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Comprehensive Plan/Zoning Map Amendment Request 
Planning & Development Services · 1800 Continental Place · Mount Vernon WA 98273 
voice 360-416-1320 · www.skagitcounty.net/planning  

Per RCW 36.70A.470(2), this form is intended for use by any interested person, including applicants, citizens, hearing examiners, and 
staff of other agencies, to request amendments to the Skagit County Comprehensive Plan/Zoning Map. Please do not combine 
multiple unrelated map amendments on a single form. This form is for changes to the map; use the Policy or Development 
Regulation Suggestion form for changes to those regulations.  

Submitted By  

Name Bill Sygitowicz Organization Skagit Partners, LLC 

Address PO Box 29840 City, State Bellingham, WA Zip 98228 

Email BillSyg@VineDev.com Phone (360) 739-4089 
  
Request Type  

Choose one of the following: 

General ☒ Site-specific map amendment, as defined in SCC 14.08.020(6), but NOT to a commercial/industrial designation. 

C-I ☐ Site-specific map amendment to a commercial/industrial designation per SCC 14.08.020(7)(c)(iii). 

Rezone ☐ Site-specific rezone without the need for a Comprehensive Plan Map amendment per SCC 14.08.020(7). 

Area ☐ Area-wide map amendment. 
  
Required Submittals  

 

All map amendments and rezones: 

☒ Fees (except area-wide map amendments) 

☒ Land Use Map 

☒ Lot of Record Certification  

☒ Ownership Certification (if required 
below) 

Commercial-Industrial map amendments and rezones: 

☐ Site Plan  

☐ Commercial/Industrial Phasing Plan;  
optional, see SCC 14.08.020(7)(c)(iii) 

 
 

 
 
* Per planner Stacie Pratschner: Lot of record certification is not required at this time. 

Subject 
Property  

Site Address See Property Parcel Information, Attachment 
B hereto. 

City, State  Zip  

Parcel No(s) See Attachment B hereto. Existing Zone  

Acreage 1,244 acres total Requested Zone  
  
Property Interest  

Are you the owner of the subject property? 

Yes ☐ Please attach Attachment A, Ownership Certification  

No ☒ Describe your interest in the subject property:  Please see attached. 

  
Proposal Description  

Please answer all of the questions below that are applicable to your suggestion. 

1. Describe your proposed amendment. 

http://www.skagitcounty.net/planning
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 The proposed amendment (“Avalon proposal” or “Proposal”) to the Skagit County Comprehensive Plan (“Comprehensive 
Plan” or “CP”) is to change the Comprehensive Plan designation of approximately 1244 acres of land (“Property”) (approximately 
49 acres of which is designated Rural and approximately 7 acres which is zoned Agricultural)1 from Natural Resource Lands, Rural 
Resource with a Mineral Resource Overlay to allow for development of a new fully contained community.  Please see attached 
Proposal for details. 

2. Describe the reasons your proposed amendment is needed or important. 

 The proposed map amendment is needed now to allow Skagit County to plan for additional population growth, new 
housing, and because Avalon will take years to develop after the current proposal is approved. Please see attached Proposal. 

3. Describe why existing Comprehensive Plan map designations should not continue to be in effect or why they no longer apply. 

 Most of Avalon is zoned Rural Resource with a Mineral Resources Overlay. The gravel mines are either depleted or near-
depletion and cannot be renewed. The small areas of Avalon not zoned with a Mineral Resources Overlay are not agriculturally 
significant. Please see attached Proposal. 

4. Describe how the amendment complies with the Comprehensive Plan’s community vision statements, goals, objectives, and 
policy directives. 

 The map amendment is necessary to allow the development of Avalon as a new fully contained community. Avalon 
would provide jobs, housing, green space, and myriad other benefits consistent with Skagit County's vision statements, goals, 
objectives, and policy directives. Please see attached Proposal. 

5. Describe the impacts anticipated to be caused by the change, including geographic area affected and issues presented. 

 Expansion of urban services will be necessary. Geographical changes will be limited to the 1244 acres of Avalon. Please 
see attached Proposal. 

6. Describe how adopted functional plans and Capital Facilities Plans support the change. 

 Some analysis at a later date will be required. The capacity of existing water and sewer services will need to be increased. 
Please see attached Proposal. 

7. Describe any public review of the request that has already occurred. 

 Skagit Partners has submitted a similar proposal in previous years. Please see attached Proposal. 

8. Describe how the map amendment/rezone complies with Comprehensive Plan land use designation criteria in Chapter 2, the 
Urban, Open Space & Land Use Element; Chapter 3, the Rural Element; or Chapter 4, the Natural Resource Lands Element. 

 The map amendment is consistent with Chapters 2, 3, and 4 of the Comprehensive Plan. Please see attached Proposal. 

9. Population forecasts and distributions. 

If you are proposing an urban growth area boundary change, describe how it is supported by and dependent on population 
forecasts and allocated urban population distributions, existing urban densities and infill opportunities, phasing and 
availability of adequate services, proximity to designated natural resource lands, and the presence of critical areas. 

If you are proposing a rural areas or natural resource land map designation change, describe how it is supported by and 
dependent on population forecasts and allocated non-urban population distributions, existing rural area and natural resource 
land densities and infill opportunities. 

 The Property contains 1244 acres. All but 56 acres are Rural Resource with a Mineral Resources Overlay. The gravel 
mines on the property are depleted or near-depletion. The development of Avalon as a fully contained community would attract 
around 8,500 people who would otherwise not move to Skagit County. Please see attached Proposal. 

                                                                 
1 Parcel nos. P35896, P35772 and P35812 are designated Rural and parcel no. P36088 is designated Agricultural.   
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10. If you are proposing a natural resource land map designation change, describe how the change is necessary based on one or 
more of the following: 

(A) A change in circumstances pertaining to the Comprehensive Plan or public policy. 

(B) A change in circumstances beyond the control of the landowner pertaining to the subject property. 

(C) An error in initial designation. 

(D) New information on natural resource land or critical area status. 

 The gravel mines on the property are depleted or near-depleted. Please see attached Proposal. 

 
Notices  

Fees. For review that requires more than 80 hours of staff time, the applicant will be billed at the hourly rate as shown on the fee 
schedule. 

Refunds. If an application is not approved for further review under SCC 14.08.030(2), or when an application is withdrawn or 
returned before such a preliminary decision is made, a refund of not more than 80% may be authorized by the Planning and 
Development Services Director. Refunds must be requested in writing within 180 days of the date the fee is collected. 

SEPA. The SEPA checklist and fee, if required, are due upon request from the Department if the Board of County Commissioners 
dockets this application for further consideration. This application may be considered complete without payment of the SEPA fee.  

Docketing. SCC Chapter 14.08 governs the process for docketing of Comprehensive Plan amendments. Docketing is procedural 
only and does not constitute a decision by the Board of County Commissioners as to whether the amendment will ultimately be 
approved. Amendments are usually concluded by the end of the year following the request. State law generally prohibits the 
County from amending its Comprehensive Plan more than once per year.  

Submission deadline. A complete application for a map amendment must be received by the last business day of July for 
docketing. Requests received after that date will not be considered until the following year’s docket.  

How to Submit. Submit your requests via email (preferred) to pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us or to Planning & Development 
Services at the address above. 

http://www.codepublishing.com/wa/skagitcounty/cgi/defs.pl?def=def66
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
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additional population represents an increase to the overall population figure planned for 2036 
rather than a re-allocation of the current population figure for 2036.  Currently, the County is 
utilizing a population figure of 155,452.  (See “Skagit County Growth Projections, Summary of 
Methods and Results, July 2014”, Berk Consulting; “Berk” or “Berk Report”).  However, our 
research indicates that a new fully contained community will draw additional population that 
would not otherwise come to reside in Skagit County.  Therefore, the proposed new fully 
contained community at Avalon is not within the forecasting parameters used to arrive at the 
155,452 population number.  An increase of 8,500 people would bring this population figure to 
163,952.   

The Skagit Council of Governments (“SCOG”) in conjunction with ECONorthwest completed the 
Housing Inventory and Transportation Analysis in December 2017. (Att. GG, ECONorthwest, 
“Skagit Council of Governments Housing Inventory and Transportation Analysis,” 12/17; herein 
“the SCOG Housing Report”).  That report states that “the Washington State Office of Financial 
Management (OFM) projects net-migration into the county through 2025 to somewhat exceed 
net-migration totals from 2000 to 2010.” (Id. at 8). The SCOG Housing Report also states that 
“[h]ousing production in Skagit County since 2010 has been slower than any decade in the last 40 
years.” (Id. at 3) Only 1,500 new housing units have been built since 2010. (Id.) Avalon offers a 
potential partial solution to this problem, as it will contain thousands of residential units in both 
multi-family and single-family configurations at a variety of price points. The housing pressure 
around the county will further encourage outside residents to move to Avalon, and though the 
Avalon proposal is not seeking to accommodate the population growth allocated to existing UGAs, 
current Skagit residents may choose to move to Avalon as well. 

2. Describe the reasons your proposed amendment is needed or important. 
 

a. Population growth 

The proposed Map amendment is needed in large part because the County should plan for 
additional capacity to meet population growth in a manner that will not burden existing services 
but will rather provide a net economic benefit to local communities.  Washington State’s 
population continues to grow and the governments at the state and county level must continue 
to plan for the future.  The population of Washington State is now 7.4 million people, an increase 
of 117,000 people since just last year. (Attachment DD, “Washington state added the population 
of Everett last year,” KUOW, 06/27/18). Seventy percent (70%) of this growth is due to migration 
to the state. Id. The three-county region made up of King, Snohomish, and Pierce Counties is the 
sixth-fastest growing metro area in the county.  (See Attachment CC, “New census numbers show 
just how crowded we’re getting here,” Kiro 7, 03/23/18). Additionally, county-to-county migration 
trends for the Puget Sound region demonstrate that people are moving out of King, Kitsap, Pierce 
and Snohomish Counties but re-locating elsewhere in Washington State. (see Att. R, Puget Sound 
Trends No. D7 June 2012, p. 2-3; See also Att. BB, “Where We’ll Grow,” 4/25/15, Puget Sound 
Regional Council).   

Skagit County is in close proximity to the greater King County metropolitan area and is in a prime 
location to absorb some of the population moving to and within Washington State.  Mr. Jon 
Peterson, of Peterson Economics, studied market trends for new growth and concluded that, due 
to the unique attributes of the Avalon Property, it can provide an attractive, amenitized 
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community, oriented primarily toward moderately affluent retirement-oriented buyers relocating 
from the greater Seattle area for lifestyle and affordability reasons.  This community would also 
attract a variety of local-area resident buyers, as well as retirement-oriented buyers and others 
from various locations around the U.S., along with some potential buyers from the Vancouver 
metro area.  A new fully contained community at Avalon will provide a significant boost to the 
economy of Skagit County.  The new population will spend money in local shops and restaurants, 
hiring staff to help maintain their homes, etc. rather than compete with existing businesses.  Full 
build out of such a community could generate between 600 and 1,000 new full-time-equivalent 
jobs in the Skagit Valley each year during the primary development period.  Further, on-going 
operations of the community could account for 100 to 200 ongoing full-time-equivalent jobs (after 
several years of development).  Finally, the new population will increase property tax revenues 
while placing a low burden on service providers due to the proposed demographic profile. (See 
Att. K, Memorandum Report: A Summary Review of Current and Anticipated Future Market and 
Financial Support for a New Fully Contained Community of the Avalon Parcel, Peterson Economics, 
July 2016, “Peterson Report”). 

Small towns with a long history of attracting affluent retirees (such as Bend, Oregon) provide a 
clear illustration of the benefits of developing similar communities and using property tax 
revenues to fund world-class parks, roads, schools, and other public services and facilities. (See 
Att. K, Peterson Report). 

Skagit County’s proximity to Everett also makes Skagit County attractive to working families.  
Lower home prices in Skagit County provide a more affordable option, with a high quality of life 
and less traffic.  It is well known that the biggest employer of Skagit County residents is Boeing, 
and that the company will be building a new 777 airplane.  People who work for Boeing will 
continue to move to Skagit County.  These people increase the demand on the current housing 
supply and buildable land.  Additionally, from the north, Whatcom County residents in search for 
different housing options are moving to Skagit County. 

There is insufficient buildable land for growth in most of the larger Skagit County UGAs, let alone 
for the type of growth potential offered by a new fully contained community like Avalon.  In order 
to reduce sprawl, urban growth is encouraged where adequate public facilities and services can 
be provided in an efficient manner.  “Only about three percent of all land in Skagit County is 
designated urban.” CP, Urban Growth Areas, p. 33.  The unincorporated UGA Bayview Ridge 
(“Bayview Ridge “) has very little room for growth.  (Berk Report, p. 4).  Berk recommends that 
Bayview Ridge’s population allocation for the 2015-2036 planning period be “reduced to 0.2% to 
recognize the small number of existing buildable lots (~22-23), and reallocated based on the 
current shares to remaining UGAs.” (Berk, p.4).  The CP does not include plans to add land to 
Bayview Ridge, the tribal Swinomish UGA or the other UGAs in the County.  See also, discussion 
of population projections for Skagit County at Question no. 9 herein.   

