that will determine the
Countywide status of housing.

e Continue to consider zoning mechanisms and development standards that can increase density in
appropriate areas, as a part of its implementation of the Comprehensive Plan. These mechanisms
include compact development, minimum densities for selected residential zone districts, planned
residential development, and zero lot line development and density bonuses for up-zoning. Most
of these mechanisms are available in the City’s development regulations and have been used in
the SR 527 Corridor Subarea and other areas in the City.

e Continue to update its zoning ordinance to include strategies that encourage affordable housing
and provide housing for special needs populations such as mixed-use development, congregate
care facilities, retirement homes, accessory apartments and inclusionary zoning.

Future Housing Issues

Housing development in Mill Creek will take into consideration ways to address water and air
quality, noise and preserving of the natural environment while implementing low impact development
techniques and build green materials into existing and new developments. Concurrently, Mill Creek
will maintain its commitment to utilizing its affordable housing strategies as they create high density,
pedestrian active and transit-oriented development in areas like its developing East Gateway Urban
Village.
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Monroe

COMP ZONING USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME FREQUENTLY
Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.) F
> Accessory DUs S
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<
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—
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Other strategies S
> Upzoning S
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<
% | No maximum densities
[
3 | Small units S
b )
Other strategies
Reduced parking requirements S
Street width reductions (<40 ft.) S
v | Open space credits S
2 .
w | Zero lot line
=
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)
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=
v | Flexible stormwater requirements S
Flexible curb standards
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Cottage Housing R
z PUD/PRD F
» | Mixed-use S
w
S | infill S
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R
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DIRECT ACTION
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Displacement resources
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OTHER
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Strategies

Housing Element

The City of Monroe’s housing element contains the following goals:

Promote a variety of residential densities and housing types

Promote fair and equal access to housing

Promote strong residential neighborhoods through investment in physical improvements
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e Encourage availability of affordable housing
e Maintain and revitalize neighborhoods

Several strategies have been adopted to support these goals, with the affordable housing strategies
including:

e Requiring a percentage of dwelling units to meet affordability criteria

e Providing density incentives

e Rezoning land to allow for higher densities

e Eliminating current occupancy restrictions on accessory dwelling units

e Allowing for mixed use

e Providing for more flexible development standards (i.e. street widths, setbacks, and lot coverage)

Implementation

The City of Monroe has amended its Planned Residential Development ordinance to include an
affordable housing component, which adds greater emphasis on promoting affordability in new
housing developments. Mixed use development is permitted within the current code, which was
recently amended to increase the height limit in the downtown area, and requiring one third of a
three-story building to be dedicated for residential use. While Monroe’s policies require a housing
ratio of 60 percent single family and 40 percent multi-family, the city is currently looking to amend
existing codes to increase density by creating flexibility in street widths and sidewalks, allowing
detached accessory dwelling units be subject to an administrative review process, and allowing
manufactured home parks at a density of up to eight units per acre, through a special approval process
similar to a PRD.

Future Housing Issues

Monroe does not expect to amend further the housing element; rather the focus will be on creating the
tools needed to meet its existing goals. Some of the actions noted above, such as revising the
accessory dwelling unit and PRD ordinances, are some of the tools designed to promote development
of affordable housing.
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Mountlake Terrace

STRATEGIES

comp
PLAN

ZONING
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SOME

USED
FREQUENTLY

TOTAL

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.)

F

Accessory DUs

Preservation of existing affordable units

Minimum densities

Lot size averaging (90% lot size)

SINGLE-FAMILY

Manufactured homes allowed

w

Other strategies (RS 8400 lot size)

w

Upzoning

Preservation of existing affordable units

No maximum densities

Small units

MULTI-FAMILY

Other strategies (Tax abatement, TDR)

wn

Reduced parking requirements

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

Open space credits

Zero lot line

Setback flexibility

Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWs and easements

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Flexible stormwater requirements

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies (complete streets code)

Cottage Housing

PUD/PRD

Mixed-use

DESIGN

Infill

Other strategies (Design Stds. for each hsg.
type)
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Current Strategies (2012)

Housing Element
Goals contained within Mountlake Terrace’s housing element include:

Reasonable accommodation of projected population
Diversity of housing

Affordability for a range of income levels

Residential neighborhoods with vitality and character
Housing options for people with special needs

Key affordability strategies to meet these goals include:

e Accommodate 2025 population.

Use strategies to provide more affordable housing if a credible study shows that housing costs in
Mountlake Terrace exceed that of most other nearby jurisdictions;

Ensure a timely, fair, and predictable permitting process

Encourage a variety of housing sizes to meet the diverse needs of individuals and families

Work with agencies such as HASCO

Fee simple subdivision

Implementation

The City adopted new residential development codes in 2007 and 2008 that included provisions for
cottage housing and attached or detached accessory dwelling units and small lot size overlay zone
(RS 4800). A minimum 90 percent lot size option for subdivisions in the single-family zones was
implemented in 2010. Ongoing amendments to the code continue to add opportunities and strategies
for housing options and diversity.

The codes now allow more flexibility in building setbacks for residential lots. The codes also
establish multi-family design standards to encourage more attractive, pedestrian-friendly
development; at the same time, lot coverage, building height and parking requirements are made more
flexible in the multi-family districts. In addition, the City adopted a Town Center Plan that, by 2025,
is expected to add 737 housing units downtown.

A Transfer of Development Rights program was adopted in 2012 that will add 373 housing units in
the Freeway/Tourist district (next to the Town Center district, and a transit station for Community
Transit, Sound Transit, and King County Metro—and where a future light rail station is planned in
2023). In addition, the Town Center Planned Action Ordinance was amended in 2012 to include an
additional 389 housing units in the downtown area.

Future Housing Issues
Provide for affordable housing, collaboratively, local, and regional (IJHC).
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Mukilteo

CcCoMP ZONING USED USED

STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.) S
Accessory DUs S

Preservation of existing affordable units

Minimum densities

w

Lot size averaging

SINGLE-FAMILY

Manufactured homes allowed S

Other strategies

Upzoning

Preservation of existing affordable units C

No maximum densities

Small units

MULTI-FAMILY

Other strategies

Reduced parking requirements

Street width reductions (<40 ft.) R

Open space credits

Zero lot line S
Setback flexibility
Sidewalk width flexibility R

ROWs and easements

Py

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Flexible stormwater requirements

Flexible curb standards R

Other strategies

Cottage Housing S
PUD/PRD R =
Mixed-use S
Infill R
Other strategies

DESIGN
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STRATEGIES

CcCoMP
PLAN

ZONING
REGS

USED
SOME

USED
FREQUENTLY

INCENTIVES

Density bonuses: in exchange for
affordable units

Impact fee waivers or deferral

Priority permitting

Other strategies

ADMIN
REFORM

Regulatory reform

Streamlined permitting

Other strategies

PARTNERSHIPS

Active partnerships w/ nonprofit
providers

Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions

Other strategies

DIRECT ACTION

Financial assistance programs

Displacement resources

Pursue funding for housing

Other strategies

OTHER
STRATEGIES

(Identify)

Strategies

Housing Element

Mukilteo’s housing stock is relatively higher priced and newer than in most Snohomish County
jurisdictions.The housing element contains the following policies:

Provide flexible development controls to encourage innovative design and greater efficiency in
the use of land.
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e Encourage the private sector to provide sufficient housing to meet market demands.

e Periodically review the supply of and need for affordable housing in conjunction with Snohomish
County’s housing reporting efforts.

e Establish reasonable standards compatible with state law for adult family homes and care
facilities and permit them in multi-family areas.

e Evaluate housing rehabilitation programs to encourage the maintenance of older housing.

e Use reasonable measures, including innovative single family and mixed-use residential concepts
should be used to meet the city’s population allocation.

e Develop housing policies, programs and regulation to promote sustainability.

e Encourage a mix of housing types that provide affordable housing choices geared toward meeting
needs crated by life style changes.

e Form public and private partnerships to retain and promote affordable housing options.

Implementation

The City of Mukilteo has a substantially high median housing value compared to other cities in
Snohomish County. The median value of owner-occupied housing units in Mukilteo is $468,500
(2009-2011 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates) compared to the Countywide median
value of $307,000. With the high cost of land in Mukilteo, providing affordable housing through the
private market has been difficult. Strategies used by the city to encourage affordability have included:

e Allowing small lot developments (5,000 sf), offering density bonuses and transfers of density
credits

Creating flexibility in set backs, parking requirements, and sidewalk and street widths
Allowing lot size averaging

Streamlining the administrative permit review procedures

Allowing the location of manufactured homes in single family zones

Encouraging mixed-use development

Adopting cottage housing regulations to allow more affordable homes on smaller lots

The city is interested in promoting infill development as well as using commercially zoned land for
mixed-use purposes.

Future Housing Issues

The aging of Mukilteo’s population is one of the most significant housing issues that will challenge
Mukilteo in the future. The city will focus efforts on providing seniors with resources that will help
them stay in their houses.

With the adoption of more liberal accessory dwelling unit regulations the city created a new housing
opportunity. As those regulations mature the city will look at results and ways to improve them.

The city will continue its efforts to promote stronger residential components in mixed-use
developments as a method for providing increased housing options in the city as well as potentially
more market-rate affordable housing units.
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Snohomish

STRATEGIES

comp
PLAN

ZONING
REGS

USED
SOME

USED
FREQUENTLY

TOTAL

SINGLE-FAMILY

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.)

