SULTAN CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM NO: D-2

DATE: June 3, 2010

SUBJECT: Housing Element Goals and Policies
CONTACT PERSON: Deborah Knight, City Administrator
ISSUE:

The issue before the city council is to review the planning board recommended changes
to the Housing Element goals and policies from the board’s May 18, 2010 meeting and
direct staff to areas of concern.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

1. Review the planning board recommended changes to the housing goals and
policies from May 18, 2010.

2. Direct staff to areas of concern.
SUMMARY:

The city is in the process of moving forward with the 7-year update of its comprehensive
plan as required by the Growth Management Act.

The city council is continuing with the 7-year update even though the 2010 State
Legislature extended the deadline to complete the 7-year update from 2011 to 2013.
The focus of the Sultan update is to align the city’s goals and policies with the Puget
Sound Regional Council (PSRC) Vision 2040 and the Snohomish County county-wide
planning policies (Attachment A and Attachment B).

The city's effort to update its comprehensive plan started in June 2009 with a joint
meeting between the planning board and city council. The city council directed the
planning board and city staff to move forward with scheduling small group meetings to
get community input on proposed changes to the comprehensive plan goals and
policies. The city hosted a small work group meeting on December 8, 2009 to get
feedback on the housing goals and policies. The city received additional comments by
e-mail (Attachment C).

The city council has completed its review of the land use and transportation elements of
the city’s comprehensive plan. The planning board is prepared to review the goals and
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policies in the housing element. The intent is to review the proposed amendments to
the goals and policies recommended by the planning board and make additional
changes as the council directs.

What's Next
Proposed changes to the parks element are in the queue for review on June 17, 2010.

How to Review Proposed Changes to the Goals and Policies

The review and recommended changes begin with the goals and policies adopted in the
2008 Revisions (2008 Revisions) to the 2004 Comprehensive Plan (adopted October
2008).

In order to track changes and provide an efficient review, the housing goals and policies
are numbered H = Housing with headings and subheadings to differentiate goals and
policies (e.g. H 1 is a goal, H 1.3 is a policy)

Using common editing functions deleted text from the 2008 Revision is shown as
strikethrough, added text is underlined. Existing text is unchanged.

City staff have provided attachments to assist in reviewing proposed changes to the
goals and policies:

1. Attachment A — Multi-County Planning Policies - Housing

2. Attachment B — Draft County-wide Planning Policies — Housing (Draft 04-06-10)

3. Attachment C — Small Group and Community Comments - Housing

4. Attachment D — Planning Board Recommended Changes (05-18-10)"markup”

5. Attachment E — Planning Board Recommended Changes (05-18-10) “clean”
DISCUSSION:

Under the Growth Management Act, the city is required to align the goals and policies in
the Comprehensive Plan with Vision 2040 multi-county planning policies (MPP) and
countywide planning policies (CPP). Following is a summary of the housing goals for
Vision 2040 and the Countywide Planning Policies.

The planning board will want to carefully review these guiding goals and policies and
ensure the city’s housing goals and policies are consistent.

Vision 2040 Housing Goals

The regional plan, Vision 2040, contains an “overarching goal’ for housing that calls for
the region to:
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“...preserve, improve, and expand its housing stock to provide a
range of affordable, healthy, and safe housing choices for every
resident. The region will continue to promote fair and equal
access to housing for all people.”

Vision 2040 places significant emphasis on the location of housing in proximity to
growth and employment centers and promotes fair and equal access to housing.
Increasing housing choices and opportunities in growth and employment centers is also
a primary goal that strives to improve the efficiency of our transportation system and
strengthen the region’s economy.

Through the Regional Growth Strategy, new housing development will be directed to the
urban growth area and regionally designated growth centers along the I-5 corridor.

Vision 2040 encourages local jurisdictions to development mechanisms to allow for a
wider array of housing types - especially affordable housing. Affordable housing is
defined as monthly housing costs that are less than 30 percent of gross household
income. Expenses for commuting to and from work are also critical when considering
the true cost of housing. Reducing commute times by placing jobs and housing in close
proximity can lower the true cost of housing.

e MPP H-1 Provide a range of housing types and choices to meet the housing
needs of all income levels

e MPP H-2 Achieve and sustain — through preservation, rehabilitation, and new
development a sufficient supply of housing to meet the needs of low-income,
moderate-income and middle-income households

e MPP H-3 Promote home ownership opportunities for low-income, moderate-
income and middle-income households

e MPP H-4 Promote accessibility to jobs and provide opportunities to live in
proximity to work.

e MPP H-5 Expand the supply and range of housing in centers throughout the
region.

e MPP H-6 Give regional funding priority to projects that advance the development
of housing in designated regional growth centers.

e MPP H-7 Review and streamline development standards and regulations

e MPP H-8 Encourage the use of innovative techniques to provide a broader range
of housing types.

e MPP H-9 Encourage interjurisdicational cooperation to advance affordable
housing.

Countywide Housing Policies

Planning board members may want to review the 2004 Snohomish County Fair Share
Allocation Policy. The policy provides specific direction and allocations of “affordable
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housing” to cities in Snohomish County. Under the policy, the City of Sultan is
responsible for provide over 800 additional units of affordable housing.

Snohomish County and the cities that are a part of Snohomish County Tomorrow are in
the process of reviewing the policy and may move away from specific affordable
housing allocations.

The county-wide planning housing goals and policies generally follow the organization
of Vision 2040. The policies reflect the need to develop vibrant communities that offer
diverse housing options for all demographic segments and income groups.

e HO-1 Promote fair and equal access to housing

e HO-3 Strengthen interjurisdictional cooperative efforts

e HO-4 Adopt and implement a fair share distribution of low-income and special
needs housing.

e HO-5 Each jurisdiction shall include strategies to attain fair share housing
objectives.

e HO-6 Encourage rehabilitation and preservation of existing affordable housing

e HO-9 Consider how to balance existing neighborhood identity with siting
essential public residential facilities for special needs populations.

e HO-11 Improve the jobs-housing balance.

e HO-14 Minimize housing production costs by considering infrastructure funding
methods.

City of Sultan Housing Element

Under Vision 2040, the staff recommended Housing Element goals and policies are
divided into four topic headings consistent with Vision 2040:

1. Housing diversity and affordability

2. Jobs-housing balance

3. Housing Innovations and Best Practices

4. Neighborhood identity — this topic heading is not required by Vision 2040

Small Group Comments from December 8, 2009

e Seek opportunities to preserve critical areas while developing family friendly
neighborhoods with backyards and/or common play areas.

e Eliminate accessory dwelling units as option in the development code.
e Tot-lots and trails improve quality of life for all residents.

e Developers should pay necessary development fees — growth should pay for
growth.

e The city should encourage mixed-use development.
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e Minimize the initial capital outlay for impact fees and other upfront development
costs by delaying payment from building permit to close of sale.

e Enforce property maintenance standards for rentals, owner-occupied and
commercial units.

Community Comments
e Not everyone wants larger lots sizes

e Keep government out of the property maintenance and code enforcement
business.

e There’s no need to join a regional coalition to provide affordable housing.
Reducing fees will result in lower home costs.

e Postpone development fees until the unit is occupied.
e The city should encourage mixed-use development
e Let the housing market determine where new units should be located.

e Use existing zoning code to mitigate conflicts between residential and
commercial uses.

ANALYSIS:

PSRC and the county-wide planning policies emphasize the big picture — housing
diversity and affordability; jobs-housing balance and directing future housing to
transportation and employment centers.

The difficult work is putting these concepts into practice in Sultan. Many people in the
city already feel there is sufficient (and perhaps more than sufficient) “affordable”
housing. Regardless, the city has an obligation under the Growth Management Act to
ensure there is adequate housing for the median household income of $46,000.

There is community consensus the city should encourage mixed-use development. The
community is split on other housing issues especially on the question of market driven
versus government driven improvements. The small group that met on December 8 to
discuss housing issues was strongly in favor of larger residential lots, property
maintenance codes, and developer supported open space trails and tot-lots.

Members of the community that weighed in by e-mail were strongly opposed to these
same ideas. Out of all the small group meetings, the housing goals and policies
generated the most community feedback.

The planning board will need to carefully discern what is best for the community in its
opinion before making a recommendation to the city council.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

1. Review the planning board recommended changes to the housing goals and
policies from May 18, 2010.

2. Direct staff to areas of concern.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Attachment A — Multi-County Planning Policies - Housing
2. Attachment B — Draft County-wide Planning Policies — Housing (Draft 04-06-10)
3. Attachment C — Small Group and Community Comments - Housing
4. Attachment D — Planning Board Recommended Changes (05-18-10)"markup”
5. Attachment E — Planning Board Recommended Changes (05-18-10) “clean”
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Attachment A

Multicounty Planning Policies
Housing

HOUSING

Housing diversity and affordability
MPP-H-1 Provide a range of housing types and choices to meet the housing needs of all income levels
and demographic groups within the region.

MPP-H-2 Achieve and sustain — through preservation, rehabilitation, and new development — a sufficient
supply of housing to meet the needs of low-income, moderate-income, middle-income, and special needs
individuals and households that is equitably and rafionally distributed throughout the region.

MPP-H-3 Promote homeownership opportunities for low-income, moderate-income, and middle-income
families and individuals.

Jobs-housing balance

MPP-H-4 Develop and provide a range of housing choices for workers at all income levels throughout the
region in a manner that promotes accessibility to jobs and provides opportunities to live in proximity to
work.

Centers housing
MPP-H-§ Expand the supply and range of housing, including affordable units, in centers throughout the
region.

MPP-H-6 Recognize and give regional funding priority to transportation facilities, infrastructure, and
services that explicitly advance the development of housing in designated regional growth centers. Give
additicnal priority to projects and services that advance affordable housing.

Best housing practices
MPP-H-7 Encourage jurisdictions to review and streamline development standards and regulations to
advance their public benefit, provide flexibility, and minimize additional costs to housing.

MPP-H-8 Encourage the use of innovative techniques to provide a broader range of housing types for all
income levels and housing needs.

MPP-H-9 Encourage interjurisdictional cooperative efforts and public-private partnerships to advance the
provision of affordable and special needs housing.

Multi-County Planning Policies — Attachment A
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Attachment B
Countywide Planning Policies

Housing
GMA Context

Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.210(3)(e). the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) nust
specifically consider the need for affordable housing, such as housing for all economuic
segments of the population and parameters for its distribution.

Regional Context

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

preserve, improve, and expand its housing stock to provide a range of
affordable, healthy, and safe housing choices for every resident. The
region will continue to promote fair and equal access to housing for all
people.
The CPPs support and encourage Vision 2040, and prowvide the vision and goals for
Snohomish County and its jurisdictions.

Vision 2040 places sigmficant emphasis on the location of housing in proxinuty to
growth and employment centers and promotes fair and equal access to housing.
Increasing housing choices and opportunities in growth and employment centers 1s also a
primary goal that strives to improve the efficiency of our transportation system and
strengthen the region’s economy.

Snohomish Countv Housing

Snohomish County continues to face housing challenges related to providing:
1. An adequate supply of affordable housing for all economic segments in each
comumunty;
2. An adequate supply of quality housing options in proxinmty to places of
employment;
3. Standards for infill housing development in existing neighborhoods that
adequately address community concerns about density and design;
Housing for low income and special needs populations across the county;
Adequate resources for subsidized low income and special needs housing;
Housing type preferences suitable for changing household demographics and an
aging population;
7. Transportation supporting housing development in growth and employment
centers;
8. Adequate public facilities and amemities that improve the lrvability of our
residential neighborhoods and commumnities; and
9. Maintenance of existing affordable housing stock, including mobile home
housing.

=i

Countywide Planning Policies Housing — Attachment B
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The countywide planning housing goals and policies generally follow the organization of
the Vision 2040 Multicounty Planming Housing Policies.

These policies reflect the need for the County and 1ts cities to develop vibrant
communities that offer diverse housing options for all demographic segments and mncome
groups and are mtended to implement the goals of the Regional vision in the Snohomush
County context.

Housing Goal:

Snohomish County and 1ts cities will promote an affordable lifestyle where
residents have access to safe, affordable, and diverse housing options near their
jobs.

HO-1 The County and cities should support the principle that fair and equal access
to housing 1s available to all persons regardless of race, color, religion, gender,
sexual onentation, age. national ongin, familial status, source of income, or

disabality.

HO-2 The County and cities shall make adequate provisions i their comprehensive
plans for existing and projected housing needs of all economuc segments.

HO-3 The County and cities should strengthen and/or establish interjunisdictional
cooperative efforis to:
a. Ensure an adequate and diversified supply of housing 1s available
countywide; and
b. Facilitate private/public financing programs to provide for an adequate
supply of low and moderate income housing.

[Editor’s Note: There was considerable discussion of HO-4 by the CPP subcommitfee.

The outcome was that the forthcoming SCT project to update the fair share methodology

is the appropriate vehicle for amending this policy. The staff report accompanying the

CPP update will include a summary of the issues discussed as a reference for the fair

share project,]

HO-4 Adopt and implement a fair share distnbution of low-income and special
needs housing so as to prevent further concentration of such housing mto 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.

Countywide Planning Policies Housing — Attachment B
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HO-5

HO-6

HO-7

HO-8

HO-9

HO-10

Each jurisdiction's comprehensive plan housing element shall include
strategies to attain the jurisdiction's fair share housing objectives.

The County and cities should implement policies and programs that encourage
the upgrading of neighborhoods and the rehabilitation and preservation of
existing affordable housing, including but not linuted to mobile home park
housing. single room occupancy (SRO) housing, and manufactured housing.

The County and cities should implement a coordinated momitoning program to
evaluate progress towards achieving housing goals and objectives. This
monitoring program_ if implemented. shall include:

a. The preparation of a housing monitoring report every five years or more
frequently if housing conditions and data availability warrant. The
preparation of the housing report may be combined with the review and
evaluation program required by GF-7 (Buildable Lands Review).

b. Assessment by jurisdiction of the
1. supply of undeveloped. partially nsed and redevelopable residential and

non-residential land;

applications/permits for residential development;

location of urban growth boundanes; and

strategies for aclueving their housing objectives.

e b b

Junisdictions shall use consistent housing definitions in the Snohomish County
Tomerrow growth monitonng system. Defimitions may be peniodically
revised based on consideration of local demographic data and the definitions
used by the Department of Housing and Urban Development.

Each jurisdiction’s Comprehensive Plan should reconcile encouraging and
respecting the vitality of established residential neighborhoods with the need
to 1dentify and site essential public residential facilities for special needs
populations, including those mandated under RCW 36.70A.200.

In their local comprehensive plans, junisdictions should encourage a variety of
housing types and densities that allow for infill using inmovative urban design
techniques to foster broad community acceptance.

Countywide Planning Policies Housing — Attachment B

Page 3 of 4



[Editor’s Notes:
1) Subpolicy {c) is a suggestion made by June Robinson, Director of the Housing

Consortium via email on 11/3/09. In her email she says:

What | am looking for is a statement that encourages a match
between the jobs available and the type of housing available, so if a
Iunsdiction is creating low-wage jobs they shouwldn't be also creating
£500,000 single family homes.

2) This suggestion led to some back and forth dialog via email from CPP

subcommittee and PAC members.

3) Because this came from an outside source, the CPP subcommittee is elevating the
proposed HO-11.c to the PAC for consideration rather than taking a position.

HO-11

HO-12

HO-13

HO-14

HO-15

In order to improve the jobs-to-housing balance m Snohomish County,

qunisdictions should encourage:

a. development of a vaniety of housing types. mcluding affordable housing,
i proximuty to existing employment concentrations; and

b. development of employment opportunities i proximmty to existing
residential commumnities in the Urban Growth Areas

c. development of housing that 1s affordable for the types of jobs available in
the same jurisdiction.

Junsdictions should encourage the use of environmentally sensitive housing
development practices in order to numimuze the impacts of growth on the
county's natural resource systems.

The County and cities should consider the economic implications of proposed
building and land vse regulations so that the broader public benefit they serve
1s achieved with the least additional cost to housing.

The County and cities should mimmize housing production costs by
considering the use of a vanety of infrastructure funding methods, including
but not limited to existing revenue sources, impact fees. local improvement
distracts, and general obligation bonds.

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

Countywide Planning Policies Housing — Attachment B
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Attachment C
2011 Comprehensive Plan Update
Small Work Group Meeting- HOUSING
December 8, 2009

Policy Questions

1.

How can the city balance the growth management act requirements to
have a minimum 4 housing units per acre and preserve critical areas
with the communities stated desire to have larger lot sizes?

. The city is required to provide “affordable” housing. When housing

costs exceeds 30% of a total household’s income; the housing is no
longer considered affordable. With a median income in Sultan of
$47,600 (2007) this allows for the purchase of an approximately
$180,000 home. How can the city encourage quality affordable
housing? For example, should we preserve and maintain
existing affordable housing, lower permit costs for affordable
housing or take other approaches?

. Should the city adopt a property maintenance code for rental housing

to preserve and maintain affordable housing?

Should the city adopt a property maintenance code for owner occupied
housing? How should the city pay for enforcing a maintenance code?

. Should the city participate with other Snohomish County cities in

forming a housing coalition to locate affordable housing throughout the
county even if the city has to pay an annual fee based on population to
participate?

Should the city allow accessory dwelling units in single-family housing
or on single-family lots subject to specific development, design and
occupancy standards?

. Should the city require common, convenient, and usable open space in

residential developments such as on site tot-lots and trails?

. A builder must pay approximately $26,000 in impact and connection

fees for each house at the time of building permit application. Should

Community Comments — Attachment C



growth pay for growth or should current residents pay higher
taxes to underwrite the cost of mitigating the impacts of new
development by lowering impact fees and connection fees?

9. When should the city collect impact fees for parks and roads (e.g.
before the building permit is due, when the building permit is issued,
at the time of occupancy)?

10. Should the city encourage in-fill development on existing lots before
allowing the subdivision of large parcels?

11. Should the city encourage mixed use (commercial/residential)
developments in “centers”?

12. Should housing be located within walking and biking distance to
Sultan’s job centers?

13. How can the city mitigate conflicts between residential and
commercial uses located close together?

Community Comments — Attachment C
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Deborah Knight

From: Al Wirta [edemi

Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2010 12:44 PM

To: ‘Deborah Knight'

Subject: RE: Roll up your Sleeves and Change Suitan's Future - Housing Element
Deborah,

My responses forthwith:

1) Affordable housing, (will never happen with all of the current regulations and coming regulations) low-income
housing, (not everyone should own a house) government-assisted housing (Person A gets the house, person B
..taxpayer.. is responsible to supply person A with a house after the government takes its cut from the taxpayer for this
program). the GMA has created the taking of property legally though the critical areas ordinances. driving up the cost of
all properties . Some people want larger lots, some people want smailer lots. Let the housing market determine that.

2) See # 1.

3) How is a property maintenance code for rental housing going to maintain affordable housing?

4 ) No way ! We do not need more bureaucrats telling how we should be living. If | wanted that, | would live in a
development that has a HOA.

5) We don't need the City of Sultan joining with anyone concerning affordable housing (see # 1 again). The City is always
looking for more funding, why would you want to spend more of what you don't have? The housing market will
determine what a house and property cost will be based to great degree on the regulations and fees placed on the
builder. | don't ever see affordable housing happening as long as the regulations and fees continue to climb.

6) Of course. If one of your goals is to supply affordable housing , then ADU's will help. If the median income of Sultan
residents is $47,000, | don't think a mortgage or bank would loan on that income, especially in this economy.

7) See # 1 again. Affordable housing is once again hurt by more regulation.

8) Growth can pay for growth when investors see incentive (profit) to do so.

9) The impact fees should be due when the services are provided. | don't pay for my bread until | take it out of the store.
10) The City should let the market determine infill or new development. There needs to be a profit ( sounds nasty and
heartless doesn't it) incentive because that is how the economy works. No profit - no incentive.

11 and 12) Of course, although the government (schools, police, City hall, fire stations) are the big job centers.

13)We already have zoning laws?

Thank you,

Al Wirta

From: Deborah Knight [mailto:deborah.knight@ci.sultan.wa.us]

Sent: Friday, December 18, 2009 2:47 PM

To: Deborah Knight

Subject: FW: Roll up your Sleeves and Change Sultan's Future - Housing Element

The city hosted a comprehensive small group meeting on November 24, 2009 to review the requirements for
the housing chapter (element) of the comprehensive plan. The group discussed 13 policy questions (see
below). Following each policy question are responses sent to the city by Stan and Judy Heydrick. Stan and
Judy’s comments are part of the public record. Feel free to send me your responses or share additional
thoughts.

You can view the materials presented at the four small group meetings on the city’s website at:
http://www.ci.sultan.wa.us/City Hall/City Departments/Community Development/
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loveHa Storm

Deborah Knigm

From: Loretta Storm |

Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2010 8:07 AM

To: Knight Deborah

Cc: Eslick Carolyn

Subject: City Liabilities and 2011 Comp Plan Survey comment
Importance: High

Dear City Administrator Knight:

First, [ am requesting you to ensure this email is received by all city council members, ideally before the Jan.
14th meeting,.

Peacock Problems in Sultan: Apparently, more than one genus of peacock resides in Sultan: KOMO-TV
Story (Link: http.//www.komonews.com/news/local/80316327.html?tab=video) And the Herald story of this
morning: http://www.heraldnet.com/article/20100112/NEWS01/701129873 &news0lad=1 #Rogue.peacocks.a.p
ain.for.Sultan.neighbors

Liability from property damage, the presence of feces and other health-related problems abound, not only to the
peacock's owner(s) but to the people of Sultan. Moreover, this incident represents, in a nutshell, Sultan's
traditional, time-honored lack of code enforcement, and this fault has a direct and detrimental effect in terms of
how it affects the general community surrounding Sultan's ongoing deterioration, and the perception of Sultan
by potential new residents and business owners. Almost every time we drive through Sultan, we grow alarmed
at the swiftness with which the city's physical appearance is decaying, despite the valiant and worthy efforts by
many good-hearted, hard-working volunteers, and the Sky Chamber's substantial, energetic dedication to raise
Sultan's image.

It's not only the physical deterioration that concerns us; we also fear the increase in the transient population in
and around Sultan. Even to the casual observer, it is clearly growing once again, assisted by the presence of
drug trafficking and the recent murder on the east side of City Hall.

Related to that murder, I wish to voice substantial kudos to Brian Copple's long-term advocacy of, and
independent action for, security around city hall and the VIC: were it not for his efforts, instead of facing jail
terms the murderers would still be roaming Sultan's streets (and perhaps beyond).

What Ray and I fear most, however, is the certain growth and movement of these unsavory forces, which will
soon be headed up the Sultan Basin Road to infect the families living outside the Sultan's city limits in the No
Man's Land, deemed unworthy to provide input for the City's 2011 Comprehensive Plan survey.

I will appreciate if you will now consider our comments.

Ray Kistenmacher and Loretta Storm

33520 - 116th St. SE
Sultan WA 98294
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Deborah Knight

From: Ray & Kay George [l
Sent: Thursday, December 31, 2009 8:45 AM

To: '‘Deborah Knight'

Subject: RE: Responses to Housing Policy Questions

Absolutely. Please share this with whomever will listen. Please also list my name, address, qualifications and comments
with these answers. | would like you to answer my question as to who wrote this survey. | am sorry, but because my
plate is quite full | am unavailable to formulate surveys for the City of Sultan.

From: Deborah Knight [mailto:deborah.knight@ci.sultan.wa.us]
Sent: Thursday, December 31, 2009 8:05 AM

To: 'Ray & Kay George'

Subject: RE: Responses to Housing Policy Questions

Kay,

Did you want me to share your responses with the council, planning board and comprehensive plan smaill
group members?

In your response you expressed dissatisfaction with the housing policy questions. Are there other housing
policy questions the city should be asking community members?

Deborah Knight

City Administrator
360-793-1164 (phone)
360-793-3344 (fax)
deborah.knight@ci.sultan.wa.us
www.ci.sultan.wa.us

From: Ray & Kay George [mailto:inovB@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, December 31, 2009 7:50 AM

To: 'Deborah Knight'

Subject: Responses to Housing Policy Questions

Attached are my responses to the housing policy questions you recently distributed. Having owned a real
estate brokerage since 1996, located that brokerage within the city limits of Sultan for about 10 years, being
a citizen of the city for the same period of time and also building 1 duplex and 1 6-plex within this
jurisdiction, I feel as though I am pretty qualified to answer these questions. Thank you. Kay George, 1304
Skywall Drive, Sultan, WA 98294, 360-793-2305.

1. Not all the community wants larger lot sizes. I live on .18 of an acre, and sometimes feel with our busy
lifestyle our lot is too large to maintain in the fashion I would like. I know of many people who feel that
way. Larger lots mean less affordable housing. Everybody would prefer to live on large lots, but the
bottom line is most people who live here or who will move here cannot afford to purchase or rent homes
on large lots. Existing buffer requirements from critical areas should be reduced.
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Several years ago, I worked with staff to come up with ADU regulations. In the end, my suggested fees
for creation of an ADU were doubled. Additionally, the city ultimately adopted a policy that any ADU
must be owner-occupied. Because my suggestions were ignored, few ADUs have been created in
Sultan. Therefore, this issue should be revisited. Other easy ways the city could encourage affordable
housing is to stop chasing business and development away with oppressive fees and regulations. It does
not take a genius to understand these factors make this community undesirable to investors.

Absolutely not. Expanding city government to the point to where a city employee determines and
enforces “pretty laws” is not the answer. Adequate measures are already in place in numerous other
regulations addressing this issue. If city employees are even considering this issue, they should first
focus their attention on rundown rental property it owns. Instead of paying expensive salaries to city
employees to ponder and hash over and over such issues, why should we not instead spend the money to
put a coat of trim paint on the post office?

Absolutely not. See No. 3 above. We have neighbors whose idea of property maintenance is far below
our standards; however, creating a new division of city government to oversee maintenance of
individual citizens’ properties will be costly and like all government entities will eventually get so out of
control they will be harassing property owners who have relatively well-maintained properties. There is
already existing regulations on the books regarding health and safety.

No. All cities know that reduced fees and regulation will improve affordable housing. We do not need
to pay to be part of a coalition to look into this issue.

With the median income in Sultan being $47,600, it is unlikely the bank would give the average citizen a
loan to purchase a home. That means in order to accommodate the average citizen in Sultan, there needs
to be more rentals. Existing city employees, fees and regulations makes it unprofitable to build new
rentals, so the only answer is creating affordable rentals with the existing housing we have. If the cost
and regulations to create an ADU were adjusted to where it was economically feasible, this would allow
for more affordable housing.

No more regulations. The existing ones already chase away investment in our community. Besides,
there are often issues with maintenance of private parks and open spaces and the city cannot afford to
properly maintain the existing parks and open spaces.

Growth will pay for growth if the city reduces its fees and regulations to make it profitable for an
investor to invest in our community. As I publically stated when the city passed the progressive
increases in utility fees: as the city continues to chase away development with its employees, oppressive
regulation, high fees and costs which makes it economically non-feasible for anyone to invest in our
community, the only resource left to pay for the escalating numbers and salaries of city employees are
the pockets of its current citizens.

Developers should not have to pay for services not rendered. Until a dwelling is completed these
services are not rendered. Therefore, they should not be required to pay for services prior to receipt of
said services. These fees should be due in exchange for the certificate of occupancy of the dwelling.
This should also be true for water and sewer fees.

10. The city should encourage development within its jurisdiction wherever the open market sees fit. If you

11.
12.

13.

do not allow subdivisions of large parcels prior to infill, an individual or small group of anti-developers
can simply refuse to develop their infill property in order to halt any development whatsoever in
Sultan. Additionally, in our city most infill property is in the flood plane in the downtown area, which
property would be more costly to build and more importantly more costly to insure on an ongoing basis
(which leads to less affordable housing).

Absolutely. If done right, it is yet another way to reduce housing costs.

No. Collectively, government is Sultan’s primary employer. City hall, schools, the school district, the
police station and 1 of our 2 fire stations are located in the downtown area within the flood plane. This
is not the best location to build houses. If you let the common sense of the open market make this
decision, I am certain you will find they will focus development outside this area.

Refer to existing zoning laws.
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In general, I wonder who came up with these questions. The answers to most of these questions should be
obvious to most persons who have had even the slightest experience in business or development.
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1. The whole critical areas issue is an attack on private property rights. It effectively
makes property worth less, and in some cases, worthless. Actually, worse than
worthless, since the property owner would still be expected to pay taxes on land he is
forbidden to use.

The price tag required to market a house cannot support the cost of building the
house, plus a lot of excess land. What may be desired by the community at large, in
the form of large open spaces, may not produce willing or qualified buyers.

2. All housing is affordable, but not to all buyers. People with low incomes need low
cost housing. Unfortunately, one of the unintended consequences of the GMA has
been to increase the cost of housing, and quite substantially.

For your hypothetical $180,000 dwelling, nearly 1/6 of that cost is needed to cover
fees to the City. That’s before any land, material, expenses, or labor is factored in. Is
the cost of the land any less per acre for low cost housing? Of course not. All the
restrictions being placed on land use, along with the high connection and impact fees,
can only be supported by the prices that larger, more expensive houses command.

The State is pushing new energy efficiency standards that are estimated to raise the
cost of each house an average of $24,000. What part of the $180,000 target is this
expected to come out of? This is a perfect example of why government is never as
efficient as private enterprise. Someone spending his own money would go through a
thought process something like this: 1. This would probably save about $50/month,
which would require 40 years to recapture; 2. If the $24,000 is financed, which it
almost certainly would be, it could add $200/month to the mortgage, while only
saving $50/month in utilities. This does not pass the reasonable man test. However,
for a bureaucrat, forcing other people to spend their money, this sounds like a great
idea; we’re saving energy, great, let’s do it!

3. Two problems with this. First it singles out a certain class of property owner, which
doesn’t afford equal protection under the law. Second, it has a tone of rent controls.
Price controls do not work — never have. This ultimate effect of this will be to reduce
the supply of low-rent housing.

It is not uncommon for rent paid by a tenant to be less than mortgage, taxes, and
maintenance paid by the landlord. The landlord subsidizes the actual cost, counting
on future appreciation of the property value. If it becomes too costly to have renters,
then the number of vacant houses could increase, in which case they would be more
likely to become run down.

Government regulation will have the opposite of the intended effect; it will reduce the
supply of low cost housing.

4. No. The City should start maintaining its own properties. How long does the paint
have to peel off of the Post Office building before it’s taken care of?

5. Absolutely not. The free market is much better equipped to take care of this than the
government. Stop taking on new ways to spend money you don’t have.
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6. Yes. You want low cost housing? This is one of the most effective ways to provide
quality, low rent, dwellings, especially for single adults (of any age).

7. This will raise the cost of housing. I thought the goal was lower cost housing. Also,
Tot-Lots can be a huge liability for local neighborhoods. Large lots, plus common
open space? Wonder why you can’t get more than four houses per acre?

8. This overlooks the fact that investors have the free will to go where they can get the
best deal. Maybe we should just make the connection/impact fees $100,000 per unit
to solve our money problems.

Growth will occur when and where it is encouraged and welcomed. It will only
happen when investors freely choose to invest in this community because they feel it
is in their own self interest. The City cannot mandate growth, but it has a great
capacity to chase it away.

9. The fairest system would be to charge at the time of occupancy. After all, that’s
when the impacts start to have an impact. The City prefers to collect for services not
yet rendered, but this also adds to the strain on funds available for use to build with.

Say the City collects all these fees at the time the permit is issued. If the project is
cancelled, and the building doesn’t get built, would the City be willing to refund the
fees?

10. The City should encourage ALL development. You cannot refuse someone the right
to build on his property until all infill is developed. What if someone is happy with
their double lot, and has no desire to build on it?

11. Yes.

12. What job centers? The only job center in Sultan is government, and we don’t need it
to be a growth industry. Again, the market is much better at sorting these things out.
If the City is in favor of this, then accommodate it, but refrain from trying to force it.
If this is how the market decides to go, it will happen. Otherwise, it won’t.

13. That’s what zoning is for.

Ray E. George
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Deborah Knight

From: judystan

Sent: Thursday, December 10, 2009 12:35 PM

To: Deborah Knight; robert.martin@ci.sultan.wa.us

Cc: carolyn.eslick@ci.sultan.wa.us

Subject: Re: Roll up your Sleeves and Change Sultan's Future - Housing Element

Mayor Eslick; Deborah; Robert
Responses to Housing Policy questions.

Judy Heydrick

HOUSING ELEMENT

Growth Management Requirements

Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.070(2) A housing element ensuring the vitality and character of established residential
neighborhoods 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 makes adequate provisions for existing and projected needs of all economic segments of the community.

Policy Questions

1. How can the city balance the growth management act requirements to have a minimum 4 housing units
per acre and preserve critical areas with the communities stated desire to have larger lot sizes?

RESPONSE: Per GMA, before a parcel of land is considered for development, critical areas and their
buffers must first be identified, delineated and set aside. The remaining land
is developable. Since Sultan residents do not favor dense developments and some properties do not
yield 4 du per acre, the city should encourage the transfer of development rights to more capable
lands.

2. The city is required to provide “affordable” housing. When housing costs exceeds 30% of a total
household’s income; the housing is no longer considered affordable. With a median income in Sultan
of $47,600 (2007) this allows for the purchase of an approximately $180,000 home. How can the city
encourage quality affordable housing (e.g. preserve and maintain existing affordable housing, lower
permit costs for affordable housing, etc.)?

3. Should the city adopt a property maintenance code for rental housing to preserve and maintain
affordable housing?

RESPONSE: Yes a maintenance code should be adopted so rental housing units don't become run down,
unsafe eyesores impacting other people's property values.

4. Should the city adopt a property maintenance code for owner occupied housing? How should the city
pay for enforcing a maintenance code?

RESPONSE: Set up a town housing authority to be funded by city revenues.
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5. Should the city participate with other Snohomish County cities in forming a housing coalition to locate
affordable housing throughout the county even if the city has to pay an annual fee based on population
to participate?

RESPONSE: Perhaps, depending upon the terms and cost factors. This could be cheaper for the city than
paying for expensive new infrastructure and services.

6. Should the city allow accessory dwelling units in single-family housing or on single-family lots subject to
specific development, design and occupancy standards?

RESPONSE: No, too many problems associated with ADU's.

7. Should the city require common, convenient, and usable open space in residential developments such
as on site tot-lots and trails?

RESPONSE: Yes, it's a good use of common open space. Tot lots and trails offer quality of life benefits.

8. A builder must pay approximately $26,000 in impact and connection fees for each house at the time of
building permit application. Should growth pay for growth or should current residents pay higher taxes
to underwrite the cost of mitigating the impacts of new development by lowering impact fees and
connection fees?

RESPONSE: Growth should pay for growth. 75% of Sultan schoolchildren qualify for low cost or free
lunches. If parents don't have the resources to feed their children how can they afford to subsidize
development?

9. When should the city collect impact fees for parks and roads (e.g. before the building permit is due,
when the building permit is issued, at the time of occupancy)?

RESPONSE: When the building permit is issued.

10. Should the city encourage in-fill development on existing lots before allowing the subdivision of large
parcels?

RESPONSE: Absolutely!! The objective of the GMA is to reign in sprawl. Policy language in previous and
current Comp Plan supports this objective "Complete development - of the available lands that are
within present city limits."  In an October 9, 2006 Memo from Washington State Fish and Wildlife
GMA biologist Pam Erstad to Snohomish County Planner Will Hall, the WDFW official urged "Local
jurisdictions should make every effort to first provide for efficient use of current urban areas before
proposing growth into undeveloped, relatively pristine areas that potentially contain highly valuable
habitat for fish and wildlife."

In accordance with RCW36.70A.110(3) Urban growth should be located first in areas already
characterized by urban growth that have adequate existing public facility and service capacities to
serve such development, second in areas already characterized by urban growth that will be served
adequately by a combination of both existing public facilities and services and any additional needed
public facilities and services that are provided by either public or private sources, and third in the
remaining portions of the urban growth areas.

11. Should the city encourage mixed use (commercial/residential) developments in “centers”?
RESPONSE; Yes, it's an efficient use of property.

12. Should housing be located within walking and biking distance to Sultan’s job centers?
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RESPONSE: Yes. Good way to reduce harmful greenhouse gas emmisions.

13. How can the city mitigate conflicts between residential and commercial uses located close together?
RESPONSE: Encourage quality design standards and ensure that there is adequate parking for alil.
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Deborah Knight

From: bonger@comcast.net

Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2009 9:36 AM

To: CAROLYN ESLICK; Knight@Ci. Sultan. Us; Robert martin
Subject: Comp. Plan Meetings

Attachments: Comp Plan.pdf

I have not been able to attend the Comprehensive Plan Meetings. Input was, however, invited so |
am submitting the following. Please share with the Work Group, Planning Board, and Council.

| submitted the attached letter last year and wanted to include it as much of it applys today, especially
items 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10 under General Comments and items 1 and 2 under Neighborhood
Related Comments.

Items 3, 4, 5,7 and under my General Comments relate to the meeting this evening.

Other general comments are as follows:

I am even more concerned with the housing element in the Plan (see item 8 on page 3 of the
attachment), since my neighborhood is currently experiencing the effect of an Accessory Dwelling
Unit matter.

Any revision to the Comprehensive Plan should address the new state laws pertaining to restricting
development and redevelopment in flood prone areas and the proposed FEMA map revisions which
will dramatically change (increase) flood zones. This should change projected population growth and
change some areas to low density zoning. RCW 36.70.A.070(2) would also rule.

Again, | feel strongly about the city having a responsibility to notify residents that may or will be
affected by the Plan. See item #7, pg 3 on the attached which discusses the details of this. At that
time Council was interested in this and asked for sample letters which | included.

Gerry Gibson

1102 Dyer Rd.

1 of H‘



August 24, 2008

Mayor

City Administrator
City Council
Planning Board
319 Main Street
Sultan, WA 98294

RE: Draft Comprehensive Plan Comments

I'have read every page of the Draft Comprehensive Plan. While I don’t pretend to
understand all of it, I have attended as many Planning Board and City Council meetings
as possible and I have tried to learn as much as I can. I do wish to make comments
concerning the Draft Comprehensive Plan:

According to the state’s web cite, the GMA was adopted because “uncoordinated and
unplanned growth posed a threat to the environment, sustainable economic development,
and the quality of life”. It requires state and local governments to manage growth “by
identifying and protecting critical areas and natural resource lands, designating urban
growth areas, preparing comprehensive plans and implementing them through capital
investments and development regulations”. I have tried to keep this in mind when reading
the Plan and in making these comments.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Water flow levels will be decreased. Why would anyone want the standards for fire
water flow level lowered? If the City already has a standard higher than the
minimum required, why would anyone want it lowered? If my house is burning, I
want the highest water flow level possible. This appears to be just another example
of everyone else paying for or giving up something for development.

2. Maintaining a minimum police level of service will no longer be required. Presently,
the City is required to have a certain level of police officers. This will be eliminated
in the revision to the Plan. I do not see this as a good thing for Sultan. Presently in
the Capital Facilities section it states “Ensure that adequate public facilities and
services serving new developments are concurrent at the time of land use approval of
such developments or that a financial commitment is in place to complete the
improvements or strategies within six years of the time of development and that
services for new developments will not negatively impact existing levels”. Page 71
This will be removed in the revised plan. In other words, the level of police
protection for the City’s residents will be like a yoyo depending upon the flow of
revenue into the General Fund, the quality of planning, and revenue prediction. The
City will balance its budget with the police force. Each resident will get less and less
police protection as the city grows because there will be no required increase in police
with growth. We have already experienced this and this is the reason we currently

Lot I



have only 5 officers. As far as I know, this is the only level of service issue that the
City sought public opinion. The opinion of the residents was eight police officers are
“about right”. Town meeting on levy In addition to not following the required
formula of police to resident ratio, the City has also failed at maintaining a level of
eight officers. On page 20 of the Plan is a list of 7 negative impacts to the public
from changing the requirements. These include an increase in overtime costs, police
responses will take longer, responses will be mainly on emergency calls, policing will
be reactive and not proactive, response times will be slower, police will not be
available at the police station, follow up investigations may be delayed, and
community policing may receive less attention. Who in their right mind would
support this for the City and its residents? When I call the police, I’d like them to
respond as soon as possible and not in the next day or two or never. The list on page
20 left out one of the most important drawbacks: attracting applicants for police
officer positions when funding is uncertain and can change with a whim. We have
experienced this in trying to hire a police chief and an officer. Why would any police
candidate come to Sultan under these essentially temporary conditions?

. The current ratio of park and recreational area to residents will be decreased. I agree
with this as the current ratio is too high and the City has failed horribly at maintaining
some very beautiful parks for lack of funds to do so. Reducing the park impact fees
for new development is crazy in my mind. A reduction of $415,000 in park revenue
doesn’t make sense, especially when the City doesn’t have funds to maintain the
parks it currently has, is planning to build more parks, and the “first priority over the
next six years will be acquisition of land” page 20 Why would anyone support
reducing the impact fees? I wonder what the public wants; no one knows.

. The Plan proposes to lower the level of service for some roads, meaning that there
will be more congestion and slower movement of traffic. Why would anyone who
travels these roads want this? Congestion will only get worse with additional
development. By lowering the LOS, additional development cannot be denied for not
being concurrent and development will not have to make improvements to maintain
the higher LOS. The costs of later improvements to ease congestion will be made by
the residents and not development. This is not right and I again wonder if this is what
the public wants; again no one knows.

. The Plan relies heavily upon developer financing. I think this is a strategy that is not
as well thought out as it should be. Developer financing in my opinion is a petre dish
for corruption. There are also current examples in which the City relied upon
development to pay for infrastructure and then the development did not materialize or
has been delayed. The resulting domino effect is damaging to the City’s budget and
plans.

- The Plan includes huge wastewater treatment estimates. I do not see anything that

would fix the overflow problems during flooding that discharges raw sewage into the
rivers. This should be a top priority and be fixed before any expansion.
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7. Ihave been to as many meetings regarding the Plan as possible and know that there
has been very little citizen participation. I think one reason for this js that most do not
think that the plan will affect them in any significant way. The city has held quite a
few meetings to inform the public about the general plans. [ think that many more
citizens would participate if they knew minor details that would actually affect them.

I am disappointed that the city has not notified all those who will be impacted by the
Plan. These include a number of items:

* The 490 households that will be paying for sewer lines constructed on their
streets and then essentially and eventually being required to pay also for the
hook up fee, additional construction costs to run the line from the street to
your house and take care of the old septic tank, and then a monthly fee. This
also includes those citizens who will have a pump station next to or in the
immediate vicinity of their house. I think these residents need to be notified
and provided the opportunity to participate in this important public process.

* The plan also requires “property acquisition where appropriate”. Sewer Plan
top of page 8 The proposed or potential properties are not, however,
identified. Such properties need to be identified and, of course, related
acquisition costs must be included in the Capital Facilities Plan. All citizens
that would be affected by the possibility of losing their property or those in the
vicinity of such property acquisition by the City should be notified so they can
participate in the process. Certainly these people have a right to know that the
City is planning to take their land and the City has an obligation to so advise.

e The plan identifies a substantial area that is or will be within the UGA. All
these property owners should be notified and provided the opportunity to
participate in this process. Further, the plan calls for those annexed into the
city to hook up to sewer and water. Those affected should be notified of this
so they can participate in the process. The additional costs of sewer hook up
and monthly fees in addition to being required to connect to the city water
system from a well could have a very significant effect on these people.

¢ The plan proposes some new streets. The property owners affected by these
new streets need to be notified so they can participate in the process.

8. The housing element of the Plan is frustrating to me. Page 50-54 The vision I have
of Sultan is different than that in the Plan. The Plan suggests needs for more
“affordable housing” and targets housing in the $180,000 area. It suggests this can be
attained with higher density and encourages manufactured housing units, more
mother-in-law units, village patio units, and row units — everything but campers and
tents. I am confident this is not what the public wants. I suggest this be looked at
again as it greatly amplifies the requirements of the GMA.

9. The city is making a number of changes, yet does not know, in most instances, what
its citizens want. It has been suggested a number of times that a survey be sent to all
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those affected by the CP. This was not done. The comments from the city were that
there was not enough time and not enough money. Over a year has passed since the
survey was suggested and several hundred thousands of dollars have been spent on
the many consultants involved in the preparation of the CP. The City should know
what the residents want in my opinion.

10. There has been concern by citizens for some time that development should pay for the
increased costs of added infrastructure from development. A former Interim
Financial Advisor for the City once reported that development was only paying 60%
of the added infrastructure costs of development and the remaining 40% of such costs
are paid by residents. Certainly this seems unfair; development must pay for these
added costs. It appears the complete “fair share” costs of the new sewer extensions
will be charged only to those where the benefit is conferred. Why is this not the same
for development? This is illustrated in the table (VII-7) included in a recent
brochure mailing from the City and titled “Our Community’s Planned Infrastructure
(2008-2025). It shows that of the $252 million total costs, the developer provided
amount is $125.7 million.

NEIGHBORHOOD RELATED COMMENTS

1. The Plan claims there are about 409 residences (page 126) within the City limits
that are not sewered and list the costs to provide sewer services to these parcels. I
am concerned with these costs at least in my neighborhood on Dyer Road as I
don’t believe there is anyone that can afford the approximate $50,000 per
residence. ($1,204,000 for the sewer extension (page 132) plus $434,000 for the
pump station and force mains (page 133) = 1,638,000 divided by the approximate
80 residences = $20,475 per house. Adding $13,800 for hook-up fees is $34,275
and then around $10,000 to run the line from the street to your house, plus
whatever needs to be done with the old septic system, would be nearly $50,000).
And then the monthly fee begins. While the Plan most likely will not mandate
immediate hook up, it does mandate paying “fair share costs” and paying for the
“benefit conferred” and I am sure the following code revisions will include late-
comer fees. No one can afford this. Further, this was all based upon assumptions
that the developer for the Twin Rivers Estates would pay to extend the sewer line
under the BNSF railroad tracks and also assumptions that BNSF would permit the
sewer line to go under the tracks. It appears the developer has now decided that
such costs are prohibitive for the development. The property is now listed for sale
and it appears the proposed development is abandoned. The Plan does not
address such development abandonment which is the foundation for this sewer
project.

There is nothing in the Plan to indicate that other routes for the sewer extension
were considered. For example, could the costs of property acquisition be avoided
by running the sewer line under the tracks on 10 Street and would this change
the location of or need for a pump station?
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[ am also concerned in that the General Sewer Plan Amendment 2 advises that
there will be property acquisition where appropriate. (page 8) The property
owners where the City plans to take property need to be notified and the City has
an obligation to notify all who could be affected. The location of a proposed
pump station is listed as 10® and Dyer. A community-owned river access lot is
located at 10™ and Dyer. If the City is intending to put the pump station at this
location, the owners need to be notified.

. The storm water management portion of the Plan is confusing. Table VIII-14 on
page 194 identifies planned projects on Dyer Road. Projects C-10 is $5,100, E-11
is $10,800, and E-12 is $9,100 all to correct standing water on “Cul-de-sac at
Dyer Road”. I have seen the proposals for this. It is simply to correct potholes
that make puddles when it rains. People who live in this area have called the City
many times and asked for the roads to be graded to solve the standing water
problem. When the City did not respond, several neighbors got together with
picks and shovels and fixed the problem. It doesn’t seem that these projects are
very well thought out. The $25,000 seems quite costly to fix a few potholes.

Project E-16a is $46,700 and apparently involves debris removal from Wagleys
Creek. Again this seems exorbitant to periodically remove debris. Included here
is $7,000 in easements or land acquisitions. The property involved is not
identified. Ifeel strongly that all property owners involved need to be notified so
they have the opportunity to participate in this process.

Project E-16b is $464,200 and, I assume by the amount, is for replacing the
culvert where Dyer crosses Wagleys Creek. Included here is also $21,000 for
easements or land acquisitions. The property involved is not identified. Again,
all property owners involved need to be notified so they have the opportunity to
participate in this process.

Project E-16c¢ is $14,700 and is listed as ditches and culverts and not further
described.

There has been no detail of these projects other than the potholes presented to the
public that I know of and there has been no public involvement. All those who
live on Dyer Road should be notified of these project and provided the
opportunity to participate in the process and especially so when easements or
property acquisition is involved.

- I'have submitted public comment regarding the City’s Determination of Non
Significance regarding the General Sewer Plan portion of the Plan. The SEPA
checklist for this determination is significantly flawed due to vague, incomplete,
and inaccurate responses to many questions and should not be relied upon in my
opinion.
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Gerry Gibson
1102 Dyer Road
Sultan, WA 98294
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9/11/2008

Steve,

At last night’s joint Council/PB meeting I made a lot of comments about the
City notifying property owners when the Comp Plan anticipates a direct
impact upon them or their property. You asked that I provide examples of
such notifications. Attached are some examples. These don’t cover all the
potential situations, but here are four.

To me, this just seems to be the right thing to do. I am sure it would cause a

lot of hassle at first, but in the long run there will be a better relationship
between the City and the residents.

Gerry

ME



Joe Propertyowner -- there are 4 properties where Wagley crosses
1111 Dyer Place 10" street
Sultan, WA 98294
RE: Comprehensive Plan
Dear Mr. Propertyowner:
This letter is being sent to you to inform you of matters within the Sultan
Comprehensive Plan which may have a direct impact upon you and your
property. The following projects contained in the Comprehensive Plan
include potential easements or land acquisition by the City:

Project E-16b Work on Wagleys Creek

Project E-16a Work on Wagleys Creek
These projects are listed in the Comprehensive Plan on page 194, copy
attached. Additional information can be found by contacting XXXXXX,

phone number.

Sincerely,

XXXXX
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DRAFT City of Suitan Comprehensive Plan/SEIS for Public Comment

Storm Sewer

Storm Water Capital Project Needs

Table Vill-14: Unconstrained Storm Water Needs List.

Baslc Projects
Permits & Easemonts or
Project Il Project Name Study Design/Plans  Construction  Land Acq Total
C-2 Date & 3rd, Standing Water $ - $ 5000 $ 50400 $ - $ 55,500
C3 Birch & 3rd, Infiltration $ - S 2200 $ 22300 $ - $ 24500
C-6a Main Street, 1st to Sth, Stormwate $ §000 $ 2900 $ 28800 $ - $ 38,600
C-6b Regional Water Quaiity Facilityfor § 60,000 $ - 3 - 8 - $ 60,000
C-7/ C-14Murphy Way Entrance Standing W $ - 3 3200 $ 32000 § - § 35200
C8  5th Place & 6th Street, Gravel Ros $ - 8 8400 § 64000 $ - § 70400
C-10  Cul-de-Sac at Dyer Road, Standin $ - 500 $ 4600 $ - § 5,100
C-12  Culvert at Bus Maint. Drive for Sct $ - $ 140 § 1,400 $ - $ 1,500
C-15 2nd and Cedar, Standing Water $ - 3 2200 $ 22,400 $ - § 24600
C-16  1st & Date, Standing Water $ - - $ 600 $ 6,400 $ - $ 7,000
C-17 2nd and Birch, Standing Water  $ - 3 2200 $ 22400 $ - 8 24600
C-18 High Ave. Standing Water at Bus | $ - $ 1200 $§ 12300 $ - $ 13500
C-20 4th & Birch, Flooding $ - $ 2600 $ 28,000 $ - $ 28,600
N-2A  311st & Wisterla, Street Flooding $ - $ 90 $ 9300 § 12800 $ 23,000
N4 Wisterla Ave & Gohr Rd, Northeas $ - § 4100 $ 41,300 $ - $ 45400
W-1  Highway US 2, lllicit Discharge In: $ - $ 1500 $ 14,900 $ - $ 16,400
W-3  Marcus Road and Hwy US 2, Sen $ - 3 600 $ 8,000 $ - § 8600
E-11  Cul-de-Sac at Dyer Road, Standin $ - $ 1,000 $ 9,800 $ - $ 10,800
E-12 Culde-Sac at Dyer Road, Standin $ - $ 800 $ 8,300 § ST 9,100
E-16b Oyer Rd. at Wagleys Creek, Cons § 30,000 $ 37,560 $ 375,600 $, 21,000 1 464,200
E-16¢ Dyer Road, Ditches and Culverts / $ - 1300 $§ 13,400 $ - 14,700
SE-1 _Level Spreader at 339th & Old Sul $ -3 800 3 8000 $ =~ 3 8800
’ Non-impact Projects Total $ 986,100
Projects Related to Development
Permits & Eascmests or
Project ID Project Name S ign & Plans Construction Land Total
C-11 High School South Lot, Filling of Infiltration Ditch $- $1,600 $15,900 $- $17,500
C-13 Ist Street Culvert Crossing, 200 Ft. South of Willow $- $400 $3,800 $500 $4,700
C-19 8th Street at Depot Ln, Regional Flooding $5,000 39500 $9,000 $11,200 $26,700
N-2B 311st & Wisteria, Winters Creek Culvert $- $330 $3,300 $14,200 $17,800
N-3 Gohr Road 310’ south of N Park Drive, Lot Flooding $8,000 $1,500 $15,300 $16,900 $41,700
N-5 Gobr Road, Drainage $- $870 $8,700 $2,300 $11,900
E-3 Wagleys Creek Crossing at 339th Ave $15,000 $2,300 $23300 $4,000 $44,600
E8 1320d St, Plugged Culvert $- $100 $900 $1.000 $2,000
E-10 E. Main Street, Drainage Problems at Gravel Rd & $40,000 $26,300 $262,700 $- $329,000
E-16a Dyer Rd. Culverts at Wagleys Creek, Debris $20,000 $1,800 $17,900 $7,000 $46,700
BE-21 Foundry Drive, Connecting Riser & Storm $- $22 400 $223,600 329,000 $295,000
SE-2 Extend 36* Culvert Under US 2, 400 Ft. Fast of $- $24,800 $248,400 $- $273,200
SE-3 Ditch on South Side of US 2. East of Rice Rd. $- $16.200 $161.500 $- $177,700
Basic Projects Related to Development $1,289,000
Developer Funded Imp. Profect
E-4 Sultan Basin Rd, Flooding in Area North of Bryant $8,000 $3,200 $32,100 $35,300 $78,600
B-7A 132nd Street, Storm Conveyance $12,000 $6,700 $66,700 $- $85,400
E-7B 132nd Street Storm Conveyance - Storm Pipe $10,000 $13,700 $137,400 $11,800 $172,900
E-19 Wagleys Creck Culvert at 140th Street SB $10,000 $1,000 $9,800 $- $20,800
N-1 Detesiorating Culvert at Trout Farm Road 000 $5,100 700 $12 300 $76,600
Projects Related to Development Funded by Developers  $434,000
Likely, Total =
Total = $1,723,000
July 1, 2008 194
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Joe Propertyowner -- I don’t know how many property owners
1111 Dyer Place are involved

Sultan, WA 98294

RE: Comprehensive Plan

Dear Mr. Propertyowner:

This letter is being sent to you to inform you of matters within the Sultan
Comprehensive Plan which may have a direct impact upon you and your

property.

The Comprehensive Plan anticipates building a road adjacent to/ through
certain properties. This may involve your property. Additional information
can be found by contacting XXXXX, phone number XXXXXXXXXXX

Sincerely,

XXXXX
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Joe Propertyowner -- There are 409 households within the city
1111 Dyer Place I don’t know how many to be annexed
Sultan, WA 98294

RE: Comprehensive Plan
Dear Mr. Propertyowner:

This letter is being sent to you to inform you of matters within the Sultan
Comprehensive Plan which may have a direct impact upon you and your

property.

The Comprehensive Plan includes providing sewer services to all
households within the city limits and to all new properties added to the city.
Your property is included. Further, these projects may involve pump

stations and potential property acquisition by the City. For more details, you
may contact XXXXX, phone number XXXXXX

Sincerely,

XXXXX
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Joe Propertyowner -- I don’t know how many property owners
1111 Dyer Place are involved
Sultan, WA 98294

RE: Comprehensive Plan
Dear Mr. Propertyowner:

This letter is being sent to you to inform you of matters within the Sultan
Comprehensive Plan which may have a direct impact upon you and your

property.

The Comprehensive Plan anticipates annexing certain properties. This may
involve your property. Along with the annexation, there are certain
requirements mandated by the Comprehensive Plan. These include
requirements to connect to the City sewer and water systems as well as other
requirements. Additional information can be found by contacting XXXXX,
phone number XXXXXXXXXXX

Sincerely,

XXXXX
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DRAFT City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan/SEIS for Public Comment

Storm Sewer

Storm Water Capital Project Needs

Table VIlI-14: Unconstrained Storm Water Needs List.

Basic Projects
Permits & Easements or
IPm]oet ICProject Name Study Design/Plans  Construction  Land Acq Total
C-2 Date & 3rd, Standing Water [ - 8 5000 $§ 50400 $ - § 55500
C-3  Birch & 3rd, Infitration S - 8 2200 $§ 22300 $ - § 24500
C-8a Main Street, 1st to 5th, Stormwate $ 5000 § 2900 $§ 28800 §$ - $ 36,600
C-8b Regional Water Quality Facilityfor $ 60,000 $ - s - 3 - $ 60,000
c-7lc-14wahyWayEnUamesundmgv| $ - 8 3200 $ 32000 $ - 8 35200
Sth Place & 6th Street, Gravel Rot $ - 8 6400 $ 64000 S - $ 70400
0-10 Cul-de-Sac at Dyer Road, Standin $ - 8 500 § 4600 $ - $ 5,100
C-12  Culvert at Bus Maint. Drive for Sct $ - 8 140 § 1,400 $ - $ 1,500
C-15 2nd and Cedar, Standing Water $ - 8 2200 $§ 22400 $ - $ 24,600
C-168  1st & Date, Standing Water $ - 8 600 $ 6400 3 - 8 7,000
C-17 2nd and Birch, Standing Water  $ - 8 2200 $ 22400 $ - $ 24600
C-18 High Ave. Standing Water at Bus | $ - 3 1,200 $ 12300 $ - § 13500
C-20 4th & Birch, Flooding $ - 3 2600 $ 28000 $ - § 28600
N-2A  311st & Wisteria, Street Flooding $ - $ 800 $ 9300 $ 12800 $ 23,000
N4  Wisteria Ave & Gohr Rd, Northeat $ - $ 4100 $ 41300 $ - $ 45400
W-1  Highway US 2, lllicit Discharge in: $ - 8 1500 $ 14900 $ - $ 18,400
,&w.a Marcus Road and Hwy US 2, Sen $ - 8 600 $ 6,000 $ - 8 6,600
-1 Cul-de-Sac at Dyer Road, Standin $ - 8 1,000 $ 9,800 $ - § 10,800
/E-m Cul-de-Sac at Dyer Road, Standin $ - 8 800 $ 8300 § 7 TTN\$ 9,100
E-16b Dyer Rd. at Wegleys Creek, Cons $ 30,000 $ 37560 $ 375600 $' 21,000 z 464,200
€-16c Dyer Road, Ditches and Culverts 7 $ - 8 1300 $ 13400 $ - 14,700
SE-1__Level Spreader at 339th & Old Sul $ - _ 3 800 $ 8,000 $ i 8,800
Non-impact Projects Total $ 986,100
Projects Related to Development
Permits & Easements or
Project ID Project Name St Design & Plans Construction  Land Total
cn High School South Lot, Filling of Infiltratioa Ditch $- $1,600 $15,900 $- $17,500
C-13 1st Street Cuivert Crossing, 200 Ft. South of Willow $- $400 $3,800 $500 $4,700
c-19 8th Street at Depot Lo, Regional Flooding $5,000 $900 $9,000 $11,800 $26,700
N-2B 311st & Wisteria, Winters Creek Culvert s- $330 $3,300 $14,200 $17,800
N3 Gobr Road 310 south of N Park Drive, Lot Flooding ~ $3,000 $1,500 $15,300 $16,900 $41,700
N-5 Gohr Road, Drainage Improvemeuts $- $870 $8,700 $2,300 $11,900
E3 Wagleys Creek Crossing at 339th Ave $15,000 $2,300 $23,300 $4,000 $44,600
E8 132nd St., Plugged Culvert S- $100 $9500 s $2,000
E-10 E. Main Street, Drainage Probiems at Gravel Rd & $40,000 $26,300 $262,700 C 3 : $329,000
E-16a Dyer Rd. Culverts at Wagleys Creek, Debris $20,000 $1,800 $17,900 $7,000 $46,700
E-21 Foundry Drive, Connecting Riser & Storm $- $22,400 $223,600 A $295,000
SE-2 Extend 36° Culvert Under US 2, 400 Ft. East of $- $24,800 $248,400 $- 8273200
SE-3 Ditch on South Side of US 2, East of Rice Rd. S- $16.200 $161.500 $-  $177.700
Basic Projects Related to Development $1,289,000
Developer Fanded Imp. Project
E4 Sultan Basin Rd, Flooding in Area North of Bryant $8,000 $3,200 $32,100 $35,300 $78,600
E-7A 132nd Street, Storm Conveyance $12,000 $6,700 $66,700 S- $85,400
E-TB 132nd Street Storm Conveyance - Storm Pipe $10,000 $13,700 $137,400 $11,800  $172,900
E-19 Wagleys Creek Culvert at 140th Street SE $10,000 $1,000 $9,800 $- $20,800
N-1 Deterionsting Culvert st Trout Farm Road $8.000 $5.100 $50.700 $12,800 $76,600
Projects Related to Development Funded by Developers  $434,000
Likely, Total =
Total = $1,723,000
July 1, 2008 194
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Planning Board Recommendation — Mark-up Version
HOUSING ELEMENT RYEVAERAKI0;

HOUSING ELEMENT

Reqgional Context

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

“...preserve, improve, and expand its housing stock to provide a

range of affordable, healthy, and safe housing choices for every

resident. The region will continue to promote fair and equal

access to housing for all people.”
Vision 2040 places significant emphasis on the location of housing in proximity to
growth and employment centers and promotes fair and equal access to housing.
Increasing housing choices and opportunities in growth and employment centers is also
a primary goal that strives to improve the efficiency of our transportation system and
strengthen the region’s economy.

Through the Regional Growth Strategy, new housing development will be directed to the
urban growth area and regionally designated growth centers along the I-5 corridor.

Vision 2040 encourages local jurisdictions to development mechanisms to allow for a
wider array of housing types - especially affordable housing. Affordable housing is
defined as monthly housing costs that are less than 30 percent of gross household
income. Expenses for commuting to and from work are also critical when considering
the true cost of housing. Reducing commute times by placing jobs and housing in close
proximity can lower the true cost of housing.

Growth Management Requirements

Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.070(2) A housing element ensuring the vitality and character
of established residential neighborhoods identifies:

e Sufficient land for housing, including, but not limited to,
0 government-assisted housing
0 housing for low-income families
o0 manufactured housing
o multifamily housing
0 group homes and foster care facilities

e Makes adequate provisions for existing and projected needs of all
economic segments of the community.

Page 1 - Attachment D “mark-up” version
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Planning Board Recommendation — Mark-up Version
HOUSING ELEMENT BVEVAERZ0I0)

Snohomish County Fair Share Housing Policy

The Growth Management Act requires jurisdictions to set targets for affordable housing
and to establish _plans for meeting those targets while recognizing the vitality and
character of existing residential neighborhoods.

The purpose of the Fair Share Housing Policy is to ensure an equitable distribution of
low-income households across the county. The goal is to prevent further concentration
of low-income households in only a few areas.

Based on Sultan’s population allocation of 11,119 by 2025, the city’s allocation of
affordable housing units is 825 or 33% of the total anticipated 2500 housing units (6500
new residents/2.6 people per household in 2025 = 2500 housing units).

Organization

Under Vision 2040, the Housing section is divided into three topic headings:
1. Housing diversity and affordability

2. Jobs-housing balance
3. Housing Innovations and Best Practices
4. Neighborhood identity - This topic heading not required by Vision 2040

Editor’'s Note

The following draft goals and policies are built on the framework of the City of Sultan
2008 Revised Comprehensive Plan.

Goals and policies in the 2008 Revision are not numbered. The goals and policies
proposed for the 2011 Comprehensive Plan Update are numbered in the proposed
version to allow readers and comments to be easily referenced. A numbering system
will be adopted in the final revision of the 2011 Update

New proposed text and policies are shown as underline. Text and policies proposed to

be deleted are shown as strikethrough-

Page 2 - Attachment D “mark-up” version
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Planning Board Recommendation — Mark-up Version
HOUSING ELEMENT BVEVAERZ0I0)

Housing Element Goals and Policies

Topic 1. Housing Diversity and Affordability

Vision 2040 Goal:

The region needs a diverse and well-distributed mix of homes affordable to both owners
and renters in every demographic and income group. VISION 2040 encourages the
construction, preservation, and ownership of a variety of homes — including for special
needs and middle- to low-income households.

Sultan 2040 Goal

H 1 Goal: Manage growth potentials

Maintain a realistic balance between the land's capable, suitable potentials and Sultan's ability to
provide housing choices and opportunities_to meet the housing needs of all income levels and
demographic groups within the city. (MPP H-1)

H 1.1 Growth management priorities

Determine the developable acreage contained within the prescribed Sultan urban growth area.
Determine population or land use holding capacities and service requirements of proposed urban
expansion areas. Use this information to ensure there is sufficient zoned land capacity for
housing to accommodate 20-year growth targets. Establish—priorities—between—the—areas—to

evelopment proposals-or-public
mprovementproejects. (Vision 2040 — page 67)

H 1.3 Adopt land use requlations that support a variety of housing types and costs.

H 1.4 Encourage preservation and maintenance of existing affordable housing. (MPP H-2)

Editor’s note: Goal H2 has been moved to Topic Heading 4 — Create an ldentity

H 3 Goal: Promote diversity
Create district definitions, review and approval processes that allow for innovation and
performance.

Editor’s note — not sure what is meant by “district definitions”. Consider deleting text.

H 3.1 Innovative distrietsl and Use Planning

i ! I Support efficient the-review and approval of
innovative land use developments—Establish-special-planning-developmentproceduresfor such
as industrial or business parks, mixed density residential developments, special business district
projects, or other proposals that may be submitted and considered.

H 3.2 Housing choice

Expand housing district and code definitions to allow a broad choice of housing types, locations
and prices. Provide housing opportunities for every type, age, physical and mental capability of
household to include the family, the single-headed household, the individual, and the elderly. To

Page 3 - Attachment D “mark-up” version
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Planning Board Recommendation — Mark-up Version
HOUSING ELEMENT BVEVAERZ0I0)

the extent appropriate, recognize social area specialization by household and age group, and
provide public services that reflect each area's special needs.

H 3.3 Innovative housing product definitions

Amend the zoning ordinance to define an increased variety of housing products including
detached single-family, detached lot line, duplex, townhouse, multiplex, and garden apartments
in addition to the single-family and mobile home products now included in the prevailing
ordinance.

H 3.4 Clustering and planned-unitdevelopmentl ot Averaging provisions

Amend the zoning ordinance to allowAllow clustering and planned unit residential developments
where-the-objective-would-belot averaging to allow for a variety of housing products, create
common open space, and/or conserve significant social characteristics of the land like wooded
areas and scenic views. (Note: Council is considering proposal to repeal Planned Unit
Development regulations in favor of lot-averaging)

H 3.5 Allow the installation of manufactured housing units — on single family lots to reduce
housing costs.

H 3.6 Develap—Encquraqe more detached sinqle_familv housing types

, to reduce
development costs, increase choice, achieve higher densities, but still maintain a low-density
scale and appearance._(Note: Council approved repealing ADU code to allow mother-in-law
units) PB 05-04-10

H 3.7 Bevelep-Encourage attached single family housing types treluding-such as duplex,
guadplex, garden, row or townhouses — to reduce development costs, increase choice, achieve
higher densities, but still maintain a moderate-density scale and appearance._(Editor’s note —
define garden, row and patio houses) PB 05-04-10

H 3.8 Bevelop-Encourage multiple family housing types including multiplexes, townhouses,
and some garden apartments — to increase choice and achieve higher densities in newly
developing areas._PB 05-04-10

H 3.9 Bevelep—Encourage mixed-use projects that provide housing over ground floor
commercial or office activities, particularly within the downtown — to increase choice and
achieve higher densities within a village or pedestrian-oriented environment._PB 05-04-10

H 4 Goal: Housing — design concepts

H 4.1 Allow smaller single family lot sizes — in order to increase density, but maintain single
family building scale and character in existing neighborhoods.

H 4.2 Cluster housing developments — to protect sensitive environmental areas, increase open
space amenities, and reduce development costs.

H4.3 Bevelop-Encourage new housing with shared access streets and parking lots — to make
more effective use of the roadways and reduce development costs._ PB 04-05-10

Page 4 - Attachment D “mark-up” version
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Topic 2. Jobs Housing Balance

Vision 2040 Goal:

Vision 2040 places significant emphasis on the location of housing in proximity to growth and
employment centers and promotes fair and equal access to housing. Increasing housing choices
and opportunities in growth and employment in centers is also a primary goal that strives to
improve the efficiency of our transportation system and strengthen the region’s economy.

H 5.1 Encourage the Bdevelopment of vacant lands on the Sultan River valley floor and
in_older neighborhoods with single family housing product types — to retain and protect
existing low-density areas and reduce risk exposure on flood prone lands._ PB 05-04-10
(Editor’s _note:  This policy seems focused on preserving existing neighborhoods.
Recommend moving H 5.1 to Topic 4 Create ldentity)

H 5.2 Develop-Encourage moderate to higher density housing product types on the edge of
the plateau bordering theproposed-new-commercial and employment areas — to increase
housing choice and density on environmentally capable lands_in proximity to employment
centers. PB 05-04-10

H 5.3 Develop mixed-use structures with upper story housing in the downtown and retail
centers — to increase housing choice and density within a pedestrian-oriented environment_in
proximity to proposed employment centers.

H 5.4 Support housing that is affordable for the types of jobs available in Sultan (CPP HO-
11)

Topic 3. Housing Innovations and Best Heusing-Practices

Vision 2040 Goal: Encourage local jurisdictions to adopt available best housing practices
and innovative techniques to advance the provision of affordable, healthy, and safe housing
for all the region’s residents.

Sultan 2040

H 1.2 Support regional efforts to encourage development of affordable homes for owners and
renters in every demographic group and income level.

H 1.5 Streamline and simplify development requlations to minimize the cost of housing
development. (Sultan 2040 Mission Statement)
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Topic 4. Create ldentity

H 2 Goal: Create identity
Define a pattern of urban development that is recognizable, provides an identity, and reflects
Sultan values and opportunities.

H 2.1 Neighborhood planning areas

Define and protect the integrity of small planning areas, particularly residential neighborhoods
that have common boundaries, uses, and concerns using transition land use areas and landscape
buffers.

H 2.2 Special districts

When there is support from property owners, Eestablish special zoning districts that may
distinguish unique land use concerns and utilize special or extra planning and design reviews.
For example, -Sspecial districts could be established for a Sultan downtown business district.
(Editor’s note: staff recommended change to clarify bottom up approach to special district

planning)
H 2.3 Encourage neighberhoed-property-owners—ineluding-residents of lands that may annex to

Sultan, to participate in the creation of local plans that may detail public improvements, zoning
issues, and other planning concerns. PB 05-04-10

H 2.3 Promote quality housing to meet the community’s needs. (Sultan 2040 Mission
Statement

H 5.1 Encourage the development of vacant lands on the Sultan River valley floor and in
older neighborhoods with single family housing product types — to retain and protect existing
low-density areas and reduce risk exposure on flood prone lands. PB 05-04-10

(Editor’s note: This policy seems focused on preserving existing neighborhoods. Recommend
moving H 5.1 to Topic 4 Create Identity)
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Housing Element Goals and Policies

Topic 1. Housing Diversity and Affordability

Vision 2040 Goal:

The region needs a diverse and well-distributed mix of homes affordable to both owners
and renters in every demographic and income group. VISION 2040 encourages the
construction, preservation, and ownership of a variety of homes — including for special
needs and middle- to low-income households.

Sultan 2040 Goal

H 1 Goal: Manage growth potentials

Maintain a realistic balance between the land's capable, suitable potentials and Sultan's ability to
provide housing choices and opportunities to meet the housing needs of all income levels and
demographic groups within the city. (MPP H-1)

H 1.1 Growth management priorities

Determine the developable acreage contained within the prescribed Sultan urban growth area.
Determine population or land use holding capacities and service requirements of proposed urban
expansion areas. Use this information to ensure there is sufficient zoned land capacity for
housing to accommodate 20-year growth targets. (Vision 2040 — page 67)

H 1.3 Adopt land use requlations that support a variety of housing types and costs.

H 1.4 Encourage preservation and maintenance of existing affordable housing. (MPP H-2)

Editor’s note: Goal H2 has been moved to Topic Heading 4 — Create an Identity

H 3 Goal: Promote diversity
Create district definitions, review and approval processes that allow for innovation and
performance.

Editor’s note — not sure what is meant by “district definitions”. Consider deleting text.

H 3.1 Innovative Land Use Planning

Support efficient review and approval of innovative land use developments such as industrial or
business parks, mixed density residential developments, special business district projects, or
other proposals that may be submitted and considered.

H 3.2 Housing choice

Expand housing district and code definitions to allow a broad choice of housing types, locations
and prices. Provide housing opportunities for every type, age, physical and mental capability of
household to include the family, the single-headed household, the individual, and the elderly. To
the extent appropriate, recognize social area specialization by household and age group, and
provide public services that reflect each area's special needs.
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H 3.3 Innovative housing product definitions

Amend the zoning ordinance to define an increased variety of housing products including
detached single-family, detached lot line, duplex, townhouse, multiplex, and garden apartments
in addition to the single-family and mobile home products now included in the prevailing
ordinance.

H 3.4 Clustering and Lot Averaging provisions

Allow clustering and lot averaging to allow for a variety of housing products, create common
open space, and/or conserve significant social characteristics of the land like wooded areas and
scenic views. (Note: Council is considering proposal to repeal Planned Unit Development
regulations in favor of lot-averaging)

H 3.5 Allow the installation of manufactured housing units — on single family lots to reduce
housing costs.

H 3.6 Encourage more detached single family housing types— to reduce development costs,
increase choice, achieve higher densities, but still maintain a low-density scale and appearance.
(Note: Council approved repealing ADU code to allow mother-in-law units) PB 05-04-10

H 3.7 Encourage attached single family housing types such as duplex, quadplex, garden,
row or townhouses — to reduce development costs, increase choice, achieve higher densities, but
still maintain a moderate-density scale and appearance. (Editor’s note — define garden, row and
patio houses) PB 05-04-10

H 3.8 Encourage multiple family housing types including multiplexes, townhouses, and
some garden apartments — to increase choice and achieve higher densities in newly developing
areas. PB 05-04-10

H 3.9 Encourage mixed-use projects that provide housing over ground floor commercial or
office activities, particularly within the downtown — to increase choice and achieve higher
densities within a village or pedestrian-oriented environment. PB 05-04-10

H 4 Goal: Housing — design concepts

H 4.1 Allow smaller single family lot sizes — in order to increase density, but maintain single
family building scale and character in existing neighborhoods.

H 4.2 Cluster housing developments — to protect sensitive environmental areas, increase open
space amenities, and reduce development costs.

H4.3 Encourage new housing with shared access streets and parking lots — to make more
effective use of the roadways and reduce development costs. PB 04-05-10
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Topic 2. Jobs Housing Balance

Vision 2040 Goal:

Vision 2040 places significant emphasis on the location of housing in proximity to growth and
employment centers and promotes fair and equal access to housing. Increasing housing choices
and opportunities in growth and employment in centers is also a primary goal that strives to
improve the efficiency of our transportation system and strengthen the region’s economy.

H 5.1 Encourage the development of vacant lands on the Sultan River valley floor and
in_older neighborhoods with single family housing product types — to retain and protect
existing low-density areas and reduce risk exposure on flood prone lands. PB 05-04-10
(Editor’s note:  This policy seems focused on preserving existing neighborhoods.
Recommend moving H 5.1 to Topic 4 Create Identity)

H 5.2 Encourage moderate to_higher density housing product types on the edge of the
plateau bordering commercial and employment areas — to increase housing choice and
density on environmentally capable lands in proximity to employment centers. PB 05-04-10

H 5.3 Develop mixed-use structures with upper story housing in the downtown and retail
centers — to increase housing choice and density within a pedestrian-oriented environment in
proximity to proposed employment centers.

H 5.4 Support housing that is affordable for the types of jobs available in Sultan (CPP HO-
11)

Topic 3. Housing Innovations and Best Practices

Vision 2040 Goal: Encourage local jurisdictions to adopt available best housing practices
and innovative techniques to advance the provision of affordable, healthy, and safe housing
for all the region’s residents.

Sultan 2040

H 1.2 Support regional efforts to encourage development of affordable homes for owners and
renters in every demographic group and income level.

H 1.5 Streamline and simplify development requlations to minimize the cost of housing
development. (Sultan 2040 Mission Statement)
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Topic 4. Create ldentity

H 2 Goal: Create identity
Define a pattern of urban development that is recognizable, provides an identity, and reflects
Sultan values and opportunities.

H 2.1 Neighborhood planning areas

Define and protect the integrity of small planning areas, particularly residential neighborhoods
that have common boundaries, uses, and concerns using transition land use areas and landscape
buffers.

H 2.2 Special districts

When there is support from property owners, establish special zoning districts that may
distinguish unique land use concerns and utilize special or extra planning and design reviews.
For example, special districts could be established for a Sultan downtown business district.
(Editor’s note: staff recommended change to clarify bottom up approach to special district
planning)

H 2.3 Encourage residents of lands that may annex to Sultan, to participate in the creation of
local plans that may detail public improvements, zoning issues, and other planning concerns. PB
05-04-10

H 2.3 Promote quality housing to meet the community’s needs. (Sultan 2040 Mission
Statement)

H 5.1 Encourage the development of vacant lands on the Sultan River valley floor and in
older neighborhoods with single family housing product types — to retain and protect existing
low-density areas and reduce risk exposure on flood prone lands. PB 05-04-10

(Editor’s note: This policy seems focused on preserving existing neighborhoods. Recommend
moving H 5.1 to Topic 4 Create Identity)
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