The time to plan for additional housing in Skagit County is now.  In addition to creating a market 
for new demand as described in the above-mentioned recent Peterson Report, existing residents 
and expanding businesses in Skagit County would benefit from new housing options to attract 
and retain employees.  Businesses are already citing the lack of housing as one reason they cannot 
attract the new employees needed to expand. (Att. FF, Stone, Brandon, “ESASC: Hosing shortage 
hurting economy,” Go Skagit, 11/10/17) Potential business expansion requiring housing for 
employees include the Janicki Bioenergy’s plan to expand its operations to the historic Northern 
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State Hospital property (North Cascades Gateway Center) for its clean water OmniProcessor 
technology, which has the potential for creating 1000 new jobs.  (see Att. S, “Bill Gates backed 
company eyes historic Skagit County hospital site for major expansion,” Puget Sound Business 
Journal, 02/17/15; See also Att. V, Parker, Hilary, “EDASC-New Janicki project could bring 1000 
jobs to County,” 03/03/15).  As an anchor tenant for the Northern State Hospital property, Janicki 
has the potential of contributing jobs to Sedro Woolley.  The question left unanswered is where 
will these new employees live?     

Hexcel Corporation also recently expanded, creating additional jobs. (See Att. U, “Burlington 
aerospace supplier expands, partners with state to train workers,” Puget Sound Business Journal, 
1/7/15).  At a conference of EDASC, Michael J. Parks, editor emeritus of Marple’s Business Letter, 
shared his predictions for the County’s economy in 2015.  Parks stated he “sees Skagit county and 
the greater Seattle area as a fertile oasis in a slow growth world.” (See Att. W, Parker, Hilary, 
“EDASC 2015 Forecast Dinner: Year of Growth, change predicted for Skagit County”, 03/02/15).  
Skagit County employment growth was 3.7% in 2014, while the state average was 2.7%.  Id.  Again, 
more housing is needed to support the job growth. 

 
b. Housing 
 

Skagit County, along with the rest of the nation, is currently facing a housing crisis. (See Att. GG; 
Kusisto, Laura, “The next housing crisis: a historic shortage of new homes,” The Wall Street 
Journal, 3/18/183; Att. HH.) Fewer homes will be built between 2010 and 2020 than in any of the 
previous four-decade period in Skagit County. (Att. GG) There are a number of reasons for the 
decline in housing. One such reason is the decline of small, local builders and the relative rise of 
national, publicly traded builders, who prefer larger markets. (Lahart, Justin, “Big builders are 
remodeling the housing market,” The Wall Street Journal, 7/13/18.4) Another is the cost of land 
and lack of affordable lots. (Att. GG, Att. HH)  

Avalon is a partial solution to the housing crisis. Avalon will contain thousands of homes, both 
multi-family and single-family, at various price points. These homes will likely be built by a 
national builder working in conjunction with small local builders. And, because Avalon is 
currently a large “blank slate,” building lots will be reasonably priced, enabling the construction 
of homes at many price points. Though many Avalon residents will be migrants to Skagit County 
from other parts of the state and British Columbia, some may also be current Skagit County 
residents.    

 
c.  Planning 
 

The Avalon proposal may take the better part of a decade before it is ready to have its first 
buildings sold.  If the planning process is not started now, then the housing, school, parks, and 

                                                           
3 Article available at https://www.wsj.com/articles/american-housing-shortage-slams-the-door-on-buyers-
1521395460. Skagit Partners does not have a license to distribute this article.  
4 Article available at https://www.wsj.com/articles/big-builders-are-remodeling-the-housing-market-1531474201.  
Skagit Partners does not have a license to distribute this article.  

https://www.wsj.com/articles/american-housing-shortage-slams-the-door-on-buyers-1521395460
https://www.wsj.com/articles/american-housing-shortage-slams-the-door-on-buyers-1521395460
https://www.wsj.com/articles/big-builders-are-remodeling-the-housing-market-1531474201
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other services will not be available when needed in 8-10 years.  For instance, it is well known that 
there is a need for a school in the northern part of the County.  The Avalon proposal is an 
opportunity to address this need.  Designation of a new fully contained community in the 
Comprehensive Plan, adopting new development regulations, and amending the county-wide 
planning policies, is the first step.  Next will come a project application and ultimately, project 
approval.  Once the Avalon Proposal obtains project level approval, the Property within the fully 
contained community will become a designated UGA.  Plat approval and other site-specific 
approvals will follow, as will dedications of public space and SEPA compliance.  Permitting from 
multiple agencies, engineering design and review for roads and utilities will be followed by the 
construction of the necessary infrastructure.  After all these are done, houses will be built.  Land 
should be designated now to allow for development of a new fully contained community at Avalon 
capable of providing an economic boost to Skagit County and accommodating expected growth. 

 

3. Describe why existing Comprehensive Plan map designations should not continue 
to be in effect or why they no longer apply. 
 

The current Comprehensive Plan map designation, Rural Resource NRL with a Mineral Resource 
Overlay (with the exception of approximately 49 acres of which is designated Rural and 
approximately 7 acres which is zoned Agricultural) should not continue because the Property no 
longer meets the Mineral Resource Designation Criteria set forth in CP Policy 4D-1.1.  The Avalon 
proposal provides an opportunity to reinvent the uses for the Property for the County’s future 
and requires a de-designation of the Property as mineral land.   

The majority of gravel mines on the Property are either depleted or near depletion and can no 
longer produce the minimum threshold volume of gravel necessary to make the mines 
economically practical (Policy 4D-1.1(b)).  The bulk of remaining minerals lay beneath a thick layer 
of glacial till which makes mining cost-prohibitive (Policy 4D-1.3(g)).  There are a total of four 
gravel mines on the Property.  Unlike other natural resources, minerals are not a renewable 
resource.  Once the minerals are extracted, there is little sense to keep property under a mineral 
designation.   

The gravel mine in the northwest corner of the Property (on the Miles property, known as the 
Samish Pit) is depleted.  Operators are in the reclamation process with the Department of Natural 
Resources, preparing the land to prevent further degradation and for future use.  The gravel mine 
in the southeast corner of the Property (on the Butler property) is in operation but it is near 
depletion.  There is an active gravel mine on the west side of the Property (on the Curry property), 
but it is not expected to operate much longer before going through the reclamation process.  The 
County currently operates a gravel extraction pit in the southwest corner of the Property.  (See 
Att. E, Map of Property Ownership).  Mining can continue in this pit as Avalon is built and is 
expected to be depleted by the time Avalon is fully built out.   

The remainder of the Property has not been used for gravel mining in the past and is not suitable 
to be mined.  Most of the Property was commercially timber-harvested more than 75 years ago 
and there is no reforestation plan in place.  The remaining uses for the Property are appropriate 
for an urban growth area.  The Property contains approximately 49 acres of land designated Rural 
Reserve (RRv).  The Avalon proposal seeks to convert a relatively small percentage of the overall 
RRv to UGA.  And the addition of these few parcels will not result in conversion of additional rural 
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land.  The Property contains 7 acres of Agricultural land which is not currently used for commercial 
agricultural production and is ripe for de-designation.   

There are currently six single family residences scattered across the entire Property.  The Avalon 
Golf Links course and its setbacks occupy approximately 230 acres and will continue operating, 
complementing Avalon and providing open space and recreational opportunities to residents and 
guests.   

The Avalon proposal can also comply with GMA.  Under RCW 36.70A.110(3), an urban growth area 
may be designated in four separate locations: 

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. Urban growth may also be located in designated new fully 
contained communities as defined by RCW 36.70A.350.   

The proposal fits under the fourth location stated above, “urban growth may also be located in 
designated new fully contained communities.”  The County may establish a process for reviewing 
proposals to authorize a new fully contained community.  RCW 36.70A.350.  If the Avalon proposal 
is docketed, the County may approve a new fully contained community (FCC), so long as the 
criteria under RCW 36.70A.350 are met.  As stated in response to Question No. 1, the County must 
allocate (reserve) a portion of its twenty-year population projection for the new FCC.  This 
“reserve” is referred to as a “new community reserve” under the GMA.  RCW 36.70A.350 (2).  
From a planning perspective, the “reserve” should take place upon approval of the proposed 
comprehensive plan amendments and development regulations. The final adoption of the new 
FCC results in a new UGA.  RCW 36.70A.350.   

4. Describe how the amendment complies with the Comprehensive Plan’s community 
vision statements, goals, objectives, and policy directives. 

Major Themes of the Community Vision (pp. 14-17) and description how amendment complies 
with statement. 
Statement:  Support economic opportunities. (p. 15)   

The construction phase of Avalon will create a variety of jobs in the area.  The National Association 
of Home Builders (NAHB) estimates that 2.97 jobs are created with the construction of one single 
family home. (See Att. AA, “Impact of Home Building and Remodeling on the US Economy,” NAHB, 
5/1/14).  A report recently produced by the Skagit County Affordable Housing Advisory Committee 
entitled Building a Skagit Housing Affordability Strategy, June 2016 Update, notes that these jobs 
can become permanent with the number of housing units needed in Skagit County. (Att. II, p. 14.).  
With complete buildout expected to take at least 15 years, based on the Housing Report, it is 
estimated that building Avalon alone will result in 590-650 jobs.  The Peterson Report estimates 
600-1,000 new full-time jobs will be created during the construction season and 100-200 
permanent jobs will result. 
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The economic benefits will manifest themselves in other ways in addition to new job creation.  
The principal target market of new moderately affluent residents will bring an infusion of capital 
and customers for existing local shops and restaurants. (See Att. K, Peterson Report).  The 
demographic profile of most anticipated buyers (e.g., retirement or near-retirement age from 
King County) would place unusually low burdens on local public service providers, such as school 
districts, but will contribute a significant additional amount to local tax revenue.  Peterson 
Economics estimates new net property tax revenue alone could grow by approximately $1 million 
per year, reaching about $10 million per year after ten years of sales. (Id.)  This kind of additional 
annual tax revenue could help Skagit County develop and maintain world class parks, roads, 
schools, and other public services and facilities.    
    

Statement:  Increase the housing choices for all residents. (p. 15)   
The Avalon proposal will provide a variety of housing types, likely including single-family homes, 
townhomes, and apartments/condos, and therefore more housing choices to existing and new 
residents of Skagit County. Also, the proposal will be required to meet all GMA and County 
requirements regarding affordable housing. The homes will be located in a UGA, close to 
amenities and encouraging walkability to commercial services and recreational opportunities.  
 
There is a shortage of new homes being built nationwide. (Att. HH, “The State of the Nation’s 
Housing 2018,” Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University, 2018.) Skagit County 
echoes this trend. (Att. EE, Sanders, Julia-Grace, “Housing prices up significantly in 2017,” Go 
Skagit, 2/17/18.) Though not the primary target, it is anticipated that existing Skagit County 
residents will choose to move to Avalon given the lack of available supply within Skagit County. 
Additionally, new homes at Avalon may help alleviate some of the intense pressure on the housing 
market.  

 
Statement:  Balance urban uses and environmental protection. (p. 16)   

The Avalon proposal will provide for urban-scale development while protecting the natural 
environment and open space, including trails and parks that will surround the developed area.  
The Applicant preliminarily anticipates land uses that will include parks, open space and trails.  
Also, the existing Avalon golf course will be a part of the new fully contained community.  (See 
Att. F-5, Preliminary Avalon Land Use Summary).  The entire Property is outside the flood zone 
and adjacent to existing urban areas.  The Avalon proposal will be required to satisfy all County 
regulations relating to environmental protection.   

 
Statement:  Protect and retain rural lifestyles. (p. 16) 

The Property is currently mostly designated as resource land with a minor portion designated as 
rural land.  Avalon will encourage protection and conservation of open spaces and urban 
development patterns.  Directing development into urban areas helps prevent development in 
rural areas that could lead to urban sprawl and suburban development patterns.  

 
Statement:  Protect and conserve the environment and ecologically sensitive areas, and preclude 
development and land uses which are incompatible with critical areas. (p. 16)   

The Avalon proposal will be required to undergo SEPA review if its application is docketed and 
additional SEPA and critical area review following submission of a project application.  The SEPA 
review and critical area review process will help inform a development design that is ecologically 



Comprehensive Plan/Zoning Map Amendment Request – Proposal Description 

  
Submitted by:  Skagit Partners LLC, July 31, 2018 Page 8 of 26 

sensitive and which protects critical areas from future development and preserves them for the 
enjoyment of future generations.  

 
Statement: Respect property rights.  By incorporating trends of population growth and resource availability 
to provide necessary public facilities.  By attaining the widest range of land uses without degradation, risk 
to health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences.  (p.16-17) 

The useful life of the Property as resource land is nearing its natural end.  The highest, best use of 
the Property for the future is residential use and the facilities and services which support a 
residential population. Converting the property to development of a new fully contained 
community will create an opportunity to provide public facilities and services to a central, densely 
populated area in an efficient manner.  Upon project approval, the Property will include a wide-
range of land uses, without degradation, risk to health or safety, or other undesirable and 
unintended consequences.  