F

Accessory DUs

w

Preservation of existing affordable units

Minimum densities

Lot size averaging

Manufactured homes allowed

Other strategies

MULTI-FAMILY

Upzoning

Preservation of existing affordable units

No maximum densities

Small units

Other strategies

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Reduced parking requirements

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

Open space credits

Zero lot line

Setback flexibility

Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWs and easements

Flexible stormwater requirements

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies

DESIGN

Cottage Housing

PUD/PRD

Py

Mixed-use

Infill

Other strategies
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Housing Element

COMP | ZONING USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL
Density bonuses: in exchange for R
“ affordable units
E Impact fee waivers or deferral C
g Priority permitting
Other strategies
Regulatory reform S
z2
g © | Streamlined permitting
< Ll
o Other strategies
o Active partnerships w/ nonprofit S
T providers
o2
E Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions S
|—
o«
P Other strategies
% Financial assistance programs
E Displacement resources
E Pursue funding for housing
o
o Other strategies
ﬁ (Identify)
g Single room occupancy dwellings C
<
E Waiver of development fees
o
W Utility fee deferral
=
o Utility fee waiver
Strategies

Contained in the City of Snohomish housing element are the following eight goals:
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Ensure housing for individuals at all economic levels and with special needs
Ensure over 50 percent of housing units are single family detached
Ensure design and scale of new residential development meets character of existing neighborhood

Page 193



Increase residential densities

Maintain 50 percent owner occupied units

Ensure development regulations do not add unnecessarily to housing costs
Preserve and enhance historic character and heritage of city

e Improve appearance of the city through design and neighborhood planning

The strategies adopted to support these goals are many. However, the city’s key affordability
strategies include:

e Encouraging innovative designs that reduce cost of owner occupied and rental units

e Providing incentives to encourage low-income housing projects

e Allowing accessory apartments

e Allowing a reduction of lot sizes and infrastructure requirements for single family developments
e Allowing group quarters, studio apartments, and single room occupancy residences

Implementation

The City is continually evaluating implementation measures to provide a range of housing options
within the City. Current and recent measures include the following:

e Planned residential development process to allow small-lot subdivision in areas encumbered by
critical areas

e Regulatory provisions for unit lot subdivision to allow fee simple ownership of townhouse units,
manufactured home park spaces, and small single-family lots in multi-family designations

e Multi-family uses permitted in all commercial designations, either in mixed-use or stand-alone
residential development

e Attached and detached accessory dwellings on single-family lots

e Property tax exemptions for new multi-family development with an extended exemption for
provision of affordable housing units

e Reduction in parking requirements for housing units serving low-income citizens

e Allowance for roomers in single family homes

e Adoption of regulations for a subarea that include increased building height with transfer of
development rights and with no maximum density, and a SEPA planned action ordinance to
facilitate new development

e Liberal provisions to allow continuation, renewal and, in certain cases, reestablishment of non-
conforming residential uses

The City has also made the following financial commitments to individual affordable housing
projects:

e Leasing of public land at a nominal rate for private non-profit affordable housing
e Contribution of development review fees and utility connection charges for development of
affordable housing

Future Housing Issues

The City only recently adopted development regulations for the Pilchuck District, a subarea is
anticipated to significantly expand current multi-family housing stock. Through incentives including
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a planned action ordinance, unlimited densities, additional stories, and relaxed parking standards for
commercial uses, the regulations encourage more intensive mixed-use development than elsewhere in
the City. The City will be monitoring issues related to implementation of these form-based
regulations to ensure that the goals for the subarea are achieved.

As the community’s demographic profile changes, the City must be responsive to an evolving market
demand for a potentially different mix of housing choices than exists today and the type of
neighborhoods that may result. Preserving the distinctive character of the community while
accommodating housing options for a changing population will be a significant challenge.
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Stanwood

STRATEGIES

comp
PLAN

ZONING
REGS

USED
SOME

USED
FREQUENTLY

TOTAL

SINGLE-FAMILY

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.)

Accessory DUs

R

Preservation of existing affordable units

Minimum densities

Lot size averaging

Manufactured homes allowed

Other strategies

MULTI-FAMILY

Upzoning

Preservation of existing affordable units

No maximum densities

Small units

Other strategies

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Reduced parking requirements

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

Open space credits

Zero lot line

Setback flexibility

Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWs and easements

Flexible stormwater requirements

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies

DESIGN

Cottage Housing

PUD/PRD

Mixed-use

Infill

Other strategies
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STRATEGIES

comMP
PLAN

ZONING
REGS

USED
SOME

USED
FREQUENTLY

TOTAL

INCENTIVES

Density bonuses: in exchange for
affordable units

Impact fee waivers or deferral

Priority permitting

Other strategies

ADMIN
REFORM

Regulatory reform

Streamlined permitting

Other strategies

PARTNERSHIPS

Active partnerships w/ nonprofit
providers

Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions

Other strategies

DIRECT ACTION

Financial assistance programs

Displacement resources

Pursue funding for housing

Other strategies

OTHER
STRATEGIES

(Identify)

Strategies

Housing Element

The main goals contained with City of Stanwood’s housing element include:

Provide fair and equal access to housing for all persons

Provide a range of housing types
Ensure strong, stable residential neighborhoods

Encourage an appropriate mix of residential densities
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Encourage larger lots where appropriate

Encourage rehabilitation of older housing and infrastructure
Create unique residential neighborhoods with a variety of densities
Maintain residential character

Minimize environmental impacts of new housing developments

Key affordability strategies adopted to support these goals include:

Provide opportunities for siting manufactured housing

Allow for mixed-use development

Permit accessory units on lots where feasible

Develop incentives to encourage property owners to retain and rehabilitate existing or older
housing stock

Implementation

Because the Stanwood community is recognized as having an adequate supply of affordable housing,
the focus of the city’s implementation efforts have been on providing a range of housing types
throughout the city. Efforts to create a balance in the city’s housing stock also involved utilizing a
variety of affordable housing strategies, which include:

Designating small lot districts

Allowing for infill development

Offering density bonuses

Reducing side yard setbacks and off street parking requirements

Streamlining the permit approval process

Encouraging mixed-use development

Allowing for accessory dwelling units and manufactured homes in all residential zoned areas

Future Housing Issues

With a considerable degree of attention given to redeveloping the old town center of Stanwood,
future efforts will consist of reaching a balance in the type of housing being developed in and around
the town center area.
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Sultan

STRATEGIES

comp
PLAN

ZONING
REGS

USED
SOME

USED

FREQUENTLY

TOTAL

SINGLE-FAMILY

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.)

Accessory DUs

Preservation of existing affordable units

Minimum densities

Lot size averaging

Py

Manufactured homes allowed

Other strategies

MULTI-FAMILY

Upzoning

Preservation of existing affordable units

No maximum densities

Small units

Other strategies

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Reduced parking requirements

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

Open space credits

Zero lot line

Setback flexibility

Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWs and easements

Flexible stormwater requirements

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies

DESIGN

Cottage Housing

PUD/PRD

Mixed-use

Infill

Other strategies
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COMP | ZONING USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL
Density bonuses: in exchange for
“ affordable units
E Impact fee waivers or deferral
g Priority permitting
Other strategies
Regulatory reform
z2
g © | Streamlined permitting
< Ll
o Other strategies
o Active partnerships w/ nonprofit
T providers
o2
E Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions
|—
o
P Other strategies
% Financial assistance programs
E Displacement resources
E Pursue funding for housing
[
o Other strategies
) (Identify)
il
T E
o =
'—
(7]
Strategies

Housing Element
The City of Sultan’s Housing Element was completely updated as part of the 2011 Comprehensive Plan. The

Housing Element has been referred to by the Puget Sound Regional Council as containing “exemplary” policy
guidance that is of benefit to Sultan Citizens and jurisdictions in the region.
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Implementation

Housing development came to a standstill in 2008. No meaningful housing development has been

undertaken under the new Plan.

In preparation for return of development, the City has completely rewritten the Land Division (Subdivision)
Code from scratch. It quantifies and streamlines the various land division procedures and clarifies
development standards so that developers and the community are clear about how a project will proceed
through the review process and what it will look like when completed.

Future Housing Issues

The City’s wastewater treatment plant is approaching capacity. All housing options are based on the ability
to provide urban sewer service. Finding ways to work with developers to increase capacity at the plant is the
single biggest issue facing the housing system in the community.

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT Page 201



Woodway

STRATEGIES

comMP
PLAN

ZONING
REGS

USED
SOME

USED
FREQUENTLY

TOTAL

SINGLE-FAMILY

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.)

Accessory DUs

R

Preservation of existing affordable units

Minimum densities

Lot size averaging

Manufactured homes allowed

Py

Other strategies

MULTI-FAMILY

Upzoning

C*

Preservation of existing affordable units

No maximum densities

Small units

Other strategies

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Reduced parking requirements

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

C*

Open space credits

Zero lot line

Setback flexibility

Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWs and easements

Flexible stormwater requirements

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies

DESIGN

Cottage Housing

PUD/PRD

Mixed-use

Infill

Py

Other strategies
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COMP | ZONING USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL
Density bonuses: in exchange for
“ affordable units
E Impact fee waivers or deferral
2
'g Priority permitting R
Other strategies
Regulatory reform
z2
g Eml_) Streamlined permitting S
<
“ | Other strategies
0 Active partnerships w/ nonprofit
I providers
&2
w Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions S
-
o
§ Other strategies
cz) Financial assistance programs
E Displacement resources
- . .
E Pursue funding for housing
=) Other strategies
¢ | (Identify)
« =
w g Participation in the SC Interjurisdictional Cx
'5 < Housing Program
7
Strategies

Housing Element

The Town of Woodway housing element contains one main housing goal to:
e Balance the existing housing supply with suitable new development

The City adopted three key policies to meet its main housing goal:

e Add new development in keeping with the character of existing development
e Conserve existing housing stock
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e Accommodate housing needs as they arise (being sensitive to historic character, residential
density, and changes in the demographic composition)

Implementation

Residential neighborhoods in Woodway today contain only single family housing. Because the Town
seeks to preserve its existing housing stock, the type of affordable housing strategies that ensure new
residential development is consistent with the character of the community are limited to allowing
accessory or secondary units in all residential districts and infill development. Woodway does
however, provide use-by right permitting for new residential development. An added measure to
preserve existing housing includes the city conducting public improvements to its infrastructure.

Future Housing Issues

2015 Comprehensive Plan Update

e *As part of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update, the revised plan will include land use and
housing policies applicable to the Woodway MUGA.. Proposed new policies will address mixed
use with varying housing types, a range of densities, low impact development/infrastructure
geometrics and participation in the Snohomish County Interjurisdictional Housing Program.
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SNOHOMISH COUNTY

STRATEGIES

comMP
PLAN

ZONING
REGS

USED
SOME

USED
FREQUENTLY

TOTAL

SINGLE-FAMILY

Small Lots (<9600 sq. ft.)

F

Accessory DUs

R

Preservation of existing affordable units

R

Minimum densities

Lot size averaging

Py

Manufactured homes allowed

Other strategies

MULTI-FAMILY

Upzoning

Preservation of existing affordable units

No maximum densities

Small units

Other strategies

SITE REQUIREMENTS

Reduced parking requirements

Street width reductions (<40 ft.)

Open space credits

Zero lot line

Setback flexibility

Sidewalk width flexibility

ROWSs and easements

Flexible stormwater requirements

Flexible curb standards

Other strategies

DESIGN

Cottage Housing

PUD/PRD

Mixed-use

Infill

Other strategies

m| M| T m
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COMP | ZONING USED USED
STRATEGIES PLAN REGS SOME | FREQUENTLY TOTAL
Density bonuses: in exchange for
“ affordable units
E Impact fee waivers or deferral R
5
g Priority permitting
Other strategies
Regulatory reform F
z2
g Q | Streamlined permitting F
< [F¥]
“ | Other strategies F
0 Active partnerships w/ nonprofit S
I providers
&2
w Cooperate w/ other jurisdictions F
-
o
g Other strategies S
cz) Financial assistance programs
E’ Displacement resources
- . .
E Pursue funding for housing
8 | Other strategies S
g (Identify)
i
|=|_= =
o =
-
[7,]
Strategies

Housing Element

Contained within Snohomish County’s housing element are four key goals:

Ensure that all county residents have the opportunity to obtain safe, sanitary and affordable
housing.
Ensure the vitality and character of existing residential neighborhoods.
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e Land use policies and regulations should contribute as little as possible to the cost of housing.
e Establish a process for adjusting fair share housing targets and housing strategies when required.

Key policies adopted to implement these goals in the Non-SW unincorporated UGAs include:

e Ensure availability of range of housing types

e Maintain adequate provisions for existing and projected housing needs of all economic segments
of population.

e Maintain adequate supply of zoned developable land

e Encourage use of innovative urban design techniques

e Encourage land practices, development standards and building permit requirements that reduce
housing production costs

e Establish a long-term monitoring process to review and adjust fair share housing goals

Ensure a no-net-loss of housing capacity that preserves the County’s ability to accommodate the 2025
growth targets, while pursuing compliance with all relevant federal, state and local laws and
regulations.

Implementation

Since the 2002 Housing Evaluation Report, Snohomish County has implemented a number of
strategies to achieve affordable housing, including:

e Process streamlining

e Mobile Home Park zoning — designed to allow a property owner to see a reduction in property
value and thus a reduction in taxes as a way to reduce the pressure to convert. A rezone must be
initiated by the property with the understanding that if approved there is 5 year moratorium on
rezones. The longer the property stays in the mobile home park zone the greater the likelihood
the value will go down.

Other strategies that have been a part of Snohomish County’s affordable and low-income housing
development include:

e Urban future land use designations sized adequately to support apartments, duplexes, etc.:
Sufficient quantities of undeveloped and underdeveloped land are designated for high- and
medium density zoning; i.e. lower-cost housing types. (RLUNA)

e Adoption of the Planned Residential Development ordinance that allows for the following: no
minimum lot size, 20 percent density bonus, reduced set backs, flexibility in parking, street and
sidewalk requirements, zero lot line development, and lot size averaging.

e Lot size averaging is a strategy that is also allowed as a subdivision technique separate from the
PRD. The County is currently considering amendments to PRD provisions and lot size averaging
standards.

e The county recently adopted new urban centers regulations that promote higher density, mixed
use development at designated center locations.

e Allow the location of manufactured homes in all single-family zoned areas

e Permit development of accessory dwelling units

e SEPA exemptions for subdivisions up to 20 units have been invoked in several cases.
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e Short plats are allowed for up to 9 lots, the most allowed by state law, and this likewise has been
invoked on many small developments of new housing.

e Guaranteed bond sales for the Housing Authority of Snohomish County and the YWCA of
Seattle-King County-Snohomish County to preserve over 300 affordable housing units

On the horizon, Snohomish County:

e Continues work on process improvements,

e Has a project underway to improve design standards

e Convened a Housing and Homelessness Policy Oversight Committee to develop recommendation
for improving living conditions for low- and middle-income residents throughout the county.
(More information on this is located in the Working Together chapter.)

Future Housing Issues
Priority permit processing and impact fee waivers are allowed, but haven’t been used.

Low Impact Development standards have been adopted, which may lower development costs for new
subdivisions.

Fully Contained Communities policy may be used, which will test the policy’s provisions for jobs-
housing balance and inclusionary housing.

Urban centers will be encouraged, providing housing close to jobs, shopping, and transit options for
reducing transportation costs.

Other policies pertaining to rural areas, yet to be implemented: feasibility studies for mobile home
park resident relocation assistance, a countywide housing levy, reducing minimum lot sizes,
inclusionary housing, and programmatic EISs; and analyses of land assembly mechanisms, local
improvement districts, bond levies, and other means of financing low-income housing.
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Appendix F
Glossary of Terms and Definitions

Affordability — A measure of a housing unit’s cost relative to a household’s income. The conventional
standard is that no household should pay more than 30 percent of their monthly income for housing. Therefore,
a housing unit is “affordable” to any household that can pay its cost with less than 30 percent of that
household’s income.

Affordable Housing — Conventionally, shelter that a lower-income household can retain with 30 percent or
less of the household’s monthly income. The term is also extended in some uses to apply to middle-income
households, and used sometimes to describe subsidized housing.

Annexation — The incorporation of land to the jurisdiction of an existing city.

Assisted Housing — Housing serving lower-income households, using government subsidies of the housing
cost; or, the subsidies given to households to pay for housing that would otherwise be unaffordable to them.

Assisted Rental Housing Inventory — A database, produced by OHHCD, of all the units or households
assigned housing assistance in Snohomish County under a variety of subsidy programs.

Beds — An alternative measurement of the quantity of low-income housing. It is often more useful to report the
number of “beds” than the number of “housing units” for special populations, where unrelated individuals may
share the same quarters; e.g. rehabilitation centers and emergency shelters.

Chronic Mental Iliness — An impairment of an individual's normal cognitive, emotional, or behavioral
functioning which is severe, persistent, and long term in nature. The lack of decent, affordable housing linked
with supportive services is a significant barrier to participation in community life for people with chronic
mental illness, and has resulted in disproportionately high rates of homelessness.

Comprehensive Plan — The guiding document of a jurisdiction, required by the Growth Management Act, that
specifies land uses sufficient to accommodate projected households living in the jurisdiction, as well as
employment. The plan must also address housing needs, transportation, economic development, and the
provision of public facilities needed to serve new housing and employment. Local comprehensive plans must
be consistent with Countywide Planning Policies.

Consolidated Plan — A plan required every five years by the U.S. Department of Housing & Urban
Development of all jurisdictions receiving federal Community Development Block Grants or HOME
Investment Partnership grants. The plan must assess housing and community facility needs, particularly among
lower-income populations, and specify how those needs will be met.

Cost-Burdened Household— A household paying more than 30percent of its income on housing.
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Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) — Policies required by the GMA to provide a framework for cities and
counties to plan consistently and work together to accommodate projected population and employment growth.

Commerce — Washington State Department of Commerce, a department of Washington state government.

Developmental Disability — A disability attributed to mental retardation, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, autism or
another neurological condition that occurs prior to the age of 18 and continues or is expected to continue

indefinitely and results in substantial limitations to an individual’s intellectual and or adaptive functioning
(RCW 71A.10.020(3)).

Displacement Resources — Programs that require public or private parties acting to displace lower-income
residents from their dwellings to provide one-time or limited-time compensation for the costs of relocating into
other housing. Legally restricted in Washington state.

Emergency Housing — Short-term, temporary shelter for homeless individuals and families for a period of up
to three months. This shelter is usually provided as part of a program that also includes supportive services to
assist homeless persons to obtain more stable housing.

Extremely Low-Income — As defined in the SCT monitoring system (and consistent with HUD definitions),
households whose incomes are no more than 30percent of the county’s median household income.

Fair Share Housing Allocation — This methodology is superseded and no longer used by the SCT. It has
been replaced by the Housing Characteristics and Needs Report. The intent of the fair share allocation was to
allocate the unmet existing and projected future need for affordable housing by lower-income households for
each jurisdiction. The Fair Share Allocation methodology and guidelines were originally adopted by SCT in
1994, and updated in 2005.

Families — With respect to assisted housing data in this Report, two or more related persons with qualifying
lower household income and not otherwise categorized as senior.

Future Land Use Map — Part of a comprehensive plan that designates a range of possible uses for land
throughout a jurisdiction.

Growth Management Act (GMA) (RCW 36.70A) — A Washington state law, adopted in 1990 and 1991,
requiring certain counties and municipal subdivisions to develop comprehensive plans to accommodate
projected growth for twenty-year periods. The Act requires that housing needs be met, the environment
protected, that most growth occur within delimited urban growth areas (not in rural areas), and that essential
natural resource lands be preserved.

Gross Rent — According to the U.S. Census Bureau, “the contract rent plus the estimated average monthly cost
of utilities (electricity, gas, water and sewer) and fuels (oil, coal, kerosene, wood, etc.) if these are paid by the
renter (or paid for the renter by someone else).”

Group Home — Housing occupied by two or more single persons or families consisting of common space
and/or facilities for group use by the occupants of the unit and (except in the case of shared one-bedroom units)
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separate private space for each family. In large part, group homes have been replaced by adult family homes
and supported living.

Group Quarters — A U.S. Census Bureau classification of shelter. The group quarters population includes all
people not living in households. Two general categories of people in group quarters are recognized: (1) the
institutionalized population includes people under formally authorized, supervised care or custody in
institutions at the time of enumeration; such as correctional institutions, nursing homes, and juvenile
institutions; (2) the noninstitutionalized population includes all people who live in group quarters other than
institutions, such as college dormitories, military quarters, and group homes. Also, included are staff residing
at institutional group quarters.

Growth Monitoring Report (GMR) — An annual publication of SCT that reports on population, employment,
annexation, residential development and housing cost trends in the county, particularly changes over the
previous years. The GMR uses the best available data, including state estimates, data from surveys, and data
from local permitting activity.

Household — As defined by the U.S. Census Bureau: “A household includes all the persons who occupy a
housing unit.” Households may be one or more persons, and may be families or non-families. People living in
group quarters are not counted as living in households.

Housing Element — A section or chapter of a comprehensive plan, required by the GMA to assess the
jurisdiction’s housing needs and delineate how the jurisdiction will meet that need.

Housing Evaluation Report — A report that was required every five years by the Snohomish County
Countywide Planning Policies, but as of June 2011 has been replaced by the Housing Needs and
Characteristics Report.

Housing Needs and Characteristics Report — A report required every eight years by Snohomish County
Countywide Planning Policy HO-5 that assesses the housing needs and existing housing characteristics of SCT
members.

Housing Unit — According to the U.S. Census Bureau, “A housing unit may be a house, an apartment, a
mobile home, a group of rooms, or a single room that is occupied (or if vacant, is intended for occupancy) as
separate living quarters. Separate living quarters are those in which the occupants live separately from any
other individuals in the building and which have direct access from the outside of the building or through a
common hall.” Group quarters are not counted as housing units by the Census Bureau.

HUD — U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, a department of the United States government

Individuals — With respect to assisted housing data in this Report, single people not over age 62 and not living
with relatives.

Infrastructure — Those utilities, roads, amenities, and services that must or are appropriate to accompany
development to meet the burdens and needs of that development. May be publicly or privately provided.
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Jurisdiction — As used in this Report, the territorial range of a county or incorporated city.

Low-Income— As defined in the SCT monitoring system (and consistent with HUD definitions), households
whose incomes are greater than 50 percent, and not more than 80 percent, of the county’s median household
income. When used in the term, “low-income housing,” however, it may be less specific, referring to any
income level that qualifies for an assisted housing program.

Lower-Income — As used in this Report, encompasses extremely low-, very low-, low-, and moderate-income
households; in other words, households whose incomes are not more than 95 percent of the county’s median
household income.

Median Income — The dollar amount at which half the households (or other population unit) in the population
had incomes below, and half above.

Middle-Income — As defined in the SCT monitoring system, households whose incomes are greater than 95
percent, and not more than 120 percent, of the county’s median household income.

Moderate-Income — As defined in the SCT monitoring system, households whose incomes are greater than 80
percent, and not more than 95 percent, of the county’s median household income.

Non-Single-Family Permits — As used in this Report, permits issued for duplex, multi-family and mobile
home units; excludes detached single-family residences.

Office of Financial Management (OFM), a division of Washington state government.

Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) - a panel of planning professionals appointed by each jurisdiction
member of SCT.

PDS - Planning & Development Services, a department of Shohomish County government.

Permanent Assisted Housing — A subsidized housing unit offering long-term residence for qualifying
households; may or may not provide supportive services as well. Program participants typically pay up to 30
percent of their monthly income towards housing costs. Contrast with “Voucher Assisted Housing.”

Planned Residential Development, or Planned Unit Development — A housing project that receives the
right to build more units, or other considerations, than would normally be allowed in exchange for careful
attention to design, including adherence to a special set of rules governing items such as setbacks, vegetation,
and open space.

Poverty — The U.S. Census Bureau compares total household income in 1999 to a table composed of poverty
thresholds that vary, depending on the size of a family and the age of family members, whether under 18 or
over 65. A single individual living alone was in poverty according to the 2000 Census if his or her total annual
income was less than $8,501. A four-person household with two children under age 18 was in poverty if total
annual income was less than $17,465.
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Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) — An agency focused on planning for regional transportation, growth
management and economic development for the central Puget Sound area including the state, counties (King,
Pierce, Snohomish and Kitsap), cities, towns, ports tribes and transit agencies.

RCW - Revised Code of Washington, the official compilation of laws of Washington state.

Reasonable Measures — Under GMA, steps to increase capacity that a jurisdiction must consider if it lacks the
capacity to meet growth targets.

Regional Growth Strategy — A PSRC approach for distributing population and employment growth within
the four-county central Puget Sound area

Regulatory Reform — The process of trimming unnecessary or undesirable regulations and development
permitting processes; sometimes associated with replacing individual project impact analysis with more careful
analysis, assessment, and mitigation planning for larger areas within which individual project parcels are
located.

Residential Land Use Needs Analysis (RLUNA) — An assessment of the adequacy of Snohomish County’s
Future Land Use Map to accommodate the county’s Fair Share Housing Allocation; last completed in 2005.

Snohomish County Tomorrow (SCT) - a cooperative and collaborative public inter-jurisdictional forum
consisting of representatives from the county and each of the cities as well as from the Tulalip Tribes.

SCT's mission is to adopt a publicly shared vision, including goals and policies, to guide effective growth
management and to preserve Snohomish County's unique quality of life.

Selected Monthly Owner Costs — According to the U.S. Census Bureau, “the sum of payments for mortgages,
deeds of trust, contracts to purchase, or similar debts on the property (including payments for the first
mortgage, second mortgage, home equity loans, and other junior mortgages); real estate taxes; fire, hazard, and
flood insurance on the property; utilities (electricity, gas, and water and sewer); and fuels (oil, coal, kerosene,
wood, etc.). It also includes, where appropriate, the monthly condominium fees or mobile home costs
(installment loan payments, personal property taxes, site rent, registration fees, and license fees).”

Special Needs Populations — People that require special assistance or supportive services to subsist or achieve
independent living. They include the elderly, frail elderly, developmentally disabled, chronically mentally ill,
physically disabled, homeless, persons participating in substance abuse programs, persons with AIDS, and
victims of domestic violence.

Subsidized Units — Housing units for which capital costs are written down by public subsidy funds, and for
which occupancy is governed by income restrictions.

Supportive Services — Services provided to residents of supportive housing to facilitate residents'
independence. Examples include case management, medical or psychological counseling and supervision,
childcare, transportation, and job training.

2013 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS REPORT Page 213



SW UGA - Southwest Urban Growth Area, the geographic area encompassing Everett, Mukilteo, Edmonds,
Woodway, Lynnwood, Brier, Mountlake Terrace, Bothell, Mill Creek, and the unincorporated areas between
them.

TDR - Transfer of Development Rights.
Tenure — Classification of a housing unit as either owner-occupied or renter-occupied.
rights are removed from a parcel, a conservation easement is placed on the sending site.

Transitional Housing — Longer-term temporary housing provided for homeless individuals and families for a
period of up to two years. This housing is usually provided as part of a program that includes supportive
services to assist homeless persons to obtain more stable housing. Program participants typically pay up to 30
percent of their monthly income towards housing costs.

UGA — Urban Growth Area.

Upper-Income — As defined in the SCT monitoring system (and consistent with HUD definitions), households
earning more than 175 percent of county median household income.

Upper Middle-Income — As defined in the SCT monitoring system (and consistent with HUD definitions),
households earning between 121 percent and 175 percent of county median household income.

Urban Growth Area — Any geographic area designated pursuant to the GMA to which urban growth in that
county is restricted. Urban growth refers to development that makes intensive use of land for the location of
buildings, structures, and impermeable surfaces to such a degree as to be incompatible with the primary use of
such land for the production of food, other agricultural products or fiber, or the extraction of mineral resources.

Very Low-Income — As defined in the SCT monitoring system, households whose incomes are greater than 30
percent, and not more than 50 percent, of the county’s median household income.

Voucher Assisted Housing — A means to provide affordable housing in which lower-income households
receive a certificate from a housing authority entitling the person from whom they rent (in the private market)
to receive the difference between what the household can reasonably pay for housing (up to 30 percent of their
monthly income) and the market rent for the unit. Units must rent below established maximums established by
the voucher programs. VVouchers travel with individuals or families to the housing units they find unlike
“Permanent Assisted Housing,” where a subsidy is assigned to a unit and individuals and families come to it.
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