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Introduction
This Housing Evaluation Report is a product of Snohomish County Tomorrow (SCT), prepared under contract
by the Economic Development Council of Snohomish
County. The report is a requirement of the Countywide
Planning Policies (CPP HO-9) that applies to all Snohomish County jurisdictions. Through SCT, jurisdictions
agreed to pool resources and jointly hire a consultant to
prepare the Housing Evaluation Report to fulfill the report
requirements for all jurisdictions. The Report:
•
•
•
•

•

Summarizes housing data reported annually since
1997 in the Growth Monitoring Reports (GMRs);
Provides new tabulations and analysis derived
from new 2000 U.S. Census and subsidized housing data sources;
Documents the strategies jurisdictions have implemented to meet their housing goals.
Evaluates city and county progress towards meeting housing goals contained in the housing policies of the Countywide Planning Policies, and progress carrying out strategies to meet housing
needs identified in local housing elements of comprehensive plans; and
Identifies housing need and problem areas as a
series of strategic issues, then recommends how
SCT monitoring and application of strategies could
be improved to address those issues.

This document, along with other recent publications such
as the Buildable Lands Report, gives policymakers data
and insight into progress meeting housing needs identi-

fied in the past, current housing need, and what new
measures would help meet the housing needs of current
and future Snohomish County residents.
About Snohomish County Tomorrow
Snohomish County Tomorrow is a cooperative and collaborative interjurisdictional forum. This public association consists of representatives from county government,
each of the cities in the county and the Tulalip Tribes.
Snohomish County Tomorrow's mission is to "adopt a
publicly shared vision and goals to guide effective growth
management and preserve Snohomish County's unique
quality of life. These goals will guide the development of
cooperative and consistent comprehensive plans, policies and programs by the cities, towns, Snohomish
County, and federally recognized Indian tribes."
The shared vision of SCT is reflected in the Countywide
Planning Policies. The original CPPs were mutually
developed in the early 1990s and adopted in February
1993. The policies are a requirement of the Washington
State Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A.210) and
establish a countywide framework for the development of
jurisdictions' comprehensive plans. The Countywide
Planning Policies were designed to ensure that city and
county comprehensive plans are consistent. Adopted
policies address topics ranging from the location of future
population and employment growth, the protection of the
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environment and the provision of decent, safe and affordable housing.
Snohomish County Tomorrow consists of six committees
including the Steering Committee (elected officials), the
City/County Managers Group, the Community Advisory
Board, the Planning Advisory Committee (planning staff),
the Infrastructure Coordinating Committee (public works
representatives), and the Executive Committee (chairs
and co-chairs of all committees). Each committee meets
once a month except for the CAB, which meets every
other month.
Purpose and Focus of the Housing Evaluation Report
Among numerous Housing Policies adopted by Snohomish County Tomorrow in the CPPs and listed below,
one requires that members jointly:
Implement a coordinated monitoring program to evaluate
progress towards achieving housing goals and objectives on
a countywide and jurisdictional level. Such a monitoring program shall entail the preparation of a housing monitoring report every five years or more frequently if housing conditions
warrant. The housing report will include an assessment of
the adequacy of the jurisdictions' supply of developable residential building lots, the jurisdictions' supply of land for nonresidential land uses, the location of urban growth boundaries, and an assessment of the jurisdictions' strategies for
achieving their housing objectives. The preparation of the
housing report may be combined with the review and evaluation program required by UG-14. CPP HO-9 (underlining
added)
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Each year since 1997, SCT has issued a highly detailed
Growth Monitoring Report that uses new data and projections to gauge population dynamics, composition, and
housing conditions and trends. This Housing Evaluation
Report summarizes and analyzes pertinent housing and
population data from the previous five reports, provides
housing data from new sources, and makes recommendations for future monitoring and strategies to resolve
housing issues. Though not a direct replacement, the
five-year Housing Evaluation Report will provide the type
of information that the annual Growth Monitoring Reports
capture in the years between. Also this year for the first
time, a five-year Buildable Lands Report has been published that meets the land availability assessment requirements of CPP HO-9 and state law.
Further, this report looks at the progress of SCT jurisdictions meeting their housing goals and objectives, and
how strategies for affordable housing were incorporated
into the housing elements of each member’s comprehensive plans, then looks at the implementation of these
strategies. The report evaluates, but does not grade, the
housing conditions and efforts to meet the countywide
and local housing needs associated with each jurisdiction. The Housing Evaluation Report presents pertinent
housing data by jurisdiction alongside other jurisdictions
in ways that can be easily compared. Among the analyses, the report contains U.S. Census 2000 data similar to
the Census 1990 data that produced the Fair Share
Housing allocations derived by SCT for each jurisdiction.
Housing Evaluation Report 2002
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ventory and analysis of existing and projected housing
needs; (b) includes a statement of goals, policies, objectives,
and mandatory provisions for the preservation, improvement,
and 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.140 (2)

This comparison yields important information about the
changes over the ten-year period.
SCT charged the report consultant with recommending
enhancements to the monitoring system and use of affordable housing strategies. The report pairs those recommendations with a list of identified strategic housing
issues—issues not related solely to current housing conditions and trends, but also to how SCT members work
together to promote housing affordability.
Goals and Requirements
What are the standards by which to measure housing affordability and accommodation of housing needs? In the
state growth management system, the paramount housing goals and requirements guiding local jurisdictions derive from the Growth Management Act, passed in 1990
and 1991, RCW 36.70A. One of the thirteen goals of the
Act seeks to:
Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic segments of the population of this state, promote a
variety of residential densities and housing types, and encourage preservation of existing housing stock. RCW
36.70A.020 (4)

All jurisdictions required to produce a comprehensive
plan under the Act must include in that plan:
A housing element ensuring the vitality and character of established residential neighborhoods that: (a) Includes an in-

Snohomish County jurisdictions parallel these two requirements through the Housing Policies contained in the
CPPs, which elaborate on the overriding goal of the
Growth Management Act, and the housing elements of
the county and city comprehensive plans. Those housing
elements must further the goals and objectives of the
Countywide Policy Plan Housing Objectives, and in their
listing of how they will attain them, SCT members are encouraged to draw from a 1994 SCT document, Strategies
to Achieve Affordable Housing Objectives. As it focuses
on individual jurisdictions and the entire countywide effort, the Housing Evaluation Report measures success
and affordability according to CPP Housing Policies, current housing conditions, and the use of effective strategies, whether listed in the 1994 document or not.
CPP Housing Policies Fully Evaluated: Most of the
CPP Housing Policies allow for broad surveys across all
jurisdictions with full evaluation.
•

Provide for existing and pro-

•

Rehabilitate Housing &
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jected housing needs of all economic segments of the county.
(HO-2)
•

Upgrade Neighborhoods
(HO-8)

•

Use Innovative Urban Design Techniques (HO-12)

•

Avoid low-income and special
need housing concentrations by
adopting and implementing a
fair share distribution. (HO-4)
Interjurisdictional Efforts (HO-3)

•

•

Use Effective Strategies (HO-5)

•

•

Cooperate Interjurisdictionally
with a Public/Private Financing
Program involving Local Lenders (HO-6)
Employ Land Use and Density
Incentives, Rural Clustering (HO-

•

Site Housing Close to or
Accessible to Work (HO-13)
Diversify Infrastructure
Funding (HO-17)
Impose Only Reasonable
Impact Fees (HO-18)

•

7)

•

Adopt Housing Relocation Payment Programs
(HO-21)

CPP Housing Policies Reported Anecdotally: Certain
policies are less amenable to across-the-board comparison or are implemented in widely varying ways. All jurisdictions and/or stakeholder groups were queried regarding the following policies and the positive and negative
stories told anecdotally:
Consistent Application of Housing Policies (HO-10) - The
recommendations section reports on the 1994 Fair Share
Housing Allocation Methodology and the Growth Monitoring
Report and HUD use of consistent definitions of income levels and need. The Report, in presenting new U.S. Census
2002 and Housing Authority data, enhances existing delineations by adding information broken down by housing size so
that the needs of particular housing populations can be better determined.
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Siting of essential public residential facilities (HO-11) –
The Report looks only at the siting of residential group home
for standard special populations. It does not cover correctional halfway houses and the housing for sexual offenders,
both of which are the subject of current County siting processes.
Environmentally sensitive building practices (HO-14) –
The report queried stakeholders and jurisdictions for examples where this policy has been applied, and reports examples given anecdotally.
Achieve public benefit through regulations at the least
cost to housing (HO-15) – Reported anecdotally, based on
stakeholder and jurisdiction interviews.
Expeditious & Effective Permit Streamlining (HO-16) – Reported anecdotally, based on stakeholder interviews, plus
narrative on the County’s extensive streamlining efforts and
the current EDC permit streamlining initiative.

CPP Housing Policies Not Evaluated in this Report:
Three policies were not evaluated. Two involve Fully
Contained Communities (HO-19) and Master Planned
Resort Communities (HO-20), which are not present in
the county. The third, Fair and Equal Access to Housing
(HO-1), was reported as a sub-report of the 2000 Snohomish County Consolidated Housing Plan Update.
Report Methodology
Several techniques were used to produce this report.
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Data Analysis and Presentation: Consultants worked
with SCT staff and the Planning Advisory Committee to
select data from the Growth Monitoring Reports that best
reflected Snohomish County housing conditions and
trends since 1995, then worked to present that information in highly graphic summary form to complement this
narrative report. New data from the U.S. Census are included in the report to complement the Growth Monitoring Report data, which had to rely on estimates for some
of its reports. The Report also analyzed and mapped
data kept by the Housing Authority of Snohomish County
and the Everett Housing Authority on the location of
rental housing where the subsidy is attached to the unit,
as well as data on where tenants are living who hold
subsidy vouchers that can be applied to any eligible unit.
Care was taken to provide only as much geographical
detail as would not reveal the exact location of these
units.
Strategies Documentation and Analysis, and Jurisdiction Interviews: Consultants reviewed the housing
elements of each jurisdiction in the county, comparing
them to the 1994 SCT Strategies to Achieve Affordable
Housing Objectives. Consultants met with staff from
each jurisdiction to discuss affordable housing strategies
used in the jurisdiction since 1994, to review preliminary
housing data pertaining to the jurisdiction, and to discuss
issues that would comprise a fair portrayal of the jurisdiction’s current housing conditions, trends, and future steps
to meet housing need. The information gathered is

summarized in the Strategies matrix and included in the
portrayal of each jurisdiction.
Stakeholder Interviews: The consultants met with
stakeholder groups including low-income and market rate
housing developers, and key county employers dependent on reasonable and accessible employee housing.
Interviews were conducted with:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Snohomish County Housing Development Consortium
Housing Authority of Snohomish County
Boeing Corporation
Snohomish County Camano Island Association of
Realtors
HomeStreet Bank Affinity Loan Programs
Council on Aging of Snohomish County
Office of Housing & Community Development, Snohomish County Planning & Development Services
AFL-CIO of Snohomish County
King County Growth Management Planning Council
Stakeholders
Master Builders of King & Snohomish Counties
University of Washington
Homesight (a non-profit affordable homeowner program)

Recommendations The consultant developed recommendations related to key housing issues associated with
housing conditions and housing activities identified in the
report. The recommendations do not as yet constitute a
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new monitoring and action strategy of SCT, absent further deliberation.
The report contains many ideas, not all of which are simultaneously implementable. SCT, working with cities
and the county over the coming years, should evaluate
the recommendations of this report and prioritize them on
the basis of work program resources and need.
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Executive Summary
Snohomish County gained an additional 53,139 households between 1990 and 2000. Sixty-one percent occupied single family detached units and thirty-nine percent
were in multifamily or manufactured/mobile homes.
Of 171,713 total households in 1990 21.5 percent, or
36,918 households, were in housing need by Snohomish
County Tomorrow housing standards.1 By 2000, there
were 224,852 total county households and the need had
increased to 24.6% or 55,313 households. Households
in need increased by 18,395 over the ten year period, a
50% increase representing 35% of total household
growth between 1990 and 2000. While these numbers
are understandable given the market pressures on Snohomish County, they are not desirable. They require a
concerted effort by all Snohomish County stakeholders to
promote housing affordability and the accommodation of
housing need.
Evaluation Methodology Recommendations This is
the first Housing Evaluation Report since the Housing
Policies of the Countywide Planning Policies were
adopted in January 1994. The policies mandate this
evaluation every five years, but provide no guidance on
how it should be conducted. Thus, this report both proposes housing evaluation methodologies and then uses
most of them for this initial evaluation.

1

Households with annual incomes below 95% of median household
income and paying more than 30% monthly for housing costs.

New Data In addition to a charge to propose sound
evaluation methodologies and to evaluate, consultants
were asked to employ new data, only recently made
available, from the 2000 U.S. Census and an Assisted
Rental Housing Inventory for Snohomish County that is
maintained by the Housing Authority of Snohomish
County and the Everett Housing Authority.
A Housing Data Resource for Jurisdictions With this
broad charge, the report in turn is broad. Early sections
evaluate progress meeting Housing Objectives and recommend how Snohomish County Tomorrow could enhance its work to meet those objectives. There is also a
large profile section that follows containing a wealth of
comparative information and housing status write-ups for
each jurisdiction. These sections should prove useful as
SCT member jurisdictions revise and update the housing
elements of their comprehensive plans as required by the
Growth Management Act. Finally, the report includes a
large appendix section that includes reformatted copies
of fundamental SCT housing documents and an example
of a good planning implementation of the Fair Share
Housing Allocation targets.
Evaluation Methodologies Given available data and
natural groupings of the twenty-one Housing Objectives
between means and goals, the consultants have grouped
the evaluation into four sections:
1. Evaluating Action steps taken by jurisdictions designed to meet local and SCT housing objectives.
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2. Evaluating Affordability, particularly changes over
time that can reflect whether we are gaining or losing ground with respect to the broad housing objective of meeting housing need.
3. Evaluating Assisted housing to determine whether
this limited resource is being put to its best use to
both accommodate need and to disperse lowincome and special population concentrations.
4. Examining how well the jurisdictions are working
together, and with other housing providers, to provide mutual support for achieving the objectives
they set for themselves.
In 1994, SCT adopted Fair Share Housing Allocations
to equitably distribute low income housing among the
cities and unincorporated Snohomish County. The
report discusses the allocations, how evaluations in
the future could be developed centered on them and
provides information on an alternative approach used
in King County.
Strategies Used and Intermediate Results Jurisdictions are using a number of the strategies listed in
the 1994 SCT document, Strategies to Achieve Affordable Housing Objectives. Of all the strategies, allowing smaller lot sizes has been used the most frequently. Relatively greater percentages of multifamily
housing and higher average project densities represent important measurements of policies promoting
affordability. Eight jurisdictions increased average lot
sizes in recent years with eleven seeing decreases.

Fifteen jurisdictions/areas permitted more multifamily
housing in the last five years than the previous five
years with only eight jurisdictions moving in the opposite direction.
Two Key Issues Consultants were asked to identify
key issues through the evaluation process. These issues are identified in the report and marked by larger,
bold, and italicized text; but two came to the fore:
1. Most jurisdiction housing elements, to date,
have not quantified the local need they are
seeking to address, and then identified the
specific types and numbers of housing
units they will attempt to provide to meet
that need.
2. Housing Objectives are sometimes seen as
conflicting, or at least competing, with
other jurisdiction interests such as the
preservation of neighborhood character,
the provision of open space, or the creation
of higher quality communities.
Other issues identified include:
Rural Jurisdictions Face Particular Difficulties
Accommodating Growing Housing Need Populations are increasing rapidly, and long-time residents
have incomes traditionally far below the countywide
average. Coupled with this are restrictions on higher
density development due to a lack of sewer systems
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and small town concerns about changing neighborhood character.

posite when many other options are available, often
through use of better design.

More Effective Solutions Are Needed Some jurisdictions are wondering if the strategies represent a
sufficiently sophisticated approach to affordability in
light of substantial market pressure that is boosting
housing prices.

In Summary, responding to these issues will help
Snohomish County jurisdictions meet the laudable
housing goals they set for themselves. This report
includes recommendations to address these issues
and information to assist jurisdictions in the update of
their comprehensive plans.

Assisted Housing Effective, but Unguided Lowincome housing providers cite the continued ability to
use low-income housing assistance programs in Snohomish County that no longer work in other Puget
Sound high housing cost areas. But they also report
they are receiving no guidance from the Snohomish
County Tomorrow housing policy system regarding
the siting of their housing projects. There continues
to be widespread diversity among jurisdictions in the
amount of low-income housing they contain and in the
proportion of low-income housing to local housing
need. Most jurisdictions are not meeting regularly
with low-income housing providers to tailor housing
program and projects to serve their local needs.
Simplify Housing Objectives - All the Housing Objectives of the Countywide Planning Policies are worthy, but they are too numerous for meaningful action.
Education The report found many housing issues
framed too simplistically forcing one answer or its op-

Housing Evaluation Report 2002

Executive Summary - 9

Executive Summary
This page intentionally left blank

Housing Evaluation Report 2002

Executive Summary - 10

Evaluating Progress and Key Issues
This report is large and the subject, affordable housing,
even larger. In this section, the report evaluates jurisdictional progress towards achieving housing objectives.
Key issues were identified through this process that transcend individual jurisdictions and are appropriate for further Snohomish County Tomorrow (SCT) consideration.

but where it made sense to do so, those numbers were
converted into percentages which allow for better comparisons between SCT jurisdictions of differing population
sizes.

CPP HO-9 specifically tasks the Housing Evaluation Report with an evaluation of "progress towards achieving
housing goals and objectives on a countywide and jurisdictional level." Through this evaluation, along with data
analysis and strategy documentation, the consultant
team was asked to identify a few key housing issues facing Snohomish County jurisdictions. Accordingly, this
section contains findings leading to issues that share
common themes or that in some cases, present conflicting themes that require proper balancing. Housing objectives begins with an “HO” designation and have been set
off with contrasting type. Issues have been set off with
larger, italicized and boldface type.

Annexations: A special case. Many cities annexed
land and populations between 1990 and 2000. Six Snohomish County jurisdictions Arlington, Bothell, Edmonds,
Marysville, Monroe, and Mukilteo annexed areas containing large populations while other cities may have annexed smaller areas since 1990. While it is important
that these cities see themselves in the aggregate according to this report’s 2000 data, comparisons between 1990
and 2000 must be made with the understanding that the
two populations, that within the old city boundaries of
1990, and that within the annexed areas, could have had
widely divergent population dynamics. Except as noted,
this report looks at the average of the trends in these two
areas. Therefore, caution should be used when drawing
conclusions from trends indicated by comparing 1990
and 2000 data due to the potential effects of annexation.

The key issues were generally informed by looking at
changes over time: the ten years between the 1990 and
2000 housing censuses; the six years of SCT’s Growth
Monitoring Report affordability statistics; assisted housing
produced since 1995, and reviews of housing elements
and interviews with jurisdiction officials and stakeholders
concerning strategies implemented since adoption by
SCT in January 1994 of the Fair Share Housing Allocations and the Strategies to Achieve Affordable Housing
Objectives document. Absolute numbers were collected,

A Cautionary Note to the Reader:
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A Four-Part Evaluation
This is the first evaluation since the Housing Objectives
were adopted in 1994. Therefore this report must both
propose reasonable evaluation methods and immediately
put them to use. In the end, two evaluations result:
One, the evaluation of progress meeting objectives;
the other, Snohomish County Tomorrow’s subsequent review of the evaluating methodologies employed.
Seeing the proposed methodologies in use will help determine which have most value for future evaluations.
The Recommendations for Working Together section
which follows this one offers more insight into the advantages and disadvantages of the evaluation methodologies proposed and applied here.
Based on Snohomish County Tomorrow’s evaluation
needs and available data, consultants propose that progress meeting Countywide Planning Policy Housing Objectives be measured within three groupings of data:
Action – Has a jurisdiction taken effective and sufficient steps designed to meet housing objectives, local and countywide?
Affordability – Is housing in each jurisdiction becoming more affordable and available to more needy
households?

Assistance – Has low-income housing assistance
been available in the jurisdiction in an amount that
will meet need and/or assist with dispersing lowincome and special needs populations?
and a fourth, less data dependent grouping critical to the
success of the first three:
Working Together – How well are Snohomish
County Tomorrow members collaborating to meet
their housing objectives, including effective accountability?
Working Together is included in the recommendations
section of the report, but could reasonably form a part of
the Action section in the next five-year analysis.

Action

is a much more direct measure of jurisdiction response to Countywide
Planning Policy housing objectives. This subsection
evaluates steps taken by jurisdictions to increase affordability (many of which are listed in SCT’s Strategies
to Achieve Affordable Housing Objectives - Appendix B
herein) along with on-the-ground data that can be directly
related to jurisdiction actions and policies, such as the
average net densities of new housing developments because it is generally accepted that higher densities promote affordability. The Action section encompasses
planning as an early action step and provides summary
data of the plans and strategies jurisdictions developed
through comprehensive plan housing elements to meet
local and mutually agreed upon SCT housing objectives.
Many of the housing objectives of the Countywide PlanHousing Evaluation Report 2002
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ning Policies are more prescriptive of strategies than of
housing goals, such as requirements that impact fees be
kept as moderate as possible. Jurisdiction response to
these prescriptive elements is included in this subsection.
groups data associated diAffordability rectly
with standards used by
Snohomish County Tomorrow for evaluating need and
affordability, most centrally—How many households with
annual incomes below 95 percent of median income are
paying more than 30 percent of their monthly income for
housing? Most of the evaluation in this section is of
change between the two U.S. Decennial Censuses, 1990
and 2000, which directly survey this measure of need.
Although affordability is the ultimate measure of the CPP
Housing Objective 2 requirement to meet need and is the
basis for the fair share housing allocation system
adopted by Snohomish County Tomorrow in 1994, affordability is the least amenable of the three data groups
to direct correlations with the steps jurisdictions take or
do not take to increase affordability.
Many factors outside of a jurisdiction’s control, including
interest rates, net in or out population migration, what is
happening in adjacent counties, and the health of the local economy, play a role in the rise or fall of housing
need figures. Affordability is also affected by data
changes that result from annexations between measuring
periods. Some more affluent jurisdictions, to their credit
and in furtherance of CPP Housing Objective 4 (to disperse concentrations among jurisdictions), have annexed

areas of greater housing need which results in higher
need census tallies. This may mask the results of steps
the jurisdiction took to decrease need.
Unlike the Action and Assisted evaluation groups, Affordability data available to date does not distinguish between housing existing before the start of the evaluation
period and that added since, and thus, is a diluted measure of the impacts of a jurisdiction’s action steps. The
Recommendations for Working Together proposes how
two important affordability data sources could easily be
modified to separate new from existing housing data for
future evaluations.
The Affordability section includes a chart of the percentage of households in need that is a partial indication of
progress meeting Fair Share Housing Allocation System
targets for serving needy households under 95 percent of
median income paying more than 30 percent of income
for housing costs. Other potential methods for evaluating
progress meeting the fair share allocations are explained
in the Recommendations for Working Together.

Assisted

measures the experience of jurisdictions with providing lowincome housing assistance, either assistance tied to individual projects or units, or resulting from a household
with a low-income housing voucher finding a suitable
housing unit in the jurisdiction that works with the
voucher. Perhaps, it could be argued, this is a subset of
the Action subsection. However, because there is a
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found in the RecWorking Togetherisommendations
Section that follows this one. It is no less important to a
proper evaluation of progress meeting objectives, but is
associated with Recommendations because it has much
less to do with data and is integrally tied to a special set
of consultant recommendations for how SCT can work as
a body or in subgroups to improve success in the other
evaluation categories.
By Group Rather Than Objective
The data, analysis, and recommendations of this report
could be presented in a variety of ways. Consultants believe the four groupings described above make the most
sense for the future evaluative work of Snohomish
County Tomorrow.
An alternative scheme would have reported on each CPP
Housing Objective in numerical order. This was rejected
as the primary grouping device because of the perceived
need to establish these four broad categories of progress
indicators and the fact that some indicators relate to several objectives.

Re comm endati o
ns
for Workin
g
Togethe r

Ass isted

Act ion

Affordablit

g
CPP Housing
Objective
and Number

E valuati n

broad and concrete set of data associated with housing
assistance, and because, to date, most jurisdictions, with
notable exceptions, have left the provision of affordable
housing to another set of actors, it is made a separate
subsection.

y

Location of Evaluations

Need -2
x
x
Coop Efforts - 3
x
x
Fair Distribution - 4
x
x
Strategies - 5
x
InterJ Finance - 6
x
x
Land Use, Density Incentives - 7
x
Neighborhood Upgrades - 8
x
Evaluation - 9
x
Consistent Definitions - 10
x
HO 11-18
x
HO - 21
x
Evaluated
through
Consolidated Plan
Fair, Equitable - 1
Site Essential Public Facilities - 11 Not Evaluated
Fully Contained Communities - 19
None in Snohomish County
Master Planned Resorts - 20
None in Snohomish County
The full text of the Housing Objectives may be found in Appendix A.

The table, Location of Evaluations, provides a guide to
where the CPP Housing Objectives are evaluated within
the four groupings. Two paramount goals related to
meeting need (HO-2) and dispersing low-income and
special need concentrations (HO-4) receive some treatment in both Affordability and Assisted. Housing Objective 9, related to monitoring and evaluation measures, is
introduced and applied in the Affordability subsection,
and discussed in more detail in the Recommendation
section.
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Of the three evaluation groups, Action ties most directly to the jurisdiction response to local need and Snohomish County Tomorrow housing
obligations. Unlike the Affordability set of evaluation measurements
concerned with results, this Action evaluation looks at specific steps a
jurisdiction has taken to yield increased affordability. Many of these
measures correspond directly to Housing Objectives of the Countywide
Planning Policies. Others are intermediate results, such as net residential densities per acre or the percentage of multifamily housing achieved
with new housing development—both good indicators of more affordable housing if sustained for sufficient time.
The action evaluation also examines local planning, as reflected by the
housing elements required by the Growth Management Act for comprehensive plans. This relates to CPP HO-5 which states that "each jurisdiction's comprehensive plan housing element will specify which strategies are available to attain the jurisdiction's fair share housing objectives." Are jurisdictions fully laying out in their housing elements their
housing needs and plotting practical and complete sets of actions to
meet those needs?
For this evaluation, consultants reviewed each jurisdiction’s housing
element of its comprehensive plan and interviewed local planning staff.
In addition, portions of 2001 Snohomish County Tomorrow Growth
Monitoring Report data concerning residential densities and the mix of
permitted housing have been summarized and graphed to better reflect
the intermediate results of local actions and policies that bear on affordable housing. The Master Builders of King and Snohomish Counties
provided a record of impact fees that consultants updated with the help
of jurisdictions. Finally, this section includes 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census data for commute times as a measure of progress meeting Housing
Objective 13 that requires close proximity or adequate access to work
from residences.
The measurement of action steps is revisited in the Recommendations
for Working Together section under ways to evaluate progress. A narrative summary of each jurisdiction’s housing elements and notable action
steps are included on the final page of each jurisdiction's write-up in the
Jurisdiction Profiles section.
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Documenting Housing Strategies
This subsection leads off with documentation and characterization of
housing strategies identified through interviews with jurisdiction staff and
review of the housing elements of comprehensive plans.
Snohomish County jurisdictions have adopted a number of strategies
that promote the development of affordable housing, many of which are
contained within the report “Strategies to Achieve Affordable Housing
Objectives” (Strategies Report, included as Appendix B of this evaluation.). The Strategies Report was adopted in 1994 by Snohomish
County Tomorrow as a guide for local jurisdictions promoting affordable
housing development. Organized into categories like land use codes,
development standards, and housing preservation, the Strategies Report suggests ways that SCT members can promote affordability in the
Snohomish County housing market.
The Housing Evaluation Report consulting team interviewed planning
staff from each jurisdiction to identify which affordable housing strategies were currently being used. During the interview process, jurisdiction staff indicated challenges they encountered while implementing affordable housing strategies. As anticipated, interview results confirmed
that affordable housing strategies adopted by each jurisdiction were dependent on factors like geographic location, market demand, overall
character of communities, and historical land use patterns.
This section of the Housing Evaluation Report describes issues that surfaced during the interview process, as experienced by several SCT jurisdictions. Addressed are issues like land use limitations, local perception of density and its impact on the existing neighborhoods, and comparative use of affordability strategies in urban and rural communities.
This section does not evaluate the effectiveness of the Strategies Report, but rather provides observations that may warrant further examination by members of Snohomish County Tomorrow. To conduct an effective evaluation of the Strategies Report requires members of SCT to
establish a methodology that quantitatively and qualitatively evaluates
the affordable housing strategies both individually and collectively. The
Recommendations for Working Together Section of this report deals
with this issue in more detail.
KEY OBSERVATIONS

As expected, the majority of Snohomish County jurisdictions base their
housing goals on meeting population projections as defined through the
growth management process, emphasizing the importance of providing
adequate housing opportunities for a growing population. This is clearly
articulated in their housing elements.
The Strategies Matrix Chart on pages 22-23 graphically illustrates,
strategies of the1994 SCT document, Strategies to Achieve Affordable
Housing Objectives have been widely adopted by jurisdictions to implement their comprehensive plan housing elements. The Chart uses
shading to rate the extent of use as: “Active Use,” Some Use (with restrictions),” “Allowed, not used/demanded,” and “Goal, but not implemented.” The distinguishing characteristics of those strategies and the
complex conditions that govern why some are used more frequently
than others are explored further below.
Geographic Comparisons
For jurisdictions like Arlington, Sultan, Index, Gold Bar and Granite
Falls, affordability is not perceived as a key housing challenge. Housing
prices in these communities, compared to areas like Mill Creek and Edmonds, are substantially lower. With many planning staff in east and
north Snohomish County regarding affordability as a secondary housing
issue, greater attention is being given to diversifying the existing housing stock by expanding the number of quality housing developments.
Some outlying communities face a challenge not shared by other jurisdictions in Snohomish County, how to provide new affordable housing
opportunities without a sewer system. For these jurisdictions, state law
(WAC 246-272) requires that communities lacking a sewer system set a
minimum lot size for new residential development at 12,500 square feet.
Gold Bar staff view housing built on a large lot of this size not as an affordable housing strategy, but rather a strategy that promotes large,
high-end housing development. Because this state law seems to limit
communities like Gold Bar and Darrington from pursuing new, higher
density housing (i.e. four units per acre) without a sewer system, these
outlying jurisdictions may find it difficult to build affordable housing per
the strategies defined in the 1994 report.
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Documenting Housing Strategies
The link between geographic location and supply of affordable housing
is not necessarily exclusive to rural communities. Cities like Everett and
Lynnwood have had a substantial number of affordable housing units
developed over the past several years, and are beginning to emphasize
alternative goals like improved design and innovative development
techniques. (See the Jurisdictional Profiles section of this report.)
For jurisdictions with more high-end housing developments, increasing
the number of affordable housing units may require more complex approaches than the options contained the Strategies Report present. For
instance, Mill Creek, Mukilteo, and Edmonds have stipulated in their
housing elements that their housing markets are more expensive than
most in Snohomish County. Yet, these jurisdictions have implemented
many affordable housing strategies (i.e. infill development) since adopting their housing elements.
Some jurisdiction staff question whether much of the new development
created through the use of the Strategies Report led to the development
of affordable housing. For example, a developer building in the City of
Mukilteo indicated that, on average, land for Single Family Residential
property (an 11,000 to 12,500 sf lot) is worth an estimated $150,000.
Mukilteo staff question whether the use of strategies promotes affordable housing when land costs are this high. In other words, where highincome housing demand is strong, does building affordable housing
require more than just producing smaller lots and units through cluster
subdivisions, infill, or other high density development? Building new
affordable housing in jurisdictions with a high priced housing market
may require strategies not included in the Strategies Report to ensure
intended affordable housing is not bid up by more affluent groups for
which it was not intended.

Addressing Community Concerns and Promoting Affordability
The Strategies Report promotes affordability through a number of highdensity development techniques, e.g., planned unit developments
(PUD), infill development, cluster subdivisions, and small lot districts.
Jurisdictions that adhere to state standards for a maximum four units
per acre in non-sewered areas have tried integrating new high-density
housing projects into residential districts composed of large lots, thereby
increasing the availability of housing opportunities. However, over the

last few years, citizen concern has risen over the way such developments have changed the character of the neighborhood. (This does not
imply poor quality). Though not all nearby residents share this concern,
high-density housing developments have received critical attention from
citizens, local elected officials, and city and county planning staff. A
growing number of jurisdictions have been caught up in trying to balance community desires with affordability targets. Some aspects of the
sub-issues associated with higher density development are highlighted
2
below.
Preserve open space areas. As less land becomes available for development, the more apparent it is to residents that less open space is
available for public use. As noted in more detail below, the intent of
most PUD ordinances, for example, is to preserve vegetation or open
space while allowing for increased densities.
Preserve the hometown feel. Communities throughout Snohomish
County, from Brier to Darrington have expressed a desire to retain the
character of their residential neighborhoods as new development opportunities are pursued. For some communities, this means maintaining
the hometown feel residents have grown to appreciate. To preserve the
character of the community and a number of old historic houses, the
City of Snohomish responded to citizen interest by creating an historical
district that extends to a 40-block radius around the downtown area.
Maintain character of existing single family neighborhoods. Where jurisdictions have expanded the number of multi-family and other high
density housing, citizens and elected officials have expressed a desire
to preserve the character of certain single family neighborhoods by limiting or disallowing in these areas high density housing projects. Some
jurisdictions have added housing ratios to their comprehensive plan to
encourage the preservation of single family housing.

2

Issues highlighted are extracted from interviews conducted as well as gleaned
from regulatory documents provided by various Snohomish County jurisdictions.
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Documenting Housing Strategies
Promote quality design housing developments. Many jurisdictions have
PUD ordinances. (Some jurisdictions refer to PUD as “planned residential development” or “planned area development,” herein called PUD).
within their housing element the goal to diversify their housing market.
For jurisdictions like Stanwood, Darrington and Gold Bar, adding high
end housing is one way to diversify the existing housing stock. For
other jurisdictions with the same goal, the objective is to
build more aesthetically appealing housing projects
Examples of Local PUD Ordinances
regardless of whether the development is single family or
multi-family.

Issue: Outlying communities, with
smaller populations, lower housing
prices, and limited options for higher
density development where no sewers
exist, have a particular concern with
maintaining community character and
finding acceptable ways to provide affordable housing.
Issue: Generally, jurisdictions are attempting to juggle housing objective
goals with other community goals.
Few resources have been developed to
assist with meeting both housing affordability and other non-housing
community objectives.

City

Title

Purpose

Everett

Planned
Residential
Development

“to propose a residential development that is innovative or otherwise beneficial to the city – emphasis on design, preservation,
open space, density, flexibility in development standards (i.e. parking and streets)”

Granite
Falls

Planned
Residential
Development

“to offer alternative forms of development, allow flexibility and
creativity in layout and design, promote variety of housing choices,
provide amore efficient street and utility system, and achieve goals
of city’s comprehensive plan”

Monroe

Planned
Residential
Development

“to subdivide property while allowing for the preservation of open
space, create efficient street and utility systems by clustering
structures, integrate design of landscape with sensitive areas, and
integrate new development into the existing community.”

Mountlake
Terrace

Planned Unit
Development

“to promote efficient use of land, preserve existing land forms and
vegetation, encourage compatible designs within area, and preserve character and integrity of area.”

Mukilteo

Planned
Residential
Development

“to incorporate small and large scale developments into a single
type or a variety of housing types and related uses which are
planned and developed as a unit, and, to accommodate the diverse
needs of a growing, assisted living elderly population who do not
require nursing home care.”

Diversified Affordability Strategies
Many jurisdictions use affordable housing strategies to non-affordability
related housing objectives. For instance, goals such as preserving open
space and promoting good design are integrated into some jurisdictions’

The definition of a PUD as presented in the Strategies report is “a type
of development" that integrates mixed-income housing into a single development plan.” While many adopted PUD ordinances contain affordability strategies like small lot design, zero lot lines, reduced set
backs, and narrow streets, jurisdictions have designated the purpose of
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Documenting Housing Strategies
the PUD to address issues like design, preserve open space, and allow
for innovative building techniques. (See examples above.)
In contrast, a few jurisdictions like Snohomish County have specified
within their PUD ordinances the goal to promote affordable housing.
Also, City of Monroe is proposing to include a new affordability section
in the city’s PUD ordinance, which would combine the goal of promoting
affordable housing with preserving open space, creating clustering
structures, integrating landscape design with sensitive areas, and integrating new development into the existing community.

Issue: PRD-like ordinances are not often used
to achieve affordable housing. Other largerarea design tools that could help integrate affordable housing to achieve other community
goals are rarely employed.
Declining Resources
Most of those interviewed characterized building affordable housing in
their communities as mostly a passive effort, letting the market act as
the main driver. A significant reason for taking less of an active approach is the declining availability of financial resources. Some jurisdictions, like Mountlake Terrace, have developed programs that promote
affordability, such as a housing preservation program, but due to declining revenues, have not had funds to continue offering the service to its
residents.

Key Observations Summary
Observations made during the interview process and documented here
are recorded opinions of planning staff from each jurisdiction—opinions
based on their experience and knowledge of the local housing market.
Factors like market demand and how affordability strategies are used
may have an effect on whether affordable housing units are developed.
Therefore, the purpose of highlighting these issues is to recognize that
producing affordable housing may be a bit more complex than simply
using a number of strategies outlined in a report. It is precisely for this
reason that the Housing Evaluation Report includes these observations,
so that future planning efforts by each local jurisdiction as well as coordinating bodies like Snohomish County Tomorrow can incorporate the
recent experiences of local jurisdictions as future efforts to build affordable housing are undertaken.

Issue: Many jurisdictions feel the housing cost
pressures they face require more potent and
complex combinations of housing strategies
than the current Strategies Report addresses.

Communities such as Mill Creek and Edmonds have found that promoting affordable housing adds to staff time, either through code enforcement or working closely with the building community throughout the development process. Implementing such efforts is not always feasible at
times when budgets and staff are reduced. For Mukilteo (another jurisdiction looking for ways to promote affordability in a high-cost housing
market), limited staff means looking for alternatives that encourage
lower rents such as allowing residents to build unattached accessory
dwelling units.
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Housing Element Goals & Planning
HO-5 Each jurisdiction's comprehensive plan housing element will specify which strategies are available to attain the
jurisdiction's fair share housing objectives. The jurisdictions
will consider as appropriate the strategies for achieving affordable housing presented in "The Report of the Partnership for Tomorrow's Low Cost Housing Opportunities Subcommittee" (May 1992) and the Residential Development
Handbook for Snohomish County Communities (March
1992) .

has been to promote broad ratios of one type of housing to another,
such as a 50% limitation on the mix of multifamily units in a jurisdiction.
For example, a jurisdiction may have as an action step to adopt an Accessory Dwelling Unit goal, but it is unrelated to any specific goal such
as “to provide 100 units of affordable housing for single very low-income
individuals, like young adults, in the next ten years.”

The chart on the facing page lists and aggregates under appropriate
categories the overall goals each jurisdiction included in the housing
element of its comprehensive plan. The housing elements include many
worthwhile but very broad goals, such as “Ensure that there is adequate
housing for all residents.” Ensuring a mix of housing, and goals related
to neighborhoods and existing housing predominated among the goals.

Issue: Most jurisdictions have not conducted
and written into their housing elements specific
planning that numerically identifies by housing
type the ideal mix of housing to meet local
housing needs and to achieve SCT Housing Objectives, nor the strategies to achieve that mix.
No city converted its Fair Share Housing Allocation target for the jurisdiction into a mix of unit types or land use designations that would best
assure conformance with the target in time to write it into its housing
element. Snohomish County has developed the Residential Land Use
Needs Analysis (RLUNA) model for planning purposes (an example of
the model run for the SW Unincorporated UGA is included as Appendix
D of the report) which accomplishes this essential task.
Jurisdictions list housing strategies in their comprehensive plans, but
those strategies are divorced from intermediate goals to achieve broad
local need. Where some jurisdictions have been numerically specific, it
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Arlington
Bothell
Brier
Darrington
Edmonds
Everett
Gold Bar
Granite Falls
Index
Lake Stevens
Lynnwood
Marysville
Mill Creek
Monroe
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Though the overall goals listed in this table may not be included in a
jurisdiction's housing element, the goals may be addressed in other
parts of a jurisdiction's comprehensive plan or consolidated plan.
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x
x

x

x
x

x
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x
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x
x
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Minimize Environmental Impacts

Support Facilities for Housing

Monitor Affordable Housing Supply

Relate to Other Comp Plan Objectives

Adjust Fair Share

x
x
x

Balance Requlatory Costs

Preserve/Enhance Historic Character

Transit Oriented Design

Innovative Design

Establish Accessory Dwelling U.

Fair & Equal Housing Opportunity

Meet Neighborhood Design & Scale

Neighborhood Preservation with
Infrastructure

Preserve Existing Housing

Elderly

Adult Fam. & Resid. Care into
Multifamily Zones

Special Populations

Affordable Housing

Appropriate Mix of Densities
Encourage Larger Lots, Where
Appropriate

Increase Densities

Increase Multifamily Density

50% Owner Occupied

50% Single Family Minimum

Adequate Housing
Develop Multifamily, Small Single
Family
Balance Exist. Supply with Suitable
New Dev.

Diverse or Range of Housing

Housing Element Goals & Planning

x
x

x
x

x

x

x x
x
x
x

x
x
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Strategies Used or Identified
HO-5 Each jurisdiction's comprehensive plan housing element will specify which strategies are available to attain the jurisdiction's fair share housing objectives. The jurisdictions will consider as appropriate the strategies for achieving affordable housing
presented in "The Report of the Partnership for Tomorrow's Low Cost Housing Opportunities Subcommittee" (May 1992) and the Residential Development Handbook for Snohomish County Communities (March 1992) .
HO-7 Encourage the availability of adequate affordable housing in designated urban growth areas by
considering land use and density incentives as provided in RCW 36.70A.090 and in rural areas by
means of cluster housing that minimizes infrastructure costs. (Amended Feb. 2, 1994 - Ord. 94-002.)
Affordable Housing Strategies are Being Implemented:
Many of the strategies listed by SCT in the 1994 document,
Strategies to Achieve Affordable Housing Objectives, are being used--many through adoptions of or amendments to local
ordinances since 1994 to permit them. The chart on this page
shows that while some strategies are in widespread use; other
have been used only minimally.
Most actively used was the provision of small lots under 9,600
sq. ft., 13 jurisdictions, with another 5 jurisdictions in the “some
use” category. Eleven jurisdictions are employing mixed use
actively, with another 5 indicating “some use.” Infill development is actively used by 8 jurisdictions, with another 8 jurisdictions reporting “some use.” Fourteen jurisdictions have use of
their flexible parking standards, but only 3 do so actively. Thirteen jurisdictions regularly allow mobile home and/or manufactured housing in single family zones. Twelve jurisdictions will
occasionally waive impact fee requirements for projects destined to serve lower income people. Twelve jurisdictions also
allow Planned Unit Development to provide more flexibility and
occasionally density incentives to achieve housing affordability. The summary listing of issues earlier in this subsection,

Frequency of Strategy Use to Achieve Affordable Housing
Active Some Allowed
Single Family
Small lots (less than/equal to 9600 sq. ft.)
13
5
Accessory dwelling units (detached)
7
4
Housing preservation
5
4
Use by right permitting
1
Increase in minimum density requirements
3
1
Density bonus
5
4
No maximum densities
2
2
Site Requirements
Flexible parking requirements
3
11
Street width reductions (less than 40ft)
6
2
Credits for preserving open space
6
zero lot line
9
1
Flexibility with front and back setbacks
10
1
Flexibility with sidewalk widths
4
1
Allow use of alleys
5
4
1
Flexibility in stormwater requirements
2
2
Flexible curb standards
3
3
Design
Cottage housing
2
5
PUD (aka PAD or PRD)
11
1
Mixed use
11
5
Cluster subdivisions
6
4
1
Infill development
8
8
1
Mobile & Manufactured Housing
Allow in SF residential zones
7
6
Designated parks
5
4
Incentives & Requirements
Regulatory reform
4
1
Impact fee waiver
12
Streamlined permitting process
11
Priority permitting
2
Inclusionary Housing
1
Other Organizations
Active partnership w/housing organizations
5
1
Cooperate with other jurisdictions
3
Government Actions
Financial Asst. Programs
2
Displacement Resources
Pursue Funding for Housing
2
Note: Further descriptions of strategies are included in Appendix B.

Goal

2
1
1

4

2
2
2

1
1

TOTAL
18
13
10
1
5
9
4
14
12
6
10
13
7
10
6
6
7
13
17
11
17

1

14
9

7

12
12
17
2
1

6

7

13
3
2
2
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Strategies Used or Identified
discusses the issues associated with this technique in greater detail.
Accessory dwelling unit ordinances are actively being used by 7 jurisdictions, with some use reported in an additional 4. Eleven jurisdictions
report active permit streamlining programs. An additional 6 list permit
streamlining as a goal. Nine jurisdictions are active allowing zero lot line
development with one more jurisdiction experiencing occasional use.
Ten jurisdictions are actively showing flexibility with front and back setback requirements. Seven jurisdictions state that their codes allow cottage housing, but only two of them have seen some use of this form of
affordable housing.

All Snohomish county jurisdictions, to some extent, watch housing affordability action steps simply yield larger profit margins in the face of
unrelenting market demand for housing. These problems are particularly acute in more affluent Southwest cities where the private market is
providing very little, if any, affordable units. In the face of this, jurisdictions ask what is reasonably demanded of them to meet countywide
housing objective obligations.

The growing body of experience using the above strategy tools represents a valuable resource for SCT affordable housing efforts.

Issue: Snohomish County Tomorrow jurisdictions are gaining valuable experience applying
strategies to achieve affordable housing, but
there are insufficient educational opportunities
to share this experience to benefit other jurisdictions, nor to learn about affordable housing
strategies used successfully elsewhere.
The principal difficulty assessing the impact of affordability strategies
listed in local housing elements was the lack of systematic housing
planning building up from a numeric picture of what populations each
locality intended to accommodate over the next twenty years. Strategies were listed that would address affordability, but they were not tied
to particular segments of the population except in the broadest ways.
(See the Issue and discussion on page 18.)

Issue: Jurisdictions facing higher income market pressure lack guidance on what are reasonable measures to provide affordability. All jurisdictions face the issue of housing that could
be affordable as a result of their affordability
measures not being affordable because lower
income households are outbid in the market.
Evaluating Action - 23

Strategies Used or Identified
Snohomish
County

Arlington

Bothell

Brier

Darrington

Edmonds

Everett

Index

Gold Bar

Granite
Falls

Lake
Stevens

Single Family
Small lots (less than/equal to 9600 sq. ft.)
Accessory dwelling units (detached)
Housing preservation
Use by right permitting
Increase in minimum density requirements
Density bonus
No maximum densities
Site Requirements
Flexible parking requirements
Street width reductions (less than 40ft)
Credits for preserving open space
zero lot line
Flexibility with front and back setbacks
Flexibility with sidewalk widths
Allow use of alleys
Flexibility in stormwater requirements
Flexible curb standards
Design
Cottage housing
PUD (aka PAD or PRD)
Mixed use
Cluster subdivisions
Infill development
Mobile & Manufactured Housing
Allow in SF residential zones
Designated parks
Incentives & Requirements
Regulatory reform
Impact fee waiver
Streamlined permitting process
Priority permitting
Inclusionary Housing
Other Organizations
Active partnership w/housing organizations
Cooperate with other jurisdictions
Government Actions
Financial Asst. Programs
Displacement Resources
Pursue Funding for Housing
LEGEND
Active Use
Some Use (w ith restrictions)
Allow ed, not used/demanded
Goal, but not implemented
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Strategies Used or Identified
Lynnwood

Marysville

Mill Creek

Monroe

Mountlake
Terrace

Mukilteo

Snohomish

Stanwood

Sultan

Woodway

Single Family
Small lots (less than/equal to 9600 sq. ft.)
Accessory dwelling units (detached)
Housing preservation
Use by right permitting
Increase in minimum density requirements
Density bonus
No maximum densities
Site Requirements
Flexible parking requirements
Street width reductions (less than 40ft)
Credits for preserving open space
zero lot line
Flexibility with front and back setbacks
Flexibility with sidewalk widths
Allow use of alleys
Flexibility in stormwater requirements
Flexible curb standards
Design
Cottage housing
PUD (aka PAD or PRD)
Mixed use
Cluster subdivisions
Infill development
Mobile & Manufactured Housing
Allow in SF residential zones
Designated parks
Incentives & Requirements
Regulatory reform
Impact fee waiver
Streamlined permitting process
Priority permitting
Inclusionary Housing
Other Organizations
Active partnership w/housing organizations
Cooperate with other jurisdictions
Government Actions
Financial Asst. Programs
Displacement Resources
Pursue Funding for Housing
LEGEND
Active Use
Some Use (w ith restrictions)
Allow ed, not used/demanded
Goal, but not implemented
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Reconciling Affordability with Other Objectives
HO-11 Adopt a local planning process that reconciles 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-12 Encourage the use of innovative urban design techniques to foster broad community acceptance of a variety of
housing types.
HO-8 Implement policies and programs that encourage the upgrading of neighborhoods and the rehabilitation and preservation of the supply of existing affordable housing, Feb.4,1993
(Amended Feb.2,1994, Feb.15,1995, Dec.20,1995, July
15,1998,April 11, 2000) 15 including but not limited to mobile
home park housing, single room occupancy (SRO) housing, and
manufactured housing .

Issue: Too many communities perceive the provision of low-income housing as requiring compromises in other local goals to preserve neighborhood character.
Housing Policy Debate is Too Narrowly Limited: Several jurisdictions
have shown concern about high levels of multifamily versus single family
housing, or the amount of low-income housing in their community. When the
issue is cast simply as a contrast of single family versus multifamily ratios, it
misses a range of mixed type and mixed use design options that do not require that affordability be pitted against quality. Planned Residential Development-type ordinances exist in many jurisdictions, but have not been sufficiently linked to quality design alternatives balanced with affordability objectives.
Local Housing Character Goals: A number of jurisdictions, as mentioned
above, have attempted to change market forces to achieve a more balanced
mix of desired housing through moratoriums, rezoning to larger single family
lots, etc. The number of these local concerns suggests it may warrant consideration in countywide housing policy planning.

Aside from the goal to avoid concentrations of low-income and special needs
housing, Snohomish County jurisdictions must come to grips with whether
they will be complete communities that serve their old, their young families,
and their single young adults. Older jurisdictions, established when transportation systems were less robust and work closer at hand, serve all population
and income segments. But some newer jurisdictions have grown as bedroom communities, which to date have too few housing options for their
members as they retire and become less able, or to allow their children to
establish themselves in the community, first as independent single adults,
and then as less affluent, growing families.
Consultants found numerous housing elements that listed goals to both “accommodate need” and to “maintain the character of existing neighborhoods”
or similar language. But what was missing were plans or discussions for how
these two goals might coexist. Some communities will have to put higher
density housing into or near areas of their traditionally low-density community
where it has never been before, and there are many who will argue that this
will change the character of the neighborhood. While some would simply
oppose any housing that served lower income people than their own, many
honestly believe that the two goals of affordability and neighborhood character preservation cannot be met in the same area.
Unfairly, housing density and affordable housing are seen as conflicting with
local goals for high quality communities. In some instances, where on the
basis of total housing units there is an undue concentration of assisted housing, it makes sense to locate additional low-income housing elsewhere.
However, often the jurisdiction has a relative deficit of low-income and affordable housing, and the issue is cast in win-lose, black and white terms.
The reality is that there are a large number of design alternatives that will
result in greater affordability while improving community quality as well.
What is often lacking is 1) knowledge about those alternatives and 2)
neighborhood planning and design that presents to residents an acceptable
vision for how to achieve mixed income and mixed use communities.
King County’s Growth Management Planning Council recently completed a
report on the acceptance of affordable and assisted housing based on a series of neighborhood focus groups. This kind of study could provide Snohomish County an excellent starting point to understand in detail and develop
plans to address concerns justified or otherwise, about siting affordable
housing.
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Interjurisdictional Cooperation
HO-3 Strengthen interjurisdictional cooperative efforts to ensure
an adequate supply of housing is available to all economic
segments of the county.

Issue: Too few local jurisdictions are actively collaborating with housing providers and programs.

Affordability Promotion and Education: There has not been a consistent
program to keep the housing goals of the CPP before local jurisdictions. In
recent years, presentations by county staff and housing providers have been
made to local jurisdictions and a housing stakeholders group, which includes
housing providers and representatives from local jurisdictions, has met several times. A recently formed Consortium of housing providers should provide more education and mutual sharing of experiences to aid jurisdictions in
promoting affordable housing.

Local jurisdictions have largely played a passive role in the provision of assisted low-income housing. Snohomish County does not have a multi-city
program like ARCH, A Regional Coalition for Housing that unites east King
County cities in the strategic provision of low-income housing. Housing providers are not meeting regularly with local jurisdictions to strategize how they
might jointly tackle local housing needs.

HO-6 Production of an adequate supply of low and moderate
income housing will be encouraged by exploring the establishment of interjurisdictional private/public financing programs
which involve local lenders.

A few jurisdictions have discussed housing programs and projects for their
communities with housing providers, but most have not.

There are some recent examples of public/private partnerships. The County
has partnered with the City of Mill Creek to successfully obtain a State
Community Trade & Economic Development Pilot Housing Grant for an urban center area planned in Mill Creek’s Municipal Urban Growth Area.

Though there has been little one-to-one interaction, all jurisdictions in Snohomish County are part of the Snohomish County Community Development
Block Grant program consortium. (Everett does not participate because it
has its own Community Development Block Grant allocation.) The Consortium allocates Block Grant and federal HOME program dollars through its
Technical Advisory Committee. The committee is composed of one representative from each city, two county representatives, one Housing Authority
of Snohomish County representative, and eight citizen representatives.
Consortium Block Grant and HOME funds support a single family housing
rehabilitation program administered by HASCO, a first time homebuyer program administered by HASCO and the non-profit Homesight that provides
down payment assistance, and a weatherization program run by Snohomish
County Human Services. Low-income housing providers annually submit
applications to grant subsidy assistance for assisted housing projects. On
average four to six of these applications are funded, serving approximately
120 to 150 housing units.
The City of Everett develops a Consolidated Plan every five years for federal
housing funds. The plan is developed cooperatively with non-profit housing
developers and sets goals for housing funds and programs for the next five
years.

The new state housing program, enabled by Substitute Housing Bill 2060 in
the last legislative session creates a new local assisted housing financial resource derived from a $10 recording fee surcharge. State law conditions use
of the funds to the negotiation of city-county agreements on expenditures.
The 2060 program offers an excellent opportunity for SCT to further the goal
of interjurisdictional financial cooperation and brings a critically needed new
financial resource to help tackle difficulties siting assisted housing in higher
cost areas.
There is a very active and promising affordability collaboration between the
AFL-CIO Snohomish County, Homestreet Bank, the non-profit, Homesight
and major employers, like the University of Washington Bothell. Together
they are targeting programs to provide homeownership opportunities to workers, like firemen and teachers, who often have difficulty buying homes in the
communities they serve. Homesight provides buying and credit counseling,
the AFL-CIO provides pension investments to lower entry barriers, and
Homestreet administers the program. The program appears to present an
opportunity for jurisdictions to participate by targeting programs like fee waivers and permit streamlining to developers who make a substantial commitment to work with the program.
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Balancing Fees, Public Process & Regulations with
Affordability

HO-16 Ensure the expeditious and efficient processing of
development applications by endeavoring to process complete development applications within 180 days. The jurisdictions shall maintain clear and specific submittal standards and the most current available information on wetlands, geologic hazardous areas, and fish and 16 wildlife
habitat conservation areas. The expeditious processing of
development applications shall not result in the lowering of
environmental and land use standards. (The City of Stanwood wrote
a letter concerning this Housing Objective which is included in the Countywide Planning
Policies as Appendix C. Passage of the Regulatory Reform Act of 1995 may have
changed the city’s position on this issue.l)

HO-17 Minimize housing production costs by considering
the use of a variety of infrastructure funding methods, including but not limited to existing revenue sources, impact
fees, local improvement districts, and general obligation
bonds.
HO-18 Ensure that each jurisdiction's impact fee program
adds no more to the cost of each housing unit produced
than a fairly-derived proportionate share of the cost of new
public facilities needed to accommodate the housing unit as
determined by the impact fee provisions of the Growth
Management Act cited in RCW 82.02 .

$9,000.00

Minimum and Maximum Impact Fees per Residential Unit
By Unincorporated Urban Growth Area
(Boxes are the average betw een the minimum and maximum)

$8,000.00
$7,000.00
$6,000.00
$5,000.00

Vertical lines indicate a range of fee
possibilities.

$4,000.00
Data was derived fro m a February 2002 survey by
the M aster B uilders o f King & Sno ho mish
Co unties, updated to No vember 2002 by allo wing
jurisdictio ns to co mment.

$3,000.00
$2,000.00

Brier
Edmonds
Lynnwood
Mountlake
Bothell
Darrington
Mill Creek
Everett
Gold Bar
Sultan
Monroe
Stanwood
Arlington
Granite
Mukilteo
Marysville
Snohomish
Lake

HO-15 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.
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Balancing Fees, Public Process & Regulations with
Affordability

There is tremendous variation in impact fees among jurisdictions and it is
extremely challenging to produce an informative and consistent chart. This
first evaluation focuses on producing comprehensive tables and charts that
were current as of fall 2002. Additional research would be needed to determine patterns for the variation. Two likely causes are jurisdiction differences
in their tax bases and in the amount of housing growth occurring in undeveloped areas of the jurisdictions.

$10,000
I

Jurisdictions w ith a ? employ
SEPA or other analysis that
can raise indicated fee levels.
Jurisdictions that employ SEPA
fees rarely are not designated

$8,000

I

w ith a ?. Vertical lines
represent ranges of fee
possibilities.

$6,000

$4,000
I
$2,000
I
I
Lake Stevens

Arlington

Monroe

Marysville

Mukilteo

Snohomish

Mill Creek

Granite Falls

Sultan

Bothell

Gold Bar

Stanwood

Brier

Everett

$0
Darrington

A 2002 study of jurisdiction impact fees Master Builders of King and Snohomish County was circulated to all SCT Planning Advisory Committee members for review and update. Jurisdiction review of impact fee data occurred
in Fall 2002. It should be noted that since that time revised school impact
fees were adopted in January 2003 (fees in 9 out of 14 school districts were
reduced). Since consultants did not have access to a similar survey conducted some years ago, they were not able to determine changes in impact
fees over time. It might be telling that the updates provided by jurisdictions in
Fall 2002 to the Master Builders February 2002 study all increased fee
amounts. Twelve jurisdictions told the consultants that they have procedures
to waive and have waived project fees, from time to time, when a project will
provide affordable units.

$12,000

Edmonds

Snohomish County has worked diligently to streamline its permit process.
The most recent work involved an independently conducted performance
audit of the efficiency and effectiveness of permitting processes by DeMarche Consulting Group in the fall of 2002. The report found that “permitting processes have become needlessly complicated.” A consultant recommended comprehensive redesign of the processes is currently occurring.

Minimum and Maximum Development Impact Fees
Charged per New Residential Unit
By Incorporated City
(Boxes are the average between the minimum and the maximum)

$14,000

Mountlake Terrace

In the strategy survey as part of this report, consultants found that 4 jurisdictions had instituted regulatory reform, 1 to a lesser extent, and eight others
listed it as a local strategic goal. Eleven jurisdictions said they had a streamlined permitting process in place and six others listed it as a goal. Two jurisdictions will allow priority permitting for projects intended to provide significant housing affordability.

$16,000

Lynnwood

The Countywide Housing Objectives were adopted in 1994, before 1995
passage of the State Regulatory Reform Act, 36.70B RCW. The Act mandates that jurisdictions process complete development applications in less
than 120 days.

Data was derived from a February 2002 survey by the Master Builders of King & Snohomish Counties,
updated to November 2002 by allowing jurisdictions to comment.

The impact fees documented in this report
are those allowed for under the Growth
Management Act. A variety of other types of
fees may be associated with development
and are not represented here.

Please note that the impact fee information
provided in this report may be inaccurate or
out of date for some areas.
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Balancing Fees, Public Process & Regulations with Affordability
Fall 2002 Impact Fees by Unincorporated Area
Fall 2002 Impact Fees by Unincorporated Area (average for a single family residential unit)
Jurisdiction
Park
Traffic
School
Sno Co by Uninc. UGA

Minimum

Maximum

Arlington
Bothell
Brier
Darrington
Edmonds
Everett
Gold Bar
Granite Falls
Lake Stevens
Lynnwood
Marysville
Mill Creek
Monroe
Mountlake Terrace
Mukilteo
Snohomish
Stanwood
Sultan
Assumptions:

$ 1,077.00

$ 1,077.00

$

1,960.00

$

918.00

$

974.00

$

1,870.00

$

974.00

$

974.00

$

1,870.00

$

972.00

$

972.00

$

1,960.00

$ 1,012.00

$ 1,012.00

$

1,870.00

$

972.00

$

987.00

$

2,160.00

$

767.00

$

767.00

$

1,940.00

$

861.00

$

Northshore SD

Edmonds SD
Sultan SD

Total

Minimum

Maximum

Minimum

Maximum

$ 2,758.00

$ 2,758.00

$ 5,795.00

$ 5,795.00

$

879.00

$

879.00

$ 3,667.00

$ 3,723.00

$

-

$

879.00

$ 2,844.00

$ 3,723.00

$

817.00

$

817.00

$ 3,749.00

$ 3,749.00

$

-

$

-

$ 2,882.00

$ 2,882.00

$ 1,844.00

$ 1,844.00

$ 4,976.00

$ 4,991.00

$ 2,362.00

$ 2,362.00

$ 5,069.00

$ 5,069.00

861.00

$

3,230.00

$ 2,201.00

$ 2,201.00

$ 6,292.00

$ 6,292.00

$ 1,019.00

$ 1,019.00

$

3,230.00

$ 5,013.00

$ 5,013.00

$ 9,262.00

$ 9,262.00

$ 1,012.00

$ 1,012.00

$

1,870.00

$

$

$ 1,040.00

$ 1,040.00

$

1,960.00

$

918.00

$

918.00

$

2,160.00

$

757.00

$

757.00

$

1,940.00

Edmonds SD
Everett SD

-

$ 2,882.00

$ 2,882.00

$ 3,847.00

$ 6,847.00

$ 6,847.00

$ 1,844.00

$ 1,844.00

$ 4,922.00

$ 4,922.00

$ 2,810.00

$ 2,810.00

$ 5,507.00

$ 5,507.00

$

$

$ 1,012.00

$ 1,012.00

$

1,870.00

-

$ 2,882.00

$ 2,882.00

$

$

987.00

$

2,160.00

$ 3,718.00

$ 3,718.00

$ 6,865.00

$ 6,865.00

$ 1,128.00

$ 1,128.00

$

1,940.00

$ 4,429.00

$ 4,429.00

$ 7,497.00

$ 7,497.00

$ 1,056.00

$ 1,056.00

$

1,960.00

$ 2,664.00

$ 2,664.00

$ 5,680.00

$ 5,680.00

$

$

$

1,940.00

$ 2,362.00

$ 2,362.00

$ 5,069.00

$ 5,069.00

987.00

767.00

767.00

Edmonds SD

-

$ 3,847.00

-

Traffic Fees are Single Family Res. Avg. Per Unit ; Does Not include WSDOT fee or added fees for interlocal agreements
Park Fees are average charge per Single Family Residential Unit
School fees are average charge per Single Family Residential Unit
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Balancing Fees, Public Process & Regulations with Affordability
Fall 2002 Impact Fees by Incorporated Area (average for a single family residential unit)
Jurisdiction
By incorporated City:
Arlington
Bothell
Brier
Darrington
Edmonds
Everett
Gold Bar
Granite Falls
Lake Stevens
Lynnwood
Marysville
Mill Creek

Monroe
Mountlake Terrace
Mukilteo
Snohomish
Stanwood
Sultan

Park
Minimum
$1,000.00
$1,345.32
$1,000.00

Traffic

Fire

Maximum
Minimum
Maximum
$1,000.00
$1,038.00
$1,038.00
$1,345.32
$1,569.68
$1,569.68
$2,000.00 (SEPA) avg. $3,000

Case-by-case (SEPA)
Very Rare, case-by-case
(SEPA)

$200.00

$200.00

$900.00
$537.60
$2,500.00

$900.00
$537.60
$2,500.00

$4,893.75
$0.00
$5,204.00
$5,208.00
$2,275.51
$3,810.00

$5,770.50
$1,631.00

Case-by-case (SEPA)
Case-by-case (SEPA)

$4,893.75

$4,893.75

$4,893.75

$0.00
$170.00
Very Rare (SEPA)
$800.00
$800.00 $200.00
$1,837.00
$1,837.00

$3,634.00

$3,634.00
$5,208.00
$634.71
$1,673.00

$5,034.00

Case-by-case (SEPA)

$963.00
$2,423.00

$963.00
$2,423.00

$1,542.00
$710.00

$640.80
$300.00

$2,531.00
$2,838.60
$4,701.39
$3,945.00
$0.00
$8,275.50
$5,129.00

$5,770.50
$1,631.00

$1,575.00

$640.80
$300.00

$817.00

Maximum
$4,796.00
$3,794.00
$2,000.00
$817.00
$200.00

$900.00
$2,838.60
$4,701.39
$1,575.00
$0.00
$8,275.50
$5,129.00

$1,575.00

$1,400.00

$817.00

Case-by-case (SEPA)

Minimum
$3,835.00
$3,794.00
$1,000.00
$817.00
$200.00

$1,631.00
$1,673.00
$2,201.39
$2,370.00

$628.00

$1,400.00

Total

Maximum
$2,758.00
$879.00

$1,673.00
$2,201.39

$628.00

percentage of raw land value
(high 19.5%) - see f ootnote 1.

School
Minimum
$1,797.00
$879.00

$1,542.00
$710.00 $365.00

$634.71
$1,673.00

$2,275.51
$3,810.00

See footnote 1.
1. Table show s fall 2002 fees. Monroe changed park fees in Feb. 2003 to $4,632.35 per unit. Sultan changed school f ees to $1,093 in May 2003.
2. Traf fic fees are Single Family Res. Avg. Per Unit; Does Not include traffic fees paid to WSDOT, the county or other cities through interlocal agreements .
For instance, a developer in Arlington could pay traffic impact fees to the City, WSDOT, and the County.
3. Park and school fees are average charge per single f amily residential unit.

Please note that the impact fee information
provided in this report may be inaccurate or
out of date for some areas.
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Percent of Non Single Family Permits Issued 1991-1995
and 1996-2000

90.0%

80.0%

70.0%
Percent Non- Single Family 1991-1995

Percent Non- Single Family 1996-2000

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%
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Percent of Non Single Family Permits Issued 1991-1995
and 1996-2000
1991-1995
MOBILE
MULTI- MANF.
DUPLEX FAMILY HOME
0.0%
5.2%
14.5%
Bothell
7.7%
49.9%
0.2%
Everett
0.2%
41.0%
0.2%
Lynnwood
1.1%
26.3%
0.0%
Mukilteo
0.6%
29.4%
0.0%
Stanwood
0.7%
53.6%
0.0%
Edmonds
4.4%
28.4%
4.3%
SWUnincUGA
4.6%
25.5%
4.2%
County UGA's
Countywide
4.1%
19.6%
10.4%
5.2%
20.7%
6.4%
Total Uninc UGA's
14.4% 45.8%
2.6%
Mountlake Terr.
3.9%
5.6%
3.1%
Marysville
3.9%
0.7%
0.7%
Mill Creek
7.3%
10.0%
NonSWUnincUGA 6.6%
1.3%
0.0%
0.6%
Granite Falls
1.0%
0.0%
34.3%
Rural
5.6%
11.5%
2.0%
Monroe
4.3%
8.5%
Arlington
4.9%
45.2%
0.0%
Snohomish
10.1%
2.9%
5.8%
Sultan
0.0%
0.0%
22.6%
Darrington
2.1%
12.9%
0.5%
Lake Stevens
0.0%
0.0%
68.7%
Gold Bar
0.0%
5.2%
14.5%
Brier
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
Index
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
Woodway

1996-2000
MOBILE
TOTAL
19.7%
57.9%
41.4%
27.4%
29.9%
54.3%
37.0%
34.3%
34.0%
32.3%
62.7%
12.6%
5.2%
24.0%
1.9%
35.3%
19.2%
12.8%
50.1%
18.7%
22.6%
15.5%
68.7%
0.7%
0.0%
0.0%

DUPLEX
0.0%
5.8%
0.0%
2.0%
2.2%
1.2%
3.7%
4.3%
4.3%
5.4%
3.6%
5.5%
0.0%
11.0%
1.2%
1.5%
2.9%
1.8%
11.7%
2.7%
0.0%
6.7%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

MULTIFAMILY
88.8%
70.2%
54.9%
53.3%
51.1%
51.1%
42.7%
39.1%
33.8%
35.3%
34.1%
25.3%
31.0%
11.2%
26.7%
0.1%
21.3%
18.7%
10.1%
13.2%
0.0%
9.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

MANF.
HOME
0.3%
0.1%
1.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.2%
1.5%
1.8%
4.5%
2.8%
0.0%
2.8%
0.0%
7.0%
0.3%
24.2%
0.3%
2.3%
0.3%
1.3%
16.1%
0.0%
10.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

TOTAL
89.1%
76.1%
56.2%
55.3%
53.3%
52.5%
47.9%
45.3%
42.7%
43.5%
37.7%
33.6%
31.0%
29.2%
28.2%
25.8%
24.4%
22.7%
22.1%
17.2%
16.1%
15.7%
10.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

Generally, duplex, multifamily, and mobile/manufactured housing is cheaper to
produce and more affordable because of the
lesser amount of land consumed and the
ability to more efficiently provide needed utilities.
The marketplace and the choices of developers certainly influence the types of housing built, but so, to a large extent, do the policy decisions of jurisdictions. Accordingly,
these intermediate step statistics on the path
to affordable housing are included in this
Evaluating Action section.
The good news here for affordability is that
within the two five-year time periods examined, fifteen jurisdictions/areas boosted their
percentage of non single family residential
permits issued. Two jurisdictions were unchanged and eight saw that percentage fall.
Data Source: UGA Profiles, 2001 Growth Monitoring
Report.
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Average Net Permitted Single Family/Seg. Condo
Densities by Jurisdiction, 1995-1997 and 1998-2000
Average Net New Single Family & Segregrated Condos Densities, 1995-1997 and 1998-2000
in Order by Most Recent Densities

10.00
* = Indicates jurisdictions with periods
containing one or no data entries.

Net Units per Acre

8.00

6.00
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Source: 2001 Grow th Monitoring Report Figs. 22-24
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Average Net Permitted Single Family/Seg. Condo
Densities by Jurisdiction, 1995-1997 and 1998-2000
per
Acre
Increase/
1995- 1998- Decrease
1997 2000
7.47 10.21
2.74
Monroe
8.91 9.86
0.95
Snohomish
-2.86
Mountlake Terrace* 10.30 7.44
7.96 7.33
-0.63
Everett
3.82 7.22
3.41
Sultan
5.92 7.02
1.09
SWUnincUGA
5.59 6.36
0.77
Lake Stevens
4.41 6.17
1.77
Mukilteo
5.14 6.15
1.01
Marysville
5.70
6.12
0.42
Arlington
6.39 5.19
-1.21
Granite Falls*
6.10 4.98
-1.12
Lynnwood
5.96 4.75
-1.21
Mill Creek
Countywide
3.52 4.57
1.05
4.16 4.32
0.15
Edmonds
4.97 4.22
-0.75
Bothell
6.23 4.10
-2.13
Stanwood
1.81 3.39
1.59
Gold Bar
3.52 3.03
-0.49
Brier
2.62
Woodway*
0.68
1.09
0.41
Rural
3.29
Darrington*
* = insufficient data to
calculate all averages

Similar to the percentage of non single family
permits issued, higher permitted densities for
new housing indicates more efficient land use
with less cost.
Six years of data were available from the
2001 Growth Monitoring Report. To focus on
change over time, the first three years were
compared to the last three. More meaningful
comparisons will be possible when more
years are added that will help reduce the impact of annual variations that may skew
longer term trends.
Comparing the first three years to the second, eleven jurisdictions increased their net
permitted densities for single family/segregated condominium projects by an
average of 1.3 units per acre and eight
jurisdictions lost an average of 1.3 units per
acre in average net densities achieved.
Overall, the countywide net single family/segregated condominium average density
rose 1.05 units per acre in the second threeyear period.
Note: The three-year jurisdiction averages
are the sum of each year’s average density
divided by the number of years for which
there was data. There was insufficient data
to weight each year by the number of units
an average represented. Also, there was insufficient data to accumulate overall averages for the Non-SW unincorporated UGA.
Data for each unincorporated non-SW UGA
area, however, is included in the 2001
Growth Monitoring Report.
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Travel Time Data (Distance from Housing to Work)
% of Commuting Households by Jurisdiction with Commute Times
Less than 15, 30, or 45 Minutes in 2000
(In order by under 30 m inutes percentage)
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Travel Time Data (Distance from Housing to Work)
HO-13 Provide adequate, affordable
housing choices for all segments of
the County's work force within close
proximity or adequate access to the
respective places of work.
The 2000 U.S. Census asked respondents
about how long it took them to reach their
workplaces. This provides some measure of
the distances people are traveling.
The Travel Time Chart on the opposite page
and the accompanying table here that compare 2000 commute times to 1990 commute
times show a great amount of uniformity
across most of the jurisdictions. As expected, outlying jurisdictions, like Granite
Falls and Gold Bar, have longer commute
times and generally more affordable housing
prices. Because they had the shortest times,
Everett, Marysville, Mukilteo, and Bothell
identify locations of, or near, major work centers.
A discussion under the Interjurisdictional Cooperation heading briefly documents an AFLCIO collaboration with Homestreet Bank,
Homesight, and major employers to increase
homeownership opportunities near places of
work.

Everett
Marysville
Mukilteo
Bothell
Index town
Snohomish
Stanwood
Arlington
Lynnwood
Mountlake Terrace
NonSWUnincUGA
Lake Stevens
Snohomish Co.
SWUnincUGA
Edmonds
Darrington
Woodway
Mill Creek
Brier
Rural
Monroe
Sultan
Granite Falls
Gold Bar

<15 Mins. <30 Mins. <45 Mins.
32.5%
64.9%
81.2%
26.6%
62.8%
83.4%
26.5%
60.5%
77.5%
22.1%
57.4%
82.4%
35.7%
57.1%
71.4%
26.0%
56.8%
76.6%
23.2%
56.1%
76.3%
30.0%
55.5%
80.2%
22.5%
55.5%
79.9%
19.4%
55.3%
80.1%
19.5%
54.5%
77.4%
17.4%
54.0%
75.8%
21.9%
54.0%
77.3%
18.7%
53.7%
78.4%
25.1%
52.9%
80.4%
47.8%
51.3%
61.6%
24.9%
50.9%
88.9%
13.4%
49.3%
76.6%
17.4%
48.8%
77.0%
16.9%
45.6%
70.8%
27.8%
45.2%
68.2%
15.3%
38.2%
57.7%
16.1%
34.3%
63.5%
9.4%
26.0%
41.6%
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Environmental Sensitivity & Relocation
Environmentally Sensitive Housing
Development Practices
HO-14 Encourage the use of environmentally sensitive housing development practices in order to minimize
the impacts of growth on the county’s
natural resource systems.
As required by the Growth Management Act,
all Snohomish County jurisdictions have
adopted critical area regulations to protect
environmentally sensitive wetlands, aquifers
and steep slopes; and have also designated
natural resource lands off-limits to any but
the lowest density development.
Several of the strategies listed in the SCT
document, Strategies to Achieve Affordable
Housing Objectives promote housing affordability, but also are designed to impact
the environment less. They include building
on smaller lots, allowing less parking, reducing street widths, allowing more flexible
stormwater control, cluster subdivisions and
promoting infill development. Fourteen jurisdictions reported at least some use of flexible
parking standards which can reduce surface
runoff from impervious surfaces and promote
development near more environmentally
friendly transit alternatives to the single occupied vehicle. Thirteen jurisdictions are actively employing smaller lots. And eight jurisdictions have seen some use of smaller
street widths.

Relocation Programs
HO-21 Encourage local jurisdictions
to implement housing relocation programs as provided under chapter
59.18 RCW .
State law gives jurisdictions that are required
to create comprehensive plans under the
Growth Management Act the right to require
that relocation assistance be paid to tenants
being displaced from rental housing due to
demolitions,
substantial
rehabilitation,
changes of use, or the removal of restrictions
on assisted housing. The maximum to be
paid to a tenant is $2,000, which may be adjusted upward to account for inflations. The
private landlord may not be required to contribute more that half of this amount. Only
the City of Everett has adopted such an ordinance.
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Evaluating Affordability

AFFORDABILITY
HO-2 Make adequate provisions for existing and projected
housing needs of all economic segments of the county.
HO-4 Adopt and implement a fair share distribution of lowincome and special needs housing so as to prevent further
concentration of such housing into only a few areas. The
county and cities will collaborate in formulating a
methodology to assess existing and projected housing
needs of the county's population and a fair share housing
allocation methodology.
As mentioned in the introduction to the Evaluation Section, the extent to
which affordability rose or fell in a jurisdiction is dependent on so many
factors that it is difficult to attribute those changes to specific activities of
a jurisdiction.
The first set of charts and tables in this section measures the change in
the standard measure of housing need used by Snohomish County
Tomorrow – households earning less than 95 percent of median and
paying more than 30 percent monthly for housing – as a percent of all
households in a jurisdiction. This provides a rough comparison to the
methodology used to compute SCT’s Fair Share Housing Allocation
system which used the same standards to find that 21.5 percent of all
Snohomish County households were in need of more affordable housing
in 1990.

All the other charts and tables in this section look solely at either what
portion of those households earning 95 percent of median income can
or cannot afford their current housing situation or what percent of all
housing units are available to the under 95 percent of median income
group.
One difficulty with all this data is that it does not distinguish between
new housing created since the adoption of the Countywide Planning
Policy Housing Objectives and older housing. The report's
Recommendations for Working Together Section shows how the data
included in some Growth Monitoring Report tables and charts could be
further divided by existing and new housing in order to better gauge
what income levels new housing serves. Even when this division is
possible, it is only a partial look at affordability as new units are
generally more expensive and affordability “trickles down” to existing
housing because of the increase supply.
In sum, affordability is important and is the ultimate gauge of housing
need met or unmet, however it has limited value to assess the actions of
jurisdictions to meet housing objectives.
The chart and table on the next two pages contain some good news.
While the absolute numbers of households in need of housing rose
between 1990 and 2000 for both renters and homeowner, renters in
need as a percentage of all households in the county declined slightly
from 14% to 13.9% . During the same period the comparable measure
of homeowners in need as a percentage of all households increased
from 7.5% to 10.7%.
Homeownership Increased in the 90’s. Between 1990 and 2000, the
total housing stock countywide increased by 30.9% or 53,139 units.
Owned housing stock increased 33.9% as compared to a 25.2%
increase in rental housing stock. In 1990, 66.3% of the county
population owned their own home. In 2000, that number had climbed
1.4% to 67.7%.
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Households with Housing Needs by Tenure and Jurisdiction as a
Percentage of Total Households, 1990 & 2000
35%
Jurisdiction data are presented
in column pairs. The first,
unfilled column represents
1990 need, the filled column,
2000 need.
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Households with Housing Needs (below 95% median income) by Tenure &
Jurisdiction as a Percentage of Total Households, 1990 & 2000
Total Households and Households with Housing Need*
Total Households*

2000
Owner
Need

Renter
Need

Total Households*

Housing Need* as % Total Households

1990
Owner
Need

1990
Renter
Need

Owner

2000

Renter

Owner

Renter

NonSWUnincUGA

12,720

1,808

1,155

8,178

800

751

9.8%

9.2%

14.2%

9.1%

SWUnincUGA

42,441

4,182

5,808

30,601

2,074

3,761

6.8%

12.3%

9.9%

13.7%

Rural

35,006

4,822

2,231

22,458

2,102

1,677

9.4%

7.5%

13.8%

6.4%

Countywide

194,718

20,922

27,020

144,787

10,799

20,305

7.5%

14.0%

10.7%

13.9%

Arlington

3,918

374

731

1,343

124

216

9.2%

16.1%

9.5%

18.7%

Bothell

9,709

840

1,345

3,857

250

600

6.5%

15.6%

8.7%

13.9%

Brier

2,024

277

70

1,671

157

56

9.4%

3.4%

13.7%

3.5%

433

66

63

351

27

44

7.7%

12.5%

15.2%

14.5%

Edmonds

15,003

1,361

2,139

11,289

734

1,591

6.5%

14.1%

9.1%

14.3%

Everett

33,337

2,929

7,944

26,570

1,488

5,981

5.6%

22.5%

8.8%

23.8%

Gold Bar

511

92

53

231

31

39

13.4%

16.9%

18.0%

10.4%

Granite Falls

771

148

80

371

28

65

7.5%

17.5%

19.2%

10.4%

62

4

4

71

2

17

2.8%

23.9%

6.5%

6.5%

Darrington

Index
Lake Stevens

2,096

194

221

1,122

94

146

8.4%

13.0%

9.3%

10.5%

Lynnwood

11,761

935

2,467

10,183

619

2,461

6.1%

24.2%

8.0%

21.0%

Marysville

8,186

812

1,350

3,880

226

897

5.8%

23.1%

9.9%

16.5%

Mill Creek

4,360

414

455

2,638

135

240

5.1%

9.1%

9.5%

10.4%

Monroe

3,905

455

579

1,546

89

362

5.8%

23.4%

11.7%

14.8%

Mountlake Terrace

7,116

908

1,098

6,800

505

1,086

7.4%

16.0%

12.8%

15.4%

Mukilteo

6,285

523

645

2,422

152

197

6.3%

8.1%

8.3%

10.3%

Snohomish

2,985

289

472

2,334

212

333

9.1%

14.3%

9.7%

15.8%

Stanwood

1,299

151

247

707

36

149

5.1%

21.1%

11.6%

19.0%

962

155

130

609

38

133

6.2%

21.8%

16.1%

13.5%

Sultan

Woodway
314
37
0
292
33
6
11.3%
2.1%
11.8%
0.0%
* - "Total Households" are specified households for which additional data is known, a smaller number than total occupied units. "Housing Need" are households with incomes below 95% of
median income paying more than 30% of their monthly income for housing.

Source: U.S. Censuses 1990 & 2000
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Lower Income Owner Households with Mortgages (below 38% and
66% of median income) Paying More than 30% of Income for Housing,
as a Percent of Total Jurisdiction Households in 2000
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Lower Income Owner Households with Mortgages (below 38% and 66% of
median income) Paying More than 30% of Income for Housing, as a
Percent of Total Jurisdiction Households in 2000
Annual Household Income
Total
Households*

Up to $20,000
Number

% of
Total

From $20,000 to $34,999
Number

% of Total

Less than $35,000
Number

% of
Total
11.78%

Darrington

433

28

6.47%

23

5.31%

51

Woodway

314

12

3.82%

19

6.05%

31

9.87%

Granite Falls

771

35

4.54%

36

4.67%

71

9.21%

Gold Bar

511

15

2.94%

29

5.68%

44

8.61%

Rural

35,006

1,248

3.57%

1,482

4.23%

2,730

7.80%

Mountlake Terrace

7,116

184

2.59%

344

4.83%

528

7.42%

NonSWUnincUGA

12,720

289

2.27%

631

4.96%

920

7.23%

962

8

0.83%

55

5.72%

63

6.55%

62

4

6.45%

0

0.00%

4

6.45%

2,024

37

1.83%

87

4.30%

124

6.13%
6.01%

Sultan
Index
Brier
Mill Creek

4,360

161

3.69%

101

2.32%

262

194,718

4,790

2.46%

6,883

3.53%

11,673

5.99%

15,003

399

2.66%

464

3.09%

863

5.75%

Monroe

3,905

118

3.02%

105

2.69%

223

5.71%

Stanwood

1,299

52

4.00%

19

1.46%

71

5.47%
5.21%

Countywide
Edmonds

SWUnincUGA

42,441

785

1.85%

1,427

3.36%

2,212

Bothell

9,709

225

2.32%

281

2.89%

506

5.21%

Marysville

8,186

178

2.17%

238

2.91%

416

5.08%
4.96%

Lynnwood

11,761

217

1.85%

366

3.11%

583

Everett

33,337

736

2.21%

911

2.73%

1,647

4.94%

Mukilteo

6,285

133

2.12%

168

2.67%

301

4.79%

Lake Stevens

2,096

18

0.86%

81

3.86%

99

4.72%

Arlington

3,918

67

1.71%

112

2.86%

179

4.57%

Snohomish

2,985

55

1.84%

80

2.68%

135

4.52%

* "Total Households" are specified households for which additional data is known, a smaller number than total occupied units.
Source: Census 2000, based on standard income breakdowns available
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Lower Income Renter Households (below 38% and 66% of Median
Income) Paying More than 30% of Income for Housing, as a Percent of
Total Jurisdiction Households in 2000
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Source: 2000 U.S. Census

Lower Income Renter Households (below 38% and 66% of Median
Income) Paying More than 30% of Income for Housing, as a Percent of
Total Jurisdiction Households in 2000
Annual Household Income
Up to $20,000
Total Households*

From $20,000 to $34,999

Less than $35,000

Number

% of Total

Number

% of Total

Number

Everett

33,337

4,603

13.81%

2,961

8.88%

7,564

22.69%

Lynnwood

11,761

1,373

11.67%

950

8.08%

2,323

19.75%

Stanwood

1,299

165

12.70%

74

5.70%

239

18.40%

Arlington

3,918

361

9.21%

304

7.76%

665

16.97%

Marysville

8,186

713

8.71%

520

6.35%

1,233

15.06%

Darrington

433

36

8.31%

27

6.24%

63

14.55%

Mountlake Terrace

7,116

482

6.77%

545

7.66%

1,027

14.43%

Snohomish

2,985

308

10.32%

116

3.89%

424

14.20%

Monroe

3,905

286

7.32%

246

6.30%

532

13.62%

962

88

9.15%

38

3.95%

126

13.10%
12.70%

Sultan
Edmonds

% of Total

15,003

1,007

6.71%

899

5.99%

1,906

194,718

13,508

6.94%

10,986

5.64%

24,494

12.58%

42,441

2,435

5.74%

2,666

6.28%

5,101

12.02%

Bothell

9,709

568

5.85%

567

5.84%

1,135

11.69%

Lake Stevens

10.21%

Countywide
SWUnincUGA

2,096

148

7.06%

66

3.15%

214

Gold Bar

511

34

6.65%

17

3.33%

51

9.98%

Granite Falls

771

47

6.10%

27

3.50%

74

9.60%

Mill Creek

4,360

168

3.85%

237

5.44%

405

9.29%

Mukilteo

6,285

214

3.40%

339

5.39%

553

8.80%

12,720

600

4.72%

417

3.28%

1,017

8.00%

Index

62

4

6.45%

0

0.00%

4

6.45%

Rural

35,006

1,061

3.03%

851

2.43%

1,912

5.46%

Brier

2,024

12

0.59%

25

1.24%

37

1.83%

314

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

NonSWUnincUGA

Woodway

* "Total Households" are specified households for which additional data is known, a smaller number than total occupied units.
Source: Census 2000, based on standard income breakdowns available
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Low Moderate Income Ownership Affordability

% of Housing Sales Affordable to Low Moderate Income Households by Jurisdiction, 19951997 & 1998-2000
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

1995-1997
1998-2000

Advisory: The data on this and
the facing page are drawn from
samples and may not be highly
accurate for smaller jurisdictions.
Unlike U.S. Census data of
households paying more than 30
percent of income for housing that
surveys households at a broad
range of income levels, this data
only measures affordability at the
cutoff level for Low Moderate
Income Households, so it cannot
account for affordability to
households below that cutoff. The
census data is the preferred
measure of housing affordability.
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Source of Data: Growth Monitoring Report
Home Sales Analysis
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Low Moderate Income Ownership Affordability
Percent of Home Sales Affordable to
Low-Moderate Income Households
1995-1997 1998-2000
98.1%
88.9%
Darrington
100.0%
81.8%
Index
80.0%
71.2%
Gold Bar
56.7%
54.9%
Granite Falls
53.3%
50.4%
Everett
58.5%
46.6%
Stanwood
72.0%
45.5%
Sultan
63.3%
41.6%
Mountlake Terrace
40.4%
36.0%
NonSWUnincUGA
37.1%
32.3%
Lynnwood
39.2%
29.6%
Snohomish
28.8%
28.2%
Marysville
County
30.9%
26.1%
31.9%
25.3%
Rural
20.9%
21.5%
Arlington
23.2%
17.9%
Edmonds
26.0%
16.4%
Monroe
20.1%
15.8%
SWUnincUGA
22.1%
12.5%
Lake Stevens
10.4%
10.8%
Mukilteo
15.9%
8.2%
Bothell
3.8%
6.6%
Mill Creek
7.3%
5.8%
Brier
0.0%
0.0%
Woodway

This data shows the percentage of home
sales in each jurisdiction during two threeyear periods that were affordable to
households earning up to 95% of median
annual household income. Median
household income and the average interest
rate factor used to determine affordability
changed each year. The median income,
maximum affordable sales prices, maximum
monthly costs affordable to low-moderate
income households, and the average interest
rate each year were as follows:

Year
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000

Median
Annual
Income
$44,964
$47,358
$50,631
$52,599
$52,450
$54,253

Maximum
Sales
Price
$123,158
$117,895
$129,474
$138,905
$152,539
$150,987

Maximum
Monthly
Cost
$987
$1,013
$1,037
$1,059
$1.163
$1,203

Most jurisdictions experienced a drop in
home sale affordability according to this
measure in the most recent three-year
period. Homes were most affordable in
eastern and northern jurisdictions. The
greatest losses of affordability occurred in:
Bothell, Darrington, Edmonds, Index, Lake
Stevens, Marysville, Monroe, Mountlake
Terrace, Snohomish, Stanwood, and Sultan.

Avg.
Interest
Rate
7.4%
8.2%
7.6%
6.9%
6.9%
7.5%

Low-Moderate Income
Households = Households
with Annual Incomes up to
95 Percent of Median
Income

Source of Data: Growth Monitoring Report Home
Sales Analysis

Housing Evaluation Report 2002

Evaluating Affordability - 47

Percent of Owner Households with Annual Incomes Less Than 95% of
Median Paying More Than 30% Monthly for Housing
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Percent of Owner Households with Annual Incomes Less Than 95% of
Median Paying More Than 30% Monthly for Housing
Owner Households with
Mortgages and Annual Incomes
Less Than 95% of Median
Paying More than 30 Percent of
Monthly Income for Housing, in
Descending Order by 2000
Percentages
Granite Falls
Mill Creek
Mukilteo
Brier
Sultan
SW
Monroe
Woodway
Non SW
Bothell
Lake Stevens
Marysville
Rural
Countywide
Stanwood
Gold Bar
Everett
Mountlake Terrace
Snohomish
Lynnwood
Edmonds
Arlington
Darrington
Index

1990
28.3%
65.9%
51.5%
52.9%
21.1%
45.2%
21.5%
45.2%
42.2%
46.3%
37.8%
33.1%
35.1%
38.9%
20.7%
37.8%
30.5%
36.5%
42.3%
42.6%
37.4%
34.8%
19.0%
7.7%

2000
76.3%
74.7%
70.8%
70.1%
68.3%
63.8%
63.4%
62.7%
61.1%
60.7%
59.3%
58.5%
57.6%
57.3%
55.9%
55.8%
55.3%
52.3%
52.2%
49.3%
47.3%
44.4%
43.1%
21.1%

Source U.S. Census, 1990, 2000

HousehoPercenta
Arlington
842 44.4%
Bothell
1,384 60.7%
Brier
395 70.1%
Countywide
36,489 57.3%
Darrington Evaluation
153
43.1%2002
Housing
Report
Edmonds
2,875 47.3%
Everett
5,295 55.3%
Gold Bar
165 55.8%
Granite Falls
194 76.3%
Index
19 21.1%

The amount of homeownership increased
significantly in Snohomish County over the
last ten years, but so also did the number of
lower income households straining their
budgets (paying more than 30 percent of
their incomes monthly) to stay in
homeownership. Unlike the 2 percent
countywide increase in renter households
under 95 percent of median income paying
more than 30 percent for housing, the
countywide increase among homeowners in
the same income group was 18.4 percent.
In 1990, 38.9% of owner households with
incomes under 95% of median were paying
more than 30% monthly for housing. In
2000, the figure was 57.3%. This dramatic
increase may well be linked to the increased
housing production and to the greater
availability and financial accessibility of
ownership in the 1990s. With interest rates
low, low-moderate income household may be
stretching to move into a home of their own.
Whereas instances of great variation from
1990 to 2000 showed less geographic trends
amongst renter households, some general
statements can be made about
homeownership affordability. As the table
shows, outlying rural communities, such as
Granite Falls (28.3% to 76.3%),. Sultan
(21.1% to 68.3%), Monroe (21.5% to 63.4%),
and Stanwood (20.7% to 55.9%) have seen
dramatic losses in homeowner affordability
between 1990 and 2000 for households
earning less than 95% of median income.
The smallest increases in need among lowmoderate income homeowner households
were found in southwest county jurisdictions.
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Very Low Income Rental Affordability Chart
% of Rental Housing Stock Affordable to Very Low-Income Households
by Jurisdiction 1996-1998, 1999-2001
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%

1996-1998
1999-2001

50%
40%
30%

Advisory: This data on
this and the facing page
are drawn from samples
and may not be highly
accurate for smaller
jurisdictions. Unlike U.S.
Census data of
households paying more
than 30 percent of income
for housing that surveys
households at a broad
range of income levels,
this data only measures
affordability at the cutoff
level for Very Low Income
Households, so it cannot
account for affordability to
households below that
cutoff. The census data is
the preferred measure of
housing affordability.
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Very Low Income Rental Affordability Chart
Percent of Surveyed Rental Housing Units
Affordable to Very Low-Income Households
1996-1998 1999-2001
95.56%
94.30%
Arlington
90.00%
94.29%
Gold Bar
94.16%
88.61%
Marysville
83.02%
87.86%
Snohomish
88.89%
86.95%
Stanwood
82.04%
77.00%
Edmonds
83.69%
72.76%
Everett
50.00%
72.72%
Sultan
84.42%
68.06%
Lynnwood
37.06%
63.37%
NonSWUnincUGA
72.48%
56.28%
Countywide
72.70%
47.78%
Mountlake Terrace
51.72%
42.92%
Mukilteo
63.66%
42.19%
SWUnincUGA
36.87%
40.86%
Lake Stevens
19.16%
34.61%
Rural
41.46%
32.71%
Mill Creek
15.68%
32.20%
Granite Falls
58.21%
30.92%
Monroe
47.30%
2.29%
Bothell
0.00%
0.00%
Woodway
12.50%
Brier
Darrington
Index

Issue: Rental rate pressures
are moving north from the
King County line.
2001 Snohomish County Tomorrow Growth
Monitoring Report (GMR) data shows
Snohomish County jurisdictions closer to
King County have seen a marked drop in
rental affordability in the last three years
(1999-2001) compared to the prior three year
period (1996-1998). Changes in affordability
are much less in jurisdictions to the north.

“Very Low-Income” as defined here and in
the Growth Monitoring Reports means a
household with an annual income up to 54%
of median. This chart measures the
percentage of all rental housing in the
jurisdiction affordable to a household at the
top of this income category.
Caution should be exercised with this survey
sample data, particularly in smaller
jurisdictions with small sample sizes and
possible variations from year to year in
survey respondents.

Measured by the percentage of surveyed
rental units affordable to very low-income
households, as determined by the GMR’s
Dupre + Scott research between the 1996 to
1998 and the 1999 to 2001 periods, Arlington
dropped from 95.6% to 94.3%, Marysville
from 94.2% to 88.6%, and Stanwood from
88.9% to 87%. In contrast, Mountlake
Terrace fell from 72.7% to 47.8%, and
Lynnwood from 84.4% to 68.1%. Edmonds
did not follow the trend, only dropping from
82% to 77%. U.S. Census data on renter
households under 95% of median income
paying more than 30% monthly for housing
did not record such a clear cut trend over the
longer ten-year period as shown on the
following two pages.

Source: Growth Monitoring Report tabulations of Dupre
+ Scott Apartment Advisors Inc., Snohomish County
Rental Housing Survey
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Percent of Renter Households with Annual Incomes Less
Than 95% of Median Income in 1990 and 2000 Paying
More Than 30% of Monthly Income for Housing
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Percent of Renter Households with Annual Incomes Less
Than 95% of Median Income in 1990 and 2000 Paying
More Than 30% of Monthly Income for Housing
Renter Households with Annual Incomes
Below 95 Percent of Median Income
Paying More than 30 Percent Monthly
Income for Housing, in Descending
Order by 2000 Percentages
Brier
Arlington
Gold Bar
Bothell
Edmonds
Stanwood
SW
Lake Stevens
Lynnwood
Countywide
Mountlake Terrace
Non SW
Everett
Mill Creek
Marysville
Mukilteo
Sultan
Rural
Monroe
Snohomish
Darrington
Granite Falls
Index
Woodway

1990
58.9%
47.2%
60.9%
52.1%
55.4%
49.8%
54.3%
49.5%
56.8%
51.4%
54.4%
44.0%
50.3%
39.3%
50.8%
39.7%
56.8%
44.9%
58.2%
36.6%
34.4%
42.8%
65.4%
85.7%

2000
71.4%
60.4%
60.2%
58.6%
57.3%
56.5%
55.7%
55.1%
53.9%
53.4%
53.0%
52.9%
52.3%
52.2%
51.4%
50.2%
49.2%
48.6%
48.3%
45.2%
44.7%
35.4%
18.2%
0.0%

Issue: Housing affordability
remains out of reach for
many.

Countywide the percent of households with
incomes below 95 percent of median paying
more than 30 percent monthly for housing in
2000 increased 2 percentage points since
1990.

The table to the left with data from the U.S.
2000 Census shows large portions of County
households with annual incomes under
$50,000 in 2000 paying more than 30% of
their monthly income for housing. The
countywide numbers have increased only
slightly for renters from 51.4% in 1990 to
53.4% in 2000.

There does not appear to be a strong pattern
governing where significant increases
occurred. It is interesting to note that rental
housing is more affordable for lower-income
families in the eastern communities of
Monroe, Sultan, and Granite Falls than it was
ten years earlier.

Despite this small increase, some
jurisdictions saw large increases. Arlington,
with a relatively low-income population was
one, increasing from 47.2% paying over 30%
of monthly income for rent to 60.4%. More
affluent southwest cities, Brier, Mill Creek,
and Mukilteo, saw the percentage of lowincome renter families having difficulty with
housing costs rise significantly faster than the
county average.

Source: U.S. Censuses 1990 & 2000
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Evaluating Assisted Housing

ASSISTED
HO-2 Make adequate provisions for existing and projected
housing needs of all economic segments of the county.
HO-4 Adopt and implement a fair share distribution of lowincome and special needs housing so as to prevent further
concentration of such housing into only a few areas.
Jurisdiction activities that promote the provision of low-income housing
assistance are the most direct ways to accommodate local housing
need. Unfortunately, there is very little publicly-subsidized assistance
available. This makes it all the more important that this scarce resource
be allocated within Snohomish County in the best manner possible.
Consultants met with a number of low-income housing providers, as a
group and individually. They report that they are not receiving direction
in the siting of new subsidized low-income housing from Snohomish
County Tomorrow or its members based on the Countywide Planning
Policy Housing Objectives. Accordingly, the Recommendations for
Working Together section includes a subsection on partnering to meet
housing objectives.
Low-income housing assistance, depending on the program, generally
serves households with incomes below 80 percent of median. Many
programs, such as the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program serve
households below 60 or 50 percent of median income. This section
looks at the siting of two types of low-income housing: housing
assistance dedicated to a particular housing unit (project-based),
“permanent,” and housing assistance made available to individuals who
then must find rental housing eligible for this form of assistance program
(tenant-based), “vouchers.”

Can and do households who receive a voucher find housing in a
jurisdiction at rents below the voucher program rental rate maximums?
Climate & Reception: Assisted housing providers reported indifferent
to non-supportive local cooperation in siting and providing assisted
housing. No obstacles were reported to planned assisted housing and,
in many parts of the county, housing prices and rents are such that
assisted housing programs continue to work more effectively than in
other counties in the region.

Issue: Fair Share Housing Goals Not
Connected to New Assisted Housing
New assisted housing is one of the easiest components of a fair share
program to measure and guide. However, consultants saw no evidence
that assisted housing providers affirmatively seek to locate assisted
housing in jurisdictions indicated in the Fair Share Housing Goals to be
particularly in need of assisted housing nor that providers avoided
placing more assisted housing in jurisdictions with more than their fair
share of countywide assisted housing. The consultants are not aware of
any policies or plans, outside of the Fair Share Housing Goals, to
provide guidance to assisted housing providers or to control the
availability of low-income housing subsidies in accordance with fair
share targets. The Fair Share Housing Goals do not provide sufficient
detail to guide assisted housing providers.

Note: Permanent or project-based
assisted housing referred to here
includes permanent, transitional and
emergency units and/or beds.

Thus the evaluation is twofold:
Are low-income housing providers creating permanent assisted housing
within a jurisdiction?, and

Housing Evaluation Report 2002

Evaluating Assisted - 55

Housing Assistance by Jurisdiction, March 2002

329
90
419
1
32
33
232
0
232
0
3
3
20
12
32
209
128
337
2,775 1,516 4,291
0
5
5
30
37
67
0
1
1
91
52
143
705
553 1,258
979
321 1,300
56
31
87
178
52
230
230
131
361
61
112
173
276
85
361
178
33
211
26
12
38
0
0
0
760 1,107 1,867
187
291
478
164
122
286
7,487 4,726 12,213

632 3,218

4,663 3,241 7,904

101 853 954

7,350 4,726 12,076

Total

18
7
0
1
1
35
358
2
10
0
8
152
86
7
4
17
17
32
8
2
0
192
19
13
989

Vouchers

Permanent

15
7
0
1
1
32
259
2
10
0
7
145
85
7
2
15
17
29
8
2
0
179
17
13
853

Total

3
0
0
0
0
3
99
0
0
0
1
7
1
0
2
2
0
3
0
0
0
13
2
0
136

Vouchers

83
66
149
1
13
14
110
0
110
0
2
2
0
8
8
120
79
199
1,930 979 2,909
0
3
3
0
20
20
0
0
0
54
34
88
405 307
712
564 202
766
11
23
34
52
41
93
228
90
318
61
88
149
129
49
178
77
21
98
0
8
8
0
0
0
581 854 1,435
109 254
363
128 100
228
4,643 3,241 7,884

Total

Total

Total

Vouchers

Individuals

9
252
12
12
0
122
0
0
3
23
17
103
278 1,024
0
0
7
37
1
1
11
47
101
394
34
448
1
46
9
133
26
26
7
7
7
151
4
105
2
28
0
0
74
240
20
96
9
45
632 3,340
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Permanent

Families

Permanent

Arlington
243
Bothell (Snohomish Co)
Bothell (King Co.)
122
Brier
Darrington
20
Edmonds
86
Everett
746
Gold Bar
Granite Falls
30
Index
Lake Stevens
36
Lynnwood
293
Marysville
414
Mill Creek
45
Monroe
124
Mountlake Terrace
Mukilteo
Snohomish
144
Stanwood
101
Sultan
26
Woodway
SWUnincUGA
166
NonSWUnincUGA
76
Rural
36
Totals 2,708
Excluding
Bothell King
County
2,586

Vouchers

Permanent

Seniors

Rural numbers include
Tulalip Housing Authority
units.
Source: Assisted Rental
Housing Inventory
(Snohomish County Housing
Authority and Everett
Housing Authority)

Housing Evaluation Report 2002

Housing Assistance by Jurisdiction, March 2002
The data about individuals on the facing page must be viewed with
caution. The table counts units. Often, particularly with special needs
populations and emergency shelters, a bed is a better unit of
measurement because of the need to affordably assist these
populations in group homes than the unit count used here. The
Assisted Rental Housing Inventory does contain both sets of data and
could be analyzed further in the future to account for population served
by beds vs. units.
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Housing Assistance Compared to Housing Need
Assisted Housing Need 2000 Compared to Assisted Housing Provided
14%

Stanwood

Marysville

Assisted Housing as a Percent of Housing Stock

12%
Everett
Snohomish
10%

Higher Need, Higher Assistance
Arlington
Lynnwood

Lower Need, Higher Assistance

1

8%

4

Granite Falls
Lake Stevens

6%

Countywide

Monroe

Mountlake Terrace

4%
Lower Need, Lower Assistance

2

2%

Woodway
0%
0%

Darrington

Mukilteo

SWUnincUGA
NonSWUnincUGA
Bothell*

Mill Creek
Rural

Higher Need, Lower Assistance
Sultan

3

Edmonds
Index

Gold Bar

Brier
2%
4%
6%
8%
10%
12%
NEED: Percent of Jurisdiction Households that Rent, Pay More than 30% of Income for Housing and Have Incomes Under 38% of Median
($20,000)

14%

* Includes both King & Snohomish County Bothell data.
Sources: 2000 U.S. Census of Population, Assisted Rental Housing Inventory, Housng Authority Voucher Data
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Housing Assistance vs. Housing Need
% of all HHs Composed of
HHs under 38% of Median
Income Paying More than
30% Monthly for Rental
Housing
Jurisdiction
Arlington
Bothell
Brier
Countywide
Darrington
Edmonds
Everett
Gold Bar
Granite Falls
Index
Lake Stevens
Lynnwood
Marysville
Mill Creek
Monroe
Mtlk Terrace
Mukilteo
NonSWUnincUGA
Rural
Snohomish
Stanwood
Sultan
SWUnincUGA
Woodway

Assisted
Housing
as % of
Housing
Stock

9.2%
5.9%
0.6%
6.9%
8.3%
6.7%
13.8%
6.7%
6.1%
6.5%
7.1%
11.7%
8.7%
3.9%
7.3%

9.3%
2.7%
0.1%
5.1%
6.3%
1.9%
11.1%
0.7%
7.1%
1.0%
6.4%
9.1%
12.7%
1.8%
5.2%

6.8%
3.4%

4.4%
2.4%

4.7%
3.0%
10.3%
12.7%
9.2%
5.7%
0.0%

3.2%
0.6%
10.5%
14.0%
2.9%
3.7%
0.0%

The chart on the facing page is a good graphic
depiction of two Countywide Planning Policy
Housing Objectives: meeting housing need and
avoiding concentrations of low-income housing.
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The horizontal axis shows the relative
concentrations of renter housing need in the
jurisdictions, as a percentage of each
jurisdiction’s total housing stock. The vertical
axis shows the response to need through the
percentage assisted housing represents of the
jurisdiction’s total housing stock.
The countywide numbers represent the
average: 6.9% of all county households have
incomes below 38% of median and pay more
than 30% of their monthly income for housing,
and 5.1% of the total county housing stock is
assisted. Change conforming to CPP Housing
Objectives to evenly distribute low income
housing would see all jurisdiction coordinate
points moving toward this center point over
time.
There is wide variation in the proportions
assisted housing represents of local housing
stocks. In some instances this should be
corrected to meet Fair Share Housing
Allocation targets and Housing Objective 4 that
seeks to disperse concentrations of low-income
and special populations. In the short-term,
there is an even more compelling case to be
made to provide relatively more assisted
housing in those jurisdictions exhibiting high
housing need, in terms of numbers of people
living below poverty and households paying
more than thirty percent monthly for rent, and
relatively lower proportions of assisted housing.
These jurisdictions lie in the lower right
quadrant in Chart on the opposite page.

Issue: Jurisdictions with high
need are continuing to seek to
meet that need and receive no

guidance from the Fair Share
Housing Allocation target to do
otherwise, so long as those
jurisdictions are below their
target. Yet, there is a need to
favor allocations of limited
assisted housing resources to
jurisdictions that have
relatively lower proportions of
low-income housing, relative to
the countywide average, in
order to meet the objective to
avoid concentrations.
SPECIAL NEEDS POPULATIONS Associated
with balancing local need against dispersal are
the particular needs of special needs
populations. n many cases, it is appropriate to
consider the special role larger cities play in a
service delivery system. Clients with acute
problems requiring a mix of intensive care and
intervention may be better served by larger
residential facilities in the county’s largest
cities. Over time, these individuals will be
ready to transition to less service-intensive
housing situations where housing assistance
and a lower level of on-site service delivery will
still be needed. The latter facilities would
appropriately be sited in the smaller
communities from which the clients originally
came. Social and special needs service
providers can work with SCT to develop a more
refined plan to site assisted and affordable
housing for their clients.
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Housing Assistance Compared to Households in Poverty
Assisted Housing to Poverty Differential by Household Type by Jurisdiction

250.0%

Family
Seniors

200.0%

150.0%
Index and Woodw ay w ith
Family and Seniors on the
-100% line are not
show n.

100.0%

50.0%
0.0%
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Gold Bar

Brier

Rural

Mountlake Terrace

Mukilteo

Edmonds

SW UUGA

Monroe

Non SW UUGA

Mill Creek

Bothell

Stanwood

Lynnwood

Everett

Darrington

Sultan

Granite Falls

Arlington

-150.0%

Snohomish

-100.0%

Lake Stevens

-50.0%

Marysville

Relative Housing Asst. to Poverty Differential

300.0%
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Housing Assistance Compared to Households in Poverty
Family
Population
under 65 in
Poverty

Arlington
Bothell
(Entire City)
Brier
Darrington
Edmonds
Everett
Gold Bar
Granite Falls
Index town
Lk. Stevens
Lynnwood
Marysville
Mill Creek
Mntlk.Terr.
Monroe
Mukilteo
Non SW
UUGA
Rural
Snohomish
Stanwood
Sultan
SW UUGA
Woodway
Countywide

Percent
of
County
Total

Family
Assisted
Housing
Units

Percent
of
County
Total

Family
Differential

Senior
Population
in Poverty

Percent
of
County
Total

Senior
Assisted
Housing
Units

Percent
of
County
Total

Senior
Differential

651

2.2%

149

1.9%

-14.8%

119

2.6%

252

7.5%

185.2%

932
80
65
932
7,704
126
106
23
202
1,904
826
304
1,154
760
459

3.2%
0.3%
0.2%
3.2%
26.2%
0.4%
0.4%
0.1%
0.7%
6.5%
2.8%
1.0%
3.9%
2.6%
1.6%

124
2
8
199
2,909
3
20
0
88
712
766
34
318
93
149

1.6%
0.0%
0.1%
2.5%
36.9%
0.0%
0.3%
0.0%
1.1%
9.0%
9.7%
0.4%
4.0%
1.2%
1.9%

-50.5%
-90.7%
-54.2%
-20.5%
40.6%
-91.1%
-29.7%
-100.0%
62.2%
39.2%
245.3%
-58.4%
2.6%
-54.4%
20.9%

134
0
14
211
1,109
3
20
0
31
489
170
48
148
158
59

3.0%
0.0%
0.3%
4.7%
24.6%
0.1%
0.4%
0.0%
0.7%
10.9%
3.8%
1.1%
3.3%
3.5%
1.3%

134
0
23
103
1,024
0
37
1
47
394
448
46
26
133
7

4.0%
0.0%
0.7%
3.1%
30.7%
0.0%
1.1%
0.0%
1.4%
11.8%
13.4%
1.4%
0.8%
4.0%
0.2%

34.7%
-100.0%
121.3%
-34.2%
24.4%
-100.0%
149.2%
-100.0%
104.2%
8.5%
255.0%
29.1%
-76.3%
13.4%
-84.0%

1,484
5,444
275
279
190
5,453
4
29,357

5.1%
18.5%
0.9%
1.0%
0.6%
18.6%
0.0%

363
228
178
98
8
1435
0
7,884

4.6%
2.9%
2.3%
1.2%
0.1%
18.2%
0.0%

-8.9%
-84.4%
141.0%
30.8%
-84.3%
-2.0%
-100.0%

178
739
86
149
14
614
6
4,499

4.0%
16.4%
1.9%
3.3%
0.3%
13.6%
0.1%

96
45
151
105
28
240
0
3,340

2.9%
1.3%
4.5%
3.3%
0.3%
7.2%
0.0%

-27.4%
-91.8%
136.5%
-5.1%
169.4%
-47.3%
-100.0%

Definition of poverty: The poverty data above is from the 2000 U.S. Census. The 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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This chart compares the percentage
each city houses of all the family and
senior households in poverty in
Snohomish County jurisdictions to
the percentage each jurisdiction has
of all the assisted housing in for
families and seniors. For instance,
Marysville has 2.8% of all the
families in poverty in Snohomish
cities, but 9.7% of the family assisted
housing located in cities. Thus,
Marysville’s family differential, 9.7%
divided by 2.8%, is 245.3%
indicating relatively more housing
assistance compared to families in
poverty. Placement near the 0% line
shows a good match of all available
assistance to local poverty.
Placements above the line indicate
relatively greater housing assistance
available and below, the opposite. A
number above the line does not
mean that additional need may not
exist or that assisted housing is
wasted, rather simply that other
jurisdictions with households in
poverty have received relatively less
housing assistance.
Jurisdictions with no assisted
housing were assigned a -100%
differential.
Individuals were not analyzed
because current individual housing
totals are by units, not beds and
would yield misleading answers.
One unit may house several
unrelated individuals.
Note: The aggregate of total poverty
figures exceed the countywide totals
because some of King County is included
with the Bothell figures and the method
used to determine unincorporated
poverty overlapped incorporated areas
slightly.
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North County Assisted Housing & Multifamily Concentrations
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Southwest County Assisted Housing & Multifamily Concentrations

(See following page)
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Southwest County Assisted Housing & Multifamily Concentration
Continued
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East County Assisted Housing & Multifamily Concentrations
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Recommendations for Working Together
This section of the Housing Evaluation Report is perhaps the most
critical. The evaluation section has pointed out trends and statistics
related to progress meeting Countywide Planning Policy Housing
Objectives. However, without a good system for collaboration
among Snohomish County Tomorrow members and housing
providers, jurisdictions are left to their own devices to make needed
corrections to ensure that housing objectives are met. The
evaluation section reveals that many opportunities for and obstacles
to achieving objectives are shared by groups of jurisdictions with
similar characteristics. Tackling them together makes great sense.

work of non-profit housing providers occur isolated from one another
and, therefore, are less productive than they could be. Snohomish
County Tomorrow could be the best locus, the best integrator, and
best facilitator of housing activity in Snohomish County, if it will take
on this role.
The next subsection outlines the recommendations for working
together. This is followed by a more detailed discussion of each of
the five recommendation areas.

This section deals with the most important elements of working
together:
1. Setting Goals
2. Establishing Productive Partnerships with other Jurisdictions
and Housing Providers
3. Learning Good Techniques to Meet Objectives
4. Obtaining Data and Incorporating It into Sound Plans, and
5. Monitoring Progress and Providing Good Evaluative
Feedback
The recommendations and examples herein are not intended to be
the last word on improvements to SCT’s collaboration to meet
housing objectives. Rather, they are intended to introduce the five
areas listed above and put forward methods and opportunities that
will inform additional SCT discussion about changes that would
better serve SCT’s joint housing objectives.
Through the evaluation of progress towards housing objectives, it is
fair to say that a collaborative effort to meet housing objectives has
not received sufficient attention in recent years. The overriding
recommendation of this section is that SCT should reinvigorate its
joint housing activities.
It isn’t as if no housing planning is occurring. Rather, it is that many
current housing activities, such as the Consolidated Plan, the
advocacy efforts of groups such as the Housing Alliance, and the
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1. Countywide Housing Objectives and Standards with Consistency and Specificity
ISSUE
Objectives are too numerous, and consist of goals and means mixed.
Jurisdiction housing elements have not converted the fair share housing
allocations in sufficient detail to the land and housing resources that will
be needed to meet them.
Some Housing Objectives are seen as conflicting with other housing
and non-housing objectives.

RECOMMENDATION
Consider revising/re-organizing the objectives, putting objectives that
are means hierarchically beneath them.
Promote the widespread use of an analysis, similar to the Residential
Land Use Needs Analysis the County uses, to determine the amount
of land, designated at various densities, needed to accommodate fair
share housing goals for a given area.
Provide forums and guidance to jurisdictions to achieve the proper
balancing between objectives seen to be in conflict.

2. Partner with Other Jurisdictions, and with Housing Providers and Advocates
ISSUE
The Housing Evaluation Report clearly shows groups of jurisdictions
confronting the same conditions and needs, but they are not working
together to achieve Housing Objectives.
Housing providers & other stakeholders are not providing input to nor
receiving guidance from countywide and local housing planning. Opportunities to collaborate, particularly to resolve harder affordability
problems, have not been developed between jurisdictions and
providers.

RECOMMENDATION
Encourage jurisdictions with similar housing needs and conditions to
work together on housing alternatives, and resources, with outside
partners appropriate to their needs.
Facilitate formation of partnerships to plan and implement appropriate
housing solutions between jurisdictions or groups of jurisdictions, and
housing providers and advocacy organizations.

3. Educate
ISSUE

RECOMMENDATION

Housing issues in Snohomish County often are framed too simplistically
and available alternative paths to meeting Housing Objectives have not
been explored because they may not be known locally.

Facilitate educational events and special studies related to meeting
Snohomish County Housing Objectives and to removing impediments
to success that draw on successful solutions to similar problems and
needs from inside and outside of the County.
Actively work with housing event sponsors to frame housing events
that contribute to meeting better understanding of housing alternatives
and to local partnerships for housing affordability.

Snohomish County lacks a public focal point for housing issues and
solutions. Housing events of a type produced in isolation by
independent advocacy and provider groups could be coordinated with
SCT to more constructively contribute to an integrated housing delivery
system.
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4. Provide Data
ISSUE
Effective local planning requires the best information available on local
and countywide conditions, needs, and available resources. Several
broad housing planning, assessment and resource coordination
systems exist in the County, but they have not been integrated to the
extent they could to meet the needs of local housing planning and
implementation.

RECOMMENDATION
Coordinate a system of housing data sources and countywide housing
planning that works together to provide appropriate data for local
plans.
• Housing Evaluation Report
• Consolidated Plan
• 2060 Interlocal Agreements
• Assisted Rental Housing Inventory
• Reasonable Measures
• Annual Growth Monitoring Reports

5. Monitor Implementation of Plans and Provide Useful Feedback to Jurisdictions.
ISSUE

RECOMMENDATION

Current monitoring efforts lack a fully established system to link actions to
fulfill housing objectives to realistic measurements of results. Changes in
housing conditions are noted, but are not sufficiently tied to actions to
meet Housing Objectives. Housing Evaluation Reports every five years
do not provide information often enough to support an active multijurisdictional housing effort.

Adopt the Growth Monitoring Reports to include an every other year
expanded affordable housing assessment composed of three
sections:
• Assisted Housing Provision
• Action steps implemented according to specific local plans
• Affordability as measured by Housing Sale and Rental Survey
information.
Continue the Five-Year Housing Evaluation Reports to evaluate
progress meeting housing goals, building on this report and the
reporting and planning measures recommended above.
Retain the 95% of median Fair Share standard, but consider
changing income subcategories to match HUD definitions.
Consider adopting, possibly as a subset, targets for households
within or below standard HUD income ranges of 50 and 80 percent.
Consider a standard based on meeting the affordability needs of
new households only. Consider converting the numeric goal to a
percentage of new housing standard that can be more easily applied
to current production.

Annual housing reporting does not use HUD income categories.
Fair Share Housing Allocations provide a single goal for each jurisdiction
of the number of households with annual incomes below 95% of median
income that should be affordably housed in the year 2012. The goal
includes all need, projected future as well as historic, producing a very
high target. A goal to be met so far in the future is difficult to apply to
current housing activities.
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1. Set Countywide Housing Objectives and Standards with Consistency and Specificity
Issue: Countywide Housing Objectives are too numerous, and consist of goals and means mixed.
Recommendation: Consider revising/re-organizing the objectives, putting objectives that are means
beneath goals.
SIMPLIFY HOUSING OBJECTIVES: The 21 Housing
Objectives are a mix of goals and means; some objectives require
balancing with others, or with non-housing goals. The objectives do
not provide guidance for this balancing.
The consultant recommends that SCT reorganize the objectives into
GOALS and MEANS. The proposed list below matches the
recommendations of this report, includes a few new goals and
1
means, and rewords some of the current Housing Objectives. For
clarity, only summary headings are listed. The current CPP update
process may provide an opportunity to revisit and potentially revise
the Housing Objectives.
GOALS and ASSOCIATED MEANS:
1. Provide for existing and projected housing needs of all
economic segments of the county. (HO-2)
ü
ü
ü
ü

Employ Interjurisdictional Efforts (HO-3)
Use Effective Strategies (HO-5)
Cooperate Interjurisdictionally with a Public/Private
Financing Program involving Local Lenders (HO-6)
Build housing for all income levels into master planned
resort developments and fully-contained communities,
as defined by the Growth Management Act. (HO-19 &
HO-20)

ü

2. Avoid low-income and special need housing concentrations
by adopting and implementing a fair share distribution
system. (HO-4)
3. Create and Upgrade High Quality Neighborhoods (HO-8)
ü
ü
ü
ü

Site housing close to or accessible to work (HO-13)
Create local planning processes to site special needs
housing (HO-11)
Develop models for integrating affordable housing into
neighborhoods (New)
Encourage the use of environmentally sensitive building
techniques (HO-14)

4. Lower Housing Production Costs through Balanced Public
Policy, Regulations, and Incentives (New)
ü
ü
ü

1

New goal 3. rewords Housing Objective 8 to include the creation of new
high quality neighborhoods in addition to maintaining and upgrading
existing neighborhoods.

Adopt local housing relocation programs to provide
replacement resources when low-income housing is lost,
per RCW 59.18 (HO-21)

ü

Employ Land Use and Density Incentives, Rural
Clustering (HO-7)
Use Innovative Urban Design Techniques (HO-12)
Diversify Infrastructure Financing (HO-17), Impose Only
Reasonable Impact Fees (HO-18), and Achieve Public
Benefit through Regulations at the Least Cost to
Housing. (HO-15) (Combined)
Expeditious and Effective Permit Streamlining (HO-16)
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ü

Consistently apply housing policies (HO-10)

5. Assure Fair and Equal Access to Housing (HO-1)
6. Evaluate Progress and Become More Effective at Achieving
Objectives (New)
ü
ü
ü
ü

Prepare a Housing Evaluation Report Every Five Years
(HO-9)
Coordinate countywide Housing Planning and Action
Programs to Achieve Housing Objectives (New)
Update and Enhance Housing Elements of
Comprehensive Plans (New)
Create and Maintain Strong Partnerships with Housing
Providers and Advocates (New)

ü

Coordinate Educational Events about Conditions,
Needs, and Affordable Housing Techniques (New)

Means are no less important than the goals. The proposed
reordering will help highlight goals in need of balance, give the core
of countywide housing policies more prominence, and afford special
status to means deemed most important for achieving SCT goals.
Please see the Evaluating Action Section earlier in this report for a
discussion about filling the gap between housing objectives and local
housing elements with analysis similar to the Southwest Snohomish
County Residential Land Use Needs Analysis (RLUNA).
Resolution of Housing Objective conflicts with other jurisdiction
housing objectives is discussed under subsection 3 herein, Educate.

Issue: Jurisdiction housing elements have not converted the fair share housing allocations in sufficient detail
to the land and housing resources that will be needed to meet them.
Recommendation: Promote the widespread use of an analysis, similar to the Residential Land Use Needs
Analysis the County uses, to determine the amount of land, designated at various densities, needed to
accommodate fair share housing goals for a given area.
Snohomish County’s Residential Land Use Needs Analysis model
(RLUNA) determines if sufficient appropriately designated land is
available to support projected population growth and meet Fair
Share Housing Allocation obligations. A summary of RLUNA is
included as Appendix D to this report. This intermediate step
between needs

identification and planning allows a jurisdiction to identify housing
products to meet housing need and craft action steps and policy to
provide them—all of which can be documented in the next
comprehensive plan update’s housing element.
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Issue: Some Housing Objectives are seen as conflicting with other housing and non-housing objectives.
Recommendation: Provide forums and guidance to jurisdictions to achieve the proper balancing between
objectives seen to be in conflict.

BALANCING HOUSING OBJECTIVES: Housing Objective 4 seeks
to avoid concentrations of low-income and special needs housing
through a fair share system. Housing Objective 2 seeks to meet
existing and projected housing need in the county. The two
objectives do not conflict, on their face, as housing need in the
policies applies to the county as a whole. However, some
jurisdictions are seeking to meet their identified local need within
their own boundaries. 11.4% of Everett’s housing stock, for
example, has housing assistance associated with it, one of the
highest percentages in the county, but the city wants to raise that
percentage even higher to 15%.

Another conflict was noted between CPP objectives to provide
affordable housing and other jurisdiction needs for open space and
the preservation of community character. Two often these are cast
as conflicting objectives when they are not. Snohomish County
Tomorrow can sponsor forums and educational events to show how
the wide range of affordable housing solutions and innovate design
initiatives tried successfully in other jurisdictions could be employed
to achieve both affordable housing and other desirable community
objectives.

Should Everett succeed relatively quickly in this climate of very
limited current assisted housing resources, few of those resources
would remain to meet concentration dispersal objectives elsewhere
and Everett’s concentration would increase. The answer is not to
entirely abandon meeting existing housing need where it is found,
but to address the issue to provide guidance for how limited assisted
housing resources should be apportioned within the county to satisfy
dispersal objectives as well as need.
Associated with the local need versus dispersion balancing are the
particular needs of special needs populations. Here, in many cases,
it is appropriate to consider the special role larger cities play in a
service delivery system.
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2. Partner with Other Jurisdictions, and with Housing Providers and Advocates
Issue: The Housing Evaluation Report clearly shows groups of jurisdictions confronting the same conditions
and needs, but they are not working together to achieve Housing Objectives.
Recommendation: Encourage jurisdictions with similar housing needs and conditions to work together on
housing alternatives, and resources, with outside partners appropriate to their needs.
HO-3 Strengthen interjurisdictional
cooperative efforts to ensure an
adequate supply of housing is
available to all economic segments of
the county.
HO-6 Production of an adequate
supply of low and moderate income
housing will be encouraged by
exploring the establishment of
interjurisdictional private/public
financing programs which involve local
lenders.
The table to the right shows jurisdictions that
share common housing characteristics that
might collaborate on housing solutions.
Working together and with housing providers
and advocates would reduce the duplication of
individual jurisdiction meetings with providers
and advocates, while enriching the search for
acceptable solutions to the issues similar
jurisdictions face.

Group
Older Southwest Non-Affluent
Characterized by falling or slowly
increasing median household
incomes, little greenfield
development.
Outlying UGAs More rural
incorporated areas without sewer
systems, and experiencing an
influx of more affluent
households.
Rapid Growth Large rates of
land annexation and large
amounts of new single family
housing.
Assisted Impacted Assisted
housing as a percent of total
housing stock way above
countywide average.
Affluent Southwest

Potential Members
Edmonds, Everett,
Lynnwood, Mountlake
Terrace,

Issues
Meeting senior needs, housing
rehabilitation

Darrington, Gold Bar,
Granite Falls, Index,
Sultan

Meeting the needs of very lowincome households, Sewer &
density issues, maintaining local
character

Arlington, Bothell, Gold
Bar, Granite Falls, Lake
Stevens, Marysville,
Monroe, Mukilteo,
Stanwood
Arlington, Everett, Granite
Falls, Lynnwood,
Marysville, Snohomish,
Stanwood

Draw of resources from needy older
areas, price impact of higher
incomes

Brier, Mill Creek,
Mukilteo, Woodway,

Meeting needs with resources
needed elsewhere, proper social
service provision for other
communities meeting CPP income
diversity obligations.
Price difficulties providing assisted
& affordable housing, difficulty
serving all necessary population
segments locally, meeting CPP
income diversity obligations.
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Issue: Housing providers & other stakeholders are not providing input to nor receiving guidance from
countywide and local housing planning. Opportunities to collaborate, particularly to resolve harder affordability
problems have not been developed between jurisdictions and providers.
Recommendation: Facilitate formation of partnerships to plan and implement appropriate housing solutions
between jurisdictions or groups of jurisdictions, and housing providers and advocacy organizations.
Snohomish County has an excellent group of low-income housing
providers, including groups that started in King County that have
found Snohomish County to be a better location to achieve
affordability.
In the last year, two new organizations have formed in Snohomish
County, modeled after similar organizations in King County that
helped to sustain an active King County Growth Management
Planning Council housing program. The new local groups are the
Housing Alliance and the Housing Consortium of Everett and
Snohomish County. Their King County counterparts are The
Housing Partnership and the Seattle-King County Housing
Development Consortium.
The Housing Alliance represents a broad range of interests
including the for-profit housing development industry (builders,
realtors, lenders), non-profit housing providers, government and
others. It promotes alternative development models like cottage
housing and small lot housing development to serve lower-income
segments of the housing market that are not being well-served by
either the majority of current residential construction or by local land
use and building code laws. Another goal of the alliance is to make it
easier for smaller builders to continue to produce in-fill housing that
larger residential builders generally avoid.
The Housing Consortium of Everett and Snohomish County is
the non-profit advocacy organization for low-income housing
developers in Snohomish County, both non-profit corporations and
public housing authorities. The group pursues effective housing
finance programs for Snohomish County and is particularly
interested in opportunities to serve housing need outside areas of
traditional low-income housing concentrations.

The breadth of experience and interests among the housing
providers active in Snohomish County, particularly those represented
by the two groups described above, provides a menu of partner
choices for a local jurisdiction. Some groups focus on senior
housing, others on serving families, some on special needs
populations, some on low-income housing opportunities, and others
on the quality siting of manufactured housing.
In many areas of the County, making affordable housing programs
work and work well remains very possible. There, discussions with
housing providers may well focus on how their housing can help a
jurisdiction fulfill other objectives, like improving community character
and jumpstarting a new urban center or village initiative. Other areas
of the county, however, have seen housing demand and prices
increase to the point where it is more difficult to provide affordable or
assisted housing. Here, there is a great need for more dialogue
between housing providers, housing advocates, and local
jurisdictions. Solutions are possible when all parties combine skills
to accomplish well-defined affordability objectives and projects.
Consultants urge SCT and its members to seek out and engage
housing provider groups and their members in the next year before
comprehensive plan housing elements are updated. Perhaps a good
starting point might be a day-long bus tour for providers and
jurisdiction representatives with two objectives, to visit east Puget
Sound examples of the best affordable housing alternatives, as well
as to tour examples of the low-income and affordable housing
providers have and are building in Snohomish County. Local
housing planning will benefit from better knowledge of the range of
affordable housing solutions available and the organizations ready to
build and develop it.
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3. Educate
ISSUE

Issues: Housing issues in Snohomish County often are framed too simplistically and available alternative paths
to meeting Housing Objectives are not explored because they may not be known locally. Snohomish County
lacks a public focal point for housing issues and solutions. Housing events of a type produced in isolation by
independent advocacy and provider groups could be coordinated with SCT to more constructively contribute to
an integrated housing delivery system.
Recommendation: Facilitate educational events and special studies related to meeting Snohomish County
Housing Objectives and to removing impediments to success that draw on successful solutions to similar
problems and needs from inside and outside of the County. Actively work with housing event sponsors to frame
housing events that contribute to meeting better understanding of housing alternatives and to local partnerships
for housing affordability.
Other sections of this report cite the concern that some housing
issues in Snohomish County are being framed too simplistically,
such a single family versus multifamily ratios, and low-density versus
high-density. When this happens, the choices become one or the
other, and housing affordable housing may come up the loser.
Another obstacle to achieving housing objectives is their perceived
conflict with other jurisdiction goals, such as to preserve
neighborhood character and provide open space.
With greater knowledge of housing type, and housing and urban
design alternatives, proper selection from a larger toolbox can
convert perceived “win-lose” dilemmas into “win-win” solutions that
are better able to address multiple community objectives
encompassing neighborhood improvement, as well as housing
affordability goals.
SCT should establish itself as a focal point for special studies and
initiatives associated with particular needs and with opportunities
affecting a large number of SCT member jurisdictions. SCT should
also coordinate and co-sponsor housing forums in Snohomish

County to ensure that they maximally contribute to achieving
Housing Objectives.
A learning community will thrive through an eclectic mix of both
broad and specific studies about promising new ways to provide
housing affordability. SCT should look for trends and opportunities
to promote particular affordable housing solutions, such as cottage
housing. Picking a few good affordability tools per two or three year
period and implementing them well and in many jurisdictions may
lead to better results than promoting a large array of less well
understood choices.
Based on this evaluation, consultants recommend that one of the
first areas of study be methods to accommodate affordable housing
that also preserve neighborhood character. This could include
developing a model that promotes better understanding of how
assisted and affordable housing could be achieved at the
neighborhood scale. A good model, developed in the abstract,
alleviates fears and sets early standards for successful new
affordable housing.
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4. Provide Data
ISSUE
RECOMMENDATION

Issues: Effective local planning requires the best information available on local and countywide conditions,
needs, and available resources. Several broad housing planning, assessment and resource coordination
systems exist in the County, but they have not been integrated to the extent they could to meet the needs of
local housing planning and implementation.
Recommendation: Coordinate a system of housing data sources and countywide housing planning that works
together to provide appropriate data for local plans.
• Housing Evaluation Report
• Consolidated Plan
• 2060 Interlocal Agreements

This evaluation report can only touch the surface of the vast amount
of planning and data development that should inform a good
affordable housing system. There are now several established
planning and data gathering processes that can be more tightly
integrated to complement each other. Some, like the Assisted
Rental Housing Inventory and the Growth Monitoring Reports were
used for this report. Others, like the Consolidated Plan and the new
2060 Interlocal Agreements represent opportunities to get more
specific and proactive about strategies to implement Countywide
Planning Policies Housing Objectives.
Consolidated Plan – This document is required every five years by
the U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development as a
precondition for receiving Community Development Block Grant and

• Assisted Rental Housing Inventory
• Reasonable Measures
• Annual Growth Monitoring Reports with an
expanded housing analysis every two years

other funds. The Consolidated Plan can enhance planning to fulfill
several housing objectives: strengthening neighborhoods, meeting
housing need, and ensuring fair and equal access to housing. The
Consolidated Plan could go into more depth about the types of
populations, elderly, special needs, immigrants, etc. that have a
particular need for affordable housing. It is mandated by law to
assess housing equality issues in the County. Finally, the
Consolidated Plan lays out strategies for low-income neighborhood
preservation and improvement. (Everett completes its own, separate
Consolidated Plan, that work is coordinated with the plan for the rest
of the County.)
2060 Planning - House Bill 2060 last year created a special lowincome housing funding source that uses a new $10 recording fee.
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The program is known as the Affordable Housing Trust Fund. Before
jurisdictions can spend the money, they must enter into an interlocal
agreement with the county. This presents a great opportunity to
negotiate effective and broad collaborative efforts to achieve housing
objectives.
Reasonable Measures are actions that a county or cities can
take to increase residential capacity in urban areas. Many
reasonable measures to increase capacity are also affordable
housing strategies such as allowing accessory dwelling units or
density bonuses. When densities increase, development costs per
unit generally fall, leading to more affordability. EcoNorthwest has
prepared a reasonable measures study for Snohomish County
Tomorrow. The resulting methods for documenting and evaluating
reasonable measures may also assist in tracking the affordable
housing strategies being used by jurisdictions and how effecive they
are.
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5. Monitor Implementation of Plans and Provide Useful Feedback to Jurisdictions.
HO-9 Implement a coordinated monitoring program to
evaluate progress towards achieving housing goals and
objectives on a countywide and jurisdictional level. Such
a monitoring program shall entail the preparation of a
housing monitoring report every five years or more
frequently if housing conditions warrant. The housing
report will include an assessment of the adequacy of the
jurisdictions' supply of developable residential building
lots, the jurisdictions' supply of land for non-residential
land uses, the location of urban growth boundaries, and
an assessment of the jurisdictions' strategies for
achieving their housing objectives. The preparation of the
housing report may be combined with the review and
evaluation program required by UG-14 .

HO-10 Ensure consistent application of county-wide
housing planning policies by adopting definitions of
affordable housing, very low-income housing, low-income
housing, moderate income housing, and middle income
housing as established and periodically revised by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development. The
following definition of special needs housing shall be
adopted: Affordable housing for persons that require
special assistance or supportive care to subsist or
achieve independent living, including but not limited to
persons that are frail, elderly, developmentally disabled,
chronically mentally ill, physically handicapped,
homeless, persons participating in substance abuse
programs, persons with AIDS, and youth at risk .

Issue: Current monitoring efforts lack a fully established system to link actions to fulfill housing objectives to
realistic measurements of results. Changes in housing conditions are noted, but are not sufficiently tied to
actions to meet Housing Objectives. Housing Evaluation Reports every five years do not provide information
often enough to support an active multi-jurisdictional housing effort.
Recommendations: Amend the Growth Monitoring Reports to include an every other year expanded affordable
housing assessment composed of three sections:
• Action steps implemented according to specific local plans
• Affordability as measured by Housing Sale and Rental Survey information.
• Assisted Housing Provided, by updating the Assisted Rental Housing Inventory and reporting new projects.
Continue the Five-Year Housing Evaluation Reports, to evaluate progress meeting housing goals, building on
this report and the reporting and planning measures recommended above.
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The previous recommendation section dealt with providing
jurisdictions with the data about needs and opportunities to assist
developing effective plans and implementation systems to achieve
housing objectives. This section focuses more narrowly on how
Snohomish County Tomorrow uses data to set targets for
jurisdictions to meet, then monitors whether jurisdictions meet those
objectives.
Snohomish County Tomorrow has provided its member jurisdictions
with three forms of objectives by which they may be evaluated:
1. The Housing Objectives of the Countywide Planning Policies
(Appendix A herein);
2. A numerical Fair Share Housing target for needy households to
accommodate by 2012, composed of current need and
projected future need (summary in Appendix C herein); and
3. A menu of strategies to achieve affordable housing available to
jurisdictions (Appendix B herein).
The first and third groups necessarily were discussed in the
Evaluation Section of this report in the context of a proposed “ThreeA” grouping of evaluations: Action, Affordability, and Assisted. The
following recommendations will revisit the Three-A system briefly to
discuss how it could be improved, but the main focus of this
recommendation section is focused on the second item above, the
development and monitoring of a simple system for measuring
numbers or percentages of affordable housing units jurisdictions
strive to make available to needy people.
Evaluating Action Steps: Consultants used in-person interviews
with planning directors as the primary means of assessing use of the
potential actions listed in the Strategies to Achieve Affordable
Housing document. In this first housing evaluation, the evaluation
categories were broad:
ü Active Use;
ü Some Use (with restrictions);
ü Allowed, not used/demanded; and
ü Goal, but not implemented.
Consultants recommend that this task be expanded in the future to
include an inventory of steps with background information on

ordinances and policies adopted; and an evaluation of their use and
effectiveness. Some action steps for affordable housing are hardly
distinguishable from Reasonable Measures. As noted previously, a
method to document and evaluate jurisdiction use of reasonable
measures is being developed. The resulting method may help
jurisdictions identify affordable housing strategies being
used/developed and their results. In addition, a strategy matrix
similar to the one included in this report, or more detailed, could
become part of the expanded housing analysis every two years in
the GMR.
The Evaluation Action subsection earlier in this report included two
chart and table pairs derived from the Growth Monitoring Reports
that measured net residential permitted densities achieved and the
percentage non-single family detached housing types represented of
all housing permitted. The larger the numbers of each of these
measures, the greater likelihood that a jurisdiction is serving lower
income households well with higher density housing. This data
should be presented and graphed at least every two years in the
Growth Monitoring Reports in a manner similar to that used herein
that created two groups of equivalent number of years, one the most
recent, the other for the years immediately before, so that change
over time can be tracked. Two “rolling” five-year periods would be
ideal. Each year, the previous year’s oldest year would be dropped,
the oldest year of the recent group added to the older group, and the
most recent year added to the recent group. Both densities and the
prevalence of non-single family detached housing development are
factors over which a jurisdiction has relatively more control and,
therefore, they can provide an accountability measurement.
Measuring this intermediate data rather than solely the end measure,
affordability, hopefully eliminates somewhat the effects of market
demand, interest rates and other factors that diminish the utility of
affordable measures, alone, to measure local jurisdiction response to
CPP Housing Objective requirements and local need.
Many of the tables of the Growth Monitoring Report derive from
special analyses of the sales price data extracted from the
Snohomish County Assessor’s database system. For instance, 2001
GMR Tables A54 and A55 indicate aggregates of the lot size,
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building size, sales price, and unit type (single family,
condo/townhouse, mobile/manufactured home), number of
bedrooms, and age of every unit sold in the County over the most
recent 12-month period for which data is available. It is clear from
the housing age analysis that Snohomish County Tomorrow can
divide sales records between housing existing before an evaluation
period and housing constructed within the evaluation period. Thus, it
is possible to very directly and accurately measure the recent
production in each jurisdiction of housing, say, that involved smaller
lots or building sizes, or types other than single family detached—all
measures of more affordable housing. Again, it might be most useful
to provide this data in charts and tables that might group data by
several years and than “roll” the data in and out with each
successive year, looking for improvement in the numbers. The
consultant recommends that the analysis of sales price affordability
be divided between existing and newly constructed housing. Then a
special analysis could be conducted to determine the extent to which
the two types of housing serve the needs of lower income
households.

for affordability following income categories that match Snohomish
County Tomorrow’s Fair Share Housing Allocation system. This
reporting should continue, with modifications, where possible to
separate new from existing housing. The issues with affordability
monitoring do not lie with this collection, but elsewhere.
They are:
1. Snohomish County Tomorrow’s income levels do not match
generally accepted income groupings used by low-income
housing providers and the U.S. government.
2. It is difficult to use Fair Share Housing Allocation affordability
targets assigned to jurisdictions, both by the jurisdictions to set
and monitor attainment of goals, and by SCT for reviewing
overall and relative success of the jurisdictions meeting
affordability targets.

Preparers of the next Five-Year Housing Evaluation Report will be
better equipped if these proposed modifications to Growth Monitoring
Report data collection are implemented and a Reasonable
Measures/Housing Strategy inventory system developed. The
additional data detail and time working with affordability strategies
will inform discussions with jurisdictions and permit the Action
evaluation section to better portray the effectiveness of strategies
employed to achieve the CPP Housing Objectives.

Evaluating Affordability: The ultimate goal of many of the CPP
Housing Objectives is to provide all Snohomish County residents
with affordable housing. Targeting and evaluating attainment of this
goal is not easy.
SCT Growth Monitoring Reports to date have done an outstanding
job of gathering sales price and rental data from the County
Assessor and from specially-commissioned rental surveys conducted
by Dupre + Scott Apartment Advisors Inc., then interpreting that data
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Issue: Annual housing reporting does not use HUD income categories.
Recommendation: Retain the 95% of median Fair Share standard, but consider changing income
subcategories to match HUD definitions.
There is a continuing inconsistency between the 95% of median
household income standard used in SCT Fair Share Housing
Allocation goals and its three subdivisions, and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) income category definitions
used to allocate low-income housing funds.
The Growth Monitoring Reports each year include affordability
analyses based on home sale and rental survey data for the three
subordinate income categories within the 95% of median income
standard:
Extremely Low-Income
Very Low-Income
Low & Moderate Income

0%-30% of median
31%-54% of median
55%-95% of median

Only the first of these, however, matches the standard HUD
categories of
Extremely Low-Income
Very Low-Income
Low-Income

0% to 30% of median
31% to 50% of median
51% to 80% of median

Consultants found little recognition in jurisdiction documents of the
three need categories within the Fair Share Housing Allocation
targets. It may be that the knowledge that these categories do not
match the HUD standards creates a reluctance to promote an
alternative income categorization scheme. The general public is,
likely, also confused by alternative definitions of the same
terminology.
To date, the county has relied primarily on the U.S. Decennial
Census of Population for data essential for determining low-income
Housing Evaluation Report 2002

households paying too much for housing. It is a problem that this
data is only available every ten years. The U.S. Census Bureau,
fortunately, is preparing to launch a new American Community
Survey (ACS) data collection effort. The ACS will be conducted
annually and will achieve the same level of accuracy as the long
form data collected in the Decennial Census. In fact, once fully
operational, the ACS is designed to replace the decennial long form.
Two sets of housing-related income categories are not a problem in
collecting needs data. Neither the census nor the ACS uses HUD’s
and Snohomish County’s income category separators. Both provide
a jurisdiction’s median income, but otherwise use income separators
unrelated to where 95%, 80% or any other percentage of median
income might fall. It will always be up to both HUD and Snohomish
County Tomorrow to interpolate between Census and ACS
categories to place households within housing-related income
categories.
The Growth Monitoring Reports derive their housing-related income
categories from median household income data for the county
provided by the State of Washington. HUD’s numbers are based on
federal income estimates of the metropolitan area (Seattle-BellevueEverett) family median income. When ACS becomes fully
operational, it should provide local median income figures as
accurate or better than the state numbers, at which point it would
make sense to use ACS median income data for SCT housing
monitoring and reporting. There would still remain the issue of which
median income to use, metropolitan or county.
Thus, there is no compelling need for change. The consultants
recommend that the 95% of the county median standard be
maintained so long as the current absolute number target system is
also retained. If a percentage system such as King County’s is
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adopted, that would provided a change of sufficient magnitude that it
might be accompanied by a change to set the target need allocation
income limit at 80% of median to allow comparisons to King County’s
housing system to the south. That change might also be
accompanied by a move to a metropolitan median income standard
in recognition of the wider reaches of the local housing market.
Consultants recommend that SCT consider changing the income
categories within the 95% limit to four, the lower three of which would
match HUD 30%, 50%, and 80% income definitions. This would
eliminate confusion and create a stronger tie between the allocation
system and assisted housing. Note that by adopting the HUD
standard for the three subcategories, SCT would have a hybrid
system involving a 95% county median income standard coupled
with three metropolitan standards. Consultants think that this would
work. King County’s median was very close to Snohomish’s in the
2000 Census, $53,157 vs. $53,060, respectively.
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Issue: Fair Share Housing Allocations provide a single goal for each jurisdiction of the number of households
with annual incomes below 95% of median income that should be affordably housed in the year 2012. The goal
includes all need, projected future as well as historic, producing a very high target. A goal to be met so far in the
future is difficult to apply to current housing activities.
Recommendation: Consider adopting, possibly as a subset, targets for households within or below standard
HUD income ranges of 50 and 80 percent. Consider a standard based on meeting the affordability needs of new
households only. Consider converting the numeric goal to percentage of new housing standards that can be
more easily applied to current production.
FAIR SHARE HOUSING ALLOCATIONS:
As stated earlier, SCT does an outstanding
job in its annual Growth Monitoring Reports
of collecting and converting to affordability
tables, the housing sales price and rental
rate information. This report graphically
summarizes that information as well as
housing affordability data from the 2000
U.S. Census. This information gives good
perspective on the relative affordability of
housing in each jurisdiction when
percentages are used that allow side-byside comparisons with other jurisdictions.
Two types of percentages have been used:
1) the proportion within the lower-income
household population paying too much for
housing, and 2) the proportion of all the
households in the jurisdiction in that lower
income group and paying more than 30%
monthly for housing. The latter percentage
analysis matches SCT Fair Share Housing
Allocations methodology from 1994 when it
was determined that 21.5% of all
Snohomish County households needed
more affordable housing. However, it is
meeting an absolute number target of

need, not accommodating a percentage
that was the end product of the 1994 SCT
Fair Share Housing Allocation. Relating
conditions and performance to number
targets presents special difficulties as
outlined below.
The discussion that follows discusses the
two critical elements of a fair share housing
allocation system:
ü setting proper targets and
ü determining if targets have been
met.
We use a hypothetical jurisdiction,
Hopeville, in order to describe the current
SCT allocation system simply and to
examine how progress meeting allocations
for the jurisdiction might be evaluated. But
first, it makes sense to put targets in
perspective.
Putting Numeric Goals in Perspective There is no easy answer to set affordability
targets and measure progress meeting
them.
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Goals are important, but more important
are ensuring the means to attain them. It
makes sense to set reasonable, simple,
and clear housing allocation targets for
planning, but it also makes sense to devote
relatively more efforts to learning and
developing good affordability strategies
and evaluating those strategies. This first
five-year evaluation report is premised on
this. It is most important, in earlier years,
to promote a continuum of planning that
can proceed from housing allocations to
fully developed local housing strategies,
such as the RLUNA model the county
developed, then carry them out.
Numeric and Percentage Affordability
Systems Compared: This subsection
describes the current numeric SCT system,
and its positive and negative features.
Next, it contrasts the SCT system with the
percentage-based system King County
jurisdictions employ. Later, we will look at
potential evaluation systems for SCT’s
numeric system, as well as how the King
County jurisdictions assess fulfillment of
their system’s percentage objectives.
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Hypothetical Hopeville, Snohomish
County, Washington: The following is a
very simplified illustration of the current
calculation of the Snohomish County
Tomorrow Fair Share Targets.
Hopeville had 1,000 households in 1990
when it received its Fair Share Housing
Allocation from Snohomish County
Tomorrow. Fifty percent, 500 households,
had incomes below $35,000 annually
(95%of median) in the last census in 1990.
Twenty percent, 200 households, in 1990
were both below 95% of median income
and paying more than thirty percent
monthly for rent. Note that that means
thirty percent, or 300, of the households
were in the lower income category, but
adequately accommodated with affordable
housing. All this information is on the 1990
2
line (A) of the Hopeville table.
The adopted Fair Share methodology
strives to eliminate all housing need by the
end of the first twenty-year growth
management planning period in 2012.
Note this decision as we examine
Hopeville and look at the King County
system which does not aim to eliminate all
need in this period.
It assumed that the percentage of housing
need will remain the same among the
households as Hopeville’s 1990 population

households (200 with existing need and
100 with projected need) with affordable
housing by 2012, shown as the black
portion of Combined line (C). This is in
addition to the 450 lower income
households that have or can be expected
to obtain affordable housing by 2012, the
gray portion of the line.

grows to its 2012 population target.
Hopeville is expected to add 500
households by 2012. Applying the 1990
proportions, there will be 150 lower income
households who will be accommodated
with affordable housing without any change
in the current housing affordability climate.
Without any change, we can expect 100
lower income households to need more
affordable housing. 250 households will be
above the lower income range of concern.
All this information is on line (B) “19902012 of the Hopeville table.
Since SCT’s goal is to accommodate
existing and future need by 2012, the
allocation goal becomes providing 300
HOPEVILLE
HYPOTHETICAL
EXAMPLE

(A) 1990
(B) 1990-2012
(C) Combined
(D) 2000Actual
(E) 2000 Combined
(F) 1990-2000 Proration
(A) 1990

Now it is the year 2000 and time to check
on progress. The following is a possible
way that progress towards meeting the fair
share targets could be approached in the
future. It is unfair at this interim point to
expect Hopeville to have met its full
allocation target, so that target needs to be
apportioned according to the proportion of

Below 95% of
Median Annual
Income
Total
AccomOver- Housmodated Needy Income holds
300
200
500 1,000
150
100
250
500
450
300
750 1,500
350
300
600 1,250
375
250
625 1,250
75
50
125
250
300
200
500 1,000
0

250

500

750

1000

1250

(A) 1990
(B) 1990-2012
(C) Combined
Accommodated

(D) 2000Actual
2

SCT adjusts housing need figures for the past
history of the jurisdiction housing low-income people
and for proximity to work for low-income households.
It was not within the charge of this evaluation report to
examine those adjustments, so they are ignored
herein for the sake of simplicity.
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1500

(E) 2000 Combined

Needy

(F) 1990-2000 Proration

OverIncome

(A) 1990

"Accommodated" means paying less than 30% of monthly income for housing.
"Needy" means paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing.
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the jurisdiction’s total new households
expected to arrive by 2012 that the
jurisdiction has attained by 2000. Let’s say
250 of the 500 new households expected
by 2012 have arrived. Other growth
management measures are concerned
with the rate at which Hopeville is meeting
its population increase targets. That isn’t
our concern here. The Fair Share Housing
Allocation system seeks only to ensure that
the proportion of new housing affordable to
lower income households be correct to
meet Allocation goals. Since fifty percent
of the projected 2012 have arrived, we can
take fifty percent of all three components of
the projected growth given on line (B),
1990-2012. We do that on line (F) and add
this to a repeated line (A) base to derive
the 2000 Combined line (E) that should
describe the 2000 population, if
affordability goals are being met.
The Hopeville hypothetical is a fair, but
simple description of the SCT allocation
process. For more information on the
system and the real numbers, consult
Appendix C herein. Even more complete
documentation of the methodology is
available from Snohomish County
Tomorrow staff.

On the plus side, SCT’s allocation system
deals with units, not percentages. The
math has been done upfront so every
jurisdiction has a fair idea where it needs to
end up in 2012. The unit numbers fit well
with the RLUNA-type planning this
evaluation report supports. Further, it is a
very idealistic system. If all goes as
planned, all housing need will be
eliminated within twenty years. Finally, the
system can make more refined up-front
modifications to account for local
circumstances, like past concentrations of
low-income households or the availability
of suitable jobs. The current fair share
targets will be updated after the 20-year
growth allocation out to 2025 is complete.
However, there are also significant
negatives to SCT’s numeric system.
1. The allocation targets are set for
twenty years out to match adopted
forecasts. Applying them yearly or
more frequently requires the sort of
prorating we did for the make
believe city of Hopeville.

We will return to Hopeville when we
examine ways to monitor progress and will
compare ideals with line (D) Actual 2000,
which represents the actual situation
revealed by the 2000 Census. But first
let’s tally the pluses and minuses of the
SCT numeric system.

2. Though SCT’s Fair Share Housing
Allocation system documentation
states that the single number of
needy households to be
accommodated by 2012 should be
divided equally among the three
income subcategories discussed
earlier, jurisdictions are receiving
inadequate reminders of this
obligation under the current
system.

Strengths and Weaknesses of the SCT
Fair Share Housing Allocation System -

3. The ideal to eliminate all housing
need by 2012 creates such an

obligation to dramatically change
the housing market that it
encourages dismissal of the
system entirely.
4. The numeric system does not
provide for a way to recalculate
when a city with one allocation
target annexes a portion of an
unincorporated area, which has a
separate allocation target. Old
boundaries can be frozen and
tallies kept separately, but this
would be difficult to track and
create an unwieldy set of numbers
within the frozen unincorporated
area.
Consultants are also concerned that the
numeric target system appears to have
created obligations for some jurisdictions
that would be almost impossible to meet.
For example, if the fair share targets were
to be met entirely by the addition of new
housing units it may be unlikely that a
jurisdiction would actually be able to attain
the number of affordable units needed in
relation of the amount of population growth
expected.
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King County’s Percentage Alternative
King County chose a different, much simpler and less idealistic approach to meeting growth
management housing obligations. Rather than a numeric system with end goals, King County
jurisdictions chose to ensure that proportions of all new housing, equal to the percentage of
households below fifty and eighty percent of median income (HUD standards) in the 1990
population, were affordable to households in those low-income groups. Their goal was not to
eliminate all accumulated housing need, but rather to ensure, by meeting the affordability needs
of only the expected new households, that it did not increase.

housing units. The current methodology
assumes other options for meeting targets
3
are possible. This is substantially higher
than the 38% requirement of a percentage
system similar to King County’s.
Let’s now look at how progress could be
measured under the Fair Share Allocation
and for this we return to Hopeville.

Like the Snohomish County Tomorrow system, King County’s adjusts for past jurisdiction
histories of accommodating or failing to accommodate a fair share of low-income households;
however, the adjustment is simple. There are only two sets of percentages, one for jurisdictions
with relatively more low-income housing, and another for jurisdictions with relatively less.
King County jurisdictions are required by their system to ensure that 17 percent of all new
housing is affordable to households with incomes between 50 and 80 percent of median. Then,
depending on the results of a formula that takes into account the local amount of affordable lowcost housing and the relative local proportion of low-wage jobs, each jurisdiction must attempt to
assure that either 20 or 24 percent of new King County housing is affordable by households with
incomes below 50 percent of median. By creating only a four percent difference in the
obligations to accommodate the most needy group, larger cities with greater needs still have the
leeway to meet them while more affluent cities begin to increase their proportion of lower
incomes households at a higher rate. Theoretically with time, all jurisdictions should tend in
towards a more homogeneous income mix.

If an allocation system like King County’s
were developed for Snohomish County,
using 2000 U.S. Census proportions, 19%
of all new housing should accommodate
households between 50% and 80% of
median, and 19% should serve households
with incomes below 50% of median. That
combined 38% obligation is substantially
lower than the percentage obligation
derived from the SCT Fair Share Housing

Allocation system numbers. Whereas the
Snohomish County Tomorrow Fair Share
Housing Allocation calculations found
21.5% of 1990 households with housing
need, when this need plus projected future
need to 2012 is sought to be met by 2012,
it requires that 63.8% of all new housing be
affordable to households at or below 95%
of median income,if fair share targets are
solely met through the development of new

3

The County population in 1990 was
465,642. The 2012 population target is
714,244. The difference is the projected
population increase, 248,602 people. The
2000 Census found an average 2.71
people per Snohomish County household.
Dividing 248,602 by 2.71 yields an
expected 91,735 new households in the
County by 2012. (Actually, the number
would likely be less as newer housing
generally serves families of average size
larger than 2.71.) The Fair Share Housing
Allocation System targets accommodating
58,521 households between 1990 and
2012. Dividing 58,521 by 91,735 yields the
63.8% housing need accommodation
figure.

Housing Evaluation Report 2002

Recommendations for Working Together - 87

Recommendations for Working Together
Measuring Progress
Meeting Allocation
Targets – With the
reminder that there is a
great need at this stage
to evaluate whether all
the steps in a planning
and implementation
continuum are in place to
achieve numeric
affordability targets, let’s
focus instead on
evaluating ultimate
success achieving the
numeric Fair Share
Housing Allocation
targets. We present two
potential models; the first
is more rigorous and
tallies the net increase in
lower income households
accommodated, the
second looks generally at
changes in housing need.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

time, we can gauge the progress of a
jurisdiction meeting obligations to
provide affordable housing and to
participate in the dispersal of low income
concentrations.

HOPEVILLE
HYPOTHETICAL
EXAMPLE

Below 95% of
Median Annual
Income
Total
AccomOver- Housmodated Needy Income holds
(A) 1990
300
200
500 1,000
(B) 1990-2012
150
100
250
500
(C) 2012 Ideal Combined
750 1,500
450
300
(D) 2000Actual
350
300
600 1,250
(E) 2000 Ideal Combined
375
250
625 1,250
(F) 1990-2000 Proration
75
50
125
250
(A) 1990
300
200
500 1,000

0

250

500

750

The Hopeville Chart is copied in column
2. Note lines, W, X, Y, and Z falling from
some of the bars. It is probably easiest
to describe an accommodation system
by using those markers.
1000

1250

1500

(A) 1990
(B) 1990-2012
(C) 2012 Ideal Combined
(D) 2000Actual

Accommodated

(E) 2000 Ideal Combined

Needy

(F) 1990-2000 Proration
OverIncome

(A) 1990

Z

X
Y
W
Accommodation Method
– The Fair Share Housing
"Accommodated" means paying less than 30% of monthly income for housing.
Allocations focus on
"Needy" means paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing.
need, but the operative
term in meeting that need
is accommodation—How
numbers of households paying more than
many households found to be in need or
thirty percent of their monthly incomes for
projected to be in need have been
housing. When the Census Bureau is
accommodated within a jurisdiction?
gathering need data, it is also determining
Census data provides an answer on a net
how many households in the lower income
basis, but currently only every ten years. It
brackets of concern are doing just fine with
is expected the new American Community
housing payments below thirty percent. By
Survey the Census Bureau is developing
tracking the net change in lower income
will also provide critical data on the
households accommodated affordably over

Back to the year 2000 in the Hopeville
example. We have already calculated
line E to determine where we should be
and the Census has given us the 2000
Actual data, line (D). An accommodation analysis would look at the
distance between the line Y,
representing lower income households
accommodated in 2000 and lines Z and
W. W is on the 2000 ideal combined
line, representing our projection of the
allocations to year 2000, but note that W
isn’t at a clear boundary between bar
segments. That is because, at the 2000
halfway point in meeting Hopeville’s
housing needs, the obligation is to meet
all of the proportioned new need and
only the first half, 100 households, of the
original 1990 need. Thus line W
represents accommodated lower income
households in 1990, 300, plus those
expected to be accommodated on their
own of the new population, 75, plus all of
the new need, 50, and half of the old, 100,
for a total of 525 households
accommodated.
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In our hypothetical, Hopeville didn’t hit the
line W ideal. It accommodated affordably
the difference between the X and Y lines,
50 new lower income households, bringing
the accommodated total up to 350, not
525. To make matters worse, need as
indicated by new 2000 Census data
doubled. Instead of 50 new needy lower
income households, Hopeville got 100.
The 50 new households accommodated
didn’t match the mark, line Z, representing
no change from status quo—the 75 new
households that were expected to have
been accommodated with no extra effort to
promote affordability.
Need Percentage Method – Using
Hopeville again, needy households by our
definition represented 20 percent of total
households in 1990, 200 out of 1000
households. By our ideal projection, based
on the fair share allocation, Hopeville
should have met the needs of all new lower
income households arriving between 1990
and 2000, and since half the population
target would have been met, half of the
existing housing need as well. Halving the
existing housing need of 200 means there
should only be 100 needy households out
of the new population total of 1,250
households, or 8 percent. It didn’t happen.
Instead, need increased more than
projected and the actual need is now 300
households out of 1,250, or a 24 percent
proportion.
Under a system like King County’s,
Hopeville would not have had to meet past
need, just need expected in its population

increases. That scenario is based on
accommodating all households under the
low-income threshold among new arrivals.
Hopeville had 50% of its population as lowincome in 1990, 500 households. Fifty
percent of the 250 actual new arrivals to
2000 is 125 households. Added to those
already accommodated (300), Hopeville
should have 425 low-income households
not spending over 30 percent monthly for
housing. Instead, Hopeville only achieved
350 of that number.
Data included in the Evaluation
Affordability section roughly employs the
need percentage method. Countywide in
1993, 21.5 percent of all households were
judged to be needy. By 2000, that
percentage had increased to 24.6%.
Both systems measure net results and,
thus, are a combination of increases and
decreases in total low-income households
and in need. A jurisdiction may be taking
steps to increase the expected number of
households accommodated, but if factors
outside of a jurisdiction’s control are
increasing need such as housing demand
or increases in income rates, those efforts
might be masked. There are three reasons
one might favor the Accommodation
measurement over the Need
measurement: 1. It is positive. It shows
lower income families finding affordable
housing. 2. It deals in units, the same
measurement used by SCT’s Fair Share
Allocation System, and 3. It breaks down
some of the variables into components that
help to explain the dynamics affecting local

affordability: need, accommodated, and
“over-income.” The latter represents
households above the low-moderate
income households of concern.
How King County Measures Progress –
Having briefly presented the King County
fair share system in a box earlier, the
following page shows how King County
measures progress meeting the
percentage targets they set for themselves.
The two measurement models that we
have presented currently rely on decennial
census data (potentially this information
will be available on an annual basis from
the American Community Survey) for
households reporting the percentage of
their monthly incomes they spend on
housing.
King County focuses less on census
reports of households paying more than 30
percent of monthly income for housing, and
more on changes in housing costs
measured against a single countywide
calculation of what a household at the top
of both the 50 and 80 percent of median
brackets could pay for housing without
exceeding 30 percent of monthly income.
This is similar to the approach used in the
Growth Monitoring Reports to evaluate
housing sales price and Dupre + Scott
Apartment Advisor's Inc. rental survey
information.
The horizontal lines in the following graph
show what percentage of the housing stock
in each jurisdiction must be affordable to
the two income groups and it corresponds
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to the percentage standards set for new
housing. The vertical bars represent actual
current percentages of all the housing
stock affordable to each income group in
the jurisdiction. While not an isolated
measurement of the affordability of just
new housing, changes over time in these
graphs of a new and old housing mix will
reflect the impact of new housing.
Similar compilations are possible for
Snohomish County. With the simple
change in the reporting of sale price data
recommended earlier and a similar split in

the rental survey data between newly
constructed and existing rental housing
stock, a fairly accurate gauge of new
housing affordability could be developed.
King County is essentially employing the
same methodology as Snohomish County,
as indicated in the graph below. Income
limits at 50% and 80% of median income
are converted to monthly income numbers
and 30 percent taken of those numbers to
represent the maximum monthly housing
cost affordable to those income groups,
then available housing is tallied to
determine the numbers and percentage of

the total housing stock that meet those
affordability criteria. (Those results are
shown by the vertical bar segments in the
graph below.) King County’s graph
includes horizontal lines representing the
percentage of all county households found
within the two income groups. Comparing
the percentage of the housing stock
affordable to each housing segment to the
percent of the population falling within each
segment gives a quick and simple method
to assess affordable housing available
against need.

This chart from a recent
King County Growth
Management Planning
Council report shows
how the jurisdictions
graphically track
progress meeting 50%
and 80% of median
affordability targets.
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20%

>$99.9K
0%

>64

E

$75K-$99.9K

Countyw ide 2000

Age Groups

$35K-$49.9K
$25K-$34.9K

20-34
$15k-$24.9K
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40%

60%
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Housing affordability data from SCT Growth Monitoring Reports. Assisted rental
housing data from Snohomish County and Everett Housing Authorities. All other
data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.
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Housing Stock Built Pre-1950: 10.4%

$50K-$74.9K

20%
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96-98

35-64
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U
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County Tot al

10%

<$300
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98-00
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40%

Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

2000
606,024
236,205
2.65
10.9%
53060
6.8%

1990
465,642
183,942
2.71
6.6%
52065
7.3%

% Change
30.1%
39.9%
-2.2%
65.2%
1.9%
-6.8%

10.7%
2.5%

7.5%

42.7%

13.9%
6.9%

14.0%

-0.7%

7,350
4,726
12,076

Since 1995
% Asst Housing

5.11%

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Age Chart
(Pages with keys indicate guides to charts in the jurisdiction profiles section)

2000
1990

33.8%
27.1%

22.4%
21.2%

34.3%
31.3%

9.6%
20.4%

2000
1990

27.8%
26.6%

20.2%
23.7%

42.4%
34.9%

9.5%
14.7%

2000
1990
Darrington
2000
1990
Edmonds
2000
1990
Everett
2000
1990
Gold Bar
2000
1990
Granite Falls
2000
1990
Index
2000
1990
Lake Stevens
2000
1990
Lynnwood
2000
1990

33.3%
33.8%

12.7%
22.8%

48.1%
38.1%

5.8%
5.3%

29.6%
25.1%

15.1%
20.6%

38.7%
34.4%

16.6%
19.9%

22.8%
22.6%

16.4%
20.8%

44.2%
39.6%

16.6%
17.1%

28.1%
26.9%

26.3%
28.4%

35.2%
29.1%

10.3%
15.6%

35.6%
31.7%

22.3%
21.0%

35.5%
31.5%

6.7%
15.9%

Bothell

Brier

35.1%
31.4%

24.9%
24.7%

33.1%
28.5%

6.9%
15.4%

23.6%
19.9%

8.3%
25.0%

61.1%
38.2%

7.0%
16.9%

Mill Creek
2000 26.7%
1990 25.8%
Monroe
2000 29.7%
1990 29.1%
Mountlake Terrace
2000 27.9%
1990 28.6%
Mukilteo
2000 30.6%
1990 26.6%
Snohomish
2000 29.2%
1990 28.3%
Stanwood
2000 33.5%
1990 26.8%

17.8%
21.7%

43.7%
42.7%

11.7%
9.9%

29.3%
25.4%

32.9%
27.8%

8.0%
17.7%

24.5%
30.1%

38.4%
32.9%

9.2%
8.4%

16.8%
25.0%

46.0%
36.5%

6.6%
11.8%

21.9%
22.7%

36.2%
31.2%

12.7%
17.8%

18.5%
17.4%

31.1%
28.5%

16.9%
27.2%

SAMPLE
Age Group Com position
2000 & 1990

19.6%
25.4%

38.5%
29.7%

5.7%
9.8%

27.5%
26.9%

22.7%
29.5%

38.0%
32.5%

11.8%
11.1%

6.2%
13.2%

47.8%
46.2%

19.8%
13.7%

20.0%
23.5%

43.0%
34.3%

3.6%
8.0%

22.5%
27.4%

44.2%
35.4%

2.7%
6.2%

15.8%
21.2%

49.6%
38.3%

3.1%
8.9%

This table and the charts produced from it
show what percentage of the total
jurisdiction's population falls within the
indicated age grouping (cohort). Thus, it tells
what type of affordable housing might be most
important for the jurisdiction, particularly the
amount of senior housing.
The percentage of seniors in this
jurisdiction dropped dramatically to
near the county average.

>64

NOTE: 1990 to 2000
changes include the
impact of populations
annexed to a
jurisdiction.

35-64

This jurisdiction has relatively more
children and young adults than the
county as a whole.

1990
20-34

36.2%
35.1%

26.3%
2000
27.0%
1990
NonSWUnincUGA
33.4%
2000
34.1%
1990
SWUnincUGA
30.6%
2000
31.0%
1990
RURAL
31.5%
2000
31.6%
1990

2000
Countyw ide

<20

Source:
0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

U.S. Census of Population 1990 & 2000
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Income Chart
(Pages with keys indicate guides to charts in the jurisdiction profiles section)

SAMPLE GRAPHS
$10k< $10k $14.9K
Countywide
5.0%
3.8%
Arlington
7.4%
4.4%
Bothell
4.8%
3.1%
Brier
1.2%
0.8%
Darrington
11.7% 7.3%
Edmonds
3.9%
4.5%
Everett
8.2%
6.3%
Gold Bar
4.0%
4.3%
Granite Falls
8.3%
4.7%
Index
7.9%
4.8%
Lake Stevens
5.4%
1.8%
Lynnwood
7.4%
5.7%
Marysville
5.8%
4.5%
Mill Creek
2.6%
2.1%
Monroe
6.5%
3.7%
Mountlake Terrace 4.4%
4.4%
Mukilteo
2.3%
1.7%
Snohomish
6.7%
4.3%
Stanwood
11.1% 8.4%
Sultan
6.4%
3.3%
Woodway
3.6%
0.9%
NonSW UnincUGA 4.1%
3.4%
SWUnincUGA
4.2%
2.9%
Rural
4.2%
3.0%

$15k$24.9K
9.0%
9.9%
8.3%
3.3%
18.6%
9.0%
13.0%
11.4%
8.6%
14.3%
5.0%
12.1%
11.7%
7.5%
8.8%
9.3%
6.4%
12.4%
9.6%
9.6%
3.9%
7.2%
8.1%
7.0%

$25k$34.9K
11.3%
11.0%
11.4%
5.9%
14.7%
11.2%
15.7%
12.2%
11.7%
14.3%
7.8%
14.4%
12.8%
8.6%
10.8%
13.6%
8.9%
13.2%
9.2%
12.0%
7.7%
9.9%
10.7%
8.9%

$35k$49.9K
16.8%
21.1%
14.4%
13.1%
15.3%
16.9%
18.3%
22.9%
20.5%
23.8%
11.7%
17.1%
17.2%
13.0%
19.7%
22.4%
13.0%
17.5%
17.7%
23.1%
5.7%
17.6%
16.1%
16.3%

$50k$74.9K
24.8%
26.6%
23.7%
27.1%
24.8%
20.9%
20.7%
27.5%
29.9%
17.5%
32.7%
22.6%
23.5%
20.4%
24.2%
27.5%
24.1%
20.7%
30.4%
27.7%
17.6%
28.5%
25.8%
26.8%

$75k2000 Income Group Composition
$99.9K >$99.9K
as a Percentage of Jurisdiction Households
14.9% 14.3%
>$99.9K
12.5%
7.1%
$75K-$99.9K
16.9% 17.4%
$50K-$74.9K
18.3% 30.3%
$35K-$49.9K
Less Affluent
Arlington
5.2%
2.4%
$25K-$34.9K
$15k-$24.9K
Countyw ide
15.1% 18.5%
$10k-$14.9K
10.1%
7.7%
< $10k
11.4%
6.3%
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
11.7%
4.5%
3.2%
14.3%
19.0% 16.5%
11.7%
8.9%
14.1% 10.5%
14.1% 31.7%
16.2% 10.1%
The jurisdiction charted above has more households
9.9%
8.6%
in lower income brackets than the jurisdiction
16.9% 26.6%
charted below. Thus it may be in greater need of
13.4% 11.8%
affordable housing assistance.
7.8%
5.8%
12.2%
5.7%
2000 Income Group Composition
9.8%
50.9%
as
a
Percentage
of Jurisdiction Households
16.7% 12.6%
17.0% 15.2%
>$99.9K
Brier Affluent
More
$75K-$99.9K
16.7% 17.0%
Countyw ide

Annual household incomes within each jurisdiction are grouped by the range into which
they fall, then the number of households within each ranges is shown as a percentage of
the total households in the jurisdiction.
Source: U.S. Census of Population 1990 & 2000

$50K-$74.9K
$35K-$49.9K
$25K-$34.9K
$15k-$24.9K
$10k-$14.9K
< $10k

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%
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Median Income Chart
King County

Changes in Median Household Income 1990-2000 by Jurisdiction
(Adjusted for inflation)

90.0%
Index

1990-2000 Percentage Change in Median Ho usehold Income

80.0%

70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

NOTE: 1990 to 2000
changes include the
impact of
populations annexed
to a jurisdiction.

Granite Falls
40.0%
Gold Bar
30.0%

Monroe
Lak e Stev ens

Marysville
Sultan
Stanwood

20.0%
W oodway

Bothell

10.0%

0.0%

Snohomish
Arlington
Darrington
NonSW UnincUG A
Brier
Pierce County
Rural
SW UnincUGA
King County
County wide
Mukilteo
Everett
Lynnwood
Mill Creek
Mountlake Terrace
Edmonds

-10.0%
$30,000

$40,000

$50,000

$60,000

$70,000

$80,000

$90,000

$100,000

$110,000

Annual Median Household Income 2000
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Median Annual Household Income
Jurisdiction
Index
Granite Falls
Monroe
Gold Bar
Lake Stevens
Marysville
Sultan
Stanwood
Woodway
Bothell
Snohomish
Arlington
Darrington
NonSWUnincUGA
Pierce County
Brier
SWUnincUGA
Rural
King County
Countywide
Mukilteo
Everett
Lynnwood
Mill Creek
Mountlake Terrace
Edmonds

*

Median Annual
2000
1990* Change*
$43,125 $23,214 85.8%
$47,643 $32,602 46.1%
$50,390 $36,776 37.0%
$45,714 $33,669 35.8%
$65,231 $50,275 29.7%
$47,088 $36,889 27.6%
$46,619 $37,156 25.5%
$44,512 $36,272 22.7%
$101,633 $88,226 15.2%
$59,264 $52,506 12.9%
$46,396 $41,835 10.9%
$46,302 $42,930
7.9%
$32,813 $30,649
7.1%
$55,207 $51,607
7.0%
$45,204 $42,972
5.2%
$73,558 $70,010
5.1%
$62,014 $59,388
4.4%
$58,227 $55,836
4.3%
$53,157 $51,121
4.0%
$53,060 $52,065
1.9%
$67,323 $66,401
1.4%
$40,100 $40,150 -0.1%
$42,814 $43,113 -0.7%
$69,702 $71,003 -1.8%
$47,238 $50,007 -5.5%
$53,522 $57,248 -6.5%
Adjusted for inflation ( x1.413 )

Median Income Data
Median household income in south county
jurisdictions are falling or not rising nearly as
dramatically as in northern and more outlying
communities. Countywide, adjusted for 2000
1
dollars , county median household income
rose 1.9% from 1990. However, some
jurisdictions, particularly in northern and
eastern Snohomish County, have seen
dramatic median household income
increases, while southwest cities generally
have seen decreases or only modest gains.
The northern and eastern jurisdictions'
income increases are putting housing price
pressures on longer term residents whose
median household incomes have historically
been far below the countywide median.
Further, many of these communities have
relatively less assisted housing. Looked at in
terms of leveling the disparity between
jurisdictions, based on income, the towns
with large increases represent a gain. As the
chart shows, jurisdictions with the largest
increases still have median incomes below
the countywide median. The gains are
moving them closer to the countywide norm.

were already below the countywide median
and in the last ten years moved further from
it. They reflect a phenomenon seen
elsewhere in the U.S. where jurisdictions
closer to a large metropolitan city become
poorer as “outer ring” suburbs become richer.
They also represent a negative measured
against the Housing Objective goals of
eliminating geographic concentrations of
lower-income households.
The Recommendations for Working Together
Section urges SCT jurisdictions with similar
characteristics and housing conditions to
work together. Both the rural communities
and the older southwest cities should put
income issues on their study agenda.

Of concern are the jurisdictions which saw
decreases or relatively less increases in their
median incomes. Some, such as Brier,
Edmonds, Mill Creek, and Mukilteo saw the
slower increases or losses move them closer
to the countywide norm. But others, such as
Everett, Lynnwood, and Mountlake Terrace

SOURCE: U.S. Census of Population 1990 & 2000
1

NOTE: 1990 to 2000 changes include the
impact of populations annexed to a
jurisdiction.

The Consumer Price Index for Seattle region at time of the
1990 Census (April) was 125.8. At the time of the 2000
Census, it had risen to 177.8. Dividing one by other shows a
41.3% increase. Thus, 1990 jurisdiction median income
numbers were multiplied by 1.413 to allow comparison in
2000 dollars.
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Percent of 2000 Households with Incomes Less than 95% of Median

Growth of Households Earning up to 95% of Median Income
Population increases are including a lesser
80%
proportion of less than 95% of median
households for the jurisdictions in this
quadrant, decreasing the jurisdictions'
overall percentage of this group and moving
tow ards the county average.

Population increases are including a greater
proportion of less than 95% of median
households for the jurisdictions in this
quadrant, increasing the jurisdictions'
overall percentage of this group and moving
aw ay from the county average.

70%
Darrington
Index (-396%,66%)
Everett
60%
Lynnwood
Snohomish

Stanwood
Granite Falls
Sultan
Marysville

30.0%

50%

Monroe

50.0%

70.0%

Mountlake Terrace

Arlington

90.0%

NonSWUnincUGA

Gold Bar

County Edmonds
110.0%

150.0%

170.0%

190.0%

SWUnincUGA

40%

Woodw ay (- 224%,21%)Bothell

130.0%

Rural

Lake Stevens
Population increases are including a
lesser proportion of less than 95% of
median households for the
jurisdictions in this quadrant,
decreasing the jurisdictions' overall
percentage of this group and moving
aw ay from the county average.

Mukilteo

Mill Creek

30%

Brier

Population increases are including a
greater proportion of less than 95%
of median households for the
jurisdictions in this quadrant,
increasing the jurisdictions' overall
percentage of this group and moving
tow ards the county average.

20%
Ratio of Lower Income Household Increase to Overal Household Increase (100% is an even increase.)
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Growth of Households Earning up to 95% of Median Income
Comparing Growth of Lower Income Households Relative to all
Jurisdiction Households 1990 to 2000

Households with Annual Income less than 95% of Median Income

NonSWUnincUGA
SWUnincUGA
Rural
Countywide
Arlington
Bothell
Brier
Darrington
Edmonds
Everett
Gold Bar
Granite Falls
Index
Lake Stevens
Lynnwood
Marysville
Mill Creek
Monroe
Mountlake Terrace
Mukilteo
Snohomish
Stanwood

Renters
1990
2000 Change
1,706
2,196
490
6,929 10,422 3,493
3,491
4,601 1,110
39,465 50,579 11,114
458
1,211
753
1,151
2,294 1,143
95
98
3
128
141
13
2,871
3,736
865
11,895 15,190 3,295
64
88
24
152
226
74
26
22
-4
295
401
106
4,333
4,579
246
1,765
2,624
859
611
872
261
622
1,198
576
1,997
2,070
73
496
1,286
790
911
1,045
134
299
437
138

Owners
1990
2000 Change
1,898
2,965 1,067
4,588
6,550 1,962
5,983
8,376 2,393
27,763 36,489 8,726
356
842
486
540
1,384
844
297
395
98
142
153
11
1,961
2,875
914
4,879
5,295
416
82
165
83
99
194
95
26
19
-7
249
327
78
1,453
1,895
442
682
1,389
707
205
554
349
414
718
304
1,383
1,737
354
295
739
444
501
554
53
174
270
96

The table above and the chart on the facing
page measure the relative increase in lower
income families with annual incomes below 95
percent of median income relative to the growth
of all households in each jurisdiction between
1990 and 2000. A number above 100% means
that the lower income households are
increasing faster than the general increase in
households. The chart and the final column of
the table provide a comparison of the relative
increase of lower income households to the
2000 percentage of lower income households
of the total jurisdiction population.

1990
3,604
11,516
9,474
67,228
814
1,691
392
270
4,832
16,774
146
251
52
544
5,786
2,447
816
1,036
3,380
791
1,412
473

Total
2000 Change
5,161 1,557
16,972 5,456
12,977 3,503
87,068 19,840
2,053 1,239
3,678 1,987
493
101
294
24
6,611 1,779
20,485 3,711
253
107
420
169
41
-11
728
184
6,474
688
4,013 1,566
1,426
610
1,916
880
3,807
427
2,025 1,234
1,599
187
707
234

Change in
<95%
Percent
Median
Percent
Change in
Income
<95%
<95% of
HHs as a Median
Median
Percent
Percent of Income
Income
Change in Change in HHs of
HHs
Total HHs Total HHs Total HHs
43.2%
51.4%
84.1%
41%
47.4%
35.5%
133.5%
40%
37.0%
36.5%
101.2%
37%
29.5%
30.9%
95.4%
45%
152.2%
186.4%
81.7%
52%
117.5%
142.4%
82.5%
38%
25.8%
18.1%
142.1%
24%
8.9%
15.9%
56.0%
68%
36.8%
34.1%
107.9%
44%
22.1%
26.8%
82.7%
61%
73.3%
69.9%
104.8%
50%
67.3%
98.8%
68.1%
54%
-21.2%
-5.3% -396.6%
66%
33.8%
88.0%
38.4%
35%
11.9%
17.0%
69.8%
55%
64.0%
119.0%
53.8%
49%
74.8%
61.1%
122.3%
33%
84.9%
151.2%
56.2%
49%
12.6%
6.6%
191.1%
53%
156.0%
149.0%
104.7%
32%
13.2%
31.8%
41.7%
54%
49.5%
83.7%
59.1%
54%

SOURCE: U.S.
Censuses 1990 & 2000
Note - 1990 to 2000
changes include the
impact of populations
annexed to a jurisdiction.

Note that some of the highest increases in
lower income populations are occurring in
jurisdictions that are below the countywide
average for the percentage of lower income
household they contain: Brier, Mill Creek.
Several jurisdictions above the countywide
average for low-income households are
experiencing relatively more growth of higher
income households. These trends, if continued
over time, will help to disperse low-income
household concentrations.
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Household Size Data
Average Household Size by Jurisdiction, 1990 & 2000 (Ordered by 2000 Average)

3.20

3.10

3.00

1990

2000

2.70

2.60

2.50

2.40

2.30

2.20

2.10

2.00

1.90
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Household Size Data
Average Household Size by Jurisdiction,
1990-2000
Brier
Lake Stevens
Gold Bar
NonSWUnincUGA
Monroe
Rural
SWUnincUGA
Granite Falls
Sultan
Woodway
Arlington
Marysville
Mukilteo
Stanwood
Countywide
E. Puget Sd. Region
Pierce County
Mountlake Terrace
Bothell
Lynnwood
Mill Creek
Snohomish
Everett
Darrington
King County
Edmonds
Index

1990
3.12
2.91
2.60
2.92
2.52
2.85
2.82
2.54
2.71
2.92
2.51
2.37
2.58
2.44
2.71
2.58
2.73
2.60
2.48
2.50
2.48
2.49
2.38
2.48
2.44
2.41
1.93

2000
3.05
2.96
2.86
2.84
2.83
2.82
2.77
2.77
2.76
2.76
2.72
2.66
2.66
2.65
2.65
2.65
2.60
2.54
2.51
2.50
2.48
2.47
2.40
2.40
2.39
2.32
2.09

Change
-2.2%
1.7%
10.0%
-2.9%
12.3%
-0.8%
-1.6%
9.1%
1.8%
-5.5%
8.4%
12.2%
3.1%
8.6%
-2.2%
3.0%
-4.7%
-2.3%
1.2%
0.0%
0.0%
-0.8%
0.8%
-3.2%
-2.2%
-3.7%
8.3%

Housing size data must be interpreted
carefully as a number of jurisdictions have
annexed large areas since 1990 with existing
populations that figure largely in 2000
average household size figures. Some
jurisdictions have seen the average
household size within their original 1990
boundaries drop; however average 2000
household sizes have risen because of the
large household sizes in land annexed since
1990.
Generally, rapidly growing areas of the
county are providing new housing to families,
causing average household sizes to rise.
Older cities and towns where the population
is aging are seeing children leave home and
average household sizes decline. If
appropriate senior housing options are
available in these areas, some of these
households will move into them, freeing up
single family housing for families of larger
size.

Source: U.S. Census, 1990, 2000
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Metropolitan Area Comparisons
Population Grow th

Average Household Size

2.80

2,000,000

2.70
1,500,000

2.60
2.50

1,000,000

2.40
500,000
2.30
0

2.20
Snohomish

King

Pierce

Snohomish

% Nonw hite Population

King

Pierce

Median Annual Household Incom e

$60,000

25.0%

$50,000

20.0%

$40,000
15.0%
$30,000
10.0%
$20,000
5.0%

$10,000

0.0%

$0
Snohomish

King

Pierce

Snohomish

% of Households Below Poverty Level

King

Pierce

1990
2000

14.0%
12.0%
10.0%
8.0%
6.0%
4.0%
2.0%
0.0%
Snohomish

Snohomish Co.
King County
Pierce County

King

Population
1990
2000
465,642 606,024
1,507,319 1,737,034
586,203 700,820

Pierce

Avg HH Size
1990
2000
2.71
2.65
2.44
2.39
2.73
2.6

% NonWhite Population
1990
2000
6.6%
10.9%
15.1%
20.0%
14.8%
16.1%

Median HH Income
1990*
2000
$52,065
$53,060
$51,121
$53,157
$42,972
$45,204

% Poverty HH
1990
2000
7.3%
6.8%
8.5%
8.2%
12.4%
10.2%

* Adjusted to 2000 dollars (X 1.413)
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County Housing Type Composition Chart
(Pages with keys indicate guides to charts in the jurisdiction summaries section)

These boxes allow easy comparisons of the housing
compositions of jurisdictions. The whole box is 100% of
the housing stock in both 1990 and 2000. First a box is
split vertically top to bottom to indicate the owner (left)
and renter (right) composition of the housing. Then,
each side is slit again by a horizontal line to indicate the
single family detached units and the non-single detached
family units. Solid lines are the 2000 divisions; dashed
white lines are the 1990 divisions. The size of the
quadrants from one jurisdiction to another is interesting,
but so too is how the dashed lines have shifted in ten
years to their 2000 solid positions.

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

26,904 / 20,011
12% / 11.7%

56,303 / 42,381
25% / 24.7%
125,420 / 93,764
55.8% / 54.6%

The County had 20,011 mostly condominium units in
1990. Though the number increased to 26,904 by 2000,
so did other county housing types, resulting in a gain of
only .3% in its portion of the mix of countywide housing.

2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

Countywide, the amount of single family detached rental
housing increased by only 668 units or 4.3%, much
lower than the increases of 33.4% for single family
owner, 34.4% for MF/MH owner, and 32.8% for MF/MH
rental housing. Single family rental housing serves
lower income individuals who share housing as well as
lower income large families, and it does this in widely
scattered locations in the County as the result of housing
turnover as older couples move out of their housing.
The potential implications are that there will be less
housing for lower income individuals in the communities
in which they grew up and that lower income families
may be hard-pressed to find adequate accommodations
anywhere in Snohomish County.

16,225 / 15,557
7.2% / 9.1%

RENT
OWN
152,324/113,775 72,528/57,938
67.7%/66.3%
32.3%/33.7%
U.S Census of Population 1990 & 2000

Single Family
Detached

Source:
U.S.
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Countywide Housing Type Composition Chart
(Pages with keys indicate guides to charts in the jurisdiction summaries section)

Owner

Renter

Single
Family
Multifamily/
Detached
Manufactured
2000 1990 2000 1990

Totals

Single
Family
Multifamily/
Detached Manufactured
2000 1990 2000 1990

Owners
2000 1990

Renters
2000 1990

Single
Family
Multifamily/
Detached
Manufactured
2000 1990 2000 1990

Arlington

2,355

747

331

142

349

201

1,281

417

2,686

889

1,630

618

2,704

948

1,612

559

Bothell

5,955

2,201

2,174

1,017

589

226

3,233

1,487

8,129

3,218

3,822

1,713

6,544

2,427

5,407

2,504

Brier

1,897

1,632

47

14

167

133

20

25

1,944

1,646

187

158

2,064

1,765

67

39

280

223

42

41

87

81

73

71

322

264

160

152

367

304

115

112

9,569

7,369

1,994

1,090

986

883

4,387

3,286

11,563

8,459

5,373

4,169

10,555

8,252

6,381

4,376

13,482 11,322

3,221

1,740

3,043

3,183 16,609 12,434

16,703

13,062 19,652 15,617

16,525

Darrington
Edm onds
Everett

14,505 19,830 14,174

Gold Bar

416

155

170

171

48

39

66

47

586

326

114

86

464

194

236

218

Granite Falls

494

194

51

43

102

69

194

117

545

237

296

186

596

263

245

160

34

45

2

0

33

30

2

0

36

45

35

30

67

75

4

0

Lake Stevens

1,557

818

57

21

152

52

407

265

1,614

839

559

317

1,709

870

464

286

Lynnw ood

5,453

4,519

1,545

1,088

1,061

854

5,202

4,870

6,998

5,607

6,263

5,724

6,514

5,373

6,747

5,958

Marysville

4,741

1,626

1,179

367

752

474

2,720

1,821

5,920

1,993

3,472

2,295

5,493

2,100

3,899

2,188

Mill Creek

2,412

1,350

688

477

136

101

1,422

963

3,100

1,827

1,558

1,064

2,548

1,451

2,110

1,440

Monroe

2,364

779

177

65

386

214

1,222

594

2,541

844

1,608

808

2,750

993

1,399

659

Mountlake Terr.

3,888

3,611

821

589

782

864

2,410

2,347

4,709

4,200

3,192

3,211

4,670

4,475

3,231

2,936

Mukilteo

3,936

1,654

693

210

175

145

1,957

706

4,629

1,864

2,132

851

4,111

1,799

2,650

916

Snohom ish

1,575

1,203

208

93

311

356

1,164

820

1,783

1,296

1,475

1,176

1,886

1,559

1,372

913

Stanw ood

741

366

45

4

140

120

419

242

786

370

559

362

881

486

464

246

Sultan

695

361

185

173

131

94

204

197

880

534

335

291

826

455

389

370

Woodw ay

320

295

4

0

12

15

0

0

324

295

12

15

332

310

4

0

9,728

6,030

1,463

1,018

1,305

1,063

1,956

1,419

11,191

7,048

3,261

2,482

11,033

7,093

3,419

2,437

SWUnincUGA

26,334 20,089

6,212

4,101

2,648

2,493 13,006

8,905

32,546

24,190 15,654 11,398

28,982

22,582 19,218 13,006

Rural

31,393 21,252

7,453

7,239

3,504

3,338

2,798

38,846

28,491

34,897

24,590 11,220 10,037

Index

NonSWUnincUGA

County

3,767

125,420 93,764 26,904 20,011 16,225 15,557 56,303 42,381

Note: Census data is by incorporated area and, for 2000, includes areas
annexed between 1990 & 2000.

7,271

6,136

152,324 113,775 72,528 57,938

141,645 109,321 83,207 62,392

Source: U.S. Census of Population 1990 & 2000
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Percentage Multifamily* in 2000 Chart
Everett
Lynnwood

Jurisdiction

Mill Creek

1990
0.0%
2.2%
Brier
0.0%
Index
24.7%
Lake Stevens
25.6%
NonSWUnincUGA
26.9%
Darrington
29.0%
Rural
37.8%
Granite Falls
44.8%
Sultan
52.9%
Gold Bar
39.9%
Monroe
33.6%
Stanw ood
36.3%
County
37.1%
Arlington
34.7%
Edm onds
33.7%
Mukilteo
36.5%
SWUnincUGA
Mountlake Terrace 39.6%
51.0%
Marysville
36.9%
Snohom ish
50.8%
Bothell
49.8%
Mill Creek
52.6%
Lynnw ood
49.4%
Everett
Woodw ay

Bothell
Snohomish
Marysville
Mountlake
Terrace
SWUnincUGA
Mukilteo
Edmonds

Gain/Loss

Arlington

2000

County

1990

Stanwood
Monroe
Gold Bar
Sultan
Granite Falls
Rural
Darrington
NonSWUnincUGA

2000 Gain/Loss
1.2%
1.2%
3.1%
1.0%
5.6%
5.6%
21.4%
-3.4%
23.7%
-1.9%
23.9%
-3.1%
24.3%
-4.7%
29.1%
-8.7%
32.0% -12.8%
33.7% -19.2%
33.7%
-6.2%
34.5%
0.9%
37.0%
0.7%
37.3%
0.3%
37.7%
3.0%
39.2%
5.5%
39.9%
3.3%
40.9%
1.3%
41.5%
-9.5%
42.1%
5.2%
45.2%
-5.5%
45.3%
-4.5%
50.9%
-1.7%
54.5%
5.1%

Lake Stevens

* -Multifamily, as used here, includes
duplexes, apartments, condominiums and
mobile/manufactured homes, all of which
tend to be more affordable than single
family detached housing.

Index
Brier
Woodway

-40% -30% -20% -10%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%
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Percentage Multifamily/Manufactured* Housing by
Jurisdiction
Owner
Single
Family
Multifamily/
Detached
Manufactured
2000 1990 2000 1990
Arlington
Bothell
Brier
Darrington
Edmonds
Everett
Gold Bar
Granite Falls
Index
Lake Stevens
Lynnwood
Marysville
Mill Creek
Monroe
Mountlake Terr.
Mukilteo
Snohomish
Stanwood
Sultan
Woodway
NonSWUnincUGA
SWUnincUGA
Rural
County

Renter
Single
Family
Multifamily/
Detached
Manufactured
2000 1990 2000 1990

Totals

Owners
2000 1990

Renters
2000 1990

Single
Family
Multifamily/
Detached
Manufactured
2000 1990 2000 1990

54.6%

49.6%

7.7%

9.4%

8.1%

13.3%

29.7%

27.7%

62.2%

59.0%

37.8%

41.0%

62.7%

62.9%

37.3%

37.1%

49.8%

44.6%

18.2%

20.6%

4.9%

4.6%

27.1%

30.2%

68.0%

65.3%

32.0%

34.7%

54.8%

49.2%

45.2%

50.8%

89.0%

90.5%

2.2%

0.8%

7.8%

7.4%

0.9%

1.4%

91.2%

91.2%

8.8%

8.8%

96.9%

97.8%

3.1%

2.2%

58.1%

53.6%

8.7%

9.9%

18.0%

19.5%

15.1%

17.1%

66.8%

63.5%

33.2%

36.5%

76.1%

73.1%

23.9%

26.9%

56.5%

58.4%

11.8%

8.6%

5.8%

7.0%

25.9%

26.0%

68.3%

67.0%

31.7%

33.0%

62.3%

65.3%

37.7%

34.7%

37.1%

39.5%

8.9%

6.1%

8.4%

11.1%

45.7%

43.4%

45.9%

45.5%

54.1%

54.5%

45.5%

50.6%

54.5%

49.4%

59.4%

37.6%

24.3%

41.5%

6.9%

9.5%

9.4%

11.4%

83.7%

79.1%

16.3%

20.9%

66.3%

47.1%

33.7%

52.9%

58.7%

45.9%

6.1%

10.2%

12.1%

16.3%

23.1%

27.7%

64.8%

56.0%

35.2%

44.0%

70.9%

62.2%

29.1%

37.8%

47.9%

60.0%

2.8%

0.0%

46.5%

40.0%

2.8%

0.0%

50.7%

60.0%

49.3%

40.0%

94.4% 100.0%

5.6%

0.0%

71.7%

70.8%

2.6%

1.8%

7.0%

4.5%

18.7%

22.9%

74.3%

72.6%

25.7%

27.4%

78.6%

21.4%

24.7%

41.1%

39.9%

11.7%

9.6%

8.0%

7.5%

39.2%

43.0%

52.8%

49.5%

47.2%

50.5%

49.1%

47.4%

50.9%

52.6%

50.5%

37.9%

12.6%

8.6%

8.0%

11.1%

29.0%

42.5%

63.0%

46.5%

37.0%

53.5%

58.5%

49.0%

41.5%

51.0%

51.8%

46.7%

14.8%

16.5%

2.9%

3.5%

30.5%

33.3%

66.6%

63.2%

33.4%

36.8%

54.7%

50.2%

45.3%

49.8%

57.0%

47.2%

4.3%

3.9%

9.3%

13.0%

29.5%

36.0%

61.2%

51.1%

38.8%

48.9%

66.3%

60.1%

33.7%

39.9%

49.2%

48.7%

10.4%

7.9%

9.9%

11.7%

30.5%

31.7%

59.6%

56.7%

40.4%

43.3%

59.1%

60.4%

40.9%

39.6%

58.2%

60.9%

10.2%

7.7%

2.6%

5.3%

28.9%

26.0%

68.5%

68.7%

31.5%

31.3%

60.8%

66.3%

39.2%

33.7%

48.3%

48.7%

6.4%

3.8%

9.5%

14.4%

35.7%

33.2%

54.7%

52.4%

45.3%

47.6%

57.9%

63.1%

42.1%

36.9%

55.1%

50.0%

3.3%

0.5%

10.4%

16.4%

31.2%

33.1%

58.4%

50.5%

41.6%

49.5%

65.5%

66.4%

34.5%

33.6%

57.2%

43.8%

15.2%

21.0%

10.8%

11.4%

16.8%

23.9%

72.4%

64.7%

27.6%

35.3%

68.0%

55.2%

32.0%

44.8%

95.2%

95.2%

1.2%

0.0%

3.6%

4.8%

0.0%

0.0%

96.4%

95.2%

3.6%

4.8%

98.8% 100.0%

1.2%

0.0%

67.3%

63.3%

10.1%

10.7%

9.0%

11.2%

13.5%

14.9%

77.4%

74.0%

22.6%

26.0%

76.3%

74.4%

23.7%

25.6%

54.6%

56.4%

12.9%

11.5%

5.5%

7.0%

27.0%

25.0%

67.5%

68.0%

32.5%

32.0%

60.1%

63.5%

39.9%

36.5%

68.1%

61.4%

16.2%

20.9%

7.6%

9.6%

8.2%

8.1%

84.2%

82.3%

15.8%

17.7%

75.7%

71.0%

24.3%

29.0%

55.8%

54.6%

12.0%

11.7%

7.2%

9.1%

25.0%

24.7%

67.7%

66.3%

32.3%

33.7%

63.0%

63.7%

37.0%

36.3%

Source:

* -Multifamily, as used here, includes duplexes,
apartments, condominiums and
mobile/manufactured homes, all of which tend to
be more affordable than single family detached
housing.
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75.3%

U.S. Census of Population 1990 & 2000
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Percent Distribution of Owner Households by Monthly
Mortgage Costs
% D i st r i b u t i o n o f H o u se h o l d s b y M o n t h l y

% D i st r i b u t i o n o f H o u se h o l d s b y M o n t h l y

% D i st r i b u t i o n o f H o u se h o l d s b y M o n t h l y

M o r t g a g e C o st s 2 0 0 0

M o r t g a g e C o st s 2 0 0 0

M o r t g a g e C o st s 2 0 0 0

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

Count y T ot al

<$ 300

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

A r l i ngt on

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 700-

$ 1, 000-

$ 1, 500-

$ 499

$ 699

$ 999

$ 1, 499

$ 1, 999

E dmonds

<$300 $300- $500- $700- $1,000- $1,500- >$1,999

>$ 1, 999

Arlington

Count y T ot al

$499

$699

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

County Total

<$ 300

$999 $1,499 $1,999

Edmonds

Index

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 700-

$ 1, 000- $ 1, 500- >$ 1, 999

$ 499

$ 699

$ 999

$ 1, 499

$ 1, 999

Index

% D i st r i b u t i o n o f H o u se h o l d s b y M o n t h l y

% D i st r i b u t i o n o f H o u se h o l d s b y M o n t h l y

% D i st r i b u t i o n o f H o u se h o l d s b y M o n t h l y

M o r t g a g e C o st s 2 0 0 0

M o r t g a g e C o st s 2 0 0 0

M o r t g a g e C o st s 2 0 0 0

70%

70%

60%

60%
Count y T ot al

B ot hel l

70%
60%
Count y T ot al

E v er et t

50%

50%

50%

40%

40%

40%

30%

30%

30%

20%

20%

20%

10%

10%

10%

<$ 300

$ 300$ 499

$ 500$ 699

$ 700$ 999

$ 1, 499

$ 1, 999

Bothell

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 700-

$ 1, 000- $ 1, 500- >$ 1, 999

$ 499

$ 699

$ 999

$ 1, 499

% D i s t r i but i on of H ous e hol ds by M ont hl y

M or t ga ge C os t s 2 0 0 0

M or t ga ge C os t s 2 0 0 0

60%
Count y T ot al

B r i er

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 700-

$ 1, 000-

$ 1, 500-

$ 499

$ 699

$ 999

$ 1, 499

$ 1, 999

>$ 1, 999

Brier

Count y T ot al

<$ 300

Goldbar

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 700- $ 1, 000- $ 1, 500- >$ 1, 999

$ 499

$ 699

$ 999

$ 1, 499

$ 1, 999

Lake Stevens

% D i s t r i but i on of H ous e hol ds by M ont hl y

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

<$ 300

$ 1, 999

Everett

70%

<$ 300

<$ 300

$ 1, 000- $ 1, 500- >$ 1, 999

Lak e St ev ens

0%

0%

0%

Count y T ot al

Gol d B ar

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 700- $ 1, 000- $ 1, 500- >$ 1, 999

$ 499

$ 699

$ 999 $ 1, 499 $ 1, 999

% D i st r i b u t i o n o f H o u se h o l d s b y M o n t h l y
M o r t g a g e C o st s 2 0 0 0

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

Count y T ot al

<$ 300

Ly nnwood

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 700- $ 1, 000- $ 1, 500- >$ 1, 999

$ 499

$ 699

$ 999

$ 1, 499 $ 1, 999

Lynnwood
Source: 2000 U.S. Census
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Percent Distribution of Owner Households by Monthly
Mortgage Costs
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

P e r c e nt a ge Spr e a d of M ont hl y Owne r 's ( wi t h

P e r c e nt a ge Spr e a d of M ont hl y Owne r 's ( wi t h

P e r c e nt a ge Spr e a d of M ont hl y Owne r ' s ( wi t h

mor t ga ge s ) C os t s , A pr i l 2 0 0 0

mor t ga ge s ) Cos t s , A pr i l 2 0 0 0

mor t ga ge s ) C os t s , A pr i l 2 0 0 0

Count y T ot al

<$ 300

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

Dar r i ngt on

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 700- $ 1, 000- $ 1, 500- >$ 1, 999

$ 499

$ 699

$ 999

<$ 300

$ 1, 499 $ 1, 999

Darrington

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

Count y T ot al

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

Gr ani t e Fal l s

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 700- $ 1, 000- $ 1, 500- >$ 1, 999

$ 499

$ 699

$ 999

Count y T ot al

<$ 300

$ 1, 499 $ 1, 999

Granite Falls

M ar y s v i l l e

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 700- $ 1, 000- $ 1, 500- >$ 1, 999

$ 499

$ 699

$ 999

$ 1, 499 $ 1, 999

Marysville

P e r c e nt a ge Spr e a d of M ont hl y Owne r 's ( wi t h

P e r c e nt a ge Spr e a d of M ont hl y Owne r ' s ( wi t h

P e r c e nt a ge Spr e a d of M ont hl y Owne r ' s ( wi t h

mor t ga ge s ) C os t s , A pr i l 2 0 0 0

mor t ga ge s ) C os t s , A pr i l 2 0 0 0

mor t ga ge s ) C os t s , A pr i l 2 0 0 0

Count y T ot al

<$ 300

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

Uni nc SW UGA

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 700-

$ 1000-

$ 1500-

$ 499

$ 699

$ 999

$ 1499

$ 1999

>$ 1, 999

Unincorporated SW UGA

0. 2%

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

0. 2%

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 700-

$ 1000-

$ 1500-

$ 499

$ 699

$ 999

$ 1499

$ 1999

>$ 1, 999

Unincorporated Non SW UGA

0. 2%

0. 4%

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 700-

$ 1000-

$ 1500-

$ 499

$ 699

$ 999

$ 1499

$ 1999

>$ 1, 999

Rural

P e r c e nt a ge Spr e a d of M ont hl y Owne r 's ( wi t h

P e r c e nt a ge Spr e a d of M ont hl y Owne r 's ( wi t h
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Percent Distribution of Owner Households by Monthly
Mortgage Costs
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Percentage Distribution of er Households by Monthly
Rental Costs
County Total
Arlington
Bothell
Brier
Darrington
Edmonds
Everett
Gold Bar
Granite Falls
Index
Lake Stevens
Lynnwood
Marysville
Mill Creek
Monroe
Mountlake Terrace
Mukilteo
Snohomish
Stanwood
Sultan
SWUnincUGA
NonSWUnincUGA
Rural

<$300
0.2%
1.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.1%
0.2%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.3%
0.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.2%
0.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.2%
0.4%

$300$499
1.2%
2.6%
0.3%
0.5%
8.7%
1.6%
1.2%
5.2%
0.0%
0.0%
0.5%
1.4%
0.3%
0.0%
0.5%
2.2%
0.5%
0.6%
0.0%
1.2%
1.1%
1.4%
1.5%

$500$699
2.9%
5.3%
2.7%
2.8%
7.7%
3.8%
2.9%
5.2%
3.2%
77.8%
1.8%
4.3%
1.2%
1.3%
0.7%
5.1%
1.8%
3.5%
4.8%
2.4%
2.3%
1.8%
3.5%

$700$1,000- $1,500$999
$1,499
$1,999 >$1,999
11.1%
41.4%
28.5%
14.6%
16.6%
43.9%
25.3%
5.1%
9.5%
34.6%
32.3%
20.6%
6.6%
40.7%
34.7%
14.7%
37.2%
41.0%
5.5%
0.0%
11.4%
34.9%
24.4%
23.9%
15.4%
48.4%
24.1%
7.9%
18.1%
52.9%
13.8%
4.9%
9.9%
61.5%
21.4%
3.9%
22.2%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
8.6%
43.5%
40.0%
5.6%
15.8%
40.2%
28.9%
9.0%
10.0%
49.7%
30.3%
8.2%
5.2%
16.9%
33.8%
42.7%
11.6%
48.3%
32.2%
6.9%
19.1%
48.4%
17.6%
7.4%
4.3%
26.3%
34.1%
32.7%
8.0%
50.1%
28.3%
9.5%
4.5%
67.2%
21.7%
1.8%
15.9%
51.5%
24.3%
4.6%
8.2%
40.2%
33.5%
14.8%
11.8%
50.2%
26.3%
8.1%
11.4%
39.0%
26.4%
17.8%

Source: U.S. Census 2000
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Percentage Distribution of Renter Households by Monthly
Rental Costs
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Percent Distribution of Renter Households by Monthly
Rental Costs
% D i st r i b ut i on o f R e nt e r H ou se h ol ds by

% D i st r i bu t i on o f R e n t e r H o u se ho l d s b y

M o n t h l y R e n t a l C ost s

M o nt hl y R e nt a l C ost s

50%
45%

% D i st r i b ut i o n o f R e n t e r H o use h ol ds b y
M on t h l y R e n t a l C o st s
50%

50%
Count y wi de

45%

45%

Lake St evens

C ount yw i de

M i l l C r eek

40%

35%

35%

35%

30%

30%

30%

25%

25%

25%

20%

20%

20%

15%

15%

15%

10%

10%

10%

5%

5%

0%

0%
<$ 200

$ 200-

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 750-

$ 1, 000-

$ 299

$ 499

$ 749

$ 999

$ 1, 499

>$ 1, 500

Lake Stevens

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 750-

$ 1,000-

$ 299

$ 499

$ 749

$ 999

$ 1,499

>$ 1,500

% D i st r i bu t i on o f R e n t e r H o u se ho l d s b y
M o nt hl y R e nt a l C ost s

45%
40%
35%

30%
25%

30%
25%

20%

20%

15%

15%

10%

10%
5%

C ount y wi de

Lynnwood

5%

Count ywi de

<$ 200

$ 200-

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 750-

$ 1,000-

$ 299

$ 499

$ 749

$ 999

$ 1,499

>$ 1,500

Lynnwood

<$ 200

M onr oe

$ 200-

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 750-

$ 1,000-

$ 299

$ 499

$ 749

$ 999

$ 1,499

>$ 1,500

Monroe
% D i st r i bu t i on o f R e nt e r H ou se ho l d s by

M o n t h l y R e n t a l C ost s

M o nt hl y R e nt a l C ost s

M ount l ak e T er r ace
35%

30%

30%

30%

25%

25%

25%

20%

20%

20%

15%
10%

15%

15%

10%

10%

5%

5%

5%

0%

0%

0%

$ 500-

$ 750-

$ 1,000-

$ 499

$ 749

$ 999

$ 1,499

>$ 1,500

Marysville

$ 200-

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 750-

$ 1,000-

$ 299

$ 499

$ 749

$ 999

$ 1,499

C ount yw i de
40%

$ 300-

Snohomi sh

>$ 1,500

45%
C ount yw i de

35%

$ 299

>$ 1, 500

M on t h l y R e n t a l C o st s

40%

$ 200-

$ 1, 499

Count ywi de

<$ 200

40%
35%

<$ 200

$ 1, 000-

$ 999

50%

45%

M ar ys vi l l e

$ 750-

$ 749

% D i st r i b ut i o n o f R e n t e r H o use h ol ds b y

50%
Count yw i de

$ 500-

$ 499

Snohomish

% D i st r i b ut i on o f R e nt e r H ou se h ol ds by
50%

$ 300-

$ 299

M on t h l y R e n t a l C o st s

50%
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

0%

0%

$ 200-

% D i st r i b ut i o n of R e n t e r H o use h o l ds b y

50%

35%

<$ 200

Mukilteo

M o n t h l y R e n t a l C ost s

40%

45%

0%

$ 200-

% D i st r i b ut i on o f R e nt e r H ou se h ol ds by

45%

M uki l t eo

5%

<$ 200

Mill Creek

50%

C ount yw i de

40%

40%

<$ 200

$ 200-

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 750-

$ 1,000-

$ 299

$ 499

$ 749

$ 999

$ 1,499

Mountlake Terrace

>$ 1,500

St anw ood

Source:
2000 U.S. Census
<$ 200

$ 200-

$ 300-

$ 500-

$ 750-

$ 1,000-

$ 299

$ 499

$ 749

$ 999

$ 1,499

>$ 1,500

Stanwood

Housing Evaluation Report 2002

110 - Countywide Profile

Percentage Distribution of Renter Households by Monthly
Rental Costs
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Arlington
Housing Conditions
Population

Market-Rate Housing

Arlington experienced a 190% population increase
between 1990 and 2000 and became younger.
From a 1990 population of 4,037, the City added
3,230 people through annexations, then saw both
the existing and annexed areas gain an additional
4,446 people. The City has already surpassed its
2012 target for population growth within its 1993
boundaries. The population under 20 years of
age increased from 27.1% in 1990 to 33.8% in
2000. This compares to a countywide number of
30%. Seniors, over 64, comprised 9.6% of the
population in 2000 compared to 20.4% in 1990.
Despite that drop, the baby boom bubble is poised
to dramatically surpass both those seniors figures.
Arlington’s population aged 35 to 64 comprises
34.3% of the population compared to 40.3%
countywide.

Total housing units in Arlington increased from
1,507 in 1990 to 4,316 in 2000. Some of this
increase is due to annexations of land and the
housing it contained, but even in the annexed
areas, a substantial number of new homes were
constructed. The increase in single family
homeowners overshadows all other numbers.
The city went from 747 single family homeowners
in 1990 to 2,355 in 2000. As a portion of the city's
housing stock, they represented a 5% gain, from
49.6% to 54.6%. This contrasts with an overall
county increase in this category of only 1.2%.
Single family renter households also increased in
absolute terms, from 201 units in 1990 to 349 in
2000, but their proportion of the total housing
stock declined from 13.3% to 8.1%. This 5.2%
difference is much larger than the overall county's
1.9% drop. This suggests that some attention be
paid to the impact of this change on larger lower
income families that depend on this resource.

Arlington has relatively more households with
lower annual incomes than the county as a whole
and less in the higher income brackets than the
overall county. Arlington is solidly middle income,
surpassing county averages in the $35,000 to
$75,000 annual income categories.
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Arlington offers relatively more low rent units (up
to $300) than the county as a whole, in part due to
a substantial number of assisted units (see
below). This shows up on the renter affordability
chart. The 2001Snohomish County Tomorrow
(SCT) Growth Monitoring Report (GMR) found
94.3% of Arlington's rental housing stock within
reach of very low-income families as opposed to
only 56.3% for the county overall. The SCT
commissioned rental study also found dramatic
declines in affordability from the 1996-1998 period
compared to the more recent 1999-2001 period
that have affected south county jurisdictions have
not reached Arlington and north county. Only a
1.3% percent decline in renter affordability
between those periods was measured based on
survey data.

The Dupre & Scott rental affordability study
(based on survey data and a county median
income figure) found very-low income households
could afford 95.6% of the available rental housing
stock, using a no more than 30% of monthly
income standard, the best such affordability
number in the county. However, the 2000 U.S.
Census (based on actual Arlington household
incomes) found 60.4% of households earning less
than $50,000 per year in Arlington paying more
than 30% of their monthly income for housing, one
of the highest rates of unaffordability in the county,
second only to Gold Bar.

Assisted Housing
9.3% of Arlington's housing stock is attached to
housing subsidies, whether of the housing units
and its costs, or as a subsidy to a renter living in
the unit. Arlington contains 331 assisted units and
87 households receiving assistance with rental
vouchers. This percentage compares with 4.7%
of all county housing attached to housing
subsides. Arlington is well above the county
average for providing its less affluent residents
housing assistance.
The map of general assisted housing locations
shows that there are not undue concentrations of
assisted housing in Arlington. Since 1995,
Arlington has added three assisted housing
projects serving special populations, the
chronically mentally ill and developmentally
disabled individuals.
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Arlington

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

331 / 142
7.7% / 9.4%

1,281 / 417
29.7% / 27.7%
2,355 / 747
54.6% / 49.6%

2000 data: On left, solid
borders
1990 data: On right, dashed
borders

349 / 201
8.1% / 13.3%

Single Family
Detached

RENT
OWN
2,686/889
1,630/618
62.2%/59.0% 37.8%/41.0%

New Assisted Rental Housing Since 1995
Incomes Units Serve

TENANCY
Permanent
Permanent
Permanent
TOTALS

HH
TYPE
CMI
DD
DD

<30%
4

4

3150%

5160%

4
4
8

0

Bedrooms

6180%

0

ASST
UNITS
1
1
1
3

ASST
BEDS
4
3
5
12

MI
UNITS
3
5
8

0

1
2

2
2

3

>3

1
0

2

2

1

1
1

OWNER/ CONTACT
Family Counseling Service
Home For Good
Home For Good

Table may include beds
as incomes served in 1unit projects serving
unrelated individuals.
HH – Household
MI – Mobility Impaired
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L
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UM
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U

Countywide 98-00
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100.00%

15%

20%

V

95-97

Countywide

80.00%

County Tot al
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10%

60.00%

5%

0%
$300$499

$500$699

$700- $1,000- $1,500- >$1,999
$999 $1,499 $1,999

from GMR
Dupre +
Scott
Rental
Survey

20.00%

0%
<$300

RENTER

40.00%

<$200

$200$299

$300$499

$500$749

0.00%

$750- $1,000- >$1,500
$999 $1,499

E
96-98

V

L
99-01

M

UM

U

Countywide 99-01

Housing Stock Built
Pre-1950: 11.1%
2000 Income Group Composition

Age Group Composition 2000 & 1990

Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental Units
Voucher Units
Total

>$99.9K

>64
$75K-$99.9K

Age Groups

$50K-$74.9K

35-64
$35K-$49.9K

1990

20-34

$25K-$34.9K

2000

$15k-$24.9K

Arlington

Countywide 2000
$10k-$14.9K

<20

Countywide
<$10k

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

0.0%

10.0%

Housing affordability data from SCT Growth Monitoring Reports. Assisted rental
housing data from Snohomish County and Everett Housing Authorities. All other
data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

2000
11,713
4,516
2.72
10.7%
$46,302
7.2%

1990
4,037
1,559
2.51
2.9%
$42,930
6.0%

% Change
190.1%
189.7%
8.4%
269.0%
7.9%
20.0%

9.5%
1.7%

9.2%

3.3%

18.7%
9.2%
7,200
329
90
419

16.1%

16.1%

Min. St. Width
Since 1995

50 ft
25

% Asst Housing

9.26%

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Arlington
Strategies
Housing Element
The overall emphasis in City of Arlington’s
housing element is to:
• Encourage the development of a
range of housing types
• Provide fair and equal access to
housing
• Ensure strong, stable neighborhoods
through infrastructure investment
and housing preservation
Possible mechanisms or strategies to
achieve their housing element include:
ü Preserving the “old town” area
ü Encouraging high density housing in
areas currently moving in that
direction
ü Utilizing regional and federal funding
programs to encourage housing
ownership
ü Locating housing development in
areas within existing sewer service
areas

Implementation
Though the focus of Arlington’s housing
element is on diversity, access, and
preservation, most housing activity since
adopting its housing element occurred as
new development in areas surrounding the
city’s Old Town center. Though much of
Arlington’s housing stock is considered
“affordable,” the city nonetheless uses a
number of affordable housing strategies in
their development efforts. These strategies
include:
ü Adopting small lot zoning districts
ü Permitting infill development
ü Allowing use of alleyways
ü Reducing parking requirements
ü Encouraging mixed use development

Future Housing Issues
Not yet realized, but very much desired by
the city council and citizens of Arlington, is
achieving greater diversity in its housing
stock. Because the PRDs developed over
the past few years in and around Arlington
were not considered successful in terms of
design and quality, the city council repealed
their Planned Area Development ordinance
in order to avoid continuing the trend.
Instead, future efforts will likely include
looking at design standards as well as
encouraging ways to offer housing to all
incomes levels, which includes increasing
housing opportunities for upper income
households and encouraging more
residential development in commercial areas.

Excluding the rural towns of Darrington,
Index, Sultan, and Gold Bar, Arlington ranked
th
5 to last in the percentage of new non single
family housing permitted in the five years
between 1996 and 2000, 22.7%. However,
this was a gain from only 12.8% over the
previous five years.
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Bothell
Housing Conditions
Population
Bothell (Snohomish County portion) grew
tremendously in Snohomish County from 359
people in 1990 to 13,965 in 2000, a 39-fold
increase, whereas the county overall grew only
30.1%. The city, which spans the King and
Snohomish County border, annexed Snohomish
County land containing a total of 11,189 people,
measured at the time the annexations occurred.
Cities to the west of Bothell, Brier and Mountlake
Terrace, which have less undeveloped land and
land to annex, grew 13.3% and 5.4%,
respectively.
The age composition was relatively unchanged
from 1990 to 2000, closely approximating that of
the county as a whole with slightly less children,
27.8% of the total city population under 20 years
old versus 30% for the county overall. Compared
to the County's 9% over age 64, Bothell has 9.5%.
Like most Snohomish County jurisdictions,
Bothell's senior members declined as a
percentage of the population from 14.7% to 9.5%,
but this change is only temporary. The baby
boom bubble, aged 35 to 64, will soon move to the
senior age cohort and dramatically reverse that
trend.
Bothell has become wealthier. Measured in 2000
dollars, the median annual household income
increased 12.9 % from 1990 to 2000 to $59,264,
compared to a Snohomish County overall
increase of only 1.9% to $53,060. This increase is
noteworthy for a south county city as most others'
median annual household incomes declined or
gained only slightly. The city's location to the east
of most of its south county counterparts may
provide some explanation, putting it somewhat in
league with northern and eastern county cities that
saw gains of 35% or higher. The income profile
chart shows that Bothell's median is assisted most
by higher income brackets. In the two highest
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income brackets Bothell clearly outpaces the
county averages with a total 34.3% of its
households versus only 27.8% countywide.

housing has been built relatively recently, which
generally means that units rent at higher rates to
recover construction costs.

Despite this showing, Bothell households below
the poverty level, as a proportion of total
households in 2000, increased 40% from 1990.

Assisted Housing

Market-Rate Housing
For Bothell on both sides of the county line,
ownership increased from 65.3% to 68%. The city
saw the proportion of multifamily/manufactured
housing fall from 50.8% to 45.3% due the
annexation activity in Snohomish County which
primarily added single family housing to the mix.
Only 4.9% of the housing stock was built before
1950.
Bothell is in the middle of U.S. Census affordability
statistics for county jurisdictions measured by
households earning less than $50,000 annually
and paying more than 30% of their monthly
income for housing. However, it was at the low
end of both owner and renter affordability statistics
reported by the Snohomish County Tomorrow
2001 Growth Monitoring Report and losing ground
more rapidly than jurisdictions to the north.
Compared to countywide affordability statistics for
low-moderate income owner households and very
low-income renter households of 26.1% and
56.3%, respectively, Bothell scored 8.2% and
2.3%. Bothell’s decline in these statistics from the
previous three-year study period was dramatic.
Whereas the countywide numbers fell from 30.9%
to 26.1% and from 72.5% to 56.3%, Bothell
plummeted from 15.9% to 8.2% in owner
affordability and from 47.3% to 2.3% in renter
affordability. Bothell’s much sharper decline
follows a trend that finds jurisdictions closer to
King County losing affordability ground much
faster than their counterparts to the north. It
should be noted that much of Bothell's rental

Most of Bothell’s assisted housing is located on
the King County side of the line where the City is
an active participant in the East King County city
coalition for assisted housing, A Regional
Coalition for Housing (ARCH). In Snohomish
County, there is one unit with permanentlyassigned housing assistance and 30 households
using vouchers, representing 0.6% of the housing
stock. Measured by Bothell’s Snohomish County
housing alone, the proportion of assisted units to
all housing units is well below the average for all
jurisdictions. However, when you add 232
permanently assisted units and an additional 55
vouchers in King County, Bothell’s percentage
rises to 2.7%.
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Bothell

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Composition Box & Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

2,174 / 1, 017
18.2% / 20.6%

3,233 / 1,487
27.1% / 30.2%

5,955 / 2,201
49.8% / 44.6%
2000 data: On left, solid
borders
1990 data: On right, dashed
borders

589 /226
4.9% / 4.6%
RENT
OWN
8,129/3,218 3,822/1,713
68.0%/65.3% 32.0%/34.7%

Single Family
Detached

Note: Map does
not show Bothell
assisted housing
in King County.
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Age Group Com position 2000 &
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Countywide 98-00

80.00%

10%

Bothell

UM

100.00%

15%

10%

M
98-00

95-97

10% 20%

30% 40%

Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U*
Voucher U*
Total

20.00%
0.00%

E
96-98

V

L

M

99-01

UM

U

Countywide 99-01

2000
13,965
5,321
2.51
13.2%
$59,264
4.9%

1990
359
112
2.48
5.2%
$52,506
3.5%

% Change
3790.0%
4650.9%
1.2%
153.8%
12.9%
40.0%

8.7%
2.3%

6.5%

33.8%

13.9%
5.9%
5,400
1*
30*
31*

15.6%

-10.9%

Min. St. Width
Since 1995

28

% Asst Housing

0.58%

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
** 5,400 is allowed only in the transitional areas between MF and SF zoned lots
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.

* - Bothell assisted housing in King and Snohomish Counties is 234 assisted rental units and
85 vouchers for a total of 319, 2.7% of its housing stock.
Housing affordability data from SCT Growth Monitoring Reports. Assisted rental
housing data from Snohomish County and Everett Housing Authorities. All other
data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.

from GMR
Dupre +
Scott
Rental
Survey
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Bothell
Strategies
Housing Element
The main goals contained within the City of
Bothell’s housing element include:
• Promoting a variety of residential
densities and housing types
• Promoting fair and equal access
• Promoting strong residential
neighborhoods through infrastructure
investment and Preservation
• Encouraging availability of affordable
housing
• Preserving existing housing stock
Within an extensive list of policies and action
items, Bothell highlights a set of strategies
designed to promote affordable housing.
This list includes:
ü Requiring a certain percentage of
dwellings units meet the US
Department of Housing an Urban
Development affordability criteria
ü Providing density incentives
ü Allowing higher densities
ü Eliminating current occupancy
restrictions on accessory dwellings
ü Allowing mixed-use
ü Promoting flexibility in development
standards
ü Reducing development regulations
that are outdated, redundant or
overly restrictive

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 throughout the city, with more than
600 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:
ü Creating small lot districts in
transition areas between single
family and multi-family areas
ü Allowing for infill development in
short subdivisions
ü Promoting mixed use throughout the
city
Though the city has adopted a Planned Unit
Development ordinance, the ordinance
contains little flexibility in lot size and
dimensions.

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 looking at creating
more flexibility in small lot, single family
developments, utilizing existing design
standards, and looking for creative ways to
preserve open space.

Bothell (Snohomish County portion) is in first
position for the years 1996 to 2000 among
Snohomish County jurisdictions for the
percentage of new non single family housing
permitted. From only 19.7%, the previous five
years, Bothell achieved an 89.1% rate.
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Brier
Housing Conditions
Population

Market-Rate Housing

Assisted Housing

Brier’s population grew only 13.3% between 1990
and 2000, from 5,633 to 6,383 people, compared
to the countywide average of 30.1% growth. Only
37 individuals were taken in through annexation.
This clearly marks Brier as an older, stable
southwest county city. Despite this, Brier has one
of the youngest populations. Only 5.8% of its
population is over 64 years of age, compared to
the county average of 9.1%, and 33.3% are under
20 years of age, compared to 30% countywide.
Like most Snohomish County cities, seniors as a
proportion of the total population declined from
1990 to 2000, but this will dramatically reverse in
ten years as the baby boomers become seniors.
Brier is the second wealthiest Snohomish
jurisdiction, measured by median income.
Despite this, it’s median annual household
income declined 5.4% from 1990 to 2000,
reflecting a general county trend wherein south
county communities lost or increased median
income only modestly compared to significant
median income gains to the north and east.

The vast majority, 96.8% of Brier’s housing stock
is single family detached and 91.2% of its
households are owners. Housing composition
was almost the same in 2000 as it was in 1990,
with a small increase in non single family
detached ownership and an absolute number
decline in multifamily/manufactured rental units
from 25 to 20. Only 7.7% of the housing was built
before 1950.

There is no permanently-assigned assisted
housing in Brier. Three voucher recipients have
located there, representing 0.1% of the housing
stock. The countywide average assisted housing
percentage is 4.7%
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Among households earning less than $50,000
annually, 71.4 % of renters and 70.8% of
owners in the 2000 census reported paying
more than 30% of their monthly income for
housing, the highest and the fourth highest
Snohomish jurisdiction figures, respectively.
Dupre & Scott surveyed no renter housing in
Brier affordable to very-low income
households between 1999 and 2001, but the
2001 Growth Monitoring Report found only
5.8% of the 1998 to 2000 housing sales in
Brier affordable to low-moderate income
households, the second lowest figure in the
survey.
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Brier

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

47 / 14
2.2% / 0.8%

1,897 / 1,632
89% / 90.5%

20 / 25
0.9% / 1.4%
Multi-Family/
Manufactured

167 / 133
7.8% / 7.4%

2000 data: On left, solid
borders
1990 data: On right, dashed
borders

Single Family
Detached
OWN
1.944/1,646
91.2%/91.2%

RENT
187/158
8.8/8.8%
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60%
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20% 30%

40%

Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

2000
6,383
2,115
3.05
14.1%
$73,558
1.8%

1990
5,633
1,822
3.12
8.9%
$70,010
3.1%

% Change
13.3%
16.1%
-2.2%
58.4%
5.1%
-41.9%

13.7%
1.8%

9.4%

45.7%

3.5%
0.6%
12,500
0
3
3

3.4%

2.9%

Min. St. Width
Since 1995

32

% Asst Housing

0.14%

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
** Applies to new development
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total households.

Housing affordability data from SCT Growth Monitoring Reports. Assisted rental
housing data from Snohomish County and Everett Housing Authorities. All other
data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.
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Brier
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:
ü Use of code enforcement and
rehabilitation programs to preserve
existing stock
ü Maintain existing infrastructure
ü Utilize federal and state funds to
promote housing opportunities for all
economic segments of the population
ü 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
Housing Conditions
Population

Market-Rate Housing

Assisted Housing

Darrington’s population grew 9% from 1990 to
2000 by 94 individuals to 1,136. Only 18 persons
were taken in through annexation activity. The
community has more seniors, 16.6% of the
population than the countywide figure of 9.1%.
Young adults, aged 20 to 34 comprise 15.1% of
the city total, compared to 20.5% countywide.
Under 20 year olds and 35 to 64 year olds roughly
approximate the county numbers. Darrington’s
median household income is the lowest in the
county, by far. The countywide median is
$53,060; Darrington’s is $32,813. The second
lowest median annual household income is
Everett’s at $40,100.

The housing composition changed little between
1990 and 2000. The 2000 Census records 64
new housing units, all or most of which appear to
have been single family detached. As result, the
single family detached owner proportion of the
total housing stock increased from 53.6% to
58.1%, not far from the countywide figure of
55.8%. As recorded in the strategy profile section,
Darrington has few multifamily units because it
has no sewer system. Most of the non singlefamily detached units recorded for the city
represent mobile homes and other non multifamily
configurations. With the exception of Index,
Darrington has the greatest percentage of its
housing stock over 62 years old, 39.5%. The
2000 Census figures show Darrington’s figures for
renter households with annual incomes less than
$50,000 and paying more than 30% of their
monthly income for rent, 44.7%, significantly better
than the county average of 53.4%. The
percentage of owners in the same income
bracket paying more than 30% of their monthly
income for housing costs, 43.1%, is the
second lowest figure in the county after Index
at 22.1%. Darrington tops the list in the
percentage of home sales between 1998 and
2000 affordable by low-moderate income
households, compared to the county average
of only 26.1%, as reported in the 2001 Growth
Monitoring Report and logged the second best
2000 median home sales price at $112,200,
after Index’s $100,000. Dupre & Scott did not
have a large enough sample of rental housing to
develop a corresponding figure for that tenure
group.

Darrington has 20 permanently assisted housing
units and 12 other units where tenants receive
voucher assistance. At 6.3% of the housing stock,
this is above the county average of 5.1%. But, as
the graph on page 52 shows, Darrington’s rental
population in need of housing as a percentage of
all households is 29.8%, also above the county
average of 24.6%.
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Darrington
Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Composition Box & Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

42 / 41
8.7% / 9.9%
73 / 71
15.1% / 17.1%

280 / 223
58.1% / 53.6%

2000 data: On left, solid
borders
1990 data: On right, dashed
borders

87 / 81
18% / 19.5%
Single Family
Detached

RENT
OWN
322/264
160/152
66.8%/63.5% 33.2%/36.5%
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Darrington
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Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

Housing
Stock
Built
Pre-1950:
39.5%

Age Groups

$50K-$74.9K
$35K-$49.9K
1990

$25K-$34.9K

2000
Countyw ide 2000

$15k-$24.9K

Darrington
$10k-$14.9K

<20

Countywide

< $10k
0%

20%

40%
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60%

0%

L

10%

20% 30%

40%

M
99-01

UM

U

Countywide 99-01

$750- $1,000- >$1,500
$999 $1,499

35-64

20-34

V

96-98

0%

0%

U

80%

10%

Darringt on

UM
Countywide 98-00

100%

Countywide
County Tot al

M
98-00

2000
1,136
505
2.4
5.5%
$32,813
9.1%

1990
1,042
441
2.48
2.9%
$30,649
14.7%

% Change
9.0%
14.5%
-3.2%
89.7%
7.1%
-38.1%

15.2%
6.5%

7.7%

97.4%

14.5%
8.3%
20
12
32

12.5%

16.0%

Since 1995
% Asst Housing

6.34%

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
** Considered a loophole in the city’s code. City is not on a sewer line; therefore the
minimum per state requirements is 12,500
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.

Housing affordability data from SCT Growth Monitoring Reports. Assisted rental
housing data from Snohomish County and Everett Housing Authorities. All other
data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.
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Darrington
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 fairshare housing targets
To realize these goals, Darrington adopted
the following strategies:
ü Ensure existing housing stock is in
adequate physical condition
ü Encourage development of middle
and upper income multi-family and
single family housing
ü Replace deteriorating housing on a
“one-for-one basis”
ü Establish a sewer system within the
city limits
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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. Such conditions
limit the city’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 city has expressed a desire to maintain
the small town feel of the city 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.
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Edmonds
Housing Conditions
Population

Market-Rate Housing

Edmonds population increase, 1990 to 2000, of
28.5%, or 8,771 people, appears to mirror the
countywide growth rate of 30.1%. However, most
of that increase, 7,739 units, occurred through
annexations. There has been relatively little
infill population increase over the ten-year
period, especially as compared to other
southwest county cities like Everett, Lynnwood
and Lynnwood. Average household size dropped
from 2.41 units to 2.32 units. Across all the age
groups, Edmonds’ population composition is
one of the oldest in the county. Seniors make
up 16.6% of the population as compared to 9.1%
of the population countywide. It houses the
fewest individuals under 20 years of age of any
Snohomish County jurisdiction. 2000 median
annual household income is close to the county
average, but while the county number rose 1.9%,
measured in inflation-adjusted dollars from 1990
to 2000, Edmond’s dropped 6.5%. It was the
largest drop in the county, part of a trend in which
most southwest jurisdiction median incomes fell,
while northern and eastern Snohomish cities
experienced large increases.

The composition of the housing stock changed
little. Non single-family detached housing grew
the most, 3.2%, taking nips out of the other three
quadrants. Single family detached housing fell
from 58.4% to 56.5% of the housing stock, a trend
similar to other southwestern cities, but in striking
contrast to northern and eastern cities, such as
Marysville that grew its single family housing from
37.9% of it housing stock to 50.5%. Edmonds is
the second largest city in Snohomish County, but
it ranks eighth in the proportion of non single
family detached housing it contains, ninth if the
SW unincorporated UGA is also included. Despite
the relatively older age of its population, its
housing stock is relatively young. Only 7.7% of all
units were built before 1950.

Conclusions drawn from comparing census data
over the course of a decade should be made with
caution. For example, there were significant
changes in boundaries in Edmonds during the
1990's due to annexations. Even though
comparing census figures for "Edmonds" city limits
between 1990 and 2000 shows a 6.5% drop in
median income, the same comparison done by
census tracts (ignoring city boundaries) shows a
36% increase in median income for the census
tracts making up the Edmonds area (including
unincorporated Esperance, but excluding
Woodway).

Despite being average in median income,
Edmonds had the fourth best homeownership
affordability ranking, 47.3%, based on U.S.
Census figures of homeowner households earning
less than $50,000 annually paying more than 30%
of monthly income for housing costs. The
countywide figure was 57.3%. However, when
measured by home sales from 1998 to 2000
affordable to households with low-moderate
incomes, Edmonds, at 17.9%, lay below the
county average of 26.1%.

According to 2000 U.S. Census figures, however,
Edmonds had the fifth least affordable housing to
renter households with annual incomes below
$50,000. 57.3% paid more than 30% monthly for
housing.

Assisted Housing
Edmonds contains 209 permanently assisted
housing units and 128 households receiving
voucher assistance, making up 1.9% of its
housing stock. As shown by the table on page 52,
Edmonds ranks slightly below the countywide
average for rental housing need, but has less than
half the countywide average of assisted housing
as a percentage of its housing stock. Since 1995,
the city gained a new assisted housing project,
with help from the Housing Authority of
Snohomish County, providing 120 units of
housing, 15 transitional units for households
below 30% of median income and 105 units for
households between 61% and 80% of median.

Renters fared much better. In the Dupre & Scott
renter surveys reported in the 2001 Growth
Monitoring Report, Edmonds was sixth most
affordable to very-low income renters with 77% of
its rental stock affordable, and the highest among
southwest cities, compared to a 56.3% average
countywide. The surrounding cities of Mountlake
Terrace and Lynnwood saw their comparable
renter affordability indices drop from the previous
three year period by 34.3% and 19.4%,
respectively, compared to Edmonds’ 6.1% drop.
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Edmonds

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

1,994 / 1,090
11.8% / 8.6%

4,387 / 3,286
25.9% / 26%

9,569 / 7,369
56.55 / 58.4%
2000 data: On left, solid
borders
1990 data: On right, dashed
borders

986 / 883
5.8% / 7%

Single Family
Detached

RENT
OWN
11,563/8,459 5,373/4,169
68.3%/67.0% 31.7%/33.0%
New Assisted Rental Housing Since 1995
Incomes Units Serve

TENANCY
Trans/Perm

HH
TYPE

<30%
15
15

3150%

5160%

0

0
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6180%
105
105

Table may include beds
as incomes served in 1unit projects serving
unrelated individuals.

Bedrooms

ASST
UNITS
120
120

ASST
BEDS

MI
UNITS

0

0

0

0

1
60
60

2
36
36

3
12
12

>3

OWNER/ CONTACT
HASCO

HH – Household
MI – Mobility Impaired

0
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Edmonds
% Housing Type Affordable to Each
Income Group
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Housing affordability data from SCT Growth Monitoring Reports. Assisted rental
housing data from Snohomish County and Everett Housing Authorities. All other
data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.

Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

M
99-01

UM

U

Countywide 99-01

2000
39,515
17,508
2.32
12.9%
$53,522
4.6%

1990
30,744
12,945
2.41
6.5%
$57,248
4.5%

% Change
28.5%
35.2%
-3.7%
98.5%
-6.5%
2.2%

9.1%
2.7%

6.5%

35.8%

14.3
6.7%

14.1

1.4%

Min. St. Width
Since 1995

120

% Asst Housing

1.92%

209
128
7

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Edmonds
Strategies
Housing Element
City of Edmond’s housing element contains
three main goals:
• Ensure adequate housing
opportunities for all families and
individuals
• Ensure a suitable living environment
for low income, elderly and disabled
persons
• Preserve and rehabilitate the older
housing stock
Each of these three goals is supported by a
number of key strategies. Key affordability
strategies include:
ü Offering free or low cost minor home
maintenance assistance
ü Promoting building code
enforcement
ü Pursuing funds to construct housing
for seniors, and disabled and lowincome persons
ü Limiting city zoning regulations to
expand housing opportunities
ü Encouraging infill development
through flexible standards
ü Ensuring the permitting process and
regulatory structure do not add to the
cost of housing
.

Implementation
To meet its housing goals to increase access
and preservation, Edmonds has utilized a
number of strategies. More recent strategies
include:
ü Promoting infill and mixed-use
development
ü Creating flexibility in front and side
yard setbacks
ü Eliminating minimum lot size (PRD
only)
ü 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 highdensity development and existing
development. To address these concerns,
the city is developing a 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 build
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.

From 1996 through 2000, Edmonds ranked sixth
in the percentage of new non single family
housing permitted among Snohomish County
jurisdictions.
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Everett
Housing Conditions
Population

Market-Rate Housing

Assisted Housing

Everett matched the county growth rate, between
1990 and 2000, growing 30.8% or 21,527 people.
Most of these people represented infill
development as land containing only 1,273 people
was annexed during the period. The infill
population increase of 20,254 individuals almost
doubled that of second-highest Marysville, with an
infill number of 10,215. Whereas the number of
individuals under 20 and over 64 track the county
averages, there is an interesting reversal in the
middle age groups where Everett has a +5.8%
difference from the county population aged 20 to
34 and a -5.2% difference in people aged 35 to
64. It is a city catering to young adults, including
young adults without children. It is also a city of
low-income households. Everett has the lowest
median annual household income at $40,100,
hardly unchanged, adjusted for inflation, since
1990.

The source of the high infill statistic can be seen in
the 1990-2000 changes in housing type
composition. Non single family detached owner
housing, mostly condominiums, grew from 6.1% of
the housing stock to 8.9%, a gain of 1,481 units.
Rental non single family detached housing grew
from 43.4% to 45.7%, an increase of 4,175 units.
Everett has more non single family detached
housing as a proportion of its housing stock,
54.6%, than any other Snohomish County city.

Everett contains a very large amount of assisted
housing, 2,775 permanently assisted housing
units and 1,516 households assisted with
vouchers for a total of 4,291 units, 11.1% of the
city’s housing stock. Everett is doing one of the
best jobs in Snohomish County meeting its
population’s housing needs as indicated by the
chart on page 52, but it also has the highest rental
housing need with 32.6% of city rental
households, as a percentage of all city
households, in need.. The map on the next page,
however, shows that the city has created
neighborhoods with large numbers of assisted
housing while other areas have received almost
no assisted housing. Everett is aware of this
issue. Both its comprehensive plan and its 20002004 Consolidate Plan call for a distribution of
assisted and special needs housing so that each
planning subarea has approximately 15 percent of
this type of housing.

Everett’s affordability figures recorded by the 2000
U.S. Census for households with annual incomes
less than $50,000 and paying more than 30% of
their monthly income for housing fall in the middle
of all county jurisdictions, but at the high end of
the larger southwest cities, most certainly a
reflection of the city’s low median household
income. Except for four small rural cities,
Everett home sales 1998-2000 were the most
affordable to low-moderate income
households according the 2001 Growth
Monitoring Report with 50.4% within reach of
that income group. The county average was
26.1%. Further, that percent fell only 2.9% from
the previous three years, the smallest loss of any
southwest city. The median home sale price in
2000 was $156,500 compared to a countywide
median sale price of $188,000. Only the
outlying towns of Index, Darrington, Gold Bar,
and Granite Falls posted lower sale prices.
The Growth Monitoring Report placed Everett
sixth most affordable to very low-income renter
households, second only to Edmonds among
southwest cities, at 72.8%. Everett, however, lost
more ground versus the previous three years,
dropping 10.9%. Most cities, particularly on the
King County border experienced higher losses,
suggesting a wave of unaffordability moving
northward.
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Everett has the largest housing rehabilitation
program in Snohomish County, providing
assistance to both homeowners and landlords.
Everett added 15 new assisted housing projects
since 1995 with a total of 424 units.
Everett is an employment hub, making commute
times less here than anywhere else in the county.
64.9% of Everett commuting households reach
their worksites in less than 30 minutes, the best
such statistic in the county. Excluding Index and
Darrington, Everett also tops less than 15 minute
trip percentages.
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Everett

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

331 / 142
7.7% / 9.4%

1,281 / 417
29.7% / 27.7%
2,355 / 747
54.6% / 49.6%
2000 data: On left, solid
borders
1990 data: On right, dashed
borders

349 / 201
8.1% / 13.3%

Single Family
Detached

RENT
OWN
2,686/889
1,630/618
62.2%/59.0% 37.8%/41.0%

Data for New Assisted Housing Since 1995 can be found on
the page following “Age Group Composition” and “Income
Group Composition” Graphs.
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Housing affordability data from SCT Growth Monitoring Reports. Assisted rental
housing data from Snohomish County and Everett Housing Authorities. All other
data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.
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Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

M

UM

99-01

Countywide 99-01

U

2000
91,488
38,512
2.4
19.8%
$40,100
12.3%

1990
69,961
30,795
2.38
8.3%
$40,150
11.7%

% Change
30.8%
25.1%
0.8%
138.6%
-0.1%
5.1%

8.8%
2.2%

5.6%

57.1%

23.8%
13.8%

22.5%

5.8%

Min. St. Width
Since 1995

534

% Asst Housing

11.14%

2775
1516
4291

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
** To build on 3000 sf lot, lot must contain critical areas, otherwise, smallest lot size
is 4500
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Table may include beds
as incomes served in 1unit projects serving
unrelated individuals.

Everett
New Assisted Rental Housing Since 1995
Incomes Units Serve
TENANCY
Permanent
Permanent
Permanent
Permanent
Transitional
Permanent
Permanent
Transitional
Transitional
Trans/Perm
Permanent
Permanent
Trans/Perm
Trans/Perm
Permanent

HH TYPE
Indv/Homeless/CMI
Famiily/Senior
Family/DD
Senior
Women/Homeless
Senior
Senior
Teen/Homeless
CMI/Homeless
Family/Homeless
Senior
Senior
Family/Homeless
Family/Homeless
Senior
TOTALS

<30%
32

3150%
16
64
22
50

5160%

6180%

16
19

12
20
38
12
12
19

87

12
50
50
12
4
39
327

Strategies
Housing Element
Complemented by a number of graphic depictions, the
City of Everett housing element highlights the following
goals:
•
Preserve essential values and structure of
existing neighborhoods
•
Develop innovative design and development
standards for building affordable housing
•
Encourage a broad range of housing types
and opportunities
•
Encourage neighborhood related support
facilities (retail/community service)
•
set development standards to achieve quality,
equity and variety in neighborhoods
•
retain traditional neighborhood forms
•
Develop integrated/mixed-use villages near
transportation centers
Strategies supporting each of these key goals are
comprehensive. However, the key affordability
strategies include:
ü Establishing incentives for developers and
builders to provide affordable housing
ü Promoting inclusionary housing
ü Revising existing codes to allow for smaller lot
sizes, flexibility in single family developments
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HH – Household
MI – Mobility Impaired
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Senior Services of Sno. County/ Broadway Meadows, Limited Partnership
CASA
Senior Services of Sno. County/ Private Owner
Senior Services of Sno. County/ Evergreen Court Senior Housing Assn
Friends of Youth
Compass Health, Stephen Reinig
Housing Hope/ Housing Hope L.P.,
Senior Services of Sno. County/ Meadows II Limited Partnership
Senior Services of Sno. County/ Meadows III Limited Partnership
Housing Hope
Housing Hope
Senior Services of Sno. County

12

12

6
12
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0

60

35
35

9
15
15

39
210

4
1
127

10

20

i.e. duplexes), single family attached dwellings, and rear
yard infill dwellings

Implementation
City of Everett’s housing stock contains a
significant number of low-income and affordable
housing units. As Everett is one of two
jurisdictions in Snohomish County with a housing
authority, low-income housing is supported by the
city. Everett has also assisted Habitat for
Humanity by conducting environmental reviews for
housing projects within the city limits. Considering
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 as well as to foster a broad range of housing
types throughout the city. Along with:
ü No minimum lot size requirements in the
designated downtown area
ü Reduction of lot sizes from 6000 sf to
4500 sf (lots near critical areas can go as
low as 3000 sf)
The city is also looking to:
ü Integrate infill development into
neighborhoods

OWNER/ CONTACT
H.Hope/ Commerce LP
Everett Housing Authority

1

ü
ü

Utilize multi-family design guidelines to
improve neighborhood aesthetics
ü Promote mixed-use development in the
downtown area
ü Create flexibility in setbacks, storm water
drainage standards, and street standards
To preserve existing housing, Everett promotes
such programs as the Housing Rehabilitation
Loan program.
Everett ranked second among county
jurisdictions in the percentage of new non
single family permits issued between 1996 and
2000.

Future Housing Issues
Everett will continue to promote affordable
housing in the future; however, a primary goal at
this time is to encourage quality development in a
manner that does not confuse the building
community. With the increased economic activity
occurring in the downtown area, housing
opportunities will expand thereby increasing
densities as well as enhancing quality.
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Gold Bar
Housing Conditions
Population
Gold Bar’s population nearly doubled in the 10
years between 1990 and 2000, mostly through
infill development. Of the 936 new residents,
bringing the 2000 total to 2,014, only 106 were
acquired through annexed land. Gold Bar has
grown so fast that it had exceeded the 2012
growth management population allocation (based
on 2/93 city boundaries) by 3 people in April 2000.
Only Lake Stevens exceeds Gold Bar in the
proportion of the population under twenty years of
age. It also has one of the smaller senior
populations. Gold Bar’s median annual household
income of $45,714 still falls short of the
countywide average of $53,060, but the city
logged the fourth fastest rate of median income
growth at 35.8%

Market-Rate Housing
As befits a community with relatively more
children, Gold Bar’s average household size of
2.86 in 2000 is the county’s third highest and the
10% increase in that figure from 1990 also third
highest. Clearly Gold Bar is experiencing growth
in young families with children. The absolute
change in the housing stock from 1990 to 2000
explains a large shift in the composition of Gold
Bar’s housing stock. In that period, a net 261
single family detached owned housing units were
added while the net change in all other categories
was an increase of 27. Thus, single family
detached owned housing increased from 37.6% of
all housing to 59.4% Gold Bar experienced the
largest percentage loss of non single family
detached housing of any Snohomish
jurisdiction between 1990 and 2000. It appears
that Gold Bar is an important resource for less
affluent families seeking to gain homeownnership,
but the growth pressures and the upward shift in
median income warrants more careful examination
of the effect they are having on housing

Housing Evaluation Report 2002

affordability, particularly for lower income renter
segments of the local population.
Census figures back up the suspected loss of
affordability. In 2000, 60.2% of Gold Bar renter
households with incomes under $50,000 were
paying more than 30% of their monthly income
for housing, the third highest rate of lowincome renter affordability in the county.
Interestingly, the Dupre + Scott rental housing
survey data included in the 2001 Growth
Monitoring Report (GMR) tells a different story.
There, over the years 1999-2001, Gold Bar rental
housing surveyed was affordable to 94.3% of lowincome families, an increase from 90% the
previous three years. A couple notes of caution
about the Dupre + Scott results. First, since it is
sample data, the number of rental units surveyed
was small. Of a 2000 census number of 114
rental units, Dupre & Scott sampled from 1 to 17
units between 1996 and 2001. Second, 2001
Growth Monitoring Report affordability
determination is made using very low-income
categories for the county as a whole. Thus,
housing that may look affordably attractive from a
countywide standpoint, may still be out of reach of
relatively more of the Gold Bar population, where
household incomes did not reach countywide
averages.

county jurisdictions, not too far off the countywide
average of 57.3%. Here the GMR data only
reflects housing that sold and also relies on a
countywide income figure for affordability analysis.
The relatively low incomes of existing Gold Bar
homeowners probably again explains the
difference. The data suggest a more careful look
at the impact rapid growth and the influx of
relatively higher income families are having on
longer-term residents than is possible with this
report.

Assisted Housing
Gold Bar has no permanently assisted housing
and only 5 households receiving voucher
assistance, 0.7% of the total housing stock. The
town falls in the quadrant of jurisdictions with
relatively more need for rental assistance and
relatively less available in the chart on page 52.
Travel times to work for those that commute from
Gold Bar are the longest of all Snohomish
jurisdictions. Only 41.6% of Gold Bar commuters
reported in the 2000 Census that they reached
their jobsites in under 45 minutes, the lowest
percentage of all Snohomish County cities.

Like the renter data, there is also a tension
between the 2001 GMR ownership affordability
data and the results of the 2000 U.S. Census of
homeowner households with mortgages, with
annual incomes less than $50,000 and paying
more than 30% of their monthly income for
housing. The GMR listed Gold Bar as the third
most affordable jurisdiction for very low-income
home purchasers, where 71.2% of all sales
appeared to be within their reach. In contrast, the
census found that 55.8% of Gold Bar homeowners
with annual incomes below $50,000 were paying
more than 30% of their monthly income for
housing. That put Gold Bar in ninth place among
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Gold Bar
Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

170 / 171
24.3% / 41.5%

66 / 47
9.4% / 11.4%

416 / 155
59.4% / 37.6%
2000 Data: On left, solid borders
1990 Data: On right, dashed borders

48 / 39
6.9% / 9.5%
Single Family
Detached

RENT
OWN
586/326
114/86
83.7%/79.1% 16.3%/20.9%
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Gold Bar
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Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

2000
2,014
769
2.86
9.0%
$45,714
6.9%

1990
1,078
428
2.6
2.1%
$33,669
14.1%

% Change
86.8%
79.7%
10.0%
328.6%
35.8%
-51.1%

18.0%
2.9%

13.4%

34.3%

10.4%
6.7%

16.9%

-38.5%

0
5
5

Min. St. Width
Since 1995
% Asst Housing

0.65%

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Gold Bar
Strategies
Housing Element
Contained within Gold Bar’s housing element
are five goals:
• Ensure adequate housing for all
residents
• 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:
ü Promote code enforcement to ensure
quality housing development
ü Encourage private reinvestment by
homeowners
ü Maintain existing infrastructure to
preserve character and vitality of
existing neighborhoods
ü Endorse private sector efforts to
secure federal and state funds for
the elderly and disabled
ü Evaluate local development
standards and regulations for effects
on housing costs
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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:
ü Zoning larger lots (12,500 sf)
ü 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.

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.

Gold Bar has the fourth lowest percent of
permitted new non single family housiing at 10%.
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Granite Falls
Housing Conditions
Population
Granite Falls’ population grew by 121.4% between
1990 and 2000, a gain of 1,287 individuals. All of
the gain, except 153 people taken in through
annexations, represented infill development. Only
two jurisdictions, Gold Bar and Lake Stevens had
a greater percentage of individuals younger than
20 than Granite Falls’ 35.1% in 2000. The median
annual household income increase from 1990 to
2000 of 46.1% was exceeded only by Index, but at
$47, 643 still lags slightly behind the countywide
average of $53,060.

Market-Rate Housing
The absolute number of all four housing types and
tenures, rental/owner and single family
detached/multifamily/manufactured grew between
1990 and 2000, but a stronger growth rate of
single family housing for sale saw its percentage
share of overall housing grow from 45.9% to
58.7%. Other types of housing (including
multifamily/manufactured) as a proportion of the
housing mix fell 8.7% to 29.1% with the increase
in single family detached. There is an historic
area of Granite Falls such that 17.1% of its
housing stock was built prior to 1950. The
average household size increased by 9.1%
between 1990 and 2000, the fourth highest
increase among county jurisdictions, putting the
community near the top in that category.
The 2000 U.S. Census reported that among
Granite Falls homeowner households with
incomes of less than $50,000 annually and a
mortgage, 30.5% were paying more than 30%
of their monthly income for housing. This is
the highest rate of any county jurisdiction,
followed in second place by Darrington at 24.2%.
On the reverse side, the 2001 Growth Monitoring
Report found that, over the years 1998 to 2000,
54.9% of housing sales were affordable to lowmoderate income households, the fourth best
figure among county jurisdictions. These
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dissimilar findings are influenced by the GMRs
use of sales data and countywide median income
figures for affordability analysis. The $50,000
cutoff used by this report to interpret census
results does not differ greatly from the $49,969,
$49,828 and $51,540, 1998 to 2000, maximum
income figures used to compile each of the three
years of the GMR home sale affordability analysis.
Both used a 30% of monthly income standard.
The explanation for the difference may result from
families with annual incomes well below $50,000
stretching their budgets to gain ownership of
newly constructed single family housing where
sales prices are less or from the housing price
pressure on longer-term residents of the area
where 1990 median income, expressed in 2000
dollars, was only $32,602. Stretching to purchase
may be the explanation. The median sale price in
2000 was the fourth lowest off any jurisdiction at
$151,900, an attractive market for less affluent
first time home purchasers. The countywide
median was $188,000.

by the 1999 figures. Taking only the last two
years, the percentage of units affordable to very
low income households rises from 32.2% to
78.3%, the sixth best score in the county. Though
this is heartening, it is good to keep in mind that
the sample size for those years, 11 and 12 units,
was very small.

Assisted Housing
Granite Falls contains 30 units of permanently
assisted housing and 37 households receiving
vouchers. Together, they represent 7.7% of the
housing stock. When that percentage is plotted
against the percentage of households in Granite
Falls with annual incomes below $25,000 the city
emerges as one of the better providers for the
needs of its residents. No city with a smaller
population than Granite Falls has a higher
portion of its housing stock receiving
assistance.

Granite Falls, after Index, had the lowest
percentage, 35.4%, of rental households per the
2000 U.S. Census with annual incomes less than
$50,000 paying more than 30% of their monthly
income for housing. In contrast, the 2001 Growth
Monitoring Report found that, over the period
1999-2001, Granite Falls had the third lowest
percentage, 32.2%, of rental housing stock
affordable to very low-income households among
jurisdictions for which such data could be tallied.
Investigation of this difference showed the
difficulties of using sample surveys for smaller
jurisdictions. Granite Falls in 2001 showed 9 units
available to very low-income households, 2
affordable by low-moderate households. For
2000, the numbers were 9 and 3, respectively.
However, in 1999, the survey found only 1 unit
affordable by very low-income households and 35
units affordable to low-moderate households. The
three year aggregate used by this report to
compile an affordability score was heavily skewed
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Granite Falls

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

51 / 43
6.1% / 10.2%

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

194 / 117
23.1% / 27.7%
494 / 194
58.7% / 45.9%

2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

102 / 69
12.1% / 16.3%
Single Family
Detached

RENT
OWNER
545/237
296/186
64.8%/56.0% 35.2%/44.0%
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Granite Falls
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Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

M

UM

99-01

Countywide 99-01

2000
2,347
873
2.77
9.5%
$47,643
7.1%

1990
1,060
454
2.54
2.5%
$32,602
13.6%

% Change
121.4%
92.3%
9.1%
280.0%
46.1%
-47.8%

19.2%
4.5%

7.5%

156.0%

10.4%
6.1%

17.5%

-40.6%

30
37
67

U

Min. St. Width
Since 1995
% Asst Housing

7.67%

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Granite Falls
Strategies
Housing Element
City of Granite Falls housing element
contains three overriding goals:
• Provide housing choices for current
and future residents
• Sustain a constant supply of
affordable housing
• Provide for people with special
housing needs
To achieve these goals, the city adopted the
following policies:
ü Encourage an appropriate mix of
residential densities
ü Retain and rehabilitate existing or
older housing stock
ü Increase mixed-use and infill
development
ü Allow for adaptive reuse,
conversions of existing structures,
accessory dwelling units and
manufactured housing
ü Locate new housing within the
existing sewer service area
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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:
ü Creating small lot zoning districts
(6500 sf)
ü Offering developers density bonuses
ü Encouraging development of low
cost housing (or starter housing)
ü 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 last few years in Granite Falls were
largely affordable in nature, with most
housing costing below $200,000. With more
than 200 new housing units built during this
time, Granite Falls is turning its attention
toward increasing commercial 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
Housing Conditions
Population

Market-Rate Housing

Assisted Housing

The population of Index grew by 18 people, a
12.9% increase from 1990 to 2000. There were
no annexations during the period. Older adults,
aged 35 to 64, predominate in the population. All
other age groups represent a smaller portion of
Index’s population that comparable countywide
numbers. The median annual income (adjusted
for inflation) of Index households rose 85.8%
between the two censuses, far and away the
largest increase of any Snohomish County
jurisdiction. In second place is Granite Falls with
a 46.1% increase. From a median annual income
in 1990 of $23,214, expressed in 2000 dollars
($16,429 times 1.413 inflation), the current median
income is $43,125, fourth lowest after Darrington,
Everett, and Lynnwood.

All of Index’s housing was single family detached
in 1990. In 2000, 5.6% was a housing type other
than single family detached which could include
attached housing or manufactured/mobile homes.
The owner-renter split shifted significantly over the
10 year period. Homeownership has fallen from
60% in 1990 to 50.7% in 2000. Index is one of
only three areas surveyed where ownership fell.
The other two recorded losses of only 0.2%,
Mukilteo, and 0.5%, the SW unincorporated UGA.
Index has the oldest housing stock as a
percentage of its total stock of any Snohomish
jurisdiction, with 64.9% of the housing built
before 1950. Second place is held by Darrington
at 39.5%. Average household size increased
8.3% to 2.09 from 1.93 between 1990 and 2000.
Though this was one of the larger increases in
the county, Index household size remains the
lowest in the county. The countywide average is
2.65 people per household.

Index has one household receiving voucher
housing assistance.

Growth Monitoring Report sales data shows that
Index has the second highest percentage of
housing sales affordable to low-moderate
income households, 81.8%, trailing only
Darrington. The 2000 U.S. Census found
21.1% of homeowner households with annual
incomes less than $50,000 paying more than
30% of their monthly income for housing. This
is the lowest percentage of any county
jurisdiction. The countywide percentage is
57.3%. The same source found that only 18.2%
of renter households earning under $50,000
annually paid more than 30% of monthly
income for housing, the best figure in the
county among jurisdictions with renter
households in this income range. The sample
size was too small to produce a Growth Monitoring
Report rental affordability figure
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Index
Composition Box & Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

2/0
2.8% / 0%

2/0
2.8% / 0%

34 / 45
47.9% / 60%

33 / 30
46.55 / 40%

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

Single Family
Detached
RENT
OWN
36/45
35/30
50.7%/60.0% 49.3%/40.0%

146 - Jurisdiction Profiles

Housing Evaluation Report 2002

Index
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2000
157
100
2.09
4.4%
$43,125
16.5%

1990
139
105
1.93
0.0%
$23,214
30.9%

% Change
12.9%
-4.8%
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.
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* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Index
Strategies
Housing Element
Keeping the housing element attainable, City
of Index adopted two main goals:
• Ensure adequate housing is
available for existing and projected
residents
• Maintain and create healthy
residential neighborhoods
With attention focused on access and
preservation, the strategies adopted to
achieve these goals include:
ü Coordinating with agencies that
provide low and moderate income
housing
ü Support the retention and
revitalization of older housing in the
“Town” area
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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 lowincome 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 lowincome 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
Housing Conditions
Population

Market-Rate Housing

Assisted Housing

Lake Stevens grew from 3,380 people in 1990 to
6,361 people in 2000. The 88.2% 1990 to 2000
increase was mostly infill development. Only 191
people were added through annexation. Lake
Stevens has more individuals under age 20 as a
percent of it population, 36.2%, than the
countywide average, 30%. The city has fewer
seniors over 64, 5.7% versus 9.1%, and is close
to the county average in the two middle age
brackets. Annual median household income,
adjusted to 2000 dollars, grew 29.7% the fifth
highest increase in the county, putting the city also
as the fifth highest median income at $65,231,
compared to the countywide median of $53,060.

The composition of the housing stock, ownerrenter, single family detached-other types,
changed little from 1990 to 2000, the largest
change being an increase of single family
detached renter housing stock from 4.5% of total
housing to 7%. 9.1% of the housing was built
before 1950. Lake Stevens has the second
highest average household size in the county,
2.96 after Brier, 3.05.

Lake Stevens has 91 units of permanently
assisted housing and 52 households receiving
vouchers. This involves 6.4% of its housing one
of the highest percentages in the county.
Since 1995, Lake Stevens has added a
transitional shelter with 9 beds serving teen
parents and homeless individuals.

The 2000 U.S. Census found 59.3% of Lake
Stevens homeowner households with mortgages
and annual incomes less than $50,000 paying
more than 30% of their monthly income for
housing, slightly above the countywide percentage
of 57.3%. The Growth Monitoring Report found
home sales between 1998 and 2000 affordable to
only 12.5% of low-moderate income families, well
below the countywide average of 26.1%. In the
three year period preceding, 1995-1997, 22.1 % of
Lake Stevens home sales were affordable to this
income bracket. The 2000 median home sales
price of $199,900 was above the countywide
median of $188,000.
Renter affordability is in the low-middle range
among county jurisdictions. The 2000 Census
found that, among renter households with
incomes less than $50,000 annually, 55.1% paid
more than 30% of the monthly income for housing,
slightly above the countywide average of 53.4%.
The Growth Monitoring Report found that, over the
1999-2001 period, only 40.9% of Lake Stevens
rental stock was affordable to very low-income
people versus a countywide average of 56.3%.
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Lake Stevens

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Composition Box & Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

57 / 21
2.6% / 1.8%
Multi-Family/
Manufactured

407 / 265
18.7% / 22.9%
1,557 / 818
71.7% / 70.8%

2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

152 / 52
7% / 4.5%

Single Family
Detached

RENT
OWN
1,614/839
559/317
74.3%/72.6% 25.7%/27.4%

New Assisted Rental Housing Since 1995
Incomes Units Serve
TENANCY

HH TYPE

Transitional

Teen/Homeless

<30%

3150%

5160%

Bedrooms
6180%

3
3

0
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0

Table may include beds
as incomes served in 1unit projects serving
unrelated individuals.

0

ASST
UNITS

ASST
BEDS

1

9

1

9

MI
UNITS

0

0

0

1

2

1

2

1

2

3

>3

OWNER/ CONTACT

Teen Parent Housing Council/ Housing Hope
0

HH – Household
MI – Mobility Impaired

0
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Lake Stevens

50%
Percentage Distribution of Owner Households
by Monthly Mortgage Costs 2000

60%

45%

Percentage Distribution of Rental Households
by Monthly Rental Costs 2000

% Housing Type Affordable to Each
Income Group
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County Total
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Countyw ide 2000

$50K-$74.9K
Age Groups

U

80%

10%

Lake Stevens

UM
Countywide 98-00

100%

15%

20%

M
98-00

35-64

$35K-$49.9K
$25K-$34.9K
20-34

$15k-$24.9K

Lake Stevens
$10k-$14.9K
<20

< $10k
0%

20%

40%

60%

0%

Countywide
10% 20%

30% 40%

Housing Stock Built
Pre-1950: 9.9%
Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

V

L
96-98

M

UM

99-01

Countywide 99-01

U

2000
6,361
2,234
2.96
8.5%
$65,231
4.4%

1990
3,380
1,218
2.91
3.1%
$50,275
9.4%

% Change
88.2%
83.4%
1.7%
174.2%
29.7%
-53.2%

9.3%
0.9%

8.4%

10.7%

10.5%
7.1%

13.0%

-19.2%

Min. St. Width
Since 1995

1

% Asst Housing

6.40%

91
52
143

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.

Housing affordability data from SCT Growth Monitoring Reports. Assisted rental
housing data from Snohomish County and Everett Housing Authorities. All other
data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.
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Lake Stevens
Strategies
Housing Element
City of Lake Stevens housing element
contains the following goals:
• Encourage development of a variety
of housing types and ranges of
affordability
• Encourage new development of
multi-family and small single family
housing
• Increase rental or ownership
opportunities
• Address housing needs of the elderly
• Promote quality development
• Streamline the permit process
• Preserve the existing housing stock
Some key strategies adopted to implement
these goals include:
ü Revising the zoning ordinance to
ensure a mix of housing densities
and types
ü Allowing accessory units in
residential zones
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

152 - Jurisdiction Profiles

Implementation
Lake Stevens has implemented a number of
strategies to achieve its range of goals. To
encourage more affordability, strategies have
included:
ü Adoption of a Planned Residential
Development (PRD) ordinance that
allows for no minimum lot size and
zero lot line
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:
ü Creating mixed-use zones
ü Allowing flexibility in street widths
ü Permitting accessory dwelling units
under the use-by-right approach

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.
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Lynnwood
Housing Conditions
Population

Market-Rate Housing

Assisted Housing

Lynnwood is the third largest city in the county.
Between 1990 and 2000, its population grew by
18% or 5,152 people, from 28,695 to 33,847.
1,099 of that increase occurred because of
annexations, the rest was infill development. The
city has more seniors and young adults as a
percentage of its population than the county as a
whole and less people under age 20 and between
age 35 to 64. Adjusted for inflation, the median
annual household income in Lynnwood fell 0.7%
between the two censuses, a pattern shared with
most other southwest Snohomish County cities.
Lynnwood has the third lowest median income in
the county, after Darrington and Everett.

50.9% of Lynnwood’s housing stock in 2000 is
attached/multi-family or manufactured/mobile
housing, a drop of 1.7% from a decade earlier.
The largest drop was in the percentage of
multifamily/manufactured renter units which
dropped from 43% of the housing stock to 39.2%.
Lynnwood is a young city, only 4.6% of its housing
was built before 1950. Average household size of
2.5 people did not change from 1990 to 2000, and
trails the 2000 countywide figure of 2.65, which
would be expected given the relatively more
seniors and young adults in Lynnwood than in the
county as a whole.

Lynnwood has the second highest amount of
assisted housing in the county after Everett, 1,260
units, slightly more than Marysville’s 1,231 units.
707 units are permanently assisted. An additional
553 households received vouchers. The two
groups represent 9.1% of all Lynnwood housing.
According to the chart on page 52 that plots
percentages of housing stock assisted versus
renter households with annual incomes less than
$50,000 paying more than 30% of monthly income
for rent as a percentage of total households,
Lynnwood falls in the quadrant with the highest
assistance and the highest renter household
need. Lynnwood added eight assisted housing
projects with a total of 438 units since 1995. 63 of
those units serves families below 30% of median
income, 244 serve households between 31% and
50% of median income, and 137 serve
households between 61% and 80% of median
income.

The Growth Monitoring Reports show that from
1998 to 2000 32.3% of home sales in Lynnwood
were affordable to low-moderate income
households, down from 37.1% for the three prior
years. Still, the city ranks above the countywide
average of 26.1% of all units affordable to this
income group. The Lynnwood 2000 median home
sale price exactly equaled the countywide figure of
$188,000. The 2000 U.S. Census found 49.3% of
Lynnwood owner households with mortgages and
annual incomes less than $50,000 paying more
than 30% of their monthly income for housing.
This compares with a countywide figure of 57.3%.
The same source found 53.9% of renter
households with annual incomes less than
$50,000 paying more than 30% of their monthly
income for housing compared to 53.4%
countywide. Growth Monitoring Report data for
the years 1999 to 2001 found 68.1% of
Lynnwood’s rental housing stock affordable to
very low-income families, versus 56.3%
countywide. Of concern, however, is the fall from
a comparable affordable figure of 84.4% for
Lynnwood between 1996 and 1998. This drop is
part of a trend among Snohomish cities closer to
the King County line.
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Lynnwood

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

1,545 / 1,088
11.7% / 9%

5,202 / 4,870
39.2% / 43%
5,453 / 4,519
41.15 / 39.9%
2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

Single Family
Detached

1,061 / 854
8% / 7.5%
RENT
OWN
6,998/5,607 6,263/5,724
52.8%/49.5% 47.2%/50.5%

New Assisted Rental Housing Since 1995
Incomes Units Serve
TENANCY

HH TYPE

<30%

3150%

5160%

6180%

Bedrooms
ASST
UNITS

ASST
BEDS

MI
UNITS

0

1

2

3

>3

OWNER/ CONTACT

Permanent

Senior

121

121

Permanent

DD

4

1

4

4

1

Home For Good

Rotary Club of Lynnwood Res. Center, LP

Permanent

DD

4

1

4

4

1

Home For Good

Table may include beds
as incomes served in 1unit projects serving
unrelated individuals.
HH – Household
MI – Mobility Impaired

Permanent

Family

25

25

50

10

22

18

Trans/Perm

Family/DD

38

12

50

12

19

19

Intercommunity Housing/ Mercy Housing Washington-VI, L.P.

Permanent

Family

72

168

36

HASCO

13

137

150

16

24

Permanent

Senior

40

40

39

1

Permanent

Senior

25

25

10

15

143

225

63

244

0

137

438

8

24

24

Mercy Housing Washington IV LP

Senior Services of Sno. County/ Scriber Pointe Senior Housing Assn
Senior Services of Sno. County
73

2

Lynnwood
% Housing Type Affordable to Each
Income Group

50%

70%
60%

Percentage Distribution of Owner Households
by Monthly Mortgage Costs 2000

50%
40%
30%

45%

Percentage Distribution of Rental Households by
Monthly Rental Costs 2000

60.0%

35%

40.0%

30%

20.0%

25%

0.0%
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<$300 $300- $500- $700- $1,000- $1,500->$1,999
$499 $699 $999 $1,499 $1,999

V

L

10%

60%

5%

40%

RENTER
from GMR
Dupre +
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Rental
Survey

20%

<$200

$200$299

$300$499

$500$749

$750- $1,000- >$1,500
$999 $1,499

>$99.9K
$75K-$99.9K

Countyw ide 2000
Age Groups

$50K-$74.9K
$35K-$49.9K
$25K-$34.9K
20-34
$15k-$24.9K

Lynnwood
$10k-$14.9K
<20

Countywide

< $10k
0%

20%

40%

60%

0%

10%

20% 30% 40%

Housing affordability data from SCT Growth Monitoring Reports. Assisted rental
housing data from Snohomish County and Everett Housing Authorities. All other
data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.
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Count y Tot al

OWNER

80.0%

40%

20%

20%

100.0%

M

UM

99-01

Countywide 99-01

U

Housing Stock Built
Pre-1950: 4.6%
Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

2000
33,847
13,808
2.5
26.6%
$42,814
9.4%

1990
28,695
11,871
2.5
11.4%
$43,113
9.1%

% Change
18.0%
16.3%
0.0%
133.3%
-0.7%
3.3%

8.0%
2.2%

6.1%

31.1%

21.0%
11.7%

24.2%

-13.2%

Min. St. Width
Since 1995

449

% Asst Housing

9.13%

707
553
1260

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Lynnwood
Strategies
Housing Element
City of Lynnwood’s overall housing goal is to:
• Provide sufficient availability and
variety of opportunities for safe,
decent, and affordable housing in
strong, cohesive neighborhoods that
meet the needs of present and future
residents of Lynnwood
A sub-goal for the city is to:
• Preserve and protect the quality,
stability and character of the
neighborhoods
Policies that work to support these goals
include:
ü Protect, enhance and revitalize
existing neighborhoods and housing
stock
ü Encourage quality residential
development and range of housing
types
ü Develop regulations, incentives and
opportunities for housing types,
locations and densities that support
the city’s “Activity Centers”
ü Meet the affordable housing
allocation targets
ü Provide housing opportunities for
special needs groups
ü Coordinate housing plans, strategies
and information with other
jurisdictions
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Implementation
High on the list of priorities is housing
preservation, with particular emphasis on
preserving the city’s single family homes and
mobile home parks. Preservation efforts are
largely driven by the city’s comprehensive
plan requirement stating a 60 percent single
family to 40 percent multi-family housing
ratio. Infill development is allowed, however,
the focus is on preserving existing housing
as opposed to demolishing it. To realize
greater densities that would allow for reduced
lot size and flexibility in setbacks, the city is
looking at rezoning the downtown area to
include higher, mixed-use density that would
be exempt from the 60/40 requirement.
Though not yet adopted, the Lynnwood City
Center project is designed to redevelop the
th
major commercial area near I-5 and 196
Street, allowing for increased densities not
permitted under current regulations.

Future Housing Issues
The future for Lynnwood is to continue its
focus on preserving existing single family
residential communities, while incorporating
higher densities within the city center area.
To support an increase in commercial
activity, the city will look to include a mix of
housing types that would allow for high
density, multi-family (condominiums/
townhouses) units. The city is also
undergoing a complete evaluation of its
existing development standards and
regulations to ensure success in achieving
their housing goals.

No county jurisdiction with a larger population had
a higher gross single family/segregated condo
permitted density average for the period 1998 to
2000. The city ranked fifth, overall, at 3.74 units
per acre.
Lynnwood ranked third, after Bothell and Everett,
inn the percentage of non single family housing
permitted between 1996 annd 2000.
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Marysville
Housing Conditions
Population
Between 1990 and 2000, Marysville grew by
145.1%, from 10,328 people to 25,315.
Annexations added 4,772 people, infill
development the remaining 10,215. Marysville is
a city of young families, children and seniors. The
city exceeds the countywide percentages in each
of these age groups. Older adults, aged 35 to 64
comprise only 35.1% of the Marysville population,
compared to 40.3% countywide. Annual
household median income grew 27.6% between
1990 and 2000, adjusted for inflation, from
$36,889 to $47,088. This was the sixth fastest
increase in the county. The countywide median is
$53,060.

Market-Rate Housing

Assisted Housing

Marysville experienced tremendous growth in
owner-occupied single family detached housing
between 1990 and 2000, from 37.9% of the
housing stock to 50.6%, a gain of 3,115 units. As
a result, other housing types (including
multifamily/manufactured homes) fell by 9.1%, but
at 41.6%, still remains the sixth highest
percentage in the county. Average household
size in 2000 was 2.66, a 12.2% gain since 1990,
the second highest gain of all county jurisdictions,
after Monroe, raising the city to the countywide
average, 2.65. 7.1% of the housing stock was
built before 1950.

Marysville is a leader in the provision of
assisted housing to its residents. The city
contains 911 units of permanently assisted
housing and 320 families receiving vouchers for a
total of 1,231 assisted units, 12.7% of the housing
stock. Only Stanwood, at 14%, devotes more of
its housing to assisted households. Permanently
assisted projects are well dispersed in the town,
as are the locations of voucher-assisted families.
Since 1995, Marysville has added two
permanently assisted projects, one 25-unit project
providing transitional and permanent housing to
families and the homeless with incomes below
30% and 50% of median income; and a project of
53 units, 46 of which serve households below
50% of median income, 7 households between
50% and 60% of median.

Marysville is in the middle of the pack with regard
to homeownership affordability. The Growth
Monitoring Reports found 28.2% of all home sales
between 1998 and 2000 in Marysville affordable to
low-moderate income families, down from 28.8%
in the previous three-year period. This is slightly
ahead of the countywide figure of 26.1%.
Similarly, the 2000 U.S. Census for Marysville
homeowners with annual incomes less than
$50,000 found 58.5% paying more than 30% of
their monthly income for housing, a middle-range
number among Snohomish jurisdictions.
Marysville is relatively affordable for renters. The
Growth Monitoring Report survey of rents, 1999 to
2001, found Marysville rental stock affordable to
88.6% of very low-income households, the third
best result among Snohomish County jurisdictions
following Arlington and Gold Bar. The 2000
Census found 51.4% of renter households with
incomes below $50,000 paying more than 30% of
monthly income for housing, a number in the
middle range of Snohomish County jurisdictions.
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Marysville

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

1,179 / 367
12.6% / 8.6%

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

2,720 / 1,821
29% / 42.5%

4,741 / 1,626
50.55 / 37.9%
2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

Single Family
Detached

752 / 474
8% / 11.1%
RENT
OWN
5,920/1,993 3,472/2,295
63.0%/46.5% 37.0%/53.5%

Table may include beds
as incomes served in 1unit projects serving
unrelated individuals.

New Assisted Rental Housing Since 1995

HH – Household
MI – Mobility Impaired

Incomes Units Serve
TENANCY

HH TYPE

Trans/Perm

Family/Homeless

<30%

3150%

15

10

Permanent
15

Bedrooms

5160%

6180%

46

7

0

53

56

7

0

78
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ASST
UNITS

ASST
BEDS

MI
UNITS

0

1

25

2

3

9

16

9

16

>3

OWNER/ CONTACT
Housing Hope/ Beachwood LP
Cedar Landing Housing Partners, Adam Diskin

0

0

0

0

0
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Marysville
% Housing Type Affordable to Each
Income Group
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Housing affordability data from SCT Growth Monitoring Reports. Assisted rental
housing data from Snohomish County and Everett Housing Authorities. All other
data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.

40%

Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

2000
25,315
9,730
2.66
12.3%
$47,088
5.5%

1990
10,328
4,565
2.37
5.0%
$36,889
6.8%

% Change
145.1%
113.1%
12.2%
146.0%
27.6%
-19.1%

9.9%
2.2%

5.8%

70.7%

16.5%
8.7%

23.1%

-28.6%

Min. St. Width
Since 1995

114

% Asst Housing

12.65%

903
321
1224

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Marysville
Strategies
Housing Element
Marysville’s main housing goals include:
• Ensuring all residents have the
opportunity to obtain safe, sanitary,
and affordable housing
• Respecting the character of existing
residential neighborhoods
• Working with other elements of the
comprehensive plan to better
understand and enhance their
relationship to housing
• Weighing benefits to community
against the cost of land use policies
and regulations that contribute to
housing costs
Key affordable housing strategies include:
ü Increasing flexibility and creative
approaches to housing development
and design
ü Allowing for small lot and cottage
housing
ü Developing and preserving mobile
home parks
ü Adopting a planned unit development
ordinance to allow for variety of
housing types and site planning
techniques
ü Allowing accessory dwellings,
duplexes and certain multi-family
housing in single family zones
ü Promoting mixed-use and infill
development
ü Ensuring regulations and permit
processing requirements are
reasonable, predictable and do not
adversely impact housing costs
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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:
ü Offering a density bonus
ü Allowing lot size averaging
ü Reducing lot sizes (5000 sf)
ü Permitting detached accessory
dwelling units
ü 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 department.

Future Housing Issues
Housing in Marysville is considered largely
affordable. Therefore, the city is looking to
promote increased development of more
quality, high-end housing. Residents in
particular have expressed a desire to see
more upper-end housing developed in the
city. In doing this, the city will pay close
attention to achieving quality, while
continuing to build new development on
smaller lots.
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Mill Creek
Housing Conditions
Population

Market-Rate Housing

Assisted Housing

Mill Creek grew by 60.7% between 1990 and
2000, from 7,172 to 11,525 people. Most of that
increase was due to infill development. Only 460
people were added as the result of annexations.
Mill Creek’s population is older than the
countywide average. The city contains 11.7%
seniors compared to 9.1% countywide, and 43.7%
of its population between 35 and 64, compared to
40.3% countywide. Median annual household
income in 2000, at $71,003, was the third highest
in the county, but had fallen 1.8% adjusted for
inflation from 1990.
Similiar drops were also experienced by several
other southwest Snohomish County cities.

Mill Creek has the third highest percentage of
multifamily/manufactured housing stock, but saw
that housing type lose ground over the decade
between censuses with the greater increase in
single family detached housing. It’s housing stock
is young; only 1.1% was built before 1950.
Average household size of 2.48 in 2000 trails the
countywide number of 2.65. As measured by
Growth Monitoring Reports, only 6.6% of home
sales between 1998 and 2000 were affordable to
low-moderate income families, the third lowest
percentage among county jurisdictions, after Brier
and Woodway. The 2000 U.S. Census reported
that 74.7% of owner households with
mortgages and incomes less than $50,000
annually paid more than 30% of their monthly
income for housing. This is the second
highest percentage among county
jurisdictions. Mill Creek also had the second
highest 2000 median home sale price at
$290,000 compared to a countywide median of
$188,000.

Mill Creek has 56 permanently assisted units of
low-income housing and 31 households receiving
voucher benefits for a total number of assisted
units of 87, 1.8% of the housing stock. Since
1995, Mill Creek added a senior housing project
containing 45 units affordable to households with
incomes between 31% and 50% of median
income.

For renters, the Growth Monitoring Reports show
that between 1999 and 2001, 32.7% of Mill Creek
rental housing stock was affordable to very lowincome households, a number below the
countywide average of 56.3% For the previous
three years, Mill Creek’s percentage affordable
was 41.5%. The U.S. Census found 52.2% of
renter households with incomes less than $50,000
annually paying more than 30% monthly for
housing, very close to the countywide average of
53.4%
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Mill Creek

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

688 / 477
14.8% / 16.5%

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

1,422 / 963
30.5% / 33.3%
2,412 / 1,350
51.8% / 46.7%
2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

Single Family
Detached
136 / 101
2.9% / 3.5%

RENT
OWN
3,100/1,827 1,558/1,064
66.6%/63.2% 33.4%/36.8%

Table may include beds
as incomes served in 1unit projects serving
unrelated individuals.

New Assisted Rental Housing Since 1995
TENANCY

HH
TYPE

Permanent

Senior

Incomes Units Serve
315161<30% 50% 60% 80%
45
0

45

Bedrooms
ASST
UNITS

ASST
BEDS

MI
UNITS

0

1

2

3

>3

45
0
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0

45

HH – Household
MI – Mobility Impaired

OWNER/ CONTACT
RD Merrill Company/ William Petit

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
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Mill Creek
% Housing Type Affordable to Each
Income Group
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Housing Stock
Built Pre-1950:
1.1%
Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

from GMR
Dupre +
Scott
Rental
Survey

20%

0%
E

V

L
96-98

M

UM

99-01

Countywide 99-01

U

2000
11,525
4,769
2.48
19.0%
$69,702
3.4%

1990
7,172
3,131
2.48
8.3%
$71,003
2.0%

% Change
60.7%
52.3%
0.0%
128.9%
-1.8%
70.0%

9.5%
3.7%

5.1%

86.3%

10.4%
3.9%

9.1%

14.3%

Min. St. Width
Since 1995

45

% Asst Housing

1.82%

56
31
7

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Mill Creek
Strategies
Housing Element
Because housing in Mill Creek is more
expensive than in most other cities in
Snohomish County, the housing element for
City of Mill Creek centers largely on:
• Creating affordable housing
opportunities
Key policies contained within the housing
element include:
ü Work with development community
to encourage affordable housing
ü Cooperate with surrounding
jurisdictions to provide housing for all
economic segments of population
ü Encourage a variety of housing
choices (i.e. accessory dwelling
units, congregate care facilities,
inclusionary zoning, manufactured
housing and multi-family complexes)
ü Accommodate the special needs of
various segments of community
ü Preserve existing residential
neighborhoods
ü Consider effect of new regulations on
existing residential neighborhoods
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Implementation
The key strategies outlined in the city’s
housing element include:
ü Planning for affordable housing
ü Monitoring status of affordable
housing
ü Adopting zoning mechanisms and
development standards that increase
density in appropriate areas
ü Revising zoning to encourage
affordable housing
ü Ensuring the permit process does
not add significantly to the cost of
housing
Since adopting the housing element in 1999,
City of Mill Creek adopted several strategies
within this list to meet their housing
objectives. Strategies that are most
prominent and viewed as successful include:
ü Allowing for small lot sizes (the City
does not impose a minimum lot size
in the medium density zone districts)
ü Allowing for boundary line
adjustments to encourage infill
development
ü Creating flexibility in required
setbacks, street widths and off-street
parking
ü Allowing for detached accessory
dwelling units and manufactured
homes in single family zoned areas
ü Reducing burdens within the permit
review process
ü Increasing utilization of mixed-use
development

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. Concurrently, Mill
Creek will maintain its commitment to utilizing
its affordable housing strategies as they
create more high density and transit-oriented
development in areas like its developing
Town Center.
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Monroe
Housing Conditions
Population

Market-Rate Housing

Assisted Housing

Monroe grew 222.5% between 1990 and 2000.
Using February 1993 city boundaries, the city has
exceeded its 2012 population target as contained
in the Countywide Planning Policies. The city
added 9,517 new residents to its 1990 population
of 4,278 to reach 13,795 in 2000. 2,105 were
added through annexations, 7,412 through infill
development. The city has relatively more young
adults than countywide averages, less individuals
aged 35 to 64, and relatively the same number of
under 20 and over 64 people as compose the
countywide population. Annual median household
income rose the third fastest of all county
jurisdictions, by 37% to $50,390 in inflationadjusted dollars. That figure is still slightly below
the county median annual household income of
$53,060.

Single family detached housing, as a percentage
of the housing stock, grew 9.8% to 57% between
1990 and 2000. 13.5% of the housing stock was
built before 1950. Average household size grew
by the largest amount of any county jurisdiction,
12.3%, to 2.83 individuals, giving the city the fifth
largest ranking. According to Growth Monitoring
Report figures for 1998 to 2000, home sales were
affordable to 16.4% of households with lowmoderate incomes, well below the countywide
average of 26.1% Monroe’s percentage for the
previous three years was 26.0%. The county
average for that period was 30.9%. 2000 U.S.
Census results show 63.4% of Monroe
homeowner households with mortgages and
annual incomes under $50,000 paying more than
30% of their monthly income for housing. That
falls slightly higher than the midrange among
county jurisdictions.

Monroe contains 178 units of permanently
assisted housing and 52 households receiving
vouchers, for a total of 230 households, 5.2% of
the housing stock.

Renter households in Monroe are under pressure
according to the Growth Monitoring Report. Only
30.9% of rental housing stock sampled between
1999 and 2001 was affordable by very low-income
households, down from 58.21% the previous three
years. This places second to last, in front of
Bothell, among county jurisdictions. 2000 U.S.
Census data shows that 48.3% of Monroe renter
households with income below $50,000 pay more
than 30% of their monthly income for housing, the
fifth best percentage among county jurisdictions
with renters in that income range.
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Monroe
Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Location
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

177 / 65
4.3% / 3.9%

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

1,222 / 594
29.5% / 36%
2,364 / 779
57% / 47.2%
2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

386 / 214
9.3 / 13%

Single Family
Detached

RENT
OWN
2,541/844
1,608/808
61.2%/51.1% 38.8%/48.9%
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Monroe
% Housing Type Affordable to Each
Income Group
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data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.
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Housing Stock Built Pre-1950: 13.5%
Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

2000
13,795
4,427
2.83
14.3%
$50,390
7.5%

1990
4,278
1,712
2.52
5.5%
$36,776
14.2%

% Change
222.5%
158.6%
12.3%
160.0%
37.0%
-47.2%

11.7%
3.0%

5.8%

101.7%

14.8%
7.3%

23.4%

-36.8%

178
52
230

Min. St. Width
Since 1995
% Asst Housing

5.20%

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Monroe
Strategies
Housing Element
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
• Encourage availability of affordable
housing
• Maintain and revitalize
neighborhoods
Several strategies have been adopted to
support these goals, with the affordable
housing strategies including:
ü Requiring a percentage of dwelling
units to meet affordability criteria
ü Providing density incentives
ü Rezoning land to allow for higher
densities
ü Eliminating current occupancy
restrictions on accessory dwelling
units
ü Allowing for mixed use
ü Providing for more flexible
development standards (i.e. street
widths, setbacks, and lot coverage)
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Implementation
Since adopting its housing element, City of
Monroe is looking to amend its Planned
Residential Development ordinance to
include an affordable housing component,
which would add 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 1/3 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 8 units per acre, through a
special approval process similar to a PRD.

Future Housing Issues
Monroe does not expect to amend 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.

Monroe had the greatest increase between the
periods 1991-1995 and 1996-2000 in the
percentage of non single family units
compared to total permits granted.
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Mountlake Terrace
Housing Conditions
Population

Market-Rate Housing

Assisted Housing

Mountlake Terrace experienced one of the
smallest population increases of any Snohomish
County city, growing only 5.4% between 1990 and
2000. 47 individuals acquired through annexation
plus an increase of 995 through infill development
brought the 2000 population to 20,362. Mountlake
Terrace’s population age composition is close to
that of the countywide population, with slightly
more young adults and fewer older adults, aged
35 to 64. Median annual household incomes,
measured in inflation-adjusted dollars, fell 5.5%
between 1990 and 2000, a rate only exceeded by
Edmonds, to $47,238. Almost all southwestern
Snohomish County cities experienced losses or
very little gains in income.

As might be expected with such a small
population increase, the percentage each physical
and tenure type of housing represented of the
total housing stock did not change greatly.
Ownership versus renting increased 2.9%.
Condominiums increased as a portion of the
housing mix, from 7.9% to 10.4%.

Mountlake Terrace has 230 units of permanently
assisted housing and 131 households receiving
voucher assistance for a total of 361 assisted
units, 4.4% of its housing stock. This slightly
below the countywide average of 5.1% of the
housing stock, however, as shown on the chart on
page 52, Mountlake Terrace’s rental housing need
is 28.2% of its total housing stock, above the
countywide average of 24.6%.

According to the Growth Monitoring Reports,
41.6% of home sales between 1998 and 2000
were affordable to low-moderate income
households, well above the countywide average of
26.1%. 52.3% of Mountlake Terrance homeowner
households with mortgages and earning less than
$50,000 annually reported in the 2000 U.S.
Census paying more than 30% of their monthly
income for housing versus 57.3% for the county
as a whole. The 2000 median home sales price
was $165,000, compared to a countywide median
of $188,000.

Since 1995, Mountlake Terrace has added two
assisted housing projects, one four-unit projects
serving families under 30% of median income and
a 157 unit project serving households with
incomes between 61% and 80% of median
income. Both are owned by the Housing Authority
of Snohomish County.

Mountlake Terrace was hit hard by a wave of
rental pricing pressure sweeping north from King
County. According to the 1996-1998 rental data
collected by Dupre + Scott for the Growth
Monitoring Report, the percentage of Mountlake
Terrace’s rental stock affordable to very lowincome families was 72.7%, ninth in the county.
The 1999 to 2001 percentage from the same
source is 47.8%, a tremendous decline, moving
th
the city to 12 place, below the countywide
average of 56.3%. The 2000 U.S. Census of
Mountlake Terrace renter households with annual
incomes less than $50,000 showed 53% paying
more than 30% of their monthly income for
housing, close to the countywide average of
53.4%.
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Mountlake Terrace

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

821 / 589
10.4% / 7.9%

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

2,410 / 2,347
30.5% / 31.7%
3,888 / 3,611
49.2% / 48.7%

2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

782 / 864
9.9% / 11.7%

Single Family
Detached

RENT
OWN
4,709/4,200 3,192/3,211
59.6%/56.7% 40.4%/43.3%

New Assisted Rental Housing Since 1995
Incomes Units Serve
TENANCY
Permanent

HH
TYPE

<30%
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4

3150%

5160%
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UNITS

ASST
BEDS

MI
UNITS

0

1
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Perm/HomeOwn
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6180%

0
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0

157

157

157

161

3

>3

4
0

0

0

0

OWNER/
CONTACT
HASCO

81

64

12

81

68

12

Table may include beds
as incomes served in 1unit projects serving
unrelated individuals.
HH – Household
MI – Mobility Impaired

HASCO
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Mountlake Terrace
% Housing Type Affordable to Each
Income Group
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% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
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% Rent HH in Need^
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Min Lot Size
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Total
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9.1%

2000
20,362
8,217
2.54
23.3%
$47,238
7.9%

1990
19,320
7,854
2.6
11.7%
$50,007
6.5%

% Change
5.4%
4.6%
-2.3%
99.1%
-5.5%
21.5%

12.8%
2.6%

7.4%

73.0%

15.4%
6.8%

16.0%

-3.8%

Min. St. Width
Since 1995

161

% Asst Housing

4.39%

230
131
361

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Mountlake Terrace
Strategies
Housing Element
Goals contained within Mountlake Terrace’s
housing element include:
• Provide sufficient housing to
accommodate population growth
• Provide housing styles to meet the
diverse needs of residents
• Provide affordable housing at a level
commensurate with the need
• Maintain the vitality and character
established in residential
neighborhoods
• Encourage a variety of housing
opportunities for individuals with
particular needs
Key affordability strategies to meet these
goals include:
ü Promote development of singlefamily detached, single family
attached, multi-family and
manufactured housing
ü Review development codes and
regulations to facilitate construction
of affordable housing
ü Monitor housing conditions
ü Provide resources to correct
structural deficiencies
ü Promote housing programs for
people with special needs

Implementation
To aid in understanding the condition of its
existing housing stock, the city conducted a
housing survey that revealed a relatively
diverse housing market that lacked lowincome housing. To address identified
community low-income household needs, the
city works with the Snohomish County
Housing Authority on programs such as the
Home Enhancement Loan Program.

To address affordability issues on another
level, the city implemented a number of
strategies that include:
ü Creating a one-stop permitting center
ü Promoting townhouse and mixed-use
development
ü Allowing small lot and zero lot line
developments
ü Creating flexibility in setbacks,
easements and public rights of way
ü Allowing location of manufactured
homes in all residential zoned areas
To encourage preservation of existing
housing, the city coordinates an annual citywide “clean up,” and encourages
partnerships between the planning and police
departments to determine ways of keeping
areas safe through good development.

Future Housing issues
Housing in Mountlake Terrace will be highly
influenced by the city having fixed
boundaries, limited vacant land, and more
densely developed neighborhoods than most
cities in Snohomish County. Because most
future housing development will consist of
redevelopment and infill, the city will likely
look at easing parking requirements and
establishing more detailed design guidelines
for multi-family housing with bonus density
and specifically allowing cottage
development. Mountlake Terrace will also be
looking for innovative ways to combine
transit-oriented and mixed-use development
to increase affordable housing opportunities.

1998 to 2000, Mountlake Terrace achieved
the best net new single family/segregated
condo density average, 10.21 units per
acre, down from a fourth position 7.47
units per acre ranking for the three years
previous.
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Mukilteo
Housing Conditions
Population
Mukilteo’s population grew by 157.2% between
1990 and 2000, from 7,007 to 18,019 people. The
11,012 person increase was divided almost evenly
between 5,157 individuals added as a result of
annexations and 5,855 added through infill
development. The city has relatively fewer senior
and young adults aged 20 to 34 than the county
as a whole, slightly more children, and significantly
more older adults, aged 35 to 64. Median annual
household income, adjusted for inflation, grew
only 1.4% to $67,323, the fourth highest figure in
the county after Woodway, Brier and Mill Creek.

Market-Rate Housing
Mukilteo’s housing composition also changed with
the large population increase. All of the gain was
in non single detached housing, for owners and
renters, from 7.7% to 10.2% of the housing stock
for owners and from 26% to 28.9% for renters.
Single family detached owned housing dropped
2.7%, which runs contrary to most Snohomish
County jurisdictions. Single family detached
rentals also fell from 5.3% of the housing stock
to 2.6%, the lowest percentage of any County
jurisdiction or area studied. The owner-renter
split stayed essentially the same from 1990 to
2000. Only 3% of the city’s housing was built
before 1950. The average household size gained
slightly, 3.1%, to 2.66, just above the countywide
average of 2.65., but according to city officials,
this gain masked a net loss in average household
size in the older, core city (using 1990 city
boundaries) because of household densities of 3.2
individuals per household in the newer portions of
the city annexed since 1990.
Mukilteo home ownership is not within reach of
most low-moderate income households. The
Growth Monitoring Reports’ home sales price
tabulations of 1998 to 2000 sales found only
10.8% of the sales affordable by this income
bracket, with only Bothell, Mill Creek, Brier, and
Woodway posting lower figures. For Mukilteo
homeowners with annual household incomes
below $50,000, the city tallied the third highest
percentage reporting paying over 30% of their
monthly income for housing at 74.7%. This
compares to a countywide number of 57.3%.
Mukilteo also had the third highest 2000
median home sales price at $275,000.

from 51.7% the previous three years, it was a less
precipitous fall than the countywide average and
much less than many southwest Snohomish
County cities, particularly those near the King
County border. Of renter households with
incomes less than $50,000, 50.2% reported
paying more than 30% of their monthly income
for housing, according to the 2000 U.S.
Census. This was the best result among
southwest county jurisdictions and below the
countywide average of 53.4%.

Assisted Housing
Mukilteo contains 61 units of permanently assisted
low-income housing and 112 households
receiving voucher assistance. Mukilteo is one of
the few Snohomish County jurisdictions where
the voucher number exceeded the
permanently assisted number, in their case to
a substantial degree. This suggests what may
be a fleeting opportunity to acquire
permanently assisted housing out of the
private market, as the Housing Authority of
Snohomish County has done in other
jurisdictions. The total of 173 assisted housing
units represents 2.4% of Mukilteo’s housing stock.
When that figure is plotted against the percentage
of households with incomes below $25,000, the
city falls on the trend line among Snohomish
County jurisdictions. However, it falls below the
trend line, when plotted against the percentage of
households receiving less than $50,000 annually
and paying more than 30% of their household
income for rent.
The amount of land devoted to multifamily housing
in the map on the next page stands out. In
addition, the city allows small lot sizes down to
5,000 sq.ft. and narrow roads down to 20 feet in
width. These all contribute to affordability.

Mukilteo renters find more affordability. According
to the Growth Monitoring Reports, between 1999
and 2001, 42.9% of rental housing was affordable
by very low-income households compared to the
countywide number of 56.3%. Although a drop
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Mukilteo

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

693 / 210
10.2% / 7.7%

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

1,957 / 706
28.9% / 26%

3,936 / 1,654
58.2% / 60.9%

2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

Single Family
Detached
175 / 145
2.6% / 5.3%

RENT
OWN
4,629/1,864 2,132/851
68.5%/68.7% 31.5%/31.3%

New Assisted Rental Housing Since 1995
Incomes Units Serve
TENANCY

HH
TYPE

<30%

3150%

0

61

Permanent

5160%

6180%

ASST
UNITS

0

0

61

61

ASST
BEDS

MI
UNITS

0

1

2

3

>3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

61

174 – Jurisdiction Profiles

Table may include beds
as incomes served in 1unit projects serving
unrelated individuals.

Bedrooms
OWNER/ CONTACT
Essex Property Trust, Inc., Michael J. Schall

HH – Household
MI – Mobility Impaired
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Mukilteo
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V

L
96-98

Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

M

UM

99-01

Countywide 99-01

U

2000
18,019
7,146
2.66
18.5%
$67,323
3.4%

1990
7,007
2,817
2.58
4.3%
$66,401
1.5%

% Change
157.2%
153.7%
3.1%
330.2%
1.4%
126.7%

8.3%
2.1%

6.3%

31.7%

10.3%
3.4%

8.1%

27.2%

Min. St. Width
Since 1995

61

% Asst Housing

2.42%

61
112
173

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Mukilteo
Strategies
Housing Element
Because Mukilteo’s housing stock is
relatively higher priced and newer than in
most Snohomish County jurisdictions, the
housing element contains the following
policies:
• Ensure housing development meets
market demand, promote residential
maintenance to prevent deterioration
• Increase density in multi-family
residential districts
• Monitor the supply of affordable
housing
• Provide adult family homes and
residential care facilities in multifamily zoned areas
• Establish standards for accessory
dwelling units
• Evaluate housing rehabilitation
programs for older and historical
homes

Implementation
City of Mukilteo has a substantially high
median housing value compared to other
cities in Snohomish County. The 2000
Census shows the median home value was
$272,300, which was up from $181,800 in
1990. With the high cost of land in Mukilteo,
providing affordable housing through the
private market has been difficult. However,
strategies used by the city to encourage
affordability have included:
ü Allowing small lot developments
(5000 sf), offering density bonuses
and transfers of density credits
ü Creating flexibility in set backs,
parking requirements, and sidewalk
and street widths
ü Allowing lot size averaging
ü Streamlining the administrative
permit review procedures
ü Allowing the location of
manufactured homes in single family
zones
ü Encouraging mixed-use development
The city is interested in promoting infill
development as well as using commercially
zoned land for mixed-use purposes.

Future Housing Issues
As Mukilteo looks for ways to provide
affordable housing opportunities,
consideration will be given to modifying the
accessory dwelling ordinance to allow for
detached housing, which is not permitted
under existing single family residential zoning
code.

Mukilteo had the fourth highest percentage,
55.3% of total residential permits issued
between 1996 and 2000 representing non
single family permits, after Bothell,
Lynnwood, annd Everett.
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Snohomish
Housing Conditions
Population
The City of Snohomish’s population grew by 30.7
percent between 1990 and 2000, a rather modest
amount compared to cities to the north and east of
it. By annexing land containing 233 people and
infill development that contributed greatly to an
additional 1,762 people, the city grew from 6,499
to 8,494 people. Snohomish has more seniors,
12.7% of its population versus 9.1% for the county
as a whole, slightly more young adults aged 20 to
34, about the same number of individuals under
20 years of age, and fewer older adults, aged 35
to 64. Median household income increase 10.9%,
adjusted for inflation, to $46,396, still lower than
the county as a whole, which grew 1.9% to
$53,060.

Market-Rate Housing
Many Snohomish County jurisdictions saw single
family detached homeownership rise significantly
as a proportion of their housing stock. In
Snohomish, it stayed about the same. The
interesting development was an increase in other
owned housing types, most likely condominiums,
from 3.8% of the housing stock to 6.4%. Non
single family (attached or manufactured homes)
rental housing also increased from 33.2% to
35.7%. Rental single family detached housing fell
from 14.4% of the housing mix to 9.5% Average
household size changed little, falling from 2.49 to
2.47, below the countywide average of 2.65.
Only Index and Darrington have a greater
percentage of housing built before 1950, 26.9%
for Snohomish.
According to Growth Monitoring Report
tabulations of housing sales, 29.6% of sales
between 1998 and 2000 were affordable to lowmoderate income households, a showing in the
middle of Snohomish County jurisdictions and
slightly better than the countywide average of
26.1% However, Snohomish dropped 9.6
percentage points from the previous three-year
period while the countywide numbers dropped
only 4.8 percentage points.

better than the previous three years. Among
renter households with household incomes less
than $50,000, 45.2% paid more than 30% of their
monthly incomes for housing, the fourth best
result countywide after Darrington, Granite Falls,
and Index among jurisdictions with renters in this
income bracket. Countywide, the number was
53.4%
The City of Snohomish has a number of areas
with larger concentrations of multifamily housing
and allowable lot sizes as small as 3,500 sq.ft.
Both of which contribute to affordability.

Assisted Housing
The City of Snohomish contains 276 permanently
assisted units and 85 households receiving
housing vouchers for a total of 361 units, 10.5% of
its housing stock. This number, when compared
to indices of renter housing need, including the
chart on page 52, puts Snohomish high in terms of
relativel assistance and only slight above average
in terms of relative need. Since 1995, the city has
received two new assisted housing projects, one
providing 3 units for the physically disabled with
incomes below 30% of median and the other
providing 4 units of transitional housing for single
individuals, also with incomes below 30% of
median income.

The 2000 U.S. Census of Snohomish owner
households with mortgages and annual incomes
less than $50,000 found 52.2% paying more than
30% of their monthly income for housing versus
57.3% countywide.
According to Growth Monitoring Report
compilations of Dupre & Scott rental surveys for
1999 to 2001, the City of Snohomish is one of the
most affordable jurisdictions for very low-income
renters. 87.9% of the rental stock was affordable
to this group, a number bested only by Arlington,
Gold Bar, and Marysville. Affordability increased
by 4.8 percentage points over the previous three
years, one of only seven jurisdictions with a figure
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Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations

Snohomish

% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

208 / 93
6.4% / 3.8%

1,575 / 1,203
48.3% / 48.7%

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

1,164 / 820
35.7% / 33.2%

2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders
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9.5% / 14.4%

Single Family
Detached

RENT
OWN
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OWNER/ CONTACT

Table may include beds
as incomes served in 1unit projects serving
unrelated individuals.

Delta Foundation
4
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0
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Family Counseling Service
0
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HH – Household
MI – Mobility Impaired
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Snohomish
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2000
8,494
3,444
2.47
6.6%
$46,396
6.8%

1990
6,499
2,556
2.49
2.4%
$41,835
6.5%

% Change
30.7%
34.7%
-0.8%
175.0%
10.9%
4.6%

9.7%
1.8%

9.1%

6.6%

15.8%
10.3%
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10.5%

Min. St. Width
Since 1995

7

% Asst Housing

10.48%
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* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
** Will allow 3500 sf lots with critical areas only, otherwise smallest lot size is 7200
# Allowed in PRDs only, otherwise standards width is 50 ft
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Snohomish
Strategies
Housing Element
Contained in the City of Snohomish housing
element are the following eight goals:
• 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
• Increase residential densities
• Maintain 50 percent owner occupied
units
• Ensure development regulations
allow for production of lowest cost
housing
• Preserve and enhance historic
character and heritage of city
• 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:
ü Encourage innovative designs that
reduce cost of owner occupied and
rental units
ü Allow accessory apartments and
mobile homes in single family zones
ü Allow for reduction of lot sizes and
infrastructure requirements for single
family developments
ü Transfer density to the buildable
portion of the site
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ü

Minimize time to approve and issue
completed residential building
permits, and
Charge no impact fees for new residential
development
Implementation
Under the city’s Planned Residential
Development ordinance (adopted in 1993),
the city allows for small lot development
(3000 sf with critical areas) and narrower
sidewalks (3 to 4 ft in critical areas),
setbacks, and streets (30 ft). With more
development occurring on lots in places with
critical areas, the city is allowing for greater
flexibility in its layouts, such as zero lot line
developments, which allows for densities
otherwise not feasible under the standard
development codes. Other affordability
strategies include:
ü Allowing manufactured homes in all
single family zoned areas,
ü Encouraging mixed-use development
ü Allowing for detached accessory
dwelling units
The City of Snohomish also assists lowincome developers by:
ü Offering a fee waiver for water and
sewer connections
ü Vacating right of ways at no cost

2000, 8.91 units per acre and 9.86 units
per acre, respectively.
Future Housing Issues
It is anticipated that the City of Snohomish
will have a difficult time creating affordable
housing opportunities as market values
continue to rise. Despite this, Snohomish will
continue to implement the affordability
strategies allowed under existing regulations.

Snohomish dropped significantly, 1996 to
2000, from the previous five years in the
percentage of non single family residential
permits issued, 22.1% from 50.1%., but the
city has achieved the second highest
average net new single family/segregated
condo residential densities permitted in
the periods, 1995 to 1997 and 1998 to
Housing Evaluation Report 2002

Stanwood
Housing Conditions
Population

Market-Rate Housing

Between 1990 and 2000, Stanwood exactly
doubled in size, plus one, to 3,923 people. Only
76 new individuals were added at the time of
annexations. The rest largely resulted from infill
development. Lots of kids, lots of seniors fairly
describes the age composition. 16.9% of the
population is over 64 versus 9.1% countywide.
33.5% are under 20 compared to the county
average of 30%. The city has slightly less young
adults than the countywide figure and significantly
less older adults aged 35 to 64, 31.1% versus
40.3% countywide. Stanwood’s annual median
household income increased 22.7% , adjusted for
inflation, between 1990 and 2000, from $36,272 to
$44,512, still well below the countywide median of
$53,060.

Single family detached, owned housing increased
as a proportion of the housing stock from 50% to
55.1%. The other significant gain was in
multifamily/manufactured owned housing, mostly
new condominiums, from 0.5% of the housing
stock to 3.3%. Together, these increases shifted
the owner-renter balance from 59%-41% in 1990
to 62.2%-37.8% in 2000. Single family detached
rental housing declined as a percentage of the
housing stock from 16.4% to 10.4% Stanwood is
just below the countywide average in its ranking
for the percentage of its housing stock that is non
single family detached, 34.5% versus 37%
countywide. 16.9% of the housing stock was built
before 1950. Stanwood’s average housing size
had the fifth largest increase among county
jurisdictions, climbing 8.6% to exactly equal the
countywide number of 2.65.

countywide average of 56.3%. By a different
measure, the 2000 Census found that 56.5% of
Stanwood renters with incomes below $50,000
paid more than 30% of their monthly income for
housing, compared to a countywide average of
53.4%

Assisted Housing
Stanwood contains 178 permanently assisted
housing units and 33 families receiving
voucher assistance for a total of 211 assisted
units, 14% of the total housing stock. No other
jurisdiction in Snohomish County has a
greater percentage of assisted housing.
Stanwood is followed by Marysville at 12.7%,
Snohomish at 10.7%, and Everett at 10.2%.

As measured by Growth Monitoring Reports,
Stanwood is in sixth place in home sale
affordability to low-moderate households among
county jurisdictions, surpassed only by Darrington,
Index, Gold Bar, Granite Falls, and Everett.
46.6% of Stanwood sales were affordable to this
bracket, compared to 26.1% countywide.
According to the 2000 Census, 55.9% of owner
households in Stanwood with mortgages and
incomes less than $50,000 per year pay more
than 30% of their monthly income for housing.
This compares to the countywide average of
57.3%. The 2000 median home sales price was
$157,000 compared to the countywide median of
$188,000.
For rental housing, the Growth Monitoring Report
Dupre & Scott rental survey tabulations for the
years 1999 to 2001 found 86.7% of the city’s
rental housing stock affordable to very low-income
households. This was the fifth best result among
county jurisdictions and compares favorably to a
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Stanwood

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

45 / 4
3.3% / 0.5%

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

419 / 242
31.2% / 33.1%
741 / 366
55.1% / 50%

2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

140 / 120
10.4% / 16.4%

Single Family
Detached

RENT
OWN
786/370
559/362
58.4%/50.5% 41.6%/49.5%
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Stanwood
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data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.

40%

Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

2000
3,923
1,508
2.65
9.0%
$44,512
11.7%

1990
1,961
765
2.44
3.3%
$36,272
15.9%

% Change
100.1%
97.1%
8.6%
172.7%
22.7%
-26.4%

11.6%
4.0%

5.1%

127.5%

19.0%
12.7%

21.1%

-10.0%

Min. St. Width
Since 1995

44

% Asst Housing

13.99%

178
33
211

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Stanwood
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
• Encourage larger lots where
appropriate
• Encourage rehabilitation of older
housing and infrastructure
• Create unique residential
neighborhoods
• Maintain residential character
• Minimize environmental impacts of
new housing developments
Key affordability strategies adopted to
support these goals include:
ü Provide opportunities for siting
manufactured housing
ü Allow for mixed-use development
ü Locate multi-family housing within
existing sewer service area
ü Permit accessory units on lots where
feasible
ü Develop incentives to encourage
property owners to retain and
rehabilitate existing or older housing
stock
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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:
ü Designating small lot districts
ü Allowing for infill development
ü Offering density bonuses
ü Reducing side yard setbacks and off
street parking requirements
ü Streamlining the permit approval
process
ü Encouraging mixed-use development
ü Allowing for accessory dwelling units
and manufactured homes in all
residential zoned areas

Future Housing Issues
Regarding future housing development in
Stanwood, efforts will center on controlling
the aesthetics of new development rather
than promoting affordability. 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.

Stanwood achieved the highest
percentage of non single family
residential permits granted between 1996
and 2000 of any non-southwest
jurisdiction at 53.3%, and the fourth
highest percentage, countywide.
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Sultan
Housing Conditions
Population

Market-Rate Housing

Sultan’s population grew from 2,236 in 1990 to
3,344 in 2000, a 49.6% gain. 57 people were
added through annexations. The population is
young, with relatively more persons under 20 and
between 20 and 34 than the county as a whole.
Correspondingly, Sultan contains fewer older
adults, 35 to 64 and seniors. Annual median
household income, adjusted for inflation,
increased 25.5% between 1990 and 2000, to
$46,619, still well below the countywide median of
$53,060. That increase in median income was
one of the largest in Snohomish County, as were
the increases of five other east county cities,
Index, Granite Falls, Monroe, Gold Bar, and Lake
Stevens.

A tremendous increase in the proportion of owned
single family detached housing, from 43.8% of the
total housing stock to 57.2%, caused all three
other housing types and tenures plotted to
decline. The increase pushed the balance of
owners to renters strongly towards ownership.
From 64.7% of all housing units owned in 1990,
the figure in 2000 was 72.4% The single family
detached increase also pushed the proportion
multifamily/manufactured housing represented of
the total housing stock down from 44.8% in 1990
to 32% in 2000. This 12.8% decline in
multifamily/manufactured housing was the
second largest among all county jurisdictions.
Measured by housing stock built before 1995,
Sultan, at 17.5%, has the fifth oldest among
county jurisdictions.
The Growth Monitoring Report reports that Sultan
th
fell from having the 4 most affordable home
sales between 1995 and 1997, to the seventh
most affordable between 1998 and 2000. From
72% of all home sales affordable to low-moderate
households between 1995 and 1997, the number
fell to 45.5% between 1998 and 2000. While still
above the countywide average of 26.1% of all
sales, the 26.5 percentage point drop in home
sale affordability was the highest among all
county jurisdictions. The countywide drop was
4.8 percentage points. The 2000 median home
sales price was also the seventh lowest among
jurisdictions at $161,750 compared to a
countywide median of $188,000. 2000 U.S.
Census figures also indicate that Sultan
homeowners with mortgages and annual
household incomes below $50,000 are stressed.
68.3% of this group is paying more than 30% of
their monthly income for housing, the fifth highest
rate among county jurisdictions. The countywide
figure is 57.3%
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Sultan renters are faring better. According to
Dupre + Scott renter survey data included in the
Growth Monitoring Reports, 72.7% of Sultan’s
rental housing in the years 1999 to 2001 was
affordable to very low-income households, the
same percentage as Everett’s and tying the
jurisdiction for the seventh best number.
However, because the Dupre + Scott figure for the
previous three years was 50%, this sample data
does not have a high degree of reliability. The
2000 U.S. Census found that 49.2% of Sultan
renter households were paying more than 30% of
their monthly income for housing compared to
53.4% of such households countywide.

Assisted Housing
Sultan has 26 permanently dedicated assisted
housing units and 12 households currently
receiving voucher assistance for a total of 38
assisted units, 2.9% of the total housing stock.
Sultan falls in the quadrant of Figure ___ with
relatively less housing assistance and rental
housing need compared to the county as a whole.
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Sultan

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

185 / 173
15.2% / 21%%

204 / 197
16.8% / 23.9%

695 / 361
57.2% / 43.8%
2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

131 / 94
10.8% / 11.4%
Single Family
Detached

RENT
OWN
880/534
335/291
72.4%/64.7% 27.6%/35.3%
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Sultan
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Housing affordability data from SCT Growth Monitoring Reports. Assisted rental
housing data from Snohomish County and Everett Housing Authorities. All other
data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.

Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

2000
3,344
1,291
2.76
9.5%
$46,619
7.0%

1990
2,236
859
2.71
3.1%
$37,156
13.7%

% Change
49.6%
50.3%
1.8%
206.5%
25.5%
-48.9%

16.1%
0.8%

6.2%

159.7%

13.5%
9.2%

21.8%

-38.1%

26
12
8

Min. St. Width
Since 1995
% Asst Housing

2.94%

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Sultan
Strategies
Housing Element
City of Sultan’s housing element contains
four key goals:
• Ensure adequate housing is
available for households with
different income levels and lifestyle
choices
• Encourage maintenance and
creation of healthy residential
neighborhoods
• Encourage design techniques to aid
acceptance of various housing types
• Encourage environmentally sensitive
housing development practices
Key affordable housing strategies that were
adopted include:
ü Provide areas for mixed use
residential development
ü Allow manufactured housing in all
designated residential areas
ü Ensure buildings are in conformance
with current building codes
ü Support retention and revitalization
of older housing
ü Allow for more flexibility in design
and density to encourage
environmentally sensitive
development
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Implementation
Contained within Sultan’s housing stock is a
large number of lower-end market, low-cost
housing. To create a more diverse balance
of housing, Sultan is looking to adopt a full
range of strategies not permitted under
existing codes. These strategies include:
ü Density transfer program
ü Zero lot line development
ü Flexibility in front-yard setbacks
ü Modified street and sidewalk
standards
ü Impact fee credit program
ü Density bonuses
ü Cluster housing provisions
Other strategies that are indeed permitted
under existing code include:
ü Allowing for infill development and
detached accessory dwelling units
(allowed under use by right
permitting)
ü Affordable dwelling standards
ü Permit streamlining and basic plan
review
ü Scattered multi-family sites

Future Housing Issues
Efforts underway to adopt more flexible
development standards to allow for higher
density (smaller lots) as well as diversify the
housing stock are issues the city will be
required to negotiate with many residents of
Sultan. Concerned citizens express
unfavorable viewpoints regarding building
high density neighborhoods that include
multi-family housing, which the city will take
into consideration as they look for ways to
continue meeting their housing goals.

Sultan achieved the highest numeric increase
in net average single family/segregated condo
permitted density from 1995-1997 to 19982000, from 3.82 to 7.22 units per acre. The
latter was the fifth highest density in the
county after Monroe, Snohomish, Mountlake
Terrace, and Everett.
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Woodway
Housing Conditions
Population

Market-Rate Housing

Assisted Housing

Woodway’s population changed little from 1990 to
2000, growing 2.4% to 936, a gain of 22
individuals. The city annexed no land. The
population is older than the county average, with
19.8% of the population over 64 as opposed to
9.1% of the overall county population. Woodway’s
2000 annual median household income was
$101,633 an inflation-adjusted increase from 1990
of 15.2%. The median income is almost double
the county median of $53,060, and the highest in
Snohomish County. Income growth since 1990
was the highest of any other southwest county
city, most of whom lost or barely gained adjusted
income.

Woodway is exclusively owned single family
detached housing. Average household size is
2.76, above the county average of 2.65, and 14%
of its housing stock was built before 1950.

Woodway has no assisted housing.
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Per the Growth Monitoring Reports, no Woodway
home sale since 1995 has been affordable to a
low-moderate income household.
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Woodway

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

4/0
1.2% / 0%%

0/0
0% / 0%
Multi-Family/
Manufactured

320 / 295
95.2% / 95.2%

2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

Single Family
Detached
12 / 15
3.6% / 4.8%
RENT
OWN
324/295
12/15
96.4%/95.2% 3.6%/4.8%
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Woodway
% Housing Type Affordable to Each
Income Group
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Housing affordability data from SCT Growth Monitoring Reports. Assisted rental
housing data from Snohomish County and Everett Housing Authorities. All other
data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.

$750- $1,000- >$1,500
$999 $1,499

Housing Stock Built
Pre-1950: 14.0%
Population
Housing Units
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc,
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

2000
936
343
2.76
5.8%
$101,633
2.3%

1990
914
321
2.92
3.2%
$88,226
5.5%

% Change
2.4%
6.9%
-5.5%
81.2%
15.2%
-58.2%

11.8%
3.82%

11.3%

4.4%

0%
0%

2.1%

-2.1%

0
0
0

Min. St. Width
Since 1995
% Asst Housing

0.00%

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Woodway
Strategies
Housing Element
The City of Woodway housing element
contains one main housing goal to:
• Balance the existing housing supply
with suitable new development
The City adopted three key policies to meet
its main housing goal:
ü Add new development in keeping
with the character of existing
development
ü Conserve existing housing stock
ü Accommodate housing needs as
they arise (being sensitive to historic
character, residential density, and
changes in the demographic
composition)
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Implementation
Residential neighborhoods in Woodway
today contain only single family housing.
Because the city 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-byright permitting for new residential
development. An added measure to
preserve existing housing includes the city
conducting public improvements to its
infrastructure.

Future Housing Issues
Woodway will be seeking the necessary
resources to further examine its existing
permitting system to ensure that building
permit approvals are coordinated with goals
and policies.
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Rural
Housing Conditions
Population
Only 3.1% are seniors, far below the
countywide average of 9.1% and the
second lowest percentage for any county
area or jurisdiction, after the Southwest
Unincorporated Urban Growth Area. The
area also contains fewer young adults, aged
20 to 35, than the countywide average, about
the same portion of individuals under twenty
years of age, and the highest proportion of
older adults, aged 35 to 64, of any
jurisdiction or area other than Index. More
rural households, proportionately, fall into the
top three income brackets than for the county
as a whole. Annual median income rose
4.3%, adjusted for inflation, compared to a
countywide increase of 1.9%. It’s median
annual household income of $58,227 places
it eighth highest among county jurisdictions
and areas.
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Market-Rate Housing
Owned single family detached housing
increased in proportion to other housing
types and tenures, from 61.4% in 1990 to
68.1% in 2000. Multifamily/manufactured
renter housing stayed the same, and single
family detached rental housing and non
single family detached owned housing
declined are percentages of the housing mix.
Average household size stayed about the
same between 1990 and 2000, 2.82 people
compared to a countywide average of 2.65.

percentage among jurisdictions with renter
households in this income range.
Assisted Housing
The rural areas contain 164 units of
permanently assisted housing and 122
households receiving housing vouchers,
representing 0.6% of total rural households.
All but 20 of these units are owned by the
Tulalip Tribes Rental Housing Program.

Rural home sale and ownership affordability
are tracking the countywide averages
closely. Growth Monitoring Reports found
25.3% of rural home sales in 1998 to 2000
affordable to low-moderate income
households, compared to 26.1% countywide.
The 2000 median home sales price was
$215,000 compared to a countywide median
of $188,000.The 2000 U.S. Census found
57.6 percent of rural homeowners with
mortgages and annual household income
below $50,000 paying more than 30% of their
monthly income for housing, compared to a
countywide percentage of 57.3%. Rental
housing is less affordable in the rural areas.
The Growth Monitoring Report Dupre & Scott
rental housing surveys found only 34.6% of
1999-2001 rural rental housing affordable by
very low-income families, far below the
countywide average of 56.3% and the fifth
lowest number among jurisdictions and areas
for which the data could be gathered.
However, the 2000 U.S. Census found
48.6% of rural renters with incomes below
$50,000 paying more than 30% of their
monthly income for housing, the sixth lowest
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Rural
Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

7,453 / 7,239
16.2% / 20.9%

Multi-Family/
Manufactured
3,767 / 2,798
8.2% / 8.1%

31,393 / 21,252
68.1% / 61.4%
2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

3,504 / 3,338
7.6% / 9.6%
Single Family
Detached
RENT
OWN
38,846/28,491 7,271/6,136
84.2%/82.3% 15.8%/17.7%
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Rural
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40%

V

L
96-98

Population Est.
Housing Units Est.
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty

$50K-$74.9K

1990

U

RENTER

$75K-$99.9K

35-64

UM

Countywide 98-00

40%

0%
<$300

M
98-00

60%

5%

0%

L
95-97

80%

10%

Rural

INCOME KEY
E =Extremely
L =Low
VL =Very-Low
LM =Low-Moderate
M =Middle
UM=Upper Middle
U =Upper

V

100%

15%
County Total

from
Growth
Monitoring
Report
Sales
Data

80.0%

40%

20%

20%

OWNER

% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

M

UM

99-01

Countywide 99-01

U

2000
110,837
39,304
2.82
16.3%
58227
6.2%

1990
87,470
30,691
2.85
12.2%
55836
7.0%

% Change
26.7%
28.1%
-1.1%
33.6%
4.3%
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3.0%

7.5%

-14.7%
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* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Rural
Strategies
Housing Element
Contained within Snohomish County’s housing
element are four key goals:
•
Ensure safe, sanitary and affordable
housing for county residents
•
Respect the character and vitality of
existing residential neighborhoods
•
Ensure land use policies and regulations
contribute as little as possible to the cost
of housing
•
Establish a process for adjusting fair
share housing targets
Key policies adopted to implement these goals
include:
ü Ensure availability of range of housing
types
ü Maintain adequate supply of zoned
developable land
ü Encourage use of innovative urban
design techniques
ü Encourage land practices, development
standards and building permit
requirements that reduce housing
production costs
ü Establish a long-term monitoring process
to review and adjust fair share housing
goals
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Implementation

Future Housing Issues

Since adopting its housing element, Snohomish
County has implemented a number of strategies
to achieve affordable housing. A key strategy
includes:
ü 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. 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.
Adding to the list of strategies:
ü The county recently adopted the centers
demonstration ordinance that promotes
higher density, mixed use development.

Housing development in Snohomish County’s
unincorporated areas will continue to emphasize
affordability, however, the focus will be on design,
which is an issue that has grown increasingly
important over the last few years. Design is
viewed by the county as an important link between
building additional housing at higher densities, to
meet GMA population growth figures, and gaining
community-wide acceptance.

Other strategies that have been a part of
Snohomish County’s affordable and low-income
housing development include:
ü Work conducted by the Snohomish
County Housing Authority which actively
ü promotes and develops low-income
housing
ü Allowing the location of manufactured
homes in all single family zoned areas
ü Permitting development of accessory
dwelling units
On the horizon, Snohomish County is
ü Actively reforming its permitting process
and working to adopt specific measurable
outcomes to facilitate development
consistent with the County’s
comprehensive plan.
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SW Unincorporated UGA
Housing Conditions
Population
Unincorporated Southwest Urban Growth
Areas grew by 2.7%, from 130,247 in 1990
(using 1990 city boundaries) to 133,829 in
2000 (using 2000 city boundaries). The
actual population growth rate of the area
remaining in the unincorporated Urban
growth Area in 2000 was higher than the
preceding figures suggest because of
population lost to adjacent city annexations.
When city boundaries are standardized to
February 1993 boundaries (as reported in the
annual SCT Growth Monitoring Reports),
population increased in the unincorporated
Southwest Urban Growth Area by 26%.
Only 2.1% of the area's population is over
64 years old, the lowest percentage of any
Snohomish County jurisdiction or area.
Median annual income for the area's
households was $62,014, the sixth highest
median figure among the county's
jurisdictions and areas, well above the
countywide median of $53,060.

Market-Rate Housing
There was very little change from 1990 to
2000 in the tenure and type composition of
the area’s housing. Owned single family
detached declined slightly as other [S1]owner
housing types (including attached and
manufactured) and rental housing gained.
The owner-renter split remained virtually
unchanged. Average household size fell
slightly to 2.77 individuals, but is still above
the countywide average of 2.65.

The Growth Monitoring Reports tabulation of
1998 to 2000 area home sales found just
15.8% affordable to low-moderate income
families, compared to a countywide average
of 26.1%. The 2000 Census found that
63.8% of area homeowners with mortgages
and annual household incomes below
$50,000 were paying more than 30% of their
monthly incomes for housing. The
countywide figure is 57.3%

Assisted Housing
The southwest unincorporated urban growth
area contains 760 units of permanently
assisted low-income housing and 1,107
families receiving housing voucher
assistance. Their combined 1,867 units is
3.7% of the total housing stock, putting the
area close to center of the quadrants created
by plotting county jurisdiction assisted
percentages against the percentage of total
households represented by renter
households with annual incomes under
$50,000 paying more than 30% of their
monthly income for housing on page 52.
Two new assisted projects were built in the
area since 1995, an ll-unit project for the
chronically mentally ill and a four unit
transitional housing facility for families.

The Growth Monitoring Report Dupre & Scott
rental housing surveys found a large drop in
area rental housing affordable to very lowincome families, from 63.7% between 1996
and 1998, to 42.9% between 1999 and 2001.
This is the seventh lowest amount
countywide and below the countywide
average of 56.3%. 2000 U.S. Census data
shows 55.7% of renter households with
annual incomes below $50,000 paying more
than 30% of their monthly incomes for
housing compared to a countywide figure of
53.4%.
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SW Unincorporated UGA

Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block

Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

6,212 / 4,101
12.9% / 11.5%

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

13,006 / 8,905
27% / 25%

26,334 / 20,089
54.6% / 56.4%

2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

2,648 / 2,493
5.5% / 7%%

Single Family
Detached

RENT
OWN
32,546/24,190 15,654/11,398
67.5%/68.0% 32.5%/32.0%

New Assisted Rental Housing Since 1995
Incomes Units Serve
<3
0
315161% 50% 60% 80%

TENANCY

HH TYPE

Permanent

CMI

Transitional

Single persons

4

0

0

TOTALS

4

11

0

11
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Bedrooms
ASST
UNITS

ASST
BEDS

MI
UNITS

0

11
4
0

15

1

2

10

1

3

>3

Counterpoint Community Mental Health

4
0

0

0

14

OWNER/ CONTACT
Family Counseling Service

1

0

0

Table may include beds
as incomes served in 1unit projects serving
unrelated individuals.
HH – Household
MI – Mobility Impaired

SW Unincorporated UGA
70%
60%

% Housing Type Affordable to Each
Income Group

50%

Percentage Distribution of Owner Households
by Monthly Mortgage Costs 2000

Percentage Distribution of Rental Households by
Monthly Rental Costs 2000

45%

100.0%

OWNER
from
Grow th
Monitoring
Report
Sales
Data

80.0%

40%
60.0%

50%

35%
30%

40.0%

40%

25%

20.0%

20%

0.0%

30%

E

INCOME KEY
E – Extremely
V – Very Low
L – Low/Moderate
M – Middle
UM – Upper
Middle
U - Upper

V

L

15%

20%

Count ywide

County Tot al

SW UGA

SW UGA

$300$499

$500$699

$700- $1,000- $1,500- >$1,999
$999 $1,499 $1,999

<$200

$200$299

$300$499

$500$749

$750- $1,000- >$1,500
$999 $1,499

RENTER

40%

from GMR
Dupre +
Scott
Rental
Survey

20%

Age Group Com position 2000 &
1990
1990
>64
2000

2000 Incom e Group Com position

0%
E

>$99.9K

Housing Stock Built Pre 1950:

$75K-$99.9K

Age Groups

$50K-$74.9K

35-64
$35K-$49.9K
$25K-$34.9K

20-34
$15k-$24.9K

OtherUGA
$10k-$14.9K

<20

Countywide

< $10k

20%

40%

60%

0%

V

L

M

96-98

Countyw ide 2000

0%

U

60%

0%
<$300

UM
Countywide 98-00

80%

5%

0%

98-00

100%

10%

10%

M

95-97

10%

20% 30%

40%

Housing affordability data from SCT Growth Monitoring Reports. Assisted rental
housing data from Snohomish County and Everett Housing Authorities. All other
data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.

Population Est.
Housing Units Est.
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

99-01

UM

U

Countywide 99-01

2.8%

2000
133,829
48,314
2.77
35.9%
62014
5.5%

1990
130,247
46,187
2.82
19.9%
59388
5.6%

% Change
2.7%
4.6%
-1.8%
80.4%
4.4%
-1.8%

9.9%
1.9%

6.8%

45.6%

13.7%
5.7%

12.3%

11.4%

760
1107
7

Min. St. Width
Since 1995
% Asst Housing

3.70%

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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SW Unincorporated UGA
Strategies
Housing Element
Contained within Snohomish County’s housing
element are four key goals:
•
Ensure safe, sanitary and affordable
housing for county residents
•
Respect the character and vitality of
existing residential neighborhoods
•
Ensure land use policies and regulations
contribute as little as possible to the cost
of housing
•
Establish a process for adjusting fair
share housing targets
Key policies adopted to implement these goals
include:
ü Ensure availability of range of housing
types
ü Maintain adequate supply of zoned
developable land
ü Encourage use of innovative urban
design techniques
ü Encourage land practices, development
standards and building permit
requirements that reduce housing
production costs
ü Establish a long-term monitoring process
to review and adjust fair share housing
goals
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Implementation
Since adopting its housing element, Snohomish
County has implemented a number of strategies
to achieve affordable housing. A key strategy
includes:
ü 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. 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.
Adding to the list of strategies:
ü The county recently adopted the centers
demonstration ordinance that promotes
higher density, mixed use development.
Other strategies that have been a part of
Snohomish County’s affordable and low-income
housing development include:
ü Work conducted by the Snohomish
County Housing Authority which actively
ü promotes and develops low-income
housing
ü Allowing the location of manufactured
homes in all single family zoned areas
ü Permitting development of accessory
dwelling units
On the horizon, Snohomish County is
ü Actively reforming its permitting process
and working to adopt specific measurable
outcomes to facilitate development
consistent with the County’s
comprehensive plan.

The SW Unincorporated UGA achieved the
sixth highest average permitted net single
family/segregated condo density between
1998 and 2000, and the fourth highest
increase over the previous three year period.
The SW Unincorporated UGA also posted the
seventh best percentage of non single family
residential permits granted between 1996 and
2000.

Future Housing Issues
Housing development in Snohomish County’s
unincorporated areas will continue to emphasize
affordability, however, the focus will be on design,
which is an issue that has grown increasingly
important over the last few years. Design is
viewed by the county as an important link between
building additional housing at higher densities, to
meet GMA population growth figures, and gaining
community-wide acceptance.

Non-SW Unincorporated UGA
Housing Conditions
Population
The apparent population growth rate of the
non-southwest unincorporated urban growth
area, indicated by Census data, was 11.0%
between 1990 and 2000 (using current city
boundaries for each year). However, when
city boundaries are held constant using
February 1993 lines (as reported in annual
SCT Growth Monitoring Reports), population
increased by 52.8%. In 2000, the
unincorporated Non-SW UGA contained
46,719 people (using 2000 city boundaries).
Only 3.6% of the population was over 64
years old, compared to 9.1% countywide.
Median annual household income in 2000
was $55,207, slightly better than the
countywide median income of $53,060.

Market-Rate Housing
The composition of the housing stock was
relatively stable from 1990 to 2000.
Ownership increased from 74% of all housing
to 77.4%, compared to the countywide
average of 67.7% of all households owning
their homes. Single family detached
homeownership increased as a percentage
of the total housing stock between 1990 and
2000, from 63.3% to 67.3% of the total
housing stock. Average household size was
2.84, the fourth highest jurisdiction or area
number. The countywide average is 2.65
individuals per household. Only four
jurisdictions, Woodway, Brier, Index, and
Lake Stevens, have a lower percentage of
non single family detached housing than the
SW unincorporated area.

wide average of 56.3% According to the
2000 U.S. Census, 52.9% of renter households with incomes below $50,000 annually
were paying more than 30% of their monthly
income for rent, compared to 53.4%
countywide.
Assisted Housing
The area contains 187 permanently assisted
units and 291 families receiving housing
vouchers for a total 478 assisted units, 3.2%
of the housing stock. Since 1995, five new
assisted housing projects have been located
in the area, totaling 102 units and serving
seniors, the mentally ill, homeless families,
and developmentally disabled individuals.

The Growth Monitoring Reports tabulation of
1998 to 2000 home sales found 36% of the
area’s housing sales affordable to lowmoderate households, down 4% from the
previous three-year period. Only seven other
jurisdictions had more affordable sales. The
countywide average between 1990 and
2000 was 26.1% affordable. 61.1% of
homeowner households with mortgages and
annual incomes under $50,000 were paying
more than 30% of their monthly income for
housing, according to the 2000 U.S. Census.
This is slightly higher than the county
average of 57.3%
The Growth Monitoring Reports found 63.4%
of the area’s rental stock between 1999 and
2001 affordable to very low-income households. This is slightly higher than the countyHousing Evaluation Report 2002
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Non-SW Unincorporated UGA
Housing Composition Box with Quantities by Type & Tenure 2000/1990

1,463 / 1,018
10.1% / 10.7%

Multi-Family/
Manufactured

1,956 / 1,419
13.5% / 14.9%

9,728 / 6,030
67.3% / 63.3%
2000 Data: On left,
solid borders
1990 Data: On right,
dashed borders

1,305 / 1,063
9.0% / 11.2%
Single Family
Detached

RENT
OWN
11,191/7,048 3,261/2,482
77.4%/74.0% 22.6%/26.0%

Data for New Assisted Housing Since 1995 can be found on
the page following “Age Group Composition” and “Income
Group Composition” Graphs.
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Assisted & Voucher Rental Housing General Locations
% Multi-family Housing by 2000 Census Block
East County

Non-SW Unincorporated UGA
% Housing Type Affordable to Each
Income Group

50%

70%
Percentage Distribution of Owner Households
by Monthly Mortgage Costs 2000

60%
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50%
40%

Percentage Distribution of Rental Households by
Monthly Rental Costs 2000
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Countywide 98-00
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County Total
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Other UGA

80%

10%

Other UGA

60%

10%
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0%

0%
<$300

$300$499

$500$699

<$200

$700- $1,000- $1,500- >$1,999
$999 $1,499 $1,999

RENTER

40%

$200$299

$300$499

$500$749

$750$999

$1,000- >$1,500
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20%

0%
E

Age Group Com position 2000 &
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Housing Stock
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4.6%

>$99.9K
>64
$75K-$99.9K

Age Groups

$50K-$74.9K
35-64
$35K-$49.9K
1990

$25K-$34.9K

2000

20-34

Countyw ide 2000

$15k-$24.9K

OtherUGA
$10k-$14.9K

<20

Countywide

< $10k
0%

20%

40%

60%
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40%

Housing affordability data from SCT Growth Monitoring Reports. Assisted rental
housing data from Snohomish County and Everett Housing Authorities. All other
data is from the U.S. Census and may include changes due to city annexations.

Population Est.
Housing Units Est.
Avg HH Size
% Non-White Pop
Median Income *
% Pop in Poverty
% Own HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
% Rent HH in Need^
- @ 95% median inc.
- @ 38% median inc.
Min Lot Size
Assisted Rental U
Voucher U
Total

V

L
96-98

M
99-01

UM

2000
46,719
16,450
2.84
18.8%
55207
6.1%

1990
42,082
14,412
2.92
9.7%
51607
7.4%

% Change
11%
14.1%
-2.7%
93.8%
7.0%
-17.6%

14.2%
2.3%

9.8%

44.9%

9.1%
4.7%

9.2%

-1.1%

187
291
478

U

Countywide 99-01

Min. St. Width
Since 1995
% Asst Housing

3.19%

* 1990 median income figures are in 2000 dollars ( x 1.413 CPI increase)
^ Households paying more than 30% of monthly income for housing as % of total
households.
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Non-SW Unincorporated UGA
New Assisted Rental Housing Since 1995
Incomes Units Serve
HH TYPE

<30%

3150%

5160%

5

17

Trans/Perm

Family/Homeless

Permanent

DD

17

Trans/Perm

Family/Homeless

12

Permanent

MI

Permanent

Senior
TOTALS

ASST
UNITS

ASST
BEDS

6

Housing Element
Contained within Snohomish County’s housing
element are four key goals:
•
Ensure safe, sanitary and affordable
housing for county residents
•
Respect the character and vitality of
existing residential neighborhoods
•
Ensure land use policies and regulations
contribute as little as possible to the cost
of housing
•
Establish a process for adjusting fair
share housing targets
Key policies adopted to implement these goals
include:
ü Ensure availability of range of housing
types
ü Maintain adequate supply of zoned
developable land
ü Encourage use of innovative urban
design techniques
ü Encourage land practices, development
standards and building permit
requirements that reduce housing
production costs
ü Establish a long-term monitoring process
to review and adjust fair share housing
goals
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2

3

>3

8

13

1

15

2
10

18

0

102

17

18

18

OWNER/ CONTACT
Housing Hope
Quilceda Residential Services/Marysville Quilceda Meadows

8

Housing Hope

18

44
23

1

18
18

Strategies

0

17

44
78

MI
UNITS

22

18
18

Bedrooms

6180%

Compass Health
43

1

58

21

Stanwood Senior Center
21

1

Implementation
Since adopting its housing element, Snohomish
County has implemented a number of strategies
to achieve affordable housing. A key strategy
includes:
ü 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. 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.
Adding to the list of strategies:
ü The county recently adopted the centers
demonstration ordinance that promotes
higher density, mixed use development.
Other strategies that have been a part of
Snohomish County’s affordable and low-income
housing development include:
ü Work conducted by the Snohomish
County Housing Authority which actively

ü

promotes and develops low-income
housing
ü Allowing the location of manufactured
homes in all single family zoned areas
ü Permitting development of accessory
dwelling units
On the horizon, Snohomish County is
ü Actively reforming its permitting process
and working to adopt specific measurable
outcomes to facilitate development
consistent with the County’s
comprehensive plan.

Future Housing Issues
Housing development in Snohomish County’s
unincorporated areas will continue to emphasize
affordability, however, the focus will be on design,
which is an issue that has grown increasingly
important over the last few years. Design is
viewed by the county as an important link between
building additional housing at higher densities, to
meet GMA population growth figures, and gaining
community-wide acceptance.
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COUNTYWIDE PLANNING
POLICIES
POLICIES FOR HOUSING
Originally adopted 2/4/93, last
amended 4/11/00.
The goal is to provide a variety of
decent, safe, and affordable
housing opportunities to all
segments of the county's
population.
The countywide housing goals and
planning policies that follow are
intended to provide a framework for
local jurisdictions to meet the
county's housing needs in a
consistent and coordinated way.
The housing policies strive towards
meeting the county's housing needs
by a variety of means, including
new and redeveloped mixed-use
projects in urban activity centers
that are complemented by an
infrastructure of schools, parks,
shopping areas, and work places.
These urban activity centers should
be interconnected by a network of
walkways, bikeways, and readily
accessible transit stops.

HO-1 Ensure 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 Make adequate provisions for
existing and projected housing
needs of all economic segments of
the county.
HO-3 Strengthen interjurisdictional
cooperative efforts to ensure an
adequate supply of housing is
available to all economic segments
of the county.

HO-5 Each jurisdiction's
comprehensive plan housing
element will specify which
strategies are available to attain the
jurisdiction's fair share housing
objectives. The jurisdictions will
consider as appropriate the
strategies for achieving affordable
housing presented in "The Report
of the Partnership for Tomorrow's
Low Cost Housing Opportunities
Subcommittee" (May 1992) and the
Residential Development Handbook
for Snohomish County
Communities (March 1992) .

HO-4 Adopt and implement a fair
share distribution of low-income
and special needs housing so as to
prevent further concentration of
such housing into only a few areas.

HO-6 Production of an adequate
supply of low and moderate income
housing will be encouraged by
exploring the establishment of
interjurisdictional private/public
financing programs which involve
local lenders.

The county and cities will
collaborate in formulating a
methodology to assess existing and
projected housing needs of the
county's population and a fair share
housing allocation methodology.

HO-7 Encourage the availability of
adequate affordable housing in
designated urban growth areas by
considering land use and density
incentives as provided in RCW
36.70A.090 and in rural areas by
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means of cluster housing that
minimizes infrastructure costs.
(Amended Feb. 2, 1994 - Ord. 94-002.)

HO-8 Implement policies and
programs that encourage the
upgrading of neighborhoods and
the rehabilitation and preservation
of the supply of existing affordable
housing, Feb.4,1993 (Amended
Feb.2,1994,Feb.15,1995,Dec.20,1995,July 15,1998,April 11, 2000)

15

including but not limited to mobile
home park housing, single room
occupancy (SRO) housing, and
manufactured housing .
HO-9 Implement a coordinated
monitoring program to evaluate
progress towards achieving housing
goals and objectives on a
countywide and jurisdictional level.
Such a monitoring program shall
entail the preparation of a housing
monitoring report every five years
or more frequently if housing
conditions warrant. The housing
report will include an assessment of
the adequacy of the jurisdictions'
supply of developable residential
building lots, the jurisdictions'
supply of land for non-residential

land uses, the location of urban
growth boundaries, and an
assessment of the jurisdictions'
strategies for achieving their
housing objectives. The preparation
of the housing report may be
combined with the review and
evaluation program required by UG14 .
HO-10 Ensure consistent
application of county-wide housing
planning policies by adopting
definitions of affordable housing,
very low-income housing, lowincome housing, moderate income
housing, and middle income
housing as established and
periodically revised by the
Department of Housing and Urban
Development. The following
definition of special needs housing
shall be adopted: Affordable
housing for persons that require
special assistance or supportive
care to subsist or achieve
independent living, including but not
limited to persons that are frail,
elderly, developmentally disabled,
chronically mentally ill, physically
handicapped, homeless, persons

participating in substance abuse
programs, persons with AIDS, and
youth at risk .
HO-11 Adopt a local planning
process that reconciles 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-12 Encourage the use of
innovative urban design techniques
to foster broad community
acceptance of a variety of housing
types.
HO-13 Provide adequate,
affordable housing choices for all
segments of the County's work
force within close proximity or
adequate access to the respective
places of work.
HO-14 Encourage the use of
environmentally sensitive housing
development practices in order to
minimize the impacts of growth on
Housing Evaluation Report 2002
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the county's natural resource
systems .
HO-15 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.
HO-16 Ensure the expeditious and
efficient processing of development
applications by endeavoring to
process complete development
applications within 180 days. The
jurisdictions shall maintain clear
and specific submittal standards
and the most current available
information on wetlands, geologic
hazardous areas, and fish and 16
wildlife habitat conservation areas.
The expeditious processing of
development applications shall not
result in the lowering of
environmental and land use
standards.
(See letter from City of Stanwood
regarding HO-16 in Appendix C.)

HO-17 Minimize housing production
costs by considering the use of a
variety of infrastructure funding
methods, including but not limited to
existing revenue sources, impact
fees, local improvement districts,
and general obligation bonds .
HO-18 Ensure that each
jurisdiction's impact fee program
adds no more to the cost of each
housing unit produced than a fairlyderived proportionate share of the
cost of new public facilities needed
to accommodate the housing unit
as determined by the impact fee
provisions of the Growth
Management Act cited in RCW
82.02 .

HO-20 Require that adequate
quantities of affordable housing for
support staff are provided in new
master planned resort
developments concurrent with the
development of other publiclyapproved project improvements.
(This would be applicable only if the
County has made provision for new
master planned resort
developments.)
HO-21 Encourage local jurisdictions
to implement housing relocation
programs as provided under
chapter 59.18 RCW .

HO-19 Require that adequate
quantities of affordable housing for
a broad range of income levels are
provided in fully contained
communities concurrent with the
development of jobs, services, and
other publicly-approved project
improvements. (This would be
applicable only if the County has
made provision for new fully
contained communities.)
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Appendix B: Strategies to Achieve Affordable
Housing Objectives
(Adopted by Snohomish County Tomorrow, January 1994
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Land Use Strategies
Administrative Procedures
Development Standards
Low-Cost Housing Types
Housing Production & Preservation Programs
Housing Finance Strategies
Housing Resource Directory (omitted)

Small Lot Districts and Overlays: In some instances, broad
brush upzones may endanger the character and vitality of established
residential neighborhoods. Geographically—specific small lot districts
offer the opportunity to exercise greater control over the incidental
impacts of upzones, especially when such districts incorporate design
guidelines that moderate the effects of higher density developments.
Small lot districts and overlays may be applied to (1) residential land that
serves as a buffer between commercial zones and detached, single—
family residential neighborhoods, (2) residential land that fronts on
collector roads, and (3) newly platted residential subdivisions.
For further information:

LAND USE STRATEGIES

MRSC p. 35: ‘HUD, p. 21—23.

Minimum Densities: Traditionally, zoning regulations
establish maximum land use densities while builders’ market-based
decisions determine the extent to which maximum permitted densities
are actually achieved. In some instances, residential land may become
significantly under built. In order to discourage sprawl, maintain a steady
supply of lower—cost land, and ensure the cost—effectiveness of capital
finance plans, jurisdictions may find it necessary to ensure that new
plats in some zoning districts are designed to achieve minimum
densities. Although this strategy would not prevent the construction of a
single dwelling on several lots, it would provide the opportunity to build a
single residence on a small lot.

Upzoning
Small lot districts and overlays
Minimum Densities
Density Bonus
Inclusionary Zoning
Cluster Subdivisions
Planned Unit Development
Infill Development
Conversion/Adaptive Reuse
Upzoning: Over the past decade, land costs have increased
faster than household income as well as most other housing
development costs. Because lenders typically look for a 4:1 ratio
between total housing value and land value, increases in land costs
drive up all other housing costs as well. One of the most direct methods
of reducing land costs is by reducing minimum lot sizes through
upzoning.
Since high density land is equally suitable for market rate housing and
low—cost housing, jurisdictions pursuing the upzone strategy should
ensure that sufficient high density land is made available to meet the
community’s affordable housing needs as well as its market rate housing
needs.
For further information:

MRSC, p. 17.

Density Bonus: While upzoning can result in small lot
sizes, higher building densities, and lower land costs, it will not
necessarily lead to the production of less expensive housing, especially
where market tastes will support the construction of high cost dwelling
units or higher density building sites. Providing density bonuses in
exchange for the construction of affordable housing is one means of
ensuring that a jurisdiction’s incentive of higher density building sites will
actually result in the production of affordable units.
Jurisdictions pursuing this strategy should recognize that its
effectiveness in stimulating low-cost housing production may be reduced
if density bonuses are also offered in exchange for other types of
development objectives, such as open space set asides or preservation
of historic sites. To maximize the effectiveness of density bonuses for
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production of affordable housing, a greater bonus relative to incentives
for other development objectives could be offered.
For further information:

normal platting requirements, this option may be more attractive to
developers.

MRSC, p. 21.
For further information:

Inclusionary Zoning: Upzones and density bonuses
represent opportunities for housing developers to produce less costly
housing. However, if developers have concurrent opportunities to build
more expensive housing that is either equally profitable or less
administratively complex to process, it is not likely that less costly
housing will be built.
For jurisdictions with a finite supply of residential land and the desire to
ensure that a portion of its land supply supports low-cost housing,
inclusionary zoning can be a tool for achieving that end. Inclusionary
zoning programs typically require that a percentage of lots in a new
subdivision or residential units in a new apartment project are set aside
for low—cost housing. Density bonuses are often provided to offset the
cost of the inclusionary requirement.
For further information:

MRSC, p. 19.

Cluster Subdivisions: As communities mature, the
remaining parcels of vacant residential land tend to be less suitable for
development on account of poor soils, steep slopes, the need to protect
aquatic resources, and similar environmental constraints. The cost of
developing housing on such “constrained” parcels tends to be
disproportionately high as a result of additional site improvement
expenses or the need to leave a portion of building site undeveloped.
Cluster subdivisions offer a means of keeping housing development
costs down by reducing minimum lot sizes and confining development to
the most suitable portion of a building site. In addition to providing a
means of achieving greater land efficiency, other advantages that cluster
subdivisions offer include: (1) lower infrastructure development and
maintenance costs by reducing street lengths, sidewalks, and utility
lines; (2) lower site grading and drainage costs when natural stormwater
drainage features can be retained; and, (3) the preservation of open
space, native vegetation, and other natural features for community use
and enjoyment. If development regulations are designed to Permit
cluster subdivisions without additional review and approval steps beyond

MRSC, p. 32: HUDJ p.

35—37.

Planned Unit Development (PUD): A common objection to some lowincome housing projects is that their sparse design and low-cost building
materials intrudes on the prevailing (aesthetic) character of adjoining
residences and lowers neighborhood property values. However, when
low—income housing is relegated to other neighborhoods where
community opposition may be less vocal, fair housing principles are
compromised and problems associated with community segregation
arise.
PUDs represent one means of addressing this problem by offering
incentives to projects that integrate mixed--income housing into a single
development plan. In addition to the advantages discussed above in
connection with clustering, other incentives PUDs may offer include
mixing types of residences (detached, duplex, and multifamily), mixing
land uses (residential and neighborhood commercial), and awarding
density bonuses to help underwrite the cost of producing low—income
housing. PUDs may be less successful as a means of fostering
affordable housing development when density bonuses are also offered
for other development objectives or administrative processing time is
greater than a formal plat.
For further information:

MRSC, p. 30; HUD, p. 28.

Infill Development: Some mature cities have numerous
unutilized parcels located in older, built—up sections of town that were
passed over for various reasons during previous development phases.
Many such parcels offer unique opportunities for the development of
low-cost housing. Because most infill sites are already served by public
utilities and transportation services, infill housing development costs may
be less and infill residents living on limited incomes may avoid the cost
of buying and maintaining a private vehicle. Infill housing situated close
to employment centers may also contribute to a reduction in traffic
congestion and make more efficient use of the existing utility
infrastructure and developable land supply.
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Jurisdictions interested in pursuing this strategy may wish to incorporate
it into a broader neighborhood revitalization program by providing
density bonuses and land use variances to infill projects that incorporate
low-cost housing into an overall urban redevelopment scheme. Projects
such as this would be ideal candidates for use of federal CDBG and
HOME funds.
For further information:

MRSC, p. 39.

Conversion/Adaptive Reuse: Many mature communities
also have a supply of underutilized, surplus, or outmoded buildings that
offer many of the same low—cost housing opportunities as infill
development. Conversion of old schools, commercial buildings,
warehouses, and factories to residential or mixed-use projects can result
in housing that (1) is close to public transportation, shopping and
employment centers, (2) can be less expensive than new construction,
(3) makes more efficient use of the existing infrastructure and land
supply, (4) may be eligible for both low—income housing and historic
preservation tax credits, and (5) can achieve broader community
redevelopment objectives. Adaptive reuse strategies would also be
appropriate for the conversion of strip developments along major
arterials (such as Highway 99) to more pedestrian friendly
neighborhoods.
Jurisdictions can encourage adaptive reuse projects by offering flexible
land uses in neighborhoods targeted for redevelopment, providing
inventories of potential sites, and assisting financing arrangements by
co-sponsoring applications for public funding assistance or identifying
such projects to commercial lenders as projects worthy of support under
their Community Reinvestment Act program. For further information:

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES
Streamlined approval processing
Use-by-Right
Priority permit processing
Impact mitigation payment exemption
Impact mitigation payment deferral

MRSC, p. 41.

Streamlined Approval Processing: Holding costs are one of
the hidden expenses in a housing development budget. They include the
variety of costs involved in carrying a project through the development
phase, such as the monthly cost of insurance, office & staff, equipment,
security patrols, landscape maintenance, the financing of land and
construction, etc. As project development time passes, holding costs
mount and housing becomes more expensive.
In some jurisdictions, the sheer time involved in issuing a complete set
of zoning and building permit approvals drives up the cost of housing.
Jurisdictions with a permit backlog of more than 90 days may consider
implementing streamlined approval processing procedures, such as
centralized counter services, pre—application conferences, printed
information summarizing building permit and approval requirements,
area-wide environmental assessments, reducing the number of
residential zoning districts, reducing complicated administrative
procedures, concurrent permit and approval processing, permit
expediters, fast tracking routine applications, permit and approval
deadlines, and elimination of multiple hearings for a single
•project.
—
For further information:

MRSC, p. 5—16.

Use-By--Right: In some cases, the difference between a
successful and unsuccessful land use incentive may depend on whether
it is a use-by-right or whether the incentive is a conditional use that will
require additional processing time and risk before the requested land
use approval is granted. In order to avoid the cost of additional permit
processing, jurisdictions may consider establishing the following low-cost
housing incentives as uses-by-right in many residential districts:
mobile/manufactured housing, accessory dwellings, low-cost housing
density bonuses, planned unit developments, cluster subdivisions,
mixed—use developments, and single—room occupancy housing. In
circumstances where use-by—right may be inappropriate, the
substitution of administrative discretionary authority for public hearings
may be considered.
Priority Permit Processing: Priority permit processing can
reduce housing costs by minimizing the amount of time and expense
involved in permit and approval processing. The more permits that
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receive priority attention, however, the less valuable the incentive may
become if the priority waiting line is as long as the normal waiting line.

that guarantees payment to the named infrastructure development
account.

Priority processing is most effective when used selectively, such as an
inducement to develop a particular type of housing the market is not
currently producing. If priority processing is offered as an incentive to
develop low—cost housing, the jurisdiction should establish a means of
ensuring the housing is actually occupied by persons in need of low-cost
housing and the housing remains affordable for an extended period of
time.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Impact Mitigation Payment Exemption: For jurisdictions with
impact mitigation payment programs, impact fee exemptions offer a
means of encouraging low-cost housing development and lowering
housing production costs. As with priority permit processing, this
incentive should be used selectively because of the statutory
requirement that all exempted impact fees must be replaced with other
public funds. To avoid creating a special impact fee replacement fund,
jurisdictions may choose to limit their impact fee exemptions in any given
year to an amount that does not exceed the amount of public funds that
would be otherwise budgeted for the respective infrastructure
development accounts.
Jurisdictions offering impact mitigation payment exemptions may want to
maintain a monitoring program to ensure that housing produced with the
help of the exemption is in fact occupied by persons in need of low-cost
housing and the housing remains affordable for an extended period of
time.
For further information:

MRSC, p. 49.

Impact Mitigation Payment Deferral: ,Jurisdictions can
minimize the effect of impact fees on market rate housing by deferring
the collection of impact mitigation payments from the permit approval
stage of development to either final project approval or occupancy.
Deferring -the collection of impact fees can reduce project finance costs.
Fees postponed until occupancy can be paid from project proceeds,
rather than funds borrowed at interest. Jurisdictions can secure impact
fee deferral agreements with a bank letter of credit or equivalent security

Front yard setback requirements
Side yard setback requirements
Zero lot line
Street design and construction
Alleys
Off-street parking requirements
Public rights-of-way & easements
Curbs & gutters
Sidewalks
Sanitary sewer systems
Stormwater drainage systems
Water supply systems
Fire safety regulation
Front Yard Setback Requirements: Many building costs are
incurred on a lineal foot basis, such as water lines, sewer lines,
sidewalks and driveways. Adjustments to front yard setback
requirements, such as a shallower front yard, will reduce the length and
cost of installing utility lines, sidewalks and driveways between the street
and house and may result in an overall reduction in the cost of housing.
For further information:

HUD, p. 23—25.

Side Yard ~Setback Requirements: Adjustments to side
yard requirements can result in land cost savings through the elimination
of wasted space in narrow side yards. Narrower yard widths may also
reduce road and utility costs by increasing the number of housing units
that can be served by a street or utility main.
For further information:

HUD, p. 23-25.

Zero Lot Line (ZLL): Siting houses in a ZLL configuration
may result in narrower overall lot dimensions, with a single, functional
yard area on one side of the house and no yard area on the opposite
side. Under this arrangement, garages may be relocated to the front or
rear of the house adjacent to the zero setback lot line. Privacy may be
enhanced by requiring building facades along side lot lines to remain
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windowless. ZLL configurations may result in lower-cost housing on
account of reduced land, road, and utility costs. Other adaptations of the
ZLL configuration include the Z lot and zipper lot. See pages 37-38 in
the MRSC Primer for a discussion and illustrations of the Z and zipper
lot configurations.
For further information:

MRSC, p. 37; HUD, 31-34.

Street Design and Construction: Traditional residential
street design and parking requirements in single-family neighborhoods
typically call for a paved street wide enough to accommodate two lanes
of moving traffic, a lane for street parking on either side of the street,
and. off-street parking for two additional vehicles. Because street design
and construction standards can account for up to 20% of the cost of a
developed lot, some jurisdictions have sought to reduce the cost of
housing by revising their street requirements.
Examples of such initiatives include: narrower street widths in order to
reduce the costs of road construction, road maintenance, and the
unnecessary use of land; road design and materials based on actual
load requirements rather than general, city—wide standards; and, use of
unpaved shoulders and alleys for parking to reduce paving costs and the
rate of stormwater runoff. Reductions in street design standards may be
most appropriate in low-density residential developments where streets
are not as heavily used and represent a larger proportion of total lot
costs. Any street design revisions should consider the minimum
roadway and turnaround requirements of emergency vehicles.
For further information:

- HUD, p. 39—58.

Alleys: In some circumstances, the use of unpaved alleys
combined with narrower residential streets may offer an appropriate
means of reducing housing development costs. Moving driveways,
garages, utility easements, and a traffic lane to a rear alley can result in
a reduction in paving and utility costs, the elimination of numerous curb
cuts and unsightly curbside garbage containers, and a decrease in the
quantity of stormwater runoff.
Alleys are not likely to be cost effective unless the additional land,
design and construction costs associated with their development are

more than offset by the savings resulting from reduced street widths and
development costs.
For further information:

HUD, p. 54.

Off-Street Parking Requirements: The effect of parking
requirements on housing affordability is primarily related to the amount
of land needed to be set aside for off-street parking. Because parking
requirements are typically the same regardless of the size or sales price
of a housing unit, the effect of stringent or inflexible parking
requirements is greater on low—cost housing than it is on larger or more
expensive housing.
Jurisdictions can minimize the cost of parking requirements by
ensuring the minimum parking stall size is not greater than the actual
need, by counting all off—street driveway area towards the minimum
parking space requirement, by adjusting parking requirements by the
number of bedrooms per unit, and by reducing requirements for housing
types with less need for parking, such as lower income and elderly
households or housing complexes which have transportation demand
management programs (e.g., bus passes, shuttle bus service, etc.). In
areas served by public transportation, imposing maximum limits on the
amount of parking provided on site may be appropriate in order to
reduce housing costs as well as encourage higher levels of ridership. For further information:

HUD, p. 58—61.

Public Rights-of-Way & Easements: Traditionally,
residential Street design requirements were based on general guidelines
applied on a jurisdiction—wide basis, rather than flexible standards
based on a detailed, project-specific traffic analysis. As a result,
jurisdictions often found themselves accepting the dedication of broad,
60’ street rights-of-way with improved roadway covering only about half
the right-of—way width. The remaining right—of-way was usually
reserved for sidewalks and utility lines that were often neither needed
nor installed.
To make the most cost effective use of an increasingly scarce and
expensive residential land supply, jurisdictions can reevaluate their
actual right—of-way width needs, reduce design requirements when
adequate alternate provisions are available for pedestrian circulation and
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buffering, and encourage the dedication of easements for sidewalks and
utility lines in lieu of broader street rights-of-way. The use of utility
easements in place of utility rights-of-way would also return the area
covered by the easement to the property tax rolls.
For further information:

HUD, p. 61—63; 103—106.

Curbs & Gutters: Curbs and gutters are typically required to
collect and carry away stormwater from impervious road surfaces. In
addition to adding up to $500 to the cost of a detached single family
house, curbs and gutters increase the volume of stormwater that must
be conveyed, retained, and sometimes treated by a municipal
stormwater sewer system. A less costly alternative may be the
construction of grassy swales adjacent to residential streets.
A grassy swale may be less expensive to install and maintain, reduce
the jurisdiction’s stormwater sewer capacity requirements, increase the
volume of on-site stormwater dispersion, recharge the local aquifer, and
result in the more effective removal of street runoff contaminants by
means of bio-filtration.
Where curbs and gutters are deemed necessary, consideration can be
given to whether the more costly vertical curb is needed in residential
neighborhoods. Less expensive systems, such as the rolled curb
(mountable curb) or extruded curb, could result in cost savings of
several hundred dollars for a single—family house.
For further information:

HUD, p. 65-69.

Sidewalks: Sidewalks can add up to $1,000 to the cost of a
detached, single-family house. In circumstances where high pedestrian
traffic volume is likely, the expense of sidewalks can be justified.
Sidewalk requirements could be made optional, however, where foot
traffic is light, graded shoulders exist, alternative off-street pathways
lead to frequented destinations, or adequate off-street parking is
available. Where sidewalks are deemed necessary, requiring a sidewalk
on only one side of a street may be adequate and could result in a 50%
cost savings. A -reduction in minimum sidewalk width from 5’ to 4’ could
result in a further 20% cost reduction. Other savings can be found in
permitting the use of a one piece curb and sidewalk system as described
on page 68 of the HUD Development Guidelines.

For further information:

HUD, p. 71-75.

Sanitary Sewer Systems: Costs associated with waste water
collection and treatment are one of the larger expenses associated with
new housing development. Although some of these expenses may be
unavoidable, such as sewer hookup fees to finance additional waste
treatment capacity, innovations in utility line material and construction
techniques offer a variety of cost-saving opportunities. - These
opportunities may be particularly appropriate for jurisdictions whose
public works departments have lacked the time or resources to update
their utility requirements in light of new engineering innovations in the
field.
Such innovations include pipe and materials made of PVC or other
synthetics which can be less expensive to purchase and install, curved
pipe that reduces the total length of pipe and manholes needed, and
modern manhole clean-out equipment that may also reduce the quantity
of manholes needed. Other savings may be available through more
flexible design requirements, such as increased spacing between
manholes, the substitution of clean-outs for manholes, the use of
vertically flexible pipe in lieu of drop manholes, pipe sizing based on
performance standards rather than generalized codes, the use of
common laterals to serve individual residences, and the use of
community drainfields in lieu of individual septic and drainfield systems.
For further information:

HIJD, p. 85-93.

Stormwater Drainage Systems: Traditionally, stormwater
sewer systems were designed to collect stormwater runoff as quickly as
possible and convey it to a safe or convenient discharge point. As urban
areas have grown more densely populated and less surface area is
available to naturally absorb storm runoff, problems have arisen with
traditionally designed “closed” stormwater systems.
These problems include added costs associated with downstream
flooding and watertable lowering resulting from stormwater diversion,
increased demand placed on waste treatment facilities in jurisdictions
served by combined storm and sanitary sewers, declining water quality
where contaminant-bearing runoff is directly diverted to nearby water
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bodies without benefit of natural biofiltration, and on-going construction
and maintenance costs.

hydrants, local jurisdictions can review fire safety regulations to ensure
they are necessary and as cost effective as possible.

As a result of these problems, modern engineering practices are moving
toward more “open” drainage systems which favor grassy swales and
detention basins that maximize local runoff filtration and dispersion.
Because modern drainage systems may actually add to the cost of
housing, jurisdictions can be alert to opportunities to apply the
innovations in materials and construction techniques discussed above to
closed sections of stormwater sewer systems. Other savings may result
from encouraging project proponents to develop innovative stormwater
drainage designs, such as siting park or open space land on top of a
storm runoff detention facility.

Fire sprinkler regulations can have a significant impact on both the cost
of housing and the supply of low-cost housing. As a result of several
widely publicized high—rise building fires, some jurisdictions in the
region are strengthening sprinkler regulations for both new and existing
apartment buildings. The cost of sprinkling a new apartment is estimated
at $1,200 to $1,500 and up to twice that amount for retrofitting existing
buildings. If care is not taken, costly fire safety regulation revisions can
lead to the abandonment or demolition of scarce, low-cost housing
stock. To avoid this outcome, jurisdictions considering upgrading fire
safety requirements can establish a low—interest loan fund to help
owners of low—cost apartments finance sprinkler installation.

For further information:

HUD, p. 77-83.

Water Supply Systems: Water supply systems offer
comparatively fewer cost savings opportunities than road and
stormwater systems. In part, this is because some water system
requirements are set at the state level, beyond the control of local
jurisdictions. However, local officials can review design and material
specification requirements to ensure that local regulations are as cost
effective as possible.
For example, the use of plastic pipe and fittings can reduce material and
installation costs of water mains and service lines. Other savings can
result from serving more than one residence from a single service line,
installing water and sanitary service lines in a single utility trench, basing
pipe -size requirements on the size and number of houses served, and
using blow—off valves in place of fire hydrants when the latter are not
needed for fire protection.
For further information:

HUD, p. 95-102.

Fire Safety Regulations: Fire codes affect housing
construction costs in several important respects, including sprinkler
requirements, subdivision development standards regarding the number
and spacing of fire hydrants, minimum roadway width and turnaround
radii needed to accommodate fire and emergency vehicles, and the
siting of fire lanes and fire access roads. Because fire codes can have
the effect of setting the minimum design requirements for roads and fire

LOW-COST HOUSING TYPES YPES
Shared Housing
Accessory dwellings
Cottage housing developments
Mixed-use development
Single-room occupancy housing
Mobile/manufactured housing
Shared Housing: In recent years, the proportion of single
person households has grown faster then the total number of
households in Snohomish County, resulting in a tendency to under
utilize existing housing stock and increase the need for additional single
person housing units. Shared housing arrangements offer a means of
providing housing for the growing number of single person households
while avoiding the added cost of constructing new housing units.
Jurisdictions that have implemented shared housing programs
have found it especially attractive to single, elderly homeowners who
desire help with household chores and the security that can be provided
by a young adult “housemate.” Such housing arrangements also reduce
the growing need for separate elderly housing facilities and compliment
the “aging in place” approach to elderly care. Typically, shared housing
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programs are implemented by means of a clearing house that matches
suitable household members.
Accessory Dwelling Units: Suburban bedroom communities
with little remaining vacant land and few multifamily buildings suitable for
rehabilitation face a unique challenge in providing their fair share of lowcost housing. Accessory dwelling units offer a means of providing lowcost rental opportunities in more affluent communities while maintaining
the look and scale of the neighborhood. They are also generally much
less expensive to develop compared to new construction and can be
produced more quickly.
Accessory dwelling units are independent, self—contained living units
that are created out of surplus space in existing single-family homes. In
addition to providing comparatively inexpensive rental housing,
accessory units offer elderly homeowners on fixed incomes a stream of
rental income that may enable them to remain in their homes longer.
Accessory dwellings can also provide prospective first-time homebuyers
extra income to finance a home purchase sooner than would otherwise
be possible. Like shared housing arrangements, accessory dwellings
encourage more efficient use of existing housing stock~
For further information:

MRSC, p. 28; HUD, p.

28.

Cottage Housing Developments (CHD): Cottage housing
developments have been proposed as one means of providing smaller
and less expensive detached housing in single-family neighborhoods.
Under a recent proposal prepared by the King County Housing
Partnership, CHDs would allow the construction of more than one singlefamily unit on an existing single—family lot when strict design standards
and-special review processes have been met. A CHD would be
permitted as an administrative conditional use when the resulting
intensified residential use is compatible with the character of singlefamily uses. Proposed CHD regulations authorize no more than 12
dwelling units per site and restrict each building’s footprint to less than
550 square feet—-about one-half the area of the typical starter home.
Other proposed development standards would control maximum lot
coverage and density, minimum common open space, and landscaping.

Mixed-Use Development: The Growth Management Act
requires all jurisdictions to identify sufficient land for low—income
housing. For communities that lack enough high density land to meet
their housing responsibilities, encouragement of mixed—use
developments may provide one means of meeting their GMA responsibilities. Mixed-use developments integrate various land uses
into a single development or district, such as office, commercial, and
residential buildings [situated around a single site or along a
transportation corridor] grouped together in a single building or around a
single site.
Mixed-use developments may offer more politically acceptable sites for
higher density housing than established single—family neighborhoods.
Mixed-use developments situated along public transportation routes can
help reduce dependency on private vehicles, provide housing
opportunities for persons that require public transportation and may, in
some circumstances, produce an income stream from commercial rents
that help subsidize low—cost housing. Rezones that allow residential
uses in commercial districts under a mixed-use scheme should not
reduce overall commercial land capacity below what is needed to
sustain economic development.
Single-Room Occupancy (SRO) Housing: Some
jurisdictions have found success in addressing their affordable housing
needs by encouraging preservation, rehabilitation, or construction of
single—room occupancy housing. SROs are very small living units,
usually no larger than 150 to 200 square feet that share some kitchen
and bathroom facilities with other units in the building. Traditionally,
SROs have operated as worker quarters located in commercial or
industrial sections of older towns that offer low—cost housing to persons
on limited incomes. In many jurisdictions, this type of housing has been
lost due to redevelopment pressures.Some jurisdictions have sought to maintain a share of SRO housing in
their overall housing stock by implementing code and regulatory
revisions that reduce the cost of SRO preservation and development.
Examples of such revisions include reductions in parking requirements
and utility connection fees based on actual need or usage and
modifications to electrical, mechanical, -building, and fire requirements.
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For further information:

HUD, p. 160—161.

Mobile/Manufactured Housing: Mobile home and
manufactured housing is another form of low—cost housing with an
established record of successfully addressing affordable housing needs.
In the past decade, mobile home and manufactured housing
represented 20% of all new housing created in Washington State.
Like SRO housing, however, the supply of mobile home park housing
has declined in some jurisdictions as a result of redevelopment
pressures. In some instances, this has occurred without a one-to-one
replacement of equally low-cost housing, resulting in a net loss to the
affordable housing stock. Jurisdictions have sought to protect their
supply of low—cost mobile home housing by rezoning existing mobile
home parks, enacting mobile home park conversion ordinances, or
exempting mobile homes relocated due to park closures from having to
comply with new building regulations.
In the past, it has not been uncommon for manufactured housing to be
relegated to only certain zones. Under GMA, however, jurisdictions are
required to identify sufficient land for housing, including manufactured
housing. Jurisdictions which have sought to place constraints on the
siting of manufactured housing in the past may need to revise their
regulations to offer more siting opportunities for manufactured housing,
along with appropriate design review protections for established
neighborhoods where manufactured housing is encouraged as an infill
strategy.
For further information:

MRSC, p. 25.

stock of affordable housing. Each jurisdiction should assess its housing
conditions and design appropriate strategies for housing preservation in
their area. Active code enforcement can catch problems early and avoid
extensive deterioration of housing units. Public and private sources of
home improvement grants and loans for both owner occupied and rental
units can be used to address housing repair needs. Weatherization of
housing units should also be encouraged and information disseminated
regarding assistance available from the electric and gas utility
companies, charitable organizations, and public agencies. Local tool
banks and home repair classes can be established to help owners and
renters improve their housing conditions. Free paint and some types of
building materials can be obtained at various recycling and hazardous
waste collection stations.
The County housing authority operates a rental rehab program which
provides low—interest loans to landlords to finance improvements to
low—income rental units. The Minor Home Repair Program operated by
Senior Services of Snohomish County (see the Housing Resource
Directory) provides free repair services to low—income elderly and
handicapped homeowners.
Each jurisdiction should have a monitoring mechanism to track losses to
the affordable housing stock through demolition, conversion of
apartments to condominiums, and closure of mobile home parks.
Policies regarding relocation assistance for low—income residents
displaced by these activities may be considered. Incentives and
regulations may be investigated and utilized to help minimize
unnecessary reductions to the supply of affordable housing.
For further information: HUD p. 157—159.

HOUSING PRODUCTION & PRESERVATION PROGRAMS
Housing preservation
Public housing authority
Public development authority
Public and nonprofit housing developers
For-profit housing builders and developers
Housing Preservation: In addition to producing more
affordable housing, it is important to preserve and enhance the existing

Public Housing Authority: With the enactment of the
Housing Authorities Law in 1939, the legislature created a public
housing authority in each city and county of the state. Under RCW
35.82, these housing authorities are authorized to conduct business
when their respective governing bodies have passed a resolution
declaring a need to address the existence of sanitary or unsafe living
accommodations, a shortage of low—income rental housing, or a
shortage of senior housing. Determinations as to the need for a housing
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authority can be made either by the governing body upon its own motion
or upon the filing of a petition signed by twenty-five residents of the city.

shelters to special needs housing to low-rent senior housing and firsttime home buyer programs.

In addition to providing local jurisdictions a direct means of addressing
its housing needs, housing authorities are able to underwrite the cost of
low—income housing development by a variety of means, including
eligibility to administer HUD housing assistance programs and payment
contracts, exemption from paying property taxes on housing authority
facilities, and authority to issue tax—exempt bonds and low-interest
bond anticipation notes. Under state statute, bonds and other obligations
of a housing authority are neither a debt of its respective city nor are
cities liable for housing authority obligations.

Jurisdictions can encourage the production of these types of housing in
their community by committing land use incentives, development
standard variances, surplus land, or financial resources to housing
authority or nonprofit sponsored projects targeted for their jurisdiction.

Public Development Authority: Jurisdictions interested in
coordinating their initiatives in the areas of economic development,
community revitalization, and low-income housing may consider creating
a public development authority (PDA) to achieve these ends. Under
RCW 35.21.730-757, PDAs may be created by cities or towns to
“improve general living conditions in the urban areas of the state” and “to
perform all manner and type of community services.” PDAs may exercise many of the powers of housing authorities, such as
own and sell property, contract for services, loan and borrow funds, and
issue bonds and other debt instruments. Any property owned or
operated by a PDA that is used primarily for low-income housing
receives the same exemption from taxation as the municipality that
created it. By statute, all PDA liabilities must be satisfied exclusively
from PDA assets and PDA creditors are denied any right of action
against the municipality that created it.
Public and Nonprofit Housing Developers: Jurisdictions
that prefer to remain less directly involved in housing production may
establish cooperative arrangements with public or nonprofit housing
developers to ensure adequate levels of low-income or special needs
housing are available in their community. In addition to the Everett and
County housing authorities, there are over a dozen nonprofit
organizations in Snohomish County with a range of practical housing
development experience that extends from the production of homeless

For-Profit Housing Builders and Developers: For-profit
builders and developers produce virtually all middle and upper income
housing in the County and a substantial share of moderate income rental
housing that is affordable to households with incomes between 80% and
95% of median income.
Compared to past decades, however, the private sector currently
produces relatively fewer small starter homes affordable to low and
moderate income home buyers. This is because land and housing
production costs have increased faster than the household income of
many prospective first-time buyers, resulting in a dwindling market for
small starter homes. The cessation of HUD’s first-time homebuyer
mortgage program in the early 1980s further reduced the number of
low—income families able to finance home purchases.
Jurisdictions may encourage more first—time homeownership in their
community by maintaining an adequate supply of smaller, less
expensive building lots, offering builders and developers land use
incentives to produce low and moderate income housing, reviewing the
appropriateness and cost effectiveness of administrative procedures and
development standards, and creating an interjurisdictional second
mortgage lending pool to expand the first-time homebuyer market. , -.
The private sector also builds fewer low—income rental units than in the
past because of increasing land and production costs, the cutbacks in
HUD’s apartment production programs, and the elimination of key
federal tax incentives for passive investors.
Nonetheless, opportunities still remain for private builders and
developers to produce low-income rental housing through the
Washington State Housing Finance Commission’s tax credit and taxHousing Evaluation Report 2002
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exempt bond financing programs, Farmers Home Administration’s rural
rental housing program, and the Washington Community Reinvestment
Association’s revolving loan pool. Jurisdiction’s can encourage private
sector builders and developers to increase the supply of low-income
rental housing in their communities by combining these financial tools
with the land use and procedural initiatives outlined in the preceding
paragraph.

HOUSING FINANCING STRATEGIES
City/County resources
State resources
Federal resources
Private resources
City/County resources: There are a variety of means by
which local government can provide financial support for the
development of low-cost housing. In 1986, the state legislature formally
authorized cities, towns and counties to use general funds for low—
income housing: “A city or town may assist in the development or
preservation of publicly or privately owned housing for persons of low
income by providing loans or grants of general municipal funds to the
owners or developers of the housing.” (RCW 32.21.685) Local
jurisdictions may also use general funds to underwrite general obligation
or councilmanic bonds sold to support low—income housing.
With voter approval, local governments can enact special purpose
housing levies, such as the __-year, $_______ senior housing bond levy
approved by City of Everett voters in 198_ or the eight-year, $50 million
low-income housing levy approved by Seattle voters in 1986. In order to
minimize administrative costs and equalize the tax burden across the
county, local jurisdictions could support an interjurisdictional levy effort,
such as the countywide housing levy which fell about 4,500 votes short
of voter approval in September 1991.
Local governments can also provide financing for low—cost housing by
contributing to the Snohomish County Housing Assistance Leverage
Fund (HALF), endorsed by the Snohomish County Tomorrow Steering
Committee in March 1993. Under the HALF proposal, local jurisdictions

would annually contribute about $2 per capita to a $1 million countyadministered housing finance program. It is estimated the HALF would
leverage an additional $40 to $50 million dollars in housing financing
over a five year period.
State resources: In 1986, the State Legislature created the
Housing Trust Fund to serve as a renewable financing resource to assist
low and very low income citizens and special needs populations. Since
its inception, state trust fund dollars have helped finance more than
7,000 housing units statewide. In the 1993 legislative session, $44
million was appropriated for state trust fund use over the following
biennium. Local jurisdictions may apply for state trust fund resources,
along with Indian tribes, housing authorities, and nonprofit housing
organizations. In July 1993, the city of Raymond was awarded $1 million
in state trust fund resources to acquire and preserve the Willapa Hotel,
an existing building with 34 units of very low—income housing and
commercial space at street level.
The Washington State Housing Finance Commission administers a
variety of programs that provide housing financing directly to multifamily
housing lenders, developers and first-time, single—family homebuyers.
Some of the commission’s finance programs, such as the low—income
housing tax credit program, are operated on a competitive basis wherein
projects receiving strong statements of local government support receive
preference over those that do not.
Altogether, an estimated $16.5 million in state resources was committed
for housing activities in all Snohomish County jurisdictions in 1992.
Federal resources: Although the federal government has cut
back its housing finance effort by about 75% since the early l980s,
federal programs remain by far the largest single publicly—funded
housing finance resource in Snohomish County.
On a nationwide basis, an estimated three—quarters of the financial
benefit of federal housing subsidy programs goes to existing
homeowners in the form of mortgage interest and property tax
deductions. In Snohomish County, other forms of federal housing
assistance are provided to homeless populations through the Mckinney
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Act programs, to housing authorities through HUD’s public housing
development programs, to low-income renters through HUD’s Section 8
rental assistance programs, to the elderly and handicapped through
HUD’s Section 202 loan programs, to rural homebuyers and renters
through various Farmers Home Administration programs, and to middle
income homebuyers through FHA mortgage insurance programs.
Aside from mortgage interest subsidies and FHA mortgage insurance
programs, in 1992 an estimated $32.5 million in federal resources was
committed for housing activities in all Snohomish County jurisdictions.
Included in these resources was over $2.5 million in federal CDBG and
HOME funds administered through the City of Everett and the
Snohomish County entitlement jurisdiction processes. Local
governments are eligible to apply at the local level for CDBG and HOME
resources to support the development of low-cost housing projects in
their jurisdictions.
Private resources: Since the enactment of the Community
Reinvestment Act (CRA) of 1977, federally-insured banks have taken a
more proactive role in assisting the development of low and moderate
income housing and the revitalization of low-income communities. To
ensure compliance with the CRA Act, banks are periodically evaluated in
terms of their effectiveness in meeting the credit needs of their
community. In 1991, Seafirst Bank announced a 10—year, statewide
CRA financing commitment of $1.5 billion, including over $1 billion
targeted for lower—income housing. In 1992, Cascade Savings Bank
received an “outstanding” rating by the federal Office of Thrift
Supervision, a designation reserved for the top ten percent of the
nation’s banks and thrifts.

helped underwrite the cost of housing projects developed by Housing
Hope and Counterpoint Community Mental Health Services.
Another means by which some local financial institutions are carrying out
their CRA responsibilities is through a newly organized nonprofit
mortgage banking corporation known as the Washington Community
Reinvestment Association (WCRA). The WCRA operates a $75 million
revolving loan pool that provides long-term financing for affordable
housing projects throughout the state. Comprised of about 20 of the
state’s bank and thrift institutions, WCRA targets its financing to projects
that guarantee long term affordability. The Colby Crest Apartments in
Everett was one of the first low—income housing projects to receive
WCRA long-term financing.
Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) is a New York—based
organization that provides financial support to nonprofit organizations
involved in improving urban neighborhoods and the supply of affordable
housing. Financial support for LISC comes from private philanthropic
organizations and major corporations, including Boeing, Weyerhaeuser,
Tramco, and, a number of banks with branches in Snohomish County.
Since initiating an office in Seattle in 1984, LISC has invested about $6
million in the region. LISC is currently in the process of establishing a
Snohomish county office and recruiting local government financial
participation in a LISC-administered Community Development Loan
Fund (CDLF). The CDLF will provide recoverable grants and low-interest
loans to nonprofit organizations to cover essential predevelopment costs
associated with low-income housing and commercial development
projects. In the past year, LISC has provided financial assistance for
projects developed by Senior Services of Snohomish County, Cocoon
House, and Housing Hope.

As a result of savings and loan “bailout” legislation enacted in 1989, the
nation’s 12 Federal Home Loan Banks were required to take a variety of
steps to support the development of low and moderate income housing.
Since 1990, the Federal Home Loan Bank of Seattle has helped house
nearly 8,000 low and moderate income families by providing recoverable
grants for predevelopment assistance, direct subsidies, and reduced—
rate loans to member banks that finance affordable housing projects. In
the past several years, Federal Home Loan Bank subsidized loans have
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Appendix C

Snohomish County Tomorrow

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
SNOHOMISH COUNTY
FAIR SHARE HOUSING ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY & GUIDELINES
Accepted by the SCT Steering Committee on January 26, 1994

Housing Evaluation Report 2002

Fair Share Housing Allocation Methodology & Guidelines
Appendix C- 1

Background Summary
The Washington State Growth
Management Act requires cities and
counties to collaboratively develop
countywide planning policies that
encourage consistency among
comprehensive plans (RCW 36. 70A. 210).
Snohomish County, and the cities within
the county, have worked together through
Snohomish County Tomorrow to develop
countywide planning policies that address
housing and fair share allocation issues. In
order to develop a fair share housing
methodology as prescribed by the
countywide planning policies, the Planning
Advisory Committee (PAC), a Snohomish
County Tomorrow advisory group
comprised of planning directors from all the
jurisdictions in Snohomish County, formed
a housing subcommittee. The Housing
Subcommittee has been meeting over the
past year to develop this fair share
methodology. The following summary
provides an overview of the fair share
methodology and guidelines.
Fair Share Methodology
The fair share methodology is intended to
equitably distribute low and low-moderate
income housing among the cities and
unincorporated county. The purpose of the
methodology is to ensure that
concentrations of low-income housing do

not continue to impact a few areas in the
county. By taking into account existing lowincome housing and jobs in each
jurisdiction, the methodology redistributes
the “fair share” of housing for which each
jurisdiction should plan. The total fair share
housing allocation includes both existing
and projected housing needs. The
allocations by jurisdiction are listed on the
attached Appendix A.
Housing is considered affordable when a
household pays less than 30% of its gross
income for housing costs (including
mortgage or rent, and utilities). The fair
share methodology addresses those
households in Snohomish County that earn
less than 95% of the 1990 annual county
median income of $36,847, or the
equivalent of $35,000 annually. Housing
need exists when these households pay
more than 30% of their gross income for
housing costs. As reported in the 1990
U.S. Census of Population and Housing,
there are 36,888 households countywide
that meet this criteria.
Each jurisdiction’s fair share housing
allocation is determined by means of a
standardized formula that calculates both
existing and projected housing need.
Factored into the formula is the proportion
of lower-income jobs within or adjacent to
the jurisdiction and the proportion of lowercost housing units in the jurisdiction’s total

housing stock compared to the countywide
average. These proportions are used in
order to encourage the development or
preservation of lower cost housing in areas
adjacent to lower paying jobs. The housing
factor is used in order to increase the
housing allocation for cities with a small
proportion of lower cost housing in
comparison to other jurisdictions and
decrease the housing allocation for cities
with more lower cost housing compared
with other jurisdictions.
Using the state Office of Financial
Management’s (OFM) population
projections for Snohomish County, the
projected number of households with
housing needs is calculated. By the year
2012, an estimated 21,613 additional
households with housing needs will live in
Snohomish County. This projected number
of households with housing needs in each
jurisdiction is then multiplied by a lowerincome jobs adjustment factor to arrive at
the projected housing allocation.
Each jurisdiction’s fair share housing
allocation represents the number of
existing and projected households with
housing needs for which the jurisdictions
should plan. The fair share allocation does
not mean that all the units must be new
construction, rather that the jurisdiction
should plan for that number of low and lowmoderate housing units. There are a
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number of ways that a jurisdiction can
meet the fair share housing allocation.
The fair share methodology document also
includes housing allocation guidelines
which address:
1)
the cost mix of affordable housing
each jurisdiction should plan for;
2)
special needs populations;
3)
criteria to use in identifying
sufficient appropriately zoned
land; and
4)
provisions for transferring a
jurisdiction’s fair share housing
allocation to another jurisdiction.
Affordable Housing Strategies Document
[See Appendix B]
Along with the fair share methodology and
guidelines, the Housing Subcommittee has
compiled a document with various
strategies to aid jurisdictions in achieving
their affordable and fair share housing
objectives. Some examples listed in the
document include:
1)
land use strategies such as
upzoning, minimum densities,
cluster subdivisions, and
inclusionary zoning;
2)
development standards such as
zero lot line, alleys, and street
design and construction; and
3)
low—cost housing types such as
shared housing, accessory
dwellings or mixed—use
development.
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Appendix A (of
Appendix C
Docum ent)

Existing (1990)
Households w /
Housing Needs
(Unadjusted)
(A)

COMBINED
PLANNING AREAS: ARLINGTON

388

ARLINGTON, unincorp

292

LAKE STEVENS

258

LAKE STEVENS, uninco

797

MARYSVILLE

1,482

MARYSVILLE, unincorp

1,118

MONROE

513

MONROE, unincorp

108

SNOHOMISH

591

SNOHOMISH, unincorp

149

STANWOOD

196

STANWOOD, unincorp

165

SOUTHWEST

BOTHELL

513

PLANNING AREA:

BRIER

230

EDMONDS

2,601

EVERETT

8,071

LYNNWOOD

3,428

MILL CREEK

414

MOUNTLAKE TERRACE
MUKILTEO
WOODWAY
Unincorporated
NE RURAL

DARRINGTON

PLANNING AREA:

GRANITE FALLS
Unincorporated

SE RURAL

GOLD BAR

PLANNING AREA:

INDEX
SULTAN

1,734
488
41
7,865
84
110
1,155
125
20
232

Fair Share of
Existing (1990)
Households w /
Housing Needs
(Adjusted)
(B)

Fair Share of
FAIR SHARE HOUSING
Projected (1990ALLOCATION
2012) Households
% of County
w / Housing
Total
Needs (Adjusted) Total
(C)
(D)
(E)

245 +
218 +

360

=

605

1.0%

117

=

335

0.6%

298 +
694 +

198

=

496

0.8%

484

=

1,178

2.0%

1,287 +
1,279 +

730

=

2,017

3.4%

879

=

2,158

3.7%

374 +
170 +

470

=

844

1.4%

165

=

335

0.6%

549 +
213 +

124

=

673

1.2%

86

=

299

0.5%

135 +
181 +

260

=

395

0.7%

141

=

322

0.6%

786 +
598 +

808

=

1,594

2.7%

124

=

722

1.2%

3,797 +
4,987 +

570

=

4,367

7.5%

3,078

=

8,065

13.8%

1,319

=

4,758

8.1%

525

=

1,359

2.3%

1,609 +
761 +

462

=

2,071

3.5%

683

=

1,444

2.5%

102 +
8,988 +

8

=

110

0.2%

16,193

27.7%

3,439 +
834 +

7,205

=

54 +
55 +

15

=

69

0.1%

77

=

132

0.2%

1,060 +
76 +

806

=

1,866

3.2%

17

=

93

0.2%

14 +
155 +

7

=

21

0.0%

253

=

408

0.7%
6.7%

=

3,936

1,051

2,979 +
973 +

957

NW RURAL, Unincorporated

684

=

1,657

2.8%

TOTAL, UNINCORPORATED

14,702

16,753 +

11,524

=

28,277

48.3%

TOTAL, COUNTYWIDE

36,888

36,888 +

21,613

=

58,521

100.0%

Unincorporated

2,001

The Growth Management Act requires
all jurisdictions to make adequate
provisions for the existing and projected
housing needs of the community.
Accordin9 to the U.S. Census, in 1990
there were 36,888 households in
Snohomish County with “housing
needs” as defined below. Because
some jurisdictions are currently
accommodating more than their
proportionate share of lower income
households, Countywide Planning
Policy HO—4 calls for all jurisdictions to
“adopt and implement a fair share
distribution of low—income and special
needs housing.” The fair share
methodology formulated by the
Planning Advisory Committee allocates
to each jurisdiction a share of existing
and projected countywide housing
needs

DEFINITION: HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING NEEDS include all 1990 Snohomish County households whose income was less than 95% of county median household income ($35,000)
and paid more than 30% of their gross household income for gross housing costs.
Column A: EXISTING (1990) HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING NEEDS is the U.S. Census estimate of the number of households meeting the housing needs definition in each
jurisdiction in 1990. It provides the base upon which the fair share of existing households adjustment is made.
Column B: The FAIR SHARE OF EXISTING (1990) HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING NEEDS adjustment is based on the US. Census estimate of the number of households with
housing needs in each jurisdiction in 1990 (Column A), multiplied by two mathematical factors. These two factors give credit for the jurisdiction’s existing low cost housing stock as well as
provide a linkage between the volume of low paying jobs within and adjacent to the jurisdiction and the supply of affordable housing.
Column C: The FAIR SHARE OF PROJECTED (1990-2012) HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING NEEDS calculation based on each jurisdiction’s 2012 forecast population, adjusted by an
estimate of the additional number of households with housing needs and the projected number of low paying jobs within and adjacent to the jurisdiction.
Column D: The FAIR SHARE HOUSING ALLOCATION is the sum of each jurisdiction’s Fair Share of
Existing Households with Housing Needs and its Fair Share of Projected Households with Housing
Needs. Column E shows each jurisdiction’s share of the countywide Fair Share Housing
Allocation.

The Fair Share Housing Allocation represents the number of low and moderate income households for which each of the respective jurisdictions
should plan. According to WAC 365—195—070 (6), planning for low and moderate income households with housing needs will likely include
“some combination of appropriately zoned land, regulatory incentives, financial subsidies, and innovative planning techniques.” The fair share
methodology assumes that the housing needs of middle and upper income households will be provided by the private market working with an
adequate supply of appropriately zoned, developable land.
Accepted by SCT Steering Committee, January 26, 1994.
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Appendix D

Residential Land Use Needs Analysis
(RLUNA)
for Snohomish County's
Unincorporated Southwest Urban Growth Area
August 2000
Snohomish County Planning Division
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RLUNA Technical Report
Results of the Residential Land Use Needs Analysis (RLUNA) Model for the Unincorporated Portion of Snohomish County's
Southwest Urban Growth Area

BACKGROUND
The Residential Land Use Needs
Analysis (RLUNA) Model provides an
estimate of the amount of high,
medium and low density designated
land needed in an area to support
projected population growth while
accommodating applicable fair share
housing targets. The fair share targets
were developed in response to
Countywide Planning Policy HO-4 and
are intended to equitably distribute low
and low-moderate income housing
throughout the County. The document
Fair
Share
Housing
Allocation
Methodology and Guidelines (accepted
by the Snohomish County Tomorrow
Steering Committee January 26, 1994)
contains fair share allocations for
housing
planning
areas
and
jurisdictions within the County.
Figure 1, attached, 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

Housing Evaluation Report 2002

assumptions by land use intensity and
tenure of various income groups, the
study area's fair share housing target,
density yield conversion factors and
credit for residential development that
has already occurred. RLUNA takes
the form of a Microsoft Excel workbook
that contains an input table, a
calculation worksheet that reads data
off of the input sheet and executes all
of the model's computations as well as
descriptive tables that represent the
steps involved in the calculation sheet.
Additional appendices provide further
information related to input data.
The result of the model is an estimate
of the number of net acres of low,
medium and high density land needed
in an area to meet projected population
growth and the needs of 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.

MODEL METHODOLOGY
The RLUNA Model was performed for
the entire unincorporated portion of the
Southwest Urban Growth Area (SW
UGA) in August 2000. The model
spans the 20-year planning period of
1992 to 2012 and defines the study
area as all currently unincorporated
portions of the SW UGA. All tables
and appendices associated with the
unincorporated Southwest UGA run of
the model follow this narrative.
Table 1 required population and
household information to arrive at an
estimate of projected household
growth. Population figures for the first
and last years of the planning period
reflect current city/county boundaries
requiring no additional adjustments for
annexations.
Values in Table 2
indicate how the projected 20-year
household growth will likely be
distributed by tenure and income
groups based on past trends.
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Table 3 is a tenure, income and land
use designation matrix indicating the
projected distribution of housing units
in an area that will support future
population growth. The 0-30% and 3050% of county median income, renter
subgroup allocations are based on a
1995 survey of assisted rental housing
units in the county. The February 1996
document, Assumptions Regarding Net
Land Use Densities Needed to Support
SCT Fair Share Housing Targets (p. 4,
Table 4), contains the proportions to
use for the above income groups
based on location in or out of the
Southwest UGA. The remaining renter
and owner income group allocations
are based on other housing vision
assumptions and remain constant (see
notes in Table 3 for further
explanation).
The next table calculates any fair share
housing unit target surplus or shortfall
that exists for low and moderate
income groups. Fair share targets are
calculated by formulas in Appendix D
of the model using population figures,
factors based on diversified centers
population allocations and population
estimates for land that has been
annexed (since population numbers
were earlier adjusted to reflect current
jurisdictional boundaries this factor was
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not incorporated).
The surplus or
shortfall is determined by comparing
the number of projected housing units
based on projected household growth
to the number of housing units required
to meet fair share targets. If the fair
share target is higher than the
projected number of housing units, a
shortfall exists.
Any fair share
shortfalls are added to the estimated
number of projected housing units to
arrive at the total number of required
housing units by land use intensity,
income group and tenure type.
Table 5 converts housing unit figures
for the various tenure and income
groups in Table 4 to net acres using
constant density yield conversion
factors contained in Assumptions
Regarding Net Land Use Densities
Needed to Support SCT Fair Share
Housing Targets (p. 3, Table 3). By
dividing projected housing units by the
appropriate yield conversion factor net
acres are derived. The required net
acres of land by land use intensity
breakdowns (low, medium and high
density) are summarized in Table 6.
The final table adjusts net acres of land

required to meet projected population
growth and fair share targets by giving
credit for development that has already
occurred thus far in the planning
period. The number of new housing
units (single family, duplex, multi-family
and mobile homes) authorized by
building permits during the defined
development period (1992-99) are
initial inputs to the model.
This
provides a way to gauge what has
been built in the unincorporated SW
UGA that has already met some of the
housing need since the beginning of
the planning period.
RLUNA RESULTS
The steps discussed above result in
the remaining RLUNA requirement
needed to meet housing needs in the
unincorporated SW UGA up to the year
2012. According to the model, 1,003
net acres of low density designated
land, 499 net acres of medium density
land and 313 net acres of high density
land are needed. In order to convert
net acres into gross acres the above
figures are doubled. By doubling the
net acreage other factors involved in
development of the land are accounted

Unincorporated SW Urban Growth Area RLUNA Requirement
Density Designation
Low
Medium
High

4

Net Acres
Gross Acres
1,003
2,006
499
998
Housing Evaluation Report
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for, such as market conditions, roads
and
critical areas.
LAND CAPACITY METHODOLOGY
The purpose of the land capacity
analysis was to determine the gross
acres of vacant and re-developable
land in each of the three residential
future land use designations, Urban
Low Density Residential (ULDR),
Urban Medium Density Residential
(UMDR), and Urban High Density
Residential (UHDR) available in the
unincorporated SW UGA.
To
determine the existing land use on
each property, the assessor's tax
records were used. For this particular
analysis, the source of the data was an
extract taken from the Assessor's
records in August of 1999. Below is a
discussion of the criteria used to
determine which parcels were vacant
or redevelopable, and the amount of
acres that would be available for
development.
Vacant Land. Vacant land
included all parcels coded as
vacant by the Assessor (according
to the Assessor's land use codes),
with the exception of those parcels
designated as permanent open
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spaces, park lands, or native
growth protection areas. Properties
coded by the Assessor as
agricultural uses were counted as
vacant if there was not any
significant improved value on the
property.
Significant improved
value was determined by looking at
the ratio of land value to total value
for the property. If the land value
was greater than 50 percent of the
total value, the property was
determined
to
be
vacant.
Agricultural properties with retail
nursery uses were not considered
vacant.
Re-developable Land. Redevelopable land was calculated
differently depending upon the
future land use designation of the
parcel.
Within the Urban Low
Density Residential designation, redevelopable land included all
parcels
with
single
family
homes/duplexes, mobile homes, or
miscellaneous structures greater
than 1 acre in size, and where land
value was greater than 50 percent
of the total value. For purposes of
determining the acres of redevelopable land on a site, the total
acres was reduced by 1 acre to
account for the existing structure.

For parcels within Urban
Medium Density Residential and
Urban High Density Residential
designations, re-developable land
also included parcels with single
family homes/duplexes, mobile
homes,
or
miscellaneous
structures. In these designations,
however, all properties greater than
0.5 acres in size were considered
re-developable. As with Urban Low
Density Residential, only properties
where the land value was greater
than 50 percent of the total value
were included.
To determine
redevelopable acreage, the total
acreage was reduced by 0.5 acres
to account for existing structures.

UNINCORPORATED SW UGA LAND
CAPACITY
Using the above stated methodology
the amount of vacant and redevelopable land present within the
unincorporated
SW
UGA
was
calculated. The table below shows the
number of acres available in each of
the three residential future land use
designations.
In total, there were
5,339 acres of vacant and redevelopable residential land. The
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majority of this available land, 4,017
acres, was in the Urban Low Density
Residential designation. There were
919 acres in the Urban Medium
Density Residential designation, and
403 acres in the Urban High Density
Residential designation.
It should be noted that the amount of
vacant and re-developable land as
determined above represents gross
acres of land. Factors such as critical
areas and land for future roads and
infrastructure were not deducted from
the total available land.

Unincorporated SW Urban Growth
Area Land Capacity
Future Land Use
Designation

Acres of Vacant
and Redevelopable
Land

ULDR
UMDR
UHDR

4,017
919
403

Total

5,339

In order to analyze how well the
existing land supply will be able to
meet 2012 housing needs, the existing
land capacity was compared to RLUNA
requirements. In the table below, the
existing amount of vacant and redevelopable land was measured
against the RLUNA target for gross
acres. If existing acreage was greater
than the RLUNA target there was
considered to be a surplus of available
land for that designation. If existing
acreage was less than the RLUNA
target, there was a deficit. A positive
number in the "surplus/deficit" column
indicates the number of surplus acres,
while a negative number indicates a
deficit (the amount of additional acres
needed to meet the RLUNA target).

The comparison indicates a surplus of
2,011 acres designated for low density
residential development. Deficits of 79
acres of medium density designated
land and 223 acres of high density
designated land appear to currently
exist in the unincorporated Southwest
UGA.

Unincorporated SW Urban Growth Area RLUNA Analysis
Density Designation
Low
Medium
High

Existing Acres
4,017
919
403

RLUNA Target
(gross acres)
2,006
998
626

Surplus /
Deficit
2,011
-79
-223

COMPARISON OF LAND CAPACITY
WITH RLUNA TARGETS
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Appendix E - Stakeholder Interviews

HomeStreet Bank Affinity Loan Programs
Bob Wold, Diane Wasser

Housing Consortium of Everett and Snohomish County
Board Meetings

AFL-CIO Snohomish County
Mike Sells

Community Development Division of the Snohomish
County Planning & Development Services
Larry Springer, Chris Jowell

Housing Authority of Snohomish County
Bob Davis, Pete Grodt
HomeSight
Dorothy Lengyel
Boeing Corporation
John Hendricks
Snohomish County Camano Island Association of
Realtors
Mike Pattison
University of Washington
John Seidelmann

Master Builders
David Toyer, Zak Parpia, Himalaya Homes
King County Growth Management Planning Council
Stakeholders
Beth Mountsier, King County Council Staff
Carla Okigwe, Seattle-King County Housing
Development Consortium
Mike Luis, The Housing Partnership
Allan Johnson, GMPC Housing Staff
Art Sullivan, ARCH, A Regional Coalition for Housing
Walter Zissette, InterCommunity/Mercy Housing, Inc.,
formerly w/City of Seattle

Council on Aging of Snohomish County
Jerry Fireman
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Glossary
2060 Interlocal Agreements – 2060 refers to the 2002
state legislative session which created a new funding
source for low-income housing from a fee imposed on the
recording of real estate transactions. Some of the money
can only be used by local jurisdictions after the county
and its municipalities agree upon a plan to use the funds
for assisted housing.
Affordability – a measure of a household's ability to pay
for shelter. The standard is that no household should
pay more than 30 percent of their monthly income for
housing.
Annexation – the addition to a city of unincorporated
land located outside of its borders.
Assisted Housing – housing serving low-income
families or individuals using government subsidies of the
housing cost or, sometimes, the assistance given to
families or individuals to pay for housing that would,
otherwise, be unaffordable to them. Assisted housing
may involve a permanent or longer term dedication of
subsidy tied to housing units or vouchers that an
individual or family can use to help subsidize rent of a
qualified private market rental unit.

Assisted Rental Housing Inventory – a database of all
the units assigned housing assistance in Snohomish
County under a variety of subsidy programs. Currently
maintained by the Housing Authorities of Snohomish
County and Everett.
Beds – an alternative measurement of the quantity of
low-income housing, often used for special populations
where unrelated individuals may share the same
quarters.
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 need public facilities to serve new housing
and employment.
Consolidated Plan – a plan, updated every five years in
a major way, but each year to a lesser, required by the
U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development of all
jurisdictions receiving federal Community Development
Block Grants. The plan must assess housing and
community facility need, particularly among lower-income
populations and specify how that need will be met.
Cottage Housing – single family housing of a very small
size, traditionally thought inadequate for individuals and
families, but increasingly found to be in high demand.
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Usually, a high degree of exceptional design makes
these units particularly efficient and an asset to the
neighborhood into which they are placed.

Families – as used by assisted housing programs, two or
more related individuals with qualifying lower household
income and not otherwise categorized as senior.

Countywide Planning Policies – policies required by
the Washington State Growth Management Act to govern
how cities and counties will plan and work together to
accommodate projected population and employment
assigned by the state for the next twenty years.

Growth Management Act – State legislation of 1990
and 1991 requiring most counties in the state and their
municipal subdivisions to develop comprehensive plans
to accommodate projected growth over the next twenty
years. The Act requires that housing needs be met, the
environment protected, that most growth occur with
delimited urban growth areas not in rural areas, and that
essential natural resource lands be preserved.

Displacement Resources – public or private funds,
controlled by jurisdiction law or programs to financial
assist lower income households who are forced to give
up housing affordable to them for some reason out of
their control that qualifies for the provision of one-time or
limited time assistance finding new affordable housing.
Duplex – a single structure divided, usually more or less
equally, to housing two unrelated households.
Extremely Low Income - As defined in the Snohomish
County monitoring system, households earning up to
30% of county median household income.
Fair Share Housing Allocation – a determination of
unmet existing and projected future need for affordable
housing by households below 95% of median income for
each jurisdiction. The Fair Share Allocation methodology
and guidelines were originally adopted by Snohomish
County Tomorrow on January 26, 1994.

Growth Monitoring Report – an annual publication of
Snohomish County Tomorrow 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.
Housing Element – a requirement for comprehensive
plans produced to meet Growth Management Act
requirements that must assess jurisdiction housing need
and delineate how the jurisdiction will meet that need.
Housing Evaluation Report – a report required by the
Snohomish County Countywide Planning Policies,
Housing Objective 9, every five years that evaluates
progress of Snohomish County Tomorrow members
meeting their housing objectives and goals.
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Housing Relocation Payments – locally optional
programs to require public or private parties acting to
displace lower income residents from their dwelling to
provide some compensation for the costs of relocating
into other, affordable housing.
Impact Fee – a payment assessed on new development
by a jurisdiction or special purpose public agency,
including school districts, as allowed by the Growth
Management Act and other state law, and designed to
help mitigate the public financial costs associated with
the increased public service needs of that development.
Individuals – for assisted housing, 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.
Low & Moderate Income - As defined in the Snohomish
County Tomorrow monitoring system, households
earning between 55% and 95% of county median
household income.
Median Income – That annual household income in a
jurisdiction where half the households in the jurisdiction
had incomes below that number and half above it.

Middle Income - As defined in the Snohomish County
Tomorrow monitoring system, households earning
between 96% and 120% of county median household
income.
Mobile/Manufactured Housing – housing that is
constructed off-site and placed on a site, not “stick-built.”
Because it can be mass-produced, it is generally less
expensive that housing built on a site.
Non Single Family Permits - As used in the report,
permits issued for duplex, multi-family and mobile home
units, excluding detached single family residences.
Percentage of Median Income – some multiple of a
jurisdiction’s or area’s median income, used commonly to
specify the upper limits of income a family may have,
given their size, to qualify to receive assisted housing.
For instance, 50% of Snohomish County’s 2000 median
income would be $26,530 (.5 X $53,060).
Permanent Assisted Housing – Public subsidies
assigned to a housing unit operated by an organization
dedicated to providing subsidized housing. Those
subsidies lower the cost of providing those units so that
rents or sales prices are affordable to lower income
individuals and families. Contrast with “Voucher Assisted
Housing” below.
Planned Residential Development – A housing project
that receives the right to build more units than would

Housing Evaluation Report 2002
Glossary
Appendix F - 3

normally be allowed in exchange for careful attention to
design including adherence to a special set of rules
governing items like set backs, vegetation, and the
provision of open space.

replacing individual project impact analysis with more
careful analysis, assessment, and mitigation planning for
larger areas within which individual project parcels are
located.

Planned Unit Development – See “Planned Residential
Development.”

Segregated Condominium – Detached unit
development, like single family detached housing, except
that it is developed through the condominium process.

Poverty – The 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.

PRD - See “Planned Residential Development.”

Seniors – In assisted housing, individuals or couples
where one of the persons is at least 62 years old.
Snohomish County Tomorrow – Please see the
description on Page 2 of the Introduction.
Strategies to Achieve Affordable Housing Objectives
– A document, included in Appendix B, developed by
Snohomish County Tomorrow in 1994 to provide
Snohomish County cities and the county with a list of
potential tools it may use to increase housing
affordability.

PUD - See “Planned Residential Development.”
Reasonable Measures – Under the Growth
Management Act, steps to increase capacity that a
jurisdiction must consider if it lacks the capacity to meet
growth targets.
Regulatory Reform – The process of trimming
unnecessary regulations and permitting processes
necessary for development, often associated with

Upper Income - As defined in the Snohomish County
Tomorrow monitoring system, households earning more
than 175% of county median household income.
Upper Middle Income - As defined in the Snohomish
County Tomorrow monitoring system, households
earning between 121% and 175% of county median
household income.
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Very Low Income - As defined in the Snohomish County
Tomorrow monitoring system, households earning
between 31% and 54% of county median household
income.
Voucher Assisted Housing – A means to provide
affordable housing where lower income individuals and
families 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
individual or family can reasonably pa for housing (up to
thirty percent of their monthly income) and the market
rent for the unit. Units must rent below established
maximums established by the voucher programs.
Vouchers travel with individuals or families to the housing
units they find unlike “Permanent Assisted Housing” (see
definition above) where a subsidy is assigned to a unit
and individuals and families come to it.
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