 
Chapter 2:  Urban, Open Space and Land Use Profile 
 
County Wide Planning Policies:  
CPP 1.4  Urban growth areas shall include greenbelt[s], open space, and encourage the preservation of 
wildlife habitat areas.  
CPP 2.1  Contiguous and orderly development and provision of urban services to such development within 
urban growth boundaries shall be required. 
CPP 5.15  The Comprehensive Plan shall support and encourage economic development and employment 
to provide opportunities for prosperity. 
CPP 9.1  Open space corridors within and between urban growth areas shall be identified. These areas shall 
include lands useful for recreation, fish and wildlife habitat, trails, and connection of critical areas. 
  

Avalon has sufficient land area to meet the above policies. Greenbelts, open space, parks, and 
wildlife habitat are all part of the current vision for Avalon. As Avalon is being built from scratch, 
development will proceed in an orderly fashion and provision of utilities will be coordinated with 
construction of homes and other buildings. Avalon will support economic development by 
creating up to 1,000 new jobs during construction and up to 200 permanent jobs when fully built 
out.   

 
Goals and Policies: 
Goal 2A, Urban Growth Areas - Guide most future development into concentrated urban growth areas 
where adequate public facilities, utilities, and services can be provided consistent with the Countywide 
Planning Policies. 
Goal 2A-1, Urban Growth Area Designation - Establish Urban Growth Areas in which urban development will 
be encouraged and outside of which growth can occur only if it is rural in character. 

 
Avalon can meet the above goals.  Adequate public facilities, utility and services will be provided 
to the Property.  The eventual establishment of a UGA at Avalon through approval of a new fully 
contained community will ensure urban level development within specific boundaries, while 
preventing sprawl in Rural-designated lands in the County.  The Avalon development will undergo 
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extensive planning to ensure orderly development.   Parks, opens space, and wildlife habitat 
corridors will be key features of the development. 

 
Policy 2A-1.1  Work with local jurisdictions to designate and maintain Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) of 
sufficient size to accommodate the County’s 20-year urban population and employment allocations.  Areas 
proposed for UGA designation shall meet the following criteria:  
a) Compact development can be accomplished through infill or expansion, while minimizing the fiscal and 
environmental impacts of growth and assuring opportunities for housing, jobs, and commerce. 

 
Final designation of the holding area for the new fully contained community as a UGA will 
minimize the environmental impacts of growth by ensuring urban level growth is contained within 
the geographical confines of the Property.  Much-needed housing and living-wage jobs will be 
provided by the development.  
 

b) A range of governmental facilities and services presently exists or can be economically and efficiently 
provided at urban levels of service. These services include sewer, water, storm drainage, transportation 
improvements, fire and law enforcement protection, and parks and recreation.5  
 

The Whatcom Water District #12 (also known as the Samish Water District, “District #12” herein) 
currently has capacity available to support a third of the development from Avalon proposal.  
District #12 provides sewer service to a number of communities in Skagit and Whatcom County.  
District #12 has numerous force mains that connect to its Burlington Force Main, which runs along 
the old Highway 99 (very near the western boundary of the Property) to the City of Burlington’s 
wastewater treatment plant (“WWTP”). (See Att. G, Samish Water District Comprehensive Sewer 
Plan, Exhibit A, General Sewer Facilities Map; see also Att. H, Whatcom County Water District No. 
12 Sewer Force Main Map – Lake Samish to City of Burlington, source: City of Burlington 2005 
Comprehensive Wastewater Plan).  In its 2013 Comprehensive Plan, District #12 notes that 
potential sewer growth along the Burlington Force Main is possible and that it may serve 
Glenhaven Lakes (1,250 lot potential at full build-out) in the future. (Samish Water District 
Comprehensive Sewer Plan, July 2013, p. 4-1).  Future upsizing of the existing Burlington Force 
Main and upgrades to the existing Burlington WWTP would result sufficient capacity to serve the 
entire Avalon development.  Additional sewer capacity from service providers with existing 
infrastructure (District #12 and Burlington) will be procured as urban development proceeds.  

The City of Burlington WWTP is at approximately 50% of its capacity (average flow, 1.5 million 
gallons/day; capacity, 3.8 million gallons/day)6 and could accommodate the early phases of 
Avalon.  The City of Burlington itself is approaching its maximum size in population and the WWTP 
has adequate system capacity for regional components, including District #12 (City of Burlington 
2005 Comprehensive Wastewater Plan, p. 8).  The WWTP is scalable, meaning that it can expand 
without demolition of the existing plant.    

The Skagit County PUD (PUD) has the authority and capability to provide water service throughout 
Skagit County. (Skagit Co. Coordinated Water System Plan Regional Supplement, p. 6-1).  The PUD 
has sufficient capacity to supply water to the Avalon development.  (See Att. O, letter from PUD, 

                                                           
5 In July 2018, Skagit Partners confirmed that information relied upon from the various utilities in answer to this 
question has not changed since its 7/28/16 submission.  Should new information become known, Skagit Partners 
will update its answer.  
6 http://www.burlingtonwa.gov/index.aspx?NID=241 (City of Burlington, Sewer System Data). 
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7/14/16).  The PUD presently owns and operates an 8’’ water pipeline along Kelleher Road, which 
may require upsizing to accommodate the Avalon development. (Id.)  In 2007, the PUD waterline 
that runs along old Highway 99 to Burlington was upgraded, increasing its capacity by the 
installation of a gravity feed transmission pipeline (PUD 2013 Water System Plan, p. 2-12; see Att. 
I, Figure 2-12, Judy System – Transmission Pipeline Loop, PUD 2013 Water System Plan).  The PUD 
also completed a high-pressure transmission pipeline along Cook Road to the east side of 
Interstate-5, which brings high pressure to the Old Highway Area 99 adjacent to the Avalon area. 
(PUD 2013 Water System Plan, p. 2-38; see Att. J, Figure 2-8, District Facilities – Rural Areas, PUD 
2013 Water Systems Plan). There is sufficient capacity available to further upgrade the PUD 
system to serve additional phases of the Avalon development.  The area already has a booster 
pump station and that can be upgraded to better accommodate the Avalon area (Att. J, Figure 2-
8, District Facilities – Rural Areas, PUD 2013 Water Systems Plan).   

The relatively flat terrain, gentle slopes, and highly permeable soils on the Property will allow for 
efficient management of stormwater runoff, as it migrates to Skagit Basin.  The Avalon 
assemblage is well draining at site perimeter which is the natural drainage course for site runoff.  
Stormwater runoff is anticipated to be fully treated and infiltrated on-site at various locations 
around the site perimeter. 

The Property is centrally located to both Interstate-5 and Highway 99, providing easy vehicular 
access. 

Additional fire and law enforcement protection will be required for the Avalon proposal.  Areas 
for future parks will be set aside as part of the development plan.  Area can be set aside for a new 
school.  All of these service needs will be evaluated in the SEPA process and provided as required.  
The current Avalon Golf Links already provides recreation opportunity on the Property.  A lake 
near the southeast corner of the Property will provide additional recreational opportunities and 
may be expanded or enhanced.  The ability exists to set aside other areas for recreational uses as 
part of the development plan.   

Urban services can be economically and efficiently provided to Avalon at a lower cost than other 
large scale planned communities. (See Att. Q, Letter from KPFF re: Avalon Infrastructure Context, 
7/28/16).  These services include, transportation, water and sewer. (Id.) 

 
c) The area has a physical identity or social connection to an existing urban environment. 

 
The Property is located just east of old Highway 99 and is bordered by Kelleher Road to the south 
and F&S Grade Road to the east.  A portion of the subject property is bordered by the Samish 
River on the north.  (See Att. F-2, Site Context).  The Property is well situated and close to existing 
cities in Skagit County.  Residents will have quick and convenient access to Burlington, Mt. Vernon, 
and Sedro Woolley.   

 
d) Natural features and land characteristics are capable of supporting urban development without 
significant environmental degradation. 

 
The topography of the Property is capable of supporting urban development without significant 
environmental degradation.  There are no known salmon-bearing streams on the Property.  The 
proposed development will incorporate large swaths of the Property that have been depleted by 
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years of gravel mining, so urban development will not have significant environmental impact.  The 
County’s regulations ensure that portions of the Property with environmentally sensitive 
characteristics will be protected from environmental degradation.   
 
In addition, there are promising mitigation areas and opportunities for environmental 
enhancement on the Property to offset any disturbances.  In particular, an opportunity exists to 
establish a wildlife corridor north of the lake located at the southeast corner of the Property 
running along the east edge of the Property, and also at the northwest corner of the Property 
running north to the Samish River.  
 

e) The land does not have long-term, commercially significant value for agriculture, forestry, or mineral 
production and that can accommodate additional development without conflicting with activities on 
nearby natural resource lands. 

 
The Property does not have such value. The Property is outside the Skagit County Agricultural land 
(with the exception of 7 acres).  The Property does not support commercial forestry use and 
mineral resources are depleted or near depletion. The Avalon proposal will not impact nearby 
agriculture or timber production.  

 
Policy 2A-1.2.  … Urban Growth Area expansion proposals shall demonstrate that expansion is necessary 
within the 20-year planning period, that public facilities and services can be provided concurrent with 
development, and that reasonable efforts have been made to encourage infill and redevelopment within 
existing Urban Growth Area boundaries before those boundaries can be expanded.  
 

The Applicant requests an upward adjustment of 8,500 in the current population forecast, to 
allow for appropriate planning for the next 20 years in Skagit County and to be reserved for the 
specific purpose of accommodating the proposed new fully contained community at Avalon.  The 
current 20-year population forecast does not account for the proposed new fully contained 
community at Avalon intended to draw additional residents to Skagit County.  The current Skagit 
County Comprehensive Plan, development regulations, or county-wide planning policies do not 
include any provision authorizing new fully contained communities, so there was no need to 
allocate or reserve additional population for a proposed new fully contained community at 
Avalon.  Quite simply, a new fully contained community at Avalon, with all the amenities, and 
intended to draw new residents to Skagit County, was outside the population forecasting 
parameters used to develop the current population forecast.  If a new fully contained community 
is preliminarily designated at Avalon as proposed, a new population forecast should be approved 
with a population reserve of 8,500 allocated to Avalon.   
 
The requested upward adjustment to the 20-year population forecast will also provide an 
additional cushion in the event more capacity than anticipated is needed to meet the housing 
needs of the community in the 2016-2036 planning period.  Population forecasts predict 
continued growth and economic recovery is resulting in the continued expansion of industry in 
the area (e.g., Janicki Bioenergy and Hexcel Corporation, as outlined in the response to nos. 2 & 
9 herein).  Many Skagit County cities have all but reached their growth capacity limits.  Public 
facilities and services can be provided concurrent with development (see details regarding water 
and sewer above).  In answer to Question No. 1, there is likely insufficient buildable land in the 
County for the proposed additional population allocation.   
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Policy 2A-1.5  Overall residential densities within Urban Growth Areas shall be a minimum of four (4) 
dwelling units per net acre, when urban services are provided. “Net density” is what results when only the 
area of the residential lots is counted, not roads, open spaces, drainage facilities, or other site uses that are 
not residential. 
 

The Avalon proposal will be developed to meet or exceed the minimum density requirement, 
consistent with the above policy. 

 
Goal 2A-2, Concurrency - Adequate urban public facilities and services shall be provided concurrently with 
urban development, as appropriate for each type of designated land use in the Urban Growth Area. 

 
Avalon will provide for more than adequate urban facilities and services concurrent with urban 
level development consistent with the above policy. 

 
Policy 2A-2.1  Encourage growth in areas already characterized by urban development or where the 
appropriate levels of urban public facilities and services are established in adopted capital facilities plans. 

a)  Ensure that adequate urban public facilities and services are provided in Urban Growth Areas 
concurrent with urban development. 
 
Avalon will be developed such that adequate urban public facilities and services will be provided 
concurrent with urban level development.  The County’s Capital Facilities Plan will need to be 
updated to reflect the addition of the Avalon development.   

 
Goal 2A-3, Urban Services - Within the designated Urban Growth Areas, coordinate with the respective local 
jurisdictions and other service providers within the Urban Growth Areas to ensure that growth and 
development are timed, phased, and consistent with adopted urban level of service standards. 
Policy 2A-3.1 Urban public facilities include: improved streets, roads, highways, sidewalks, road lighting 
systems and traffic signals; urban level domestic water systems, sanitary sewer systems, storm sewer 
systems, park and recreational facilities and schools as defined in the Capital Facilities Element with 
adopted level of service standards. 
Policy 2A-3.2  Urban public services include fire protection and suppression; emergency medical services; 
public safety; public health; education; recreation; environmental protection; and other services as 
identified in the Capital Facilities Element with adopted level of service standards. 
CPP 1.3  Urban growth areas shall provide for urban densities of mixed uses and shall direct development 
of neighborhoods which provide adequate and accessible urban governmental services concurrent with 
development. 

 
Consistent with the above goals and policies, the Avalon proposal will provide a variety of housing 
types, mixed uses (private and public), and walkable neighborhoods.  Excellent access will be 
provided to a broad array of services, parks, and connecting trails, all designed to provide an 
attractive lifestyle for area residents.  All necessary urban public facilities exist nearby, which may 
be efficiently upgraded to meet required standards.    
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CPP 1.4 Urban growth areas shall include greenbelt, open space, and encourage the preservation of wildlife 
habitat areas. 

 
The Avalon proposal will include mixed uses at urban densities and will be developed and built 
out in conjunction with the provision of urban governmental services.  (See discussion re water, 
sewer and storm water above).  Transportation plans, and water and sewer plans will require 
amendments to properly plan for the development.  Also, the Capital Facilities Plan will require 
amendments to address specific requirements of the development.  (See above explanation of 
available water and sewer capacity).  Ample parks and open space will be set aside in the Avalon 
development.  See above.  See also, above explanation of potential wildlife habitat corridors. 
 

Goal 2A-5, Commercial Development - Encourage commercial and industrial development to locate in well-
defined centers within the Urban Growth Areas.  Prohibit new zoning that furthers the continuation of strip 
commercial development. 
Policy 2A-5.1 Plan for compact commercial and industrial centers in the Urban Growth Areas and provide 
infrastructure accordingly. 
Policy 2A-5.2 Attract commerce and industry to designated areas within Urban Growth Areas by ensuring 
an adequate supply of land with adequate urban public facilities and services. 
 

The Avalon proposal will include small planned commercial and possibly light industrial centers, 
with infrastructure sufficient to support the centers.  Centers and pockets for conveniently 
located commercial development will be designed and sited to blend in with the surrounding 
community, and offer options within walking distance of nearby residences.  Strip commercial 
development will not be allowed. Sufficient infrastructure for commercial and light industrial 
centers will be provided as required by the County.  

 
Goal 2A-6, Quality of Life – Ensure a high quality of life within Urban Growth Areas. 
Policy 2A-6.1 Foster development within Urban Growth Areas that creates and maintains safe, healthy and 
diverse communities. These communities should contain a range of affordable housing and employment 
opportunities, and school and recreational facilities, and be designed to protect the natural environment 
and significant cultural resources. 
 

The Avalon proposal can be planned to ensure that a safe, healthy and diverse community is 
developed.  Diverse and walkable neighborhoods will be located near commercial centers and 
pockets for shopping and services.  Residents will be able to conveniently walk, bike, or drive to 
shops and stores integrated into the community.  In addition to some affordable housing, 
commercial and possible small-scale light industrial development at Avalon will create new jobs.  
The new community of 8,500 will include a population who require services, which will result in 
the creation of professional service-related jobs.  Avalon will include space for a new school, public 
athletic facilities, public parks, walking and bicycle trails, and other amenities.  One of the 
centerpieces of the community will be the existing Avalon Golf Links. Overall, Avalon will generally 
provide a high quality of life to its residents and improve the recreational, educational, and career 
opportunities for Skagit County residents.   
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Policy 2A-6.2 Adopt plans, policies, codes and development standards that promote public health by 
increasing opportunities for residents to be more physically active. Such actions include: concentrating 
growth into Urban Growth Areas, promoting more compact urban development, allowing mixed-use 
developments, and adding pedestrian and non-motorized linkages where appropriate. 
 

The Avalon proposal will provide compact urban development with residences and commercial 
uses and will provide a series of pedestrian and non-motorized sidewalks, pathways, and trails to 
promote physical activities among and interaction between its residents and guests. 
 

Policy 2A-6.3 Concentrate facilities and services within Urban Growth Areas, using urban design principles, 
to make them desirable places to live, work, and play; increase the opportunities for walking and biking 
within the community; use existing infrastructure capacity more efficiently; and reduce the long-term costs 
of infrastructure maintenance. 
 

The urban design of the Avalon proposal, which enjoys the advantage of being a “blank slate” 
around a beautiful high-end golf course, will be carefully planned to strategically locate public 
facilities and services in centers or pockets so as to provide residents with easy access by foot, 
bike, or car, and to blend into the community.  Furthermore, subject to capacity increases, Avalon 
intends to use nearby portions of District #12’s (Samish Water District) and the City of Burlington’s 
existing infrastructure for sewer service and treatment; and Skagit County PUD No. 1’s existing 
infrastructure for municipal water service.   

 
Chapter 3: Rural Element 
 

As noted, approximately 49 acres of the Property is designated Rural Reserve (“RRv”).  RRv 
contains a maximum allowed residential gross density one residence per five acres.  (CP 3C-1.1)  
These few properties border the larger area designated with Rural Resource-NRL.  The RRv parcel 
in the northeast corner of the Property is adjacent to RRv to the east.  The RRv parcel in the 
northwest quadrant of the Property is adjacent to RRv to the west.  There are currently 70,3787 
acres in the County designated RRv.  (CP Chapter 2, Table 1, p. 31).  Therefore, the Avalon proposal 
seeks to convert a very tiny percentage (0.07%) of the overall RRv to UGA.  And, given the 
contained nature of the Avalon proposal, the addition of these few parcels will not result 
conversion of additional rural land.  Further, by providing a variety of housing types in an 
attractive community, the Avalon proposal should reduce pressure for more intense development 
of rural lands in other parts of the County. 

Goal 3A, Protect the rural landscape, character and lifestyle by…: 
Policy 3A-1.1 … Analyze development trends to determine if changes in land use designations are necessary 
or additional regulatory techniques or measures are needed to assure compliance with targeted 
urban/rural population distribution goals. 
 

The Avalon proposal is consistent with Goal 3A, and helps protect the rural landscape, character, 
and lifestyle.  (CP 73).  The Avalon proposal is also consistent with the above policy as re-
designation of rural land is necessary for the County to reach its urban distribution goals.  Rather 

                                                           
7 Or 70,740 acres, per Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 3, Table 1, p.62. 
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than sprawling development, the Avalon proposal presents an opportunity for a contained well-
planned urban development.   

Chapter 4: Natural Resource Lands Element 

As noted, approximately seven (7) acres of the Property is designated Agricultural (Ag-NRL) on the 
north side of Kelleher Road and west of a drainage ditch.  There is a total of 89,277 acres of land 
zoned Ag-NRL; this parcel makes up 0.008% of all Ag-NRL land. The parcel is not presently used 
for agriculture because it is wet.  It is understood that in the last three years the parcel has only 
been mowed and no agricultural production is taking place.  The parcel has no long term 
commercial significance for agricultural uses.  Also, the landowner, Frederick Butler, is in favor of 
including his land in the Avalon proposal.  Certain land was included in the ag-NRL designation in 
order to create logical boundaries to the designation and not because it meets the criteria for 
designation as agricultural land.  There is one such parcel, in the lower southeast corner of the 
Property (parcel id no. 36088).  (See, Att. B, Parcel Information and Atts. D1 and D2, Land Use 
Map).  Therefore, this parcel is ripe for de-designation from the Agricultural designation.   

Policy 4A-3.1 Designation of Agricultural Lands is intended to be long-term. De-designation is discouraged, 
but may be considered only when compelled by changes in public policy, errors in designation, new 
information on resource lands or critical areas, circumstances beyond the control of the landowner, or an 
overriding benefit to the agricultural industry. … 

The parcel at issue is not being utilized for long term commercial production and was probably 
erroneously designated in the first place.  Due to the need for additional buildable land, de-
designation is compelled by this new information.   

CPP  8.4 Mining sites or portions of mining sites shall be reclaimed when they are abandoned, depleted, or 
when operations are discontinued for long periods. 
Goal 4D-1, Mineral Resource Designation Criteria - Designate and map long-term commercially 
significant mineral resource lands as an overlay to the Comprehensive Plan Map. 
Policy 4D-1.1 Mineral Resource Designation Criteria 
Marketability. … 
Minimum Threshold Volume. … 
Policy 4D-1.3 Mineral Resource Designation Considerations.  All lands meeting the criteria in Policy 4D-1.1 
shall be further reviewed considering the following additional criteria. …  g) Depth of the resource or its 
overburden does not preclude mining; 

See answer to Question No. 3 above for the reasons why the Avalon proposal is consistent with 
the above goals and policies.  

Chapter 5: Environmental Element. 

The Environmental Element contains many policies and goals which pertain to the County’s 
identification of critical areas and adoption of regulations which protect critical areas.  The Avalon 
proposal will comply with all of the County’s regulations.   
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Policy 5A-5.2  Land uses that are incompatible with critical areas shall be discouraged.  
 
The majority of the Avalon Property is outside critical areas; the wetlands and lake on the Property 
will be protected from development in compliance with County policies and regulations.  The 
Applicant will be required to comply with all Skagit County regulations and plans, including 
Shoreline Master Plan, Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, and the various Regional Water Resource 
Plans. 

 
Chapter 7: Housing Element 

This chapter supports the Avalon proposal because it identifies market trends for an aging “baby 
boomer” population that need places to live, and prefer a newly built home.  It also identifies the 
need for more dwelling units in Skagit County.  The Avalon proposal seeks to satisfy both of these 
needs.   
 
Trends show that younger buyers are more likely to buy older homes or previously owned homes 
because of the price benefits and value compared to a new home, while baby boomers are more 
likely to buy a new home in order to cut down on renovation and maintenance (National 
Association of Realtors, 2014). In addition, younger buyers place a high priority on proximity to 
their job and associated commuting costs and other amenities and don’t necessarily [intend on] 
staying in their home for the long-term (National Association of Realtors, 2014). (p. 189). Homes 
at Avalon will be new which is attractive to baby boomers and near to jobs to attract younger 
buyers.  

 
The 2013 ACS estimated an average overall household size for renters and owners of 2.6. At this 
household size, there would be a total demand for more than 13,700 new occupied dwelling units, 
not accounting for vacancy. Assuming a future vacancy rate between 5 and 10 percent, the total 
need for housing in 2036 would be between 14,489 and 15,294 units. At a steady rate of 
production between 2015 and 2036, this will mean that between 690 and 728 units will need to 
come on line each year, with around twenty percent of these new units in rural areas and the 
remaining in urban areas. This annual future need is significantly more than the rate of production 
in recent years, which averaged less than 250 annually between 2009 and 2013. See Table 16. 
(p.207-208). The homes at Avalon could help alleviate the shortage between the housing that is 
needed and the housing that is built in Skagit County.  
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CPP 4. Housing - Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic segments of the population 
of this state, promote a variety of residential densities and housing types, and encourage preservation of 
existing housing stock.  
CPP 4.1 Local governments shall allow for an adequate supply of land use options to provide housing for a 
wide range of incomes, housing types and densities. 
CPP 4.3 The Comprehensive Plan should support innovative land use management techniques, including, 
but not limited to, density bonuses, cluster housing, planned unit developments and the transfer of 
development rights.  
CPP 4.6 Comprehensive Plan provisions for the location of residential development shall be made in a 
manner consistent with protecting natural resource lands, aquatic resources, and critical areas. 
Goal 7A, Housing Quantity – Ensure that the supply of housing and sufficient land capacity keep pace with 
population growth in the County.  
Policy 7A-1.1 Work with housing producers and stakeholders in urban and rural areas to apply creative 
solutions to infill and development using techniques such as attached dwelling units, co-housing, home-
sharing, accessory dwelling units, clustering, planned unit developments and lot size averaging, consistent 
with the community’s vision for urban growth areas and rural character. 
Policy 7A-1.4 Ensure zoning and subdivision regulations provide for the efficient use of lands for residential 
development where appropriate to increase available land supply and opportunities for affordable housing 
to match the demographic and economic housing needs of the County’s current and projected population.  
Policy 7B-1.3 Establish development standards and design guidelines for Urban Growth Areas, Rural 
Villages, and large CaRD developments, to promote efficient, pedestrian friendly, and attractive 
communities. 

 
Construction of new homes is not on track to meet demand in Skagit County. According to the SCOG 
Housing Report, Skagit County is on track to produce fewer new homes this decade than in any of the 
previous four-decade periods. (Att. GG at 3.) Consistent with the above goals and policies and as discussed 
in detail in the response to question no. 2 above, there is a great need for additional housing in the County 
at all price points and in both single-family and multi-family configurations. Avalon can offer a partial 
solution to this problem. SCOG Housing Report suggests that some of the biggest barriers to housing 
development in Skagit County are regulatory. Most land is zoned single-family. There is a lack of sizable, 
vacant land for multifamily housing.  (Id at 13) Avalon would contain large swaths of land that could be 
dedicated to multifamily housing, townhomes, and densely-packed single family homes. This might 
alleviate some of the pressure on the very tight housing market. Also, GMA requires that the Avalon 
proposal provide affordable housing.  
 
In addition to homes at Avalon attracting existing Skagit County residents, a principal market for the 
Avalon proposal is retired or near-retirement aged moderately affluent people from the greater Seattle-
King County metropolitan area looking for a new home at a lower price.  (See Att. K, Peterson Report.)  
These new residents are expected to produce an ongoing significant net positive outcome for local 
communities in revenue growth. In addition, designation of the Property to a UGA now will help ensure 
that the County has a sufficient land supply (including urban densities) and time for proper urban planning 
to meet the needs of forecasted population.  The Applicant will work with the County to develop a plan 
to ensure that an efficient, pedestrian friendly, and attractive community is built.   
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Goal 7C, Housing Distribution And Accessibility - Strive to ensure that a variety of housing types, densities, 
and values can be produced in the rural area, Urban Growth Areas, and Rural Villages appropriate to the 
character of the individual communities. Additionally, ensure sufficient infrastructure capacity is available 
to accommodate growth and provide housing opportunities for all economic segments of the population. 
Policy 7C-1.1 Allow mixed residential and commercial uses in Urban Growth Areas and Rural Village 
commercial districts to promote housing affordability and availability. 

 
The Avalon proposal will provide a variety of housing types from condos/apartments to small 
cottage homes to larger more traditional single-family homes.  The variability in housing choice 
will produce a wide price range which will greatly enhance the affordability and availability of 
housing in Skagit County.  As previously stated, the Property enjoys excellent access to existing 
infrastructure capable of additional capacity, which should lower development costs, and 
commercial development will be interspersed with residential development for walkable 
neighborhoods.  

 
Chapter 8: Transportation Element 
 

Goal 8A-6, Non-Motorized Transportation Network - Provide a safe and efficient network of trails and 
bikeways, including both on- and off-road facilities that link populated areas of the County with important 
travel destinations.  Achieve high standards in meeting the needs of non-motorized users through 
appropriate planning, design, construction and maintenance of user-friendly facilities. . . . 
Policy 8A-6.4 Provide for the diverse needs of bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian modes through 
appropriate routing and the utilization of single-use and shared-use facilities. . . . 
Policy 8A-6.9 Promote non-motorized transportation as a viable, healthy, non-polluting alternative to the 
single-occupancy vehicle. 

 
Consistent with the above goal and policies, the Avalon proposal will be designed to include 
sidewalks along streets, and also a comprehensive network of paths and trails that allow users to 
travel within the UGA by foot, bicycle and other non-motorized means.  These paths and trails will 
be located so as to provide residents with easy access to commercial services and recreational 
amenities within the community.  As the development of the Property progresses, it is expected 
that the Avalon proposal will be connected to more regional paths and trails outside the 
development area.  

 

Goal 8A-13, Land Use and Development - Incorporate transportation goals, policies, and strategies into all 
County land use decisions. 
Policy 8A-13.1 Impacts of Growth – Growth and development decisions shall ensure that the short- and 
long-term public costs and benefits of needed transportation facilities are addressed concurrently with 
associated development impacts. 
Policy 8A-13.2 Directing Growth – Mitigate transportation impacts, wherever possible, by directing new 
development into areas where long term capacity exists on the arterial and collector system. 
Policy 8A-13.7 Right-of-Way Dedication – The County shall require dedication of right-of-way for needed 
roads in conjunction with the approval of development projects. 
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Consistent with the above goal and policies, the Avalon proposal will be developed with 
awareness of local and regional transportation needs.  Its location very near two Interstate-5 
interchanges and Old Highway 99 provides accessibility and an excellent starting point from which 
to make the reasonable transportation improvements needed to provide long term capacity for 
future population. (See Att. Q, Letter Re: Avalon Infrastructure Context, KPFF). 
 

Concurrency Goal 8A-14, Ensure that suitable mitigation measures for addressing the impacts of growth are 
fair and equitable, and that transportation impacts at the project and system levels are mitigated 
concurrently with the project. 
Policy 8A-14.1 When a development project has a particular impact on the safety, structure or capacity of 
the County’s road system, suitable mitigation shall be required in the form of improvements or through the 
use of adopted impact fees. 
Policy 8A-14.4 The County may consider the use of impact fees and SEPA mitigation fees as a means to 
ensure that adequate facilities (including but not limited to transit, pedestrian, bikeways, or roadways) are 
available to accommodate the direct impacts of new growth and development. 
Policy 8A-14.5 If an impact fee ordinance is not in place, the County may require large developments to 
make traffic impact contributions if the development significantly adds to a road’s need for capacity 
improvement, to a roadway safety problem, or to the deterioration of a physically inadequate roadway. 
Such traffic impact contributions are in addition to transportation facility improvements required in the 
immediate area for access to and from the development. 
 

The Applicant will work with the County and other agencies to improve impacted roads and fully 
mitigate growth and transportation impacts within Avalon and outside Avalon all of which is 
required for new fully contained communities under RCW 36.70A.350.  It is expected that the 
County will fully review and require appropriate mitigation for these impacts as part of the SEPA 
process.  

 

Chapter 9: Utilities Element 

Water – Goal 9A-8, To influence the development and use of the water resources of Skagit County in a 
manner that is consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies and the Comprehensive Plan. 
Policy 9A-8.1 Cooperation with water districts and other water providers shall be extended to support them 
in their responsibility to provide a reliable service to assure an adequate quality and quantity of potable 
water and high quality water supply within their service areas. 
Policy 9A-8.4 Water supply development and service shall be consistent with all related plans, including but 
not limited to, the Coordinated Water Systems Plan, the Anacortes-Fidalgo Island Coordinated Water 
System Plan, this Comprehensive Plan, and related purveyor plans as they are developed.  

 
The Applicant will work with the Skagit PUD and other purveyors to ensure that its water supply 
is developed consistent with each agency’s comprehensive plan and with the Skagit County 
Coordinated Water System Plan.  Amendments to such plans will be pursued as necessary.  The 
Applicant further intends to explore the re-use of reclaimed water for the existing Avalon Golf 
Course and other water conservation methods to conserve water use and enhance local water 
resources. 
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Stormwater Policy 9B-1.8 Natural Drainage – Natural drainage shall be preferred over the use of pipelines 
or enclosed detention systems, where possible. 

 
The natural topography of the Property includes gently sloped hills and highly permeable soils, 
which will allow for efficient natural drainage management of stormwater runoff toward the 
Skagit Basin. 

 

Chapter 10: Capital Facilities Element 
 

Goal 10A-1, Capital Facility Needs - Establish the baseline for the types of capital facilities to be addressed, 
levels of service, needed capital improvements to achieve and maintain the standards for existing and 
future populations, and to repair or replace existing capital facilities.  
Policy 10A-1.4 [Excerpt] 
Urban water service provided by a utility and designed to meet the needs of the designated service areas 
consistent with the Skagit County or City Comprehensive Plan, the Coordinated Water System Plan, and the 
designated water utility’s Water System Plan shall meet the design criteria of the Coordinated Water 
System Plan. 

 
The Applicant will work with the County to ensure compliance with the Coordinated Water System 
Plan and all other County planning documents.  The Applicant expects that the Capital Facilities 
Plan and the comprehensive plans of service providers will require amendments to capture the 
new development.  (See also detailed responses re water and sewer services herein). 

Goal 10A-2, Financial Feasibility - Provide means to balance needs with available funding. 
Policy 10A-2.4 Future Needs – New growth shall pay its fair share of capital improvements cost necessary 
to support its demands. This may include voluntary contributions for the benefit of any capital facility, 
impact fees, mitigation payments, capacity fees, dedications of land, provision of public facilities, and 
future payments of user fees, charges for services, special assessments and taxes. These revenue sources 
shall not be used to pay for the portion of any public facility that reduces or eliminates existing 
deficiencies. 
Policy 10A-2.14 Ensuring Concurrency – Impacts of development on capital facilities occur when 
development is constructed. The county may issue development permits only after it has determined that 
there is sufficient capacity of Category-A and Category-B public facilities to meet the LOS standards 
concurrent with the proposed development.  
Policy 10A-2.17 Capital Facilities and Concurrency in Non-municipal UGAs – Capital facility requirements 
and concurrency within county-governed, non-municipal UGAs shall be developed for the specific urban 
growth area using a combination of county- and non-county-provided services at adopted urban levels of 
service appropriate to the planned urban development. 
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CPP 12. Public Facilities and Services.  Ensure that those public facilities and services necessary to support 
development shall be adequate to serve the development at the time the development is available for 
occupancy and use without decreasing current service levels below locally established minimum standards.  
CPP 12.5  Lands designated for urban growth by this Comprehensive Plan shall have an urban level of 
regional public facilities prior to or concurrent with development.  
CPP 12.6 Development shall be allowed only when and where all public facilities are adequate, and only 
when and where such development can be adequately served by regional public services without reducing 
levels of service elsewhere.  
CPP 12.7 Public facilities and services needed to support development shall be available concurrent with 
the impacts of development.  
CPP 12.8  The financing for system improvements to public facilities to serve new development must 
provide for a balance between impact fees and other sources of public funds and cannot rely solely on 
impact fees.  
CPP 12.9 New development shall pay for or provide for its share of new infrastructure through impact fees 
or as conditions of development through the environmental review process.  

 
As stated herein and consistent with the above policies, the Applicant will work with the County 
and all other agencies to ensure capital facilities are built concurrently with the development 
phases, to ensure impacts are addressed with appropriate mitigation or impact fees, and to 
ensure that sufficient urban levels of services are provided as needed.  The costs of facilities 
upgrades made necessary by the development will be paid for by the developer.  Most of the 
foregoing policy objectives are included as requirements for any new fully contained community 
under RCW 36.70A.350.  

  

5. Describe the impacts anticipated to be caused by the change, including geographic 
area affected and issues presented. 

 

Expansion of urban governmental services and facilities will be required to fully develop the 
Property.  This will include improvements to streets and roads, sidewalks, traffic systems; sanitary 
sewer; water systems; storm sewer systems; park and recreational facilities and schools.   

Avalon will impact urban public services, including fire protection and suppression; emergency 
medical services; public safety; public health; and recreation.  Avalon’s impact on schools will be 
less than most new developments because most new home buyers will be beyond childrearing 
years. 

The geographic area affected by the proposed amendment will be mainly limited to the 
approximately 1244 acres involved in this proposal.  Additionally, there will be impact on 
surrounding roads and highways outside the Avalon area such as, old Highway 99, Kelleher Road, 
Butler Hill Road and F&S Grade Road.   

As Avalon is developed, from breaking ground to final occupancy, the County will collect various 
permit and development fees.  The purpose of said fees are to mitigate the impact of the costs 
associated with the increased and improved public services and facilities to the Property.  The 
Applicant will implement required mitigation of other impacts through the SEPA process.  
Additionally, once homes and businesses are built on the Property, the County will see increased 
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tax revenues on an annual basis.  Furthermore, Avalon will contribute to the vitality of Skagit 
County’s economy through establishment of new businesses and permanent job creation.  (See 
Att. Z, “Jobs Created in the U.S. when a Home is Built,” Eye on Housing, 5/2/14; see also, Att. K, 
Peterson Report). 

The Avalon proposal will have the beneficial impact of locating future population growth in a 
concentrated area near important services and infrastructure.  It has close access to two 
Interstate 5 interchanges and other existing road networks, and easy access to adjacent municipal 
water and sewer infrastructure, thereby reducing pressure for more intense rural development 
in other parts of the County.  The Property is well above the flood zones, drains quite well, and 
contains minimal resource lands (no forest resource land; only 7 acres of unproductive farm land; 
and mining activity near the end of its productive life).  Shops and restaurants are in nearby 
Burlington, Mt. Vernon, and Sedro Woolley.  It is the ideal location to accommodate future growth 
in Skagit County, the planning for which should commence. 

 

6. Describe how adopted functional plans and Capital Facilities Plans support the 
change. 

 
Functional plans for water, sewer, stormwater, fire, the Burlington-Edison School District, and 
police service will require analysis and amendment to ensure sufficient levels of service are 
provided.  The recommended increase to the population projection (adding an additional 8,500 
to the County’s 20 year projection), will require amendments to the Capital Facilities Plan.  The 
foundational infrastructure for water and sewer service is already in place and capable of 
providing additional capacity.  The Skagit PUD No. 1 indicates it has sufficient water supply 
available.  See Att. O, Letter from Skagit PUD No. 1 dated, July 14, 2016.  Please see further support 
in the analysis of the Coordinated Water System Plan and the Skagit PUD 2013 Water System Plan 
in response to question no. 4 above.   

 
The Samish Water District indicates that sewer service will be provided based on the approval of 
the “Growth Management Board” and Skagit County and if the District is capable of providing 
service.  (See Att. N, Letter from Samish Water District, 7/20/16; see also further support in the 
analysis of the Samish Water District 2013 Comprehensive Sewer Plan and the City of Burlington’s 
2005 Comprehensive Plan in response to question no. 4 above).  The Burlington-Edison School 
District would like the opportunity to include property within the Avalon proposal for a school.  
(See Att. P, Letter from Board President to Vineyard Development, 07/26/16).   

 

7. Describe any public review of the request that has already occurred. 
 

In 2015, Avalon submitted an application for a map change to accomplish designation of new fully 
contained community.  Skagit County decided to defer docketing the application. (See Att. L, 
Letter from Commissioners, 3/11/16). Skagit Partners made another request in 2016.  The GMA 
Steering Committee held two meetings on the Avalon Proposal, reviewed the requests and 
decided against recommending that the Avalon Proposal be docketed or revisiting the 20 year 
urban population forecast and allocation on December 14, 2016.  The County Commissioners 
voted to defer consideration of the Avalon Proposal on December 20, 2016.  (See Att. JJ, 
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Resolution #R20160360). Skagit Partners reapplied in 2017.  The County Commissioners excluded 
the Avalon Proposal from the docket. (See Att. KK, Resolution #R20180013).   

 
8. Describe how the map amendment/rezone complies with Comprehensive Plan land 
use designation criteria in Chapter 2, the Urban, Open Space & Land Use Element; Chapter 
3, the Rural Element; or Chapter 4, the Natural Resource Lands Element. 

 

The applicant proposes amending the Comprehensive Plan to preliminarily designate Avalon as a 
new fully contained community.  Once Avalon meets the criteria in the proposed development 
regulations for establishing a new fully contained community it will become a UGA.  (Policy 2A-
1.1). (See also detailed response to no. 4 above). 

The Property is currently Rural Resource with Mineral Resource Overlay (with the exception of 
approximately 49 acres of which is designated Rural and approximately 7 acres which is zoned 
Agricultural) but no longer meets the Mineral Resource Designation Criteria set forth in CP Policy 
4D-1.1.  The remainder of the Property is not suitable for mining operations.  (See also detailed 
response to no. 4 above). 

 

9. Population forecasts and distributions. 
If you are proposing an urban growth area boundary change, describe how it is supported by and 
dependent on population forecasts and allocated urban population distributions, existing urban densities 
and infill opportunities, phasing and availability of adequate services, proximity to designated natural 
resource lands, and the presence of critical areas. 

a.  Population 

The recently adopted population and employment allocations do not reflect unanticipated populating 
growth from new jobs and additional migration.  For the year 2035, the OFM provisional population 
projection for Skagit County is 127,041 (low), 153,635 (medium) and 195,148 (high).  Planning for the 
year 2036, Berk Consulting and the Skagit Council of Governments recommend an initial population 
allocation of 155,452, which is near the OFM’s medium projection but almost 40,000 lower than the 
OFM’s high projection.  (Berk Report). 

The Peterson Report indicates Avalon can serve a potentially strong market demand among retired 
or near-retirement moderately affluent residents in the King County area who have enjoyed 
significant home price appreciation and are looking to relocate to a lower housing cost, amenity-rich 
community near a quality golf course, located a moderate distance away.  This market demand, and 
the potential for a new fully contained community at Avalon, will draw people who would not 
otherwise come to reside in Skagit County and has not been specifically accounted for in the County’s 
existing population forecasts.  Currently the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations do not 
address new fully contained communities.  The Applicant is also proposing to amend the 
Comprehensive Plan, development regulations, and county-wide planning policies to allow for a new 
fully contained community at Avalon.  If these changes are approved, once a project is approved and 
underway, a new fully contained community at Avalon will draw additional population to Skagit 
County for the purpose of living and residing in the new Avalon community.  Because this was not a 
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specific consideration in existing population forecast parameters, approval of the Proposal will require 
amending the 20-year population forecast to reserve an additional 8,500 population for Avalon.  

Berk notes that the population projection allocations to each geographical community in the County 
is based on that community’s current share of the population. (Berk, p.3).  But again, Berk does not 
specifically consider the market demand that will be created by a new amenity-rich development at 
Avalon, and its potential to draw in new residents that would not otherwise come to reside in Skagit 
County.  Peterson Economics has analyzed this market and concluded that Avalon is quite viable for a 
build out of up to 222 new housing units a year, largely from residents relocating from King County.   

Berk also does not appear to consider recent economic changes in the County that resulted in job 
creation.  As stated in response to question no. 2 above, 1) The Janicki Bioenergy’s announcement 
that it will expand its operations to the historic Northern State Hospital property (North Cascades 
Gateway Center) to expand its clean water OmniProcessor technology has the potential for creating 
1000 additional jobs or more.  (See Att. S). As of July 31, 2018, Janicki has begun work on this project 
and is hiring. It is also considering expanding its campus significantly, potentially making more room 
for new workers (See Att. T, Sanders, Julia-Grace, “Port expands Janicki lease at SWIFT Center,” Go 
Skagit, 6/16/18.) The expansion of Hexcel Corporation also created additional jobs. The Port of Skagit 
and Skagit Public Utility District have also recently agreed to develop a network of fiber optic cables 
to deliver high-speed internet access, which they expect to be attractive to potential new employers. 
(Att. Y, Sanders, Julia-Grace, “Port, PUD form broadband company,” Go Skagit, 5/17/18.) Additionally, 
the Northwest Innovation Resource Center plans to open a start up lab to attract entrepreneurs in 
2019. (Att. X, Sanders, Julia-Grace, “Space for entrepreneurs coming to Skagit County,” Go Skagit, 
7/3/18) These are just some examples of the ways in which the Skagit economy is growing and 
potentially adding new residents unaccounted for in the Berk report.  

New well-paying jobs will mean waves of additional migration to the County, and those new residents 
will need housing.  These buyers would be additive to the market demand for housing which Peterson 
Economics identified will come from King County if Avalon is developed (Att. K Peterson Report).  
People generally wish to reside near their place of employment but the current zoning and land 
designations will not provide sufficient housing for these anticipated new residents.  As discussed in 
the response to no. 2 above, once the Property is designated a UGA, it could still take the better part 
of 10 years to build the first home.  And whatever is built will be in phases.  To build the best new 
community possible and properly account for all of its impacts, planning should commence now.   

As detailed in response to question nos. 2 and 6 above, sufficient capacity for water and sewer services 
for the first phase of the Avalon proposal will be available from Skagit County PUD No. 1 and District 
#12 (Samish Water District), respectively.  Additional services will be coordinated as the Avalon 
proposal is built out. 

With the change in the Property’s designation to a UGA, the Property will be removed from close 
proximity to Rural Resource Lands.  When the Skagit County gravel pit is depleted, it will be reclaimed, 
and the Property will be rezoned to an appropriate UGA use and density.  A mere 7 acres of the 1244 
acres is in an Agricultural designation, but this is long unproductive farmland that likely attained its 
designation as a mapping convenience.  (See supra, answer to question 4, page 13).  None of the 
Property is used for forest practices.  The Property does include pockets of wetlands, lakes and 
forested areas, which would remain in open space.  Careful planning would be involved to ensure that 
environmentally sensitive and critical areas are protected with the development of the Property.   
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If you are proposing a rural areas or natural resource land map designation change, describe how it is 
supported by and dependent on population forecasts and allocated non-urban population distributions, 
existing rural area and natural resource land densities and infill opportunities. 

See response to question no. 9 above for discussion of population forecasts. 

The Avalon proposal will not affect non-urban population distributions or infill opportunities.  There 
are currently six single family residences on the property but infill is not likely due to sparse roads in 
the area and the undesirable aspect of living in close proximity to a mining operation.  Only a minor 
amount of the Property is designated RRv and Agricultural.  The vast majority of the Property under a 
Mineral Resource Overlay designation allows only one residential dwelling unit per 10 acres so is not 
appropriate zoning for a UGA.  The Property no longer provides the mineral resources it previously 
did and most are near being exhausted.  Those that have a few years left to mine will be exhausted 
before being touched by development.  The area is ripe for designation to a UGA to allow for the 
highest and best use for the Property.  In order to accomplish full build out, the land should be 
preliminarily designated as a new fully contained community, to become a UGA on final project 
development approval.  The removal of the Property (about 1,200 acres) from the Mineral Resource 
Overlay designation will leave an estimated 58,800 acres still designated Mineral Resource Overlay in 
Skagit County.  The removal of the minor portion of the Property from RRv will leave an estimated 
70,329 acres in RRv.   

 

10. If you are proposing a natural resource land map designation change, describe how 
the change is necessary based on one or more of the following: 
 (A)  A change in circumstances pertaining to the Comprehensive Plan or public policy. 

 
The County recently updated its UGAs.  As part of that process, a new population projection was 
adopted for 2036.  However, there was no contemplation of the drawing power of a new fully 
contained community at Avalon during the population forecast process. There are currently 
limited abilities to provide expansion or infill of other UGAs.  See discussions re population 
projections herein.  The Applicant is requesting an additional 8,500 population allocation and for 
the County to preliminarily designate the Property as a fully contained to assure that planning 
may commence for the Avalon proposal. 

 
(B)  A change in circumstances beyond the control of the landowner pertaining to the subject 
property. 

The mineral resources located on the Property are nearly depleted.  Mining operation is no longer 
a viable use of the Property for the long term.   

 
(C)  An error in initial designation. 

Not applicable. 
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(D)  New information on natural resource land or critical area status. 

The mineral resources located on the Property are nearly depleted.  Mining operation is no longer 
a viable use of the Property for the long term.  The seven acres of the Property under Agricultural 
designation is not used for long term commercial agricultural production.   
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Attachments – Comprehensive Plan/Zoning Map Amendment Request  

A. Owner Certification (A-1) and list of all owners (A-2) 
B. Parcel Information: parcel numbers, addresses and acreage of subject property 
C. Map with parcel numbers 
D. Land Use Maps 

D-1 – Comprehensive Plan Designations and Zoning Districts, 2016 
D-2 – Comprehensive Plan Designations and Zoning Districts, 7/5/2016 

E. Map of Property – with owners’ names of subject property, kpff 
F. GCH Visual Materials: 

F-1 – Skagit County Diagram 
F-2 – Avalon Site Context & Existing Utilities 
F-3 – Avalon Project Area 
F-4 – Potential Avalon Development Area 
F-5 – Preliminary Avalon Land Use Summary 

G. Samish Water District Comprehensive Sewer Plan, Exhibit A, General Sewer Facilities Map 
H. Whatcom County Water District No. 12 Sewer Force Main Map – Lake Samish to City of 

Burlington (source: City of Burlington 2005 Comprehensive Wastewater Plan) 
I. PUD 2013 Water System Plan, Figure 2-12, Judy System – Transmission Pipeline Loop 
J. PUD 2013 Water System Plan Figure 2-8, District Facilities – Rural Areas 

Memorandum and Letters: 

K. Memorandum Report:  A Summary Review of Current and Anticipated Future Market and 
Financial Support for a New Fully Contained Community of the Avalon Parcel, Peterson 
Economics, July 2016 

L. Letter from Skagit County Commissioners to Robert A. Carmichael, 3/11/16 
M. Letter from Brian Adams, Skagit County Parks, undated 
N. Letter from Byron Gaines, District Manager, Samish Water District, 6/20/16 
O. Letter from Michael E. Demers, Engineering Technician, Skagit PUD No. 1, 7/14/16  
P. Letter from Rich Wesen, Board President, Burlington-Edison Public School, 7/26/16 
Q. Letter from Jeremy Febus, kpff re Avalon infrastructure context 7/28/16 

Media Articles, Analyses, and Studies: 
R. Puget Sound Trends No. D7 June 2012 
S. “Bill Gates-backed company eyes historic Skagit County hospital site for major expansion,” Puget 

Sound Business Journal, 2/17/15 
T. Sanders, Julia-Grace, “Port expands Janicki lease at SWIFT Center,” Go Skagit, 6/16/18 
U. “Burlington aerospace supplier expands, partners with state to train workers,” Puget Sound 

Business Journal, 1/7/15 
V. Parker, Hilary, “EDASC – New Janicki project could bring 1,000 jobs to county,” 03/03/15 
W. Parker, Hilary, “EDASC 2015 Forecast Dinner: Year of Growth, change predicted for Skagit 

County,” 03/02/15 
X.  Sanders, Julia-Grace, “Space for entrepreneurs coming to Skagit County,” Go Skagit, 7/3/18 
Y. Sanders, Julia-Grace, “Port, PUD form broadband company,” Go Skagit, 5/17/18 
Z. “Jobs Created in the US when a Home is Built,” Eye on Housing, 5/2/2014 
AA. “Impact of Home Building and Remodeling on the US Economy,” NAHB, 5/1/14 
BB. “Where We’ll Grow,” 4/24/15 (Source: Puget Sound Regional Council) 
CC.  “New census numbers show just how crowded we’re getting here,” KIRO 7, 3/23/18  
DD. “Washington state added the population of Everett last year,” KUOW, 6/27/18 
EE. Sanders, Julia-Grace, “Housing prices up significantly in 2017,” Go Skagit, 2/17/18 
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FF. Stone, Brandon, “ESASC: Housing shortage hurting economy,” Go Skagit, 11/10/17  
GG. ECONorthwest, “Skagit Council of Governments Housing Inventory and Transportation 

Analysis,” 12/17 
HH. Chapters 1 and 2 of “The State of the Nation’s Housing 2018,” Joint Center for Housing Studies 

of Harvard University, 2018   
II.  “Building a Skagit Housing Affordability Strategy, June 2016 Update,” Skagit County 

Affordable Housing Advisory Committee, 06/16.  

Past Docketing Resolutions:  

JJ. Skagit County Resolution #R20160360 
KK. Skagit County Resolution #R20180013 
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Pierce County’s growth was 26th nationally, with a little over 17,000 more people here in 2017 than the prior year.
That’s more than 46 people moving to Pierce County or being born here each day.

Last year also saw job growth throughout the region.

According to figures from the Puget Sound Regional Council, Seattle experienced 3 percent job growth in 2017.
Pierce County was at 2 percent.

Since 2010, the region has added nearly 370,000 jobs.

All of this puts more pressure on transportation systems and is driving up housing costs throughout the region.

Rents in the area remain among the fastest-growing nationwide, according to real estate data website Zillow.
Median rent in Seattle is $2,200 a month, a nearly 5 percent increase from the previous year.

The pace of rent increases in Tacoma is stunning compared to national figures, where median rents increased
nearly 3 percent to $1,445 per month nationwide.

Tacoma’s rents rose by 9 percent in a year, with typical rents hitting $1,600 a month.

If you’re looking for affordable housing, there’s more bad news: Zillow says a third fewer homes are on the market
in Tacoma now than last year, when inventories hit a record low.

Median home values in Tacoma rose 14 percent in a year, to a median of $279,600, according to Zillow. (The
company’s algorithm values all homes, not just those that sell.)

It’s already difficult to find a place to rent in some parts of Tacoma. Now Zillow says renters are staying in place
longer for a variety of reasons: Those who want to buy can’t find a home, or if they want to move, it’s hard to find
another apartment or rental home.

“Searching for the ‘right’ home has become a drawn-out affair, and rising prices require more savings for a down
payment,” Zillow senior economist Aaron Terrazas said in a news release.

“Were it not for strong new apartment construction over the past half-decade, rental appreciation would be even
stronger than it is now.”

Still, builders are not keeping pace with people moving here.

Construction firms have said they can’t hire skilled laborers fast enough, and the state predicts hundreds more
construction jobs will be needed in the coming years to fill the demand.

As such, people have been venturing to areas farther from urban job centers, adding to rapid growth in smaller
Western Washington communities.

The new census data noted that Shelton and Centralia were among the largest-gaining metropolitan areas in the
United States — defined as urban areas with core populations of at least 10,000 but fewer than 50,000.

The two towns were ranked No. 9 and 10, respectively, on the latest Census Bureau list. Shelton’s population grew
by 1,587 to 63,710; Centralia grew by 1,570 to 78,200.

http://www.thenewstribune.com/article189660864.html
http://www.thenewstribune.com/news/business/article170737407.html
http://www.thenewstribune.com/news/business/article164078797.html
http://www.thenewstribune.com/news/business/article204115569.html
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The latest data track with trends seen last year of more people looking beyond Seattle to areas such as Mason
County.

Kristy Buck, managing broker with John L. Scott’s Shelton office, told The News Tribune in September that its
waterfront was “drawing people from Seattle, Tacoma and California.” 

http://www.thenewstribune.com/news/business/real-estate-news/article165929432.html
http://www.thenewstribune.com/news/business/real-estate-news/article176229646.html
https://www.kiro7.com/news/trending-now/kidnapped-baby-burned-dies-from-his-injuries-police-searching-for-suspects/793005823?utm_source=trending&utm_medium=widget&utm_campaign=chartbeat_trending&utm_content=news
https://www.kiro7.com/news/south-sound-news/man-killed-in-tacoma-drive-by-shooting/793330686?utm_source=trending&utm_medium=widget&utm_campaign=chartbeat_trending&utm_content=news
https://www.kiro7.com/news/south-sound-news/man-killed-in-tacoma-drive-by-shooting/793330686?utm_source=trending&utm_medium=widget&utm_campaign=chartbeat_trending&utm_content=news
https://www.kiro7.com/news/local/dangerous-plant-that-causes-third-degree-burns-found-near-west-seattle-home/792813654?utm_source=trending&utm_medium=widget&utm_campaign=chartbeat_trending&utm_content=news
https://www.kiro7.com/news/local/dangerous-plant-that-causes-third-degree-burns-found-near-west-seattle-home/792813654?utm_source=trending&utm_medium=widget&utm_campaign=chartbeat_trending&utm_content=news
https://www.kiro7.com/news/local/work-on-critical-systems-at-ballard-locks-finally-begins/793024622?utm_source=trending&utm_medium=widget&utm_campaign=chartbeat_trending&utm_content=news
https://www.kiro7.com/news/local/work-on-critical-systems-at-ballard-locks-finally-begins/793024622?utm_source=trending&utm_medium=widget&utm_campaign=chartbeat_trending&utm_content=news
http://misspennystocks.com/career/child-stars-grown-up-trust-fund-financial-advisor?utm_source=taboola&utm_medium=cox-kiro-tv&utm_campaign=1056994&utm_term=Remember+The+%27Feral+Kid%27+From+%27Mad+Max%27%3F+Take+A+Deep+Breath+Before+You+See+What+He+Looks+Like+Now&utm_content=http%3A%2F%2Fcdn.taboola.com%2Flibtrc%2Fstatic%2Fthumbnails%2F1cd29147318ddd3756e9cd03c0fdf511.jpg
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FEATURED TOP STORY

Housing prices up signi�cantly in 2017
By JULIA-GRACE SANDERS @JuliaGrace_SVH  Feb 17, 2018

Buy NowA real estate sign along South Sixth Street in Mount Vernon on Friday indicates the status of a sale.

Scott Terrell / Skagit Valley Herald

The median price for homes in Skagit County rose 10.75 percent in 2017, according to a report from
Northwest Multiple Listing Service.

“What we’re seeing is similar to what’s happening in King County but not nearly as crazy,” said Nate
Scott, a broker at Windermere Real Estate in Anacortes.
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With an average of 2.14 months on the market, 1,122 homes sold in the county last year for a median
price of $313,000, according to the report.

The double-digit appreciation rates have buyers and sellers wondering if the rapid increase could
foreshadow a housing crash similar to the 2000s, said Realtor Jamie Yantis.

“A lot of people are concerned about this being a bubble,” Yantis said. “But if you look at the trend of
appreciation historically, yes in 2008, 2009, 2010 we had a dump, but now we are just back on track to
where the normal trajectory should have been.”

Dean Hayes, senior loan o�cer at Bay Equity Home Loans in Burlington, said changes in home
mortgage lending will prevent another housing market crash.

“The reason home prices went up back then is we were giving out too many mortgages without
vetting,” Hayes said. “That caught up to itself.”

Industry experts agree that the rapid appreciation seen in 2017 can’t last forever.

“The ramp-up the last few years is just to catch up to the projection where we should have been
before the housing crash,” Hayes said. “Now we should �atten out and continue at (an appreciation
of) around 3.6 percent.”

Today’s competitive market is compounded by a shortage of housing, Scott said.

“There’s been a lot more construction in the last two years than the last �ve or six,” Scott said. “But
nowhere near what’s needed to solve the inventory problem.”

Other elements also have a role in the tight market.

Growing business sectors such as aerospace and biotech are bringing more people to the county,
Realtor Megan O’Bryan said, which compounds the problem of limited housing.

Another factor is the Skagit River instream �ow rule, which prevents the building of new wells in some
rural areas in an e�ort to protect �sh, North Puget Sound Association of Realtors Government A�airs
Director Ron Wortham said.

“Because housing is so tight already, it does nothing to help give any relief with additional options,”
Wortham said.

The housing shortage has led to an increase in multifamily housing projects in Anacortes, Scott said.

“Unfortunately, they’re all 12 months to two years out,” he said. “There’s light at the end of the tunnel,
but it’s a long tunnel.”
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JSanders

Sellers should take advantage of the current market, Yantis said, because appreciation will likely
�atten out in coming years.

“The sooner the better so you can take advantage of the buyers that have nothing to look at right
now,” she said.

Yantis said buyers should be pre-approved for loans and prepared to make quick decisions.

“Don’t go in looking for a deal because you’re not going to get one right now,” Yantis said.

— Reporter Julia-Grace Sanders: 360-416-2145, jsanders@skagitpublishing.com, Twitter: @JuliaGrace_SVH

https://www.goskagit.com/users/profile/JSanders
mailto:jsanders@skagitpublishing.com
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Introduction

for low- and moderate-income households. 

Commissioners established an Affordable 

and recommend an affordable housing plan 
Building a Skagit 

County Affordable Housing Strategy—was 
completed in 2012 and updated in 2016. 

Housing markets function at a regional scale, 
which makes it a challenge for individual 

and public supported housing. In addition, 

address their housing needs. As a result, further 

address the growing challenge of producing 
low- and moderate-income housing throughout 

build on the efforts of jurisdictions and 

more in-depth understanding of the local 

housing action plan for addressing low- and 

not intended to be prescriptive or replace Skagit 

in 2010 and updated in 2016. It is intended to 

the action plan is oriented toward addressing a 

is important to continue existing housing efforts 
and maintain existing partnerships.

Overall, there are three broad questions SCOG 

 
 

 How does the current housing stock and 

information about the regional housing market 

historical housing conditions, discuss these 

current housing market and trends, and the 
development of a housing action plan. The 

and demand factors affecting local housing 

and factors contributing to housing prices in 

interviews and focus groups with real estate 
professionals, affordable housing providers, 

The subsequent action plan addresses the 
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organizations, and affordable housing advocates 
can take to increase production of housing, 

This Plan focuses on strategies and actions 
about supporting the development of market-
rate and subsidized affordable housing in Skagit 

principal areas:

 Land use planning and regulation:  
 

local government.

 The production and preservation of 

market cannot afford to create. This 

Private sector developers have an important role 
in the local housing market and will be affected 

advocates, and local governments.

The following organizations have a role in 
implementing the Housing Action Plan. This section 
describes their current housing-related work.  

Skagit Council of Governments (SCOG). 
SCOG staff has participated in the region’s 

coordinates standing committees composed of 
member jurisdictions related to transportation 

a Growth Management Act Steering Committee 
and a Growth Management Act Technical 

Cities and Towns. All incorporated cities 

role in housing development through their 

can provide funding support for subsidized 
affordable housing through their general fund or 
a dedicated funding source such as a special 

Skagit County.

through the Planning and Development Services 

including housing development.

Skagit County Public Health. 
concentrates its subsidized affordable housing 

involvement has provided substantial 

affordable housing programs.

Skagit County Consortium for the Tri-County 
Area Plan. 

Consortium through signing on to an Interlocal 
Cooperation Agreement establishing the 

federal and other resources are to be used to 
address them.

There are 

that also provides services and support for 

organizations include local public housing 

local tribes that provide housing assistance for 
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Housing Inventory 
and Transportation Analysis highlight the 

housing stock, the growing and changing 
housing needs, and the broad direction for 

 Most housing in Skagit County is single-
family detached and located along the 
Interstate-5 or Highway 20 corridors. 
The existing stock and development 

development occurred. However, as housing 
demand has changed, development of 

to the changes in demand. Production of 

housing has continued but production has 

 Housing production in Skagit County 
since 2010 has been slower than any 
decade in the last 40 years. Since 2010, 
about 1,500 new units have been built. 

higher-end development has been of 

of housing affordable to for moderate- and 
low-income households.

 Economic recovery from the Great 

household growth occurring at lower 
income levels. Low- and moderate-income 
households, who have limited housing options, 

Development of housing affordable for these 
households been slow or nonexistent. 

 
does not meet the needs of Skagit 

demographic changes occurring in the 
county and across the nation. Changing 

the nation are resulting in demand for more 

 There are a growing number of 
households who cannot afford the 
lowest market-rate housing available 
in the County. Maintaining the existing 

building new subsidized housing to meet the 

for affordable housing providers. There is 

subsidized affordable housing to meet the 
increasing need.

BY THE NUMBERS

 

and 11% are mobile homes.

 

 Median incomes have decreased 

 
 

$262,000 
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There were almost 55,000 housing units in 

of housing units are in unincorporated areas of 

percent of the total housing stock. Small-scale 
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Skagit County Housing Units, 2016

ST20
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unincorporated rural areas. Locations along 
shorelines also have a concentration of housing.
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2010. Since 2010, about 1,500 new units have been built. Almost all of those 

improved throughout 2017 there has been an up-tick in housing construction in 

that have either received building permits or have submitted building permits 
and are working through the approval process. Burlington has an additional 
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A large share of the housing stock is near job centers, which has a price premium.

concentrated in “job centers” along the 

per square mile. Almost 70 percent of housing 

drive from a job center, including 80 percent of 

the different factors that contribute to housing 
prices. Of particular interest is the impact of 
being closer to job centers on home prices 
compared to other locational and structure 
factors, such as the size or age of a house. The 

positive effect on home prices. Controlling for all 
other factors, units more than a 20-minute drive 
from a job center had lower home prices than 

prices 10 percent higher than units with less 
than 10-minute commute time.
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annual rate of 0.8 percent. This rate of growth is 
slower than from 2000 to 2010, which was 1.3 
percent. Looking forward, the Washington State 

somewhat exceed net-migration totals from 
2000 to 2010.

up from 37.2 in 2000. The median age in the 

population over 60 is expected to increase to 

up from 26 percent in 2015.

becoming more diverse. Residents who 

non-Hispanic has increased from 17 percent 

Latino population has grown from 11 percent to 
almost 18 percent over this same period.

Percent of Nonwhite Residents by Countyy y
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Demand for lower-priced housing.  

Low- and moderate-income households, who 
have limited housing options, are a sizable 

percent of households had incomes below 
$25,000, and 37 percent of households are 

30 percent of their income on housing. The 

are cost burdened. In addition, since 2000, 
the median household income declined from 

Percent of Skagit 
County MFI < 30% 30% - 50% 50% - 80% 80% - 120% > 120%

Income Range < $12,456 $12,456 - $20,760 $20,760 - $33,216 $33,216 - 
$49,824 > $49,824

Number of households 5,864 4,987 7,993 8,300 18,165

Percent of Households 13% 11% 18% 18% 40%

Owner-occupied None Manufactured in 
parks

Single-family attached; 
condominiums; duplexes; 

manufactured on lots

All housing 
types; lower 

values

All housing types; 
higher prices

Renter-occupied
Apartments; new and 

used government 
assisted housing

Apartments; 
manufactured in 
parks; duplexes

Single-family attached; 
detatched; manufactured 

on lots; apartments

All housing 
types; lower 

values

All housing types; 
higher prices

Skagit County Median Family Income Ranges, 2014

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Owners 70%30%

Renters 47%53%

Total 63%37%

Cost Burdened
Not Cost Burdened

Cost-Burdened Skagit County Residents 2015
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rents and average home sales price, were 

were lower in 2016 with an average sales price 

Despite housing costs not increasing, a 

income on housing in 2015. These households 

costs. Renters in particular are affected with 
53 percent of households renting considered 
cost-burdened. Home ownership is also out of 

the average priced home without becoming 
cost-burdened.

Overall, the share of cost-burdened households 

percent of all households to 37 percent in 2015. 
The overall decrease was due to the decrease in 
the owner-occupied cost-burdened households, 

The percent of renter cost-burdened households 

percent over the same period.
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As of 2016 less than 1,500 total units and 

homes decreased. Apartment vacancies in the 

three percent in 2010 to one percent in 2016. 
Interviews with real estate professionals and 
brokers also noted a tight market for, for-sale 

selling above the asking price. Interviewees also 

been slow to respond to market indicators 

or selling prices being bid-up, is the lack 

incorporated and unincorporated urban growth 

professionals and affordable housing providers 
both cited the lack of sizable, vacant properties 

appropriate infrastructure and zoning to support 
the development of these areas with denser 
residential uses.

Another reason for the limited amount of 

the broader Puget Sound marketplace, which 
has realized sizable increases in construction 
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Existing subsidized affordable housing does not meet current demand.

enough housing that is affordable for low- and 
moderate-income households. Existing 

waiting lists for new applicants. Households 

or are losing their housing due to rent increases. 
Building new income-restricted units is 
the most direct strategy for addressing the 
shortage of affordable housing. 

this direction.

Financial resources to subsidize new 
rental housing and maintain existing 
subsidized rental housing is limited and 

development requires up-front resources 

affordable in the long-term. As a result, 

local governments to bring their commitment, 
expertise, and resources to build additional 
affordable housing developments.

ST9¦§̈5

Concrete
Hamilton

Sedro-
Woolley

Anacortes

La
Conner

Mount
Vernon

Burlington
Lyman

Subsidized Affordable Housing Properties, 2016

Housing Choice Vouchers by Census Tract, 2016

Number of Voucher Program Units

11 - 30

31 - 49

50 - 79

80 - 149

150 - 293
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Barriers to Market-rate and Affordable Housing Development

to the development of subsidized affordable 

barriers fall into three categories: regulatory, 
, and infrastructure. 

REGULATORY BARRIERS

development requirements that limit the 

 

development.

 There is a lack of sizable, vacant sites in 

 

are not in the right location.

 Development standards, such as lots size 
minimums and parking requirements, limit 

Residential Land Capacity in Anacortes, Sedro-Woolley, and Mount Vernon
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Redevelopable (SFR)
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Current Development Project Sites
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Annual 
Revenue for 

Housing

Controlling 
Party

Primary Purpose
Alternative 
Strategies

Notes

Document Recording 
Fee (affordable Affordable Housing Homeless services

vouchers.

Document Recording 
Homeless Services

funding
assistance, case management, and 
shelters.

Consolidated Homeless 
Grant

Homeless Services
funding 

assistance, case management, and 
shelters.

Section 8 Vouchers Affordable Housing Operations funding

Economic Development 
Public Facility Funds

$100,000+
Economic 

Development for affordable housing

We received $100,000 in allocations for 

from this fund if needed.

McKinney Vento 
Grants

$125,000 Homeless Services assistance and supportive services for 

HOME Affordable Housing Homeless services

Split across three counties.

CDBG
Dept of Commerce

Development preservation

1/10 of 1% behavioral 
health sales tax

$572,000+
Behavioral Health

Services

Supportive services, 
capital, operations for

clients with a BH disorder homeless services.

A-2: Current affordable housing funding sources used in Skagit County and where those funds are applied.
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and be aligned with the Action Plan framework.

Jurisdiction Action Category
-

Considering changes to development regulations:

  Lots size minimums and maxmimum densities

 Off-street parking requirements

 Establishing minimum densities

 Increase building heights inexchange for affordable units

 Re-establishing MFTE program

 
Committed CDBG funds for affordable housing Financial Issue

Considering code amendments to incentivize affordable housing
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Lower-cost homes are especially scarce. Virtually all of the 88 met-

ros with data available had more homes for sale in the top third of 

the market by price than in the bottom third. In 46 of these metros, 

more than half of the available supply was at the high end. The 

largest imbalances were in moderately sized, moderately priced, 

and fast-growing metros such as Boise, Charlotte, Des Moines, and 

Durham, where about 65 percent of existing homes for sale were at 

the upper end of the market. 

Why inventories are so tight is not entirely clear. CoreLogic data 

show that the number of owners underwater on their mortgages 

shrank from more than 12.1 million in 2011 to 2.5 million in 2017, 

so negative equity should no longer be a significant drag on sales. 

Still, conversion of 3.9 million single-family homes to rentals in 

2006–2016 could be constraining the number of entry-level homes 

on the market. The ongoing decline in residential mobility rates may 

also play a role, with fewer households putting their homes up for 

sale each year. 

Another factor is the low level of single-family construction. Despite 

six consecutive years of increases, single-family starts stood at just 

849,000 units in 2017, well below the long-run annual average of 

1.1 million. Indeed, only 610,000 single-family homes were added 

to the stock annually in 2008–2017. Limited new construction may 

hold back existing home sales by reducing the tradeup options for 

current owners, deterring them from putting their own homes on 

the market. 

The slow growth in single-family construction reflects in part 

homebuilder caution following the dramatic housing bust. But risk 

aversion aside, a significant constraint on new residential construc-

tion may be the dwindling supply of buildable lots. According to 

Metrostudy data, the inventory of vacant lots in the 98 metro areas 

tracked fell 36 percent in 2008–2017. Indeed, 21 of the nation’s 25 

largest metros reported inventories that would support less than 24 

months of residential construction. 

Along with limited land, respondents to builder surveys cite rising 

input costs as adding to the difficulty of constructing entry-level 

homes. As a result, the share of smaller homes (under 1,800 square 

feet) built each year fell from 50 percent in 1988 to 36 percent in 

2000 to 22 percent in 2017. Of this latest drop, 9 percentage points 

occurred in 2010–2013 alone. 

MULTIFAMILY CONSTRUCTION LEVELING OFF 
Unlike single-family homebuilding, multifamily construction 

ramped up quickly after the crash as rental demand surged. From 

a low of 109,000 units in 2009, construction of multifamily units 

peaked at 397,000 starts in 2015 and accounted for more than half 

the gains in housing starts over that period. However, the multifam-

ily construction wave is now moderating, with starts down 1 percent 

in 2016 and 10 percent in 2017. 

This slowdown comes in response to both weaker overall rental 

demand and increasing slack at the upper end of the market. The 

Note: Months of supply measures how long it would take the number of homes on the market to sell at the current rate, where 6 months is 
typically considered a balanced market.
Source: JCHS tabulations of National Association of Realtors (NAR), Existing Home Sales.
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Census Bureau reports that the national rental vacancy rate rose 

last year for the first time since 2009, ticking up from 6.9 percent to 

7.2 percent. Most of the easing is among high-end (Class A) rentals, 

although vacancies in middle-market (Class B) apartment proper-

ties were up slightly as well (Figure 5). In 2013, units renting for 

$1,000 or more had the lowest vacancy rate of all rentals, while 

units renting for less than $600 had the highest rate. The situation 

has now reversed, with vacancies at 6.8 percent in the low-cost 

market and 7.7 percent in the high-cost market.  

The recent strength of rental construction has done little to 

address the shortage of lowest-cost units. Between 2006 and 2016, 

the total number of occupied rentals was up by 21 percent, but the 

number renting for under $650 in real terms fell by 5 percent. Over 

this same period, the lowest-cost rental stock shrank by more than 

10 percent in 153 of the nation’s 381 metros and by more than 20 

percent in 89 metros. These losses indicate that older rental units 

have not filtered down to more affordable levels in many parts of 

the country. 

AFFORDABILITY PRESSURES EASE, BUT REMAIN WIDESPREAD 
At last measure in 2016, some 38.1 million households spent 

more than 30 percent of their incomes on housing (the standard 

definition of cost burdened). While down by 800,000 from 2015 

and by 4.6 million from the peak in 2010, the number of cost-

burdened households was still some 6.5 million higher in 2016 

than in 2001. 

All of the drop in cost-burdened households is among homeowners, 

whose numbers fell by 5.5 million in 2010–2016. The pickup in income 

growth and the low interest rate environment no doubt helped, but 

this improvement also reflects the fact that millions of distressed 

owners lost their homes to foreclosure during the housing crisis 

and, more recently, that lenders have imposed stricter payment-

to-income requirements for new buyers. Moreover, the number (4.1 

million) and share (84 percent) of cost-burdened homeowners earn-

ing under $15,000 was unchanged over this period. Nearly half of 

burdened owners at this income level are age 65 and over, and of that 

group, three-quarters are single-person households.

The improvements in affordability for renters are much more mod-

est. Although the share of cost-burdened renters retreated from a 

peak of 51 percent in 2011 to 47 percent in 2016, strong growth in 

renters overall meant that the number with burdens continued to 

rise through 2014. Their numbers did drop by 500,000 in 2014–2016, 

but the previous increase of 6.5 million in 2001–2014 dwarfed this 

progress. In addition, more than half of the growth in cost-burdened 

renters since 2001 was among households paying more than half 

their incomes for housing. Indeed, the number of severely burdened 

renters rose by 3.6 million between 2001 and 2016.

Housing affordability problems are part of a longer-term trend that 

was evident well before publication of the first State of the Nation’s 
Housing report. The cost-burdened share of renters doubled from 

23.8 percent in the 1960s to 47.5 percent in 2016 as housing costs 

and household incomes steadily diverged, with the largest increases 

occurring in the 2000s. Adjusting for inflation, the median rent 

payment rose 61 percent between 1960 and 2016 while the median 

renter income grew only 5 percent (Figure 6). The pattern for home-

owners is similar, with the median home value increasing 112 per-

cent and the median owner income rising only 50 percent. 

POLICY CHALLENGES
Expanding the supply of lower-cost housing would help relieve the 

cost burdens of some households of modest means, but subsidies 

are the only way to close the affordability gap for the nation’s 

lowest-income families and individuals. Even so, increases in fed-

eral rental assistance have lagged far behind growth in the number 

of renters with very low incomes, the group typically eligible for 

subsidies. Between 1987 and 2015, the number of very low-income 

renters grew by 6 million while the number assisted rose only 

950,000, reducing the share with assistance from 29 percent to 25 

percent (Figure 7). 

The two main rental assistance programs are housing choice 

vouchers administered by the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development and low-income housing tax credits (LIHTC) admin-

istered by the Treasury Department. Between 2000 and 2017, the 

number of vouchers in use only edged up from 1.8 million to 2.2 mil-

lion, as funding increases fell short of the higher costs per voucher 

caused by a widening gap between renter incomes and fair market 
Note: Rents and incomes are adjusted for inflation using the CPI-U for all items.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, 1960–1990 Decennial Censuses, and 2000–2016 American Community Surveys.
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rents (FMRs). Meanwhile, the number of LIHTC-funded units avail-

able for occupancy grew steadily from 880,000 in 2000 to about 2.5 

million in 2017. 

Although last year’s Tax Cuts and Jobs Act reduced corporate tax 

rates and therefore the value of investments in LIHTC properties, 

higher annual allocations under this year’s federal budget offset a 

fraction of the falloff in value. The budget also provides develop-

ers greater flexibility in setting rents, which will help to expand 

support for households with a broader range of incomes. But with 

the affordability periods of more than a million subsidized units 

expiring over the next decade and the growing shortfall in low-cost 

housing, the current rate of LIHTC production of about 80,000 units 

per year falls well short of need. 

For their part, many state and local governments are finding new 

ways to leverage and supplement federal funds to spur develop-

ment of below-market-rate housing. These strategies include rais-

ing new revenues through bond issuances, real estate transfer 

taxes, and linkage fees, as well as using their regulatory powers to 

either incentivize or mandate inclusion of affordable units in new 

market-rate developments. However, state and local initiatives are 

generally modest in scale. 

Programs supporting homeownership are also limited in scope. 

Research has consistently found that the largest barrier for first-

time buyers is insufficient savings to meet downpayment require-

ments and other upfront costs. Federal downpayment assistance 

programs, however, serve less than 50,000 households annually. 

Mortgage revenue bond programs, administered by state housing 

finance agencies, also provide below-market-rate loans to lower-

income households, but support only a limited number of buyers 

each year.

Expanding homeownership opportunities for young adults and 

minorities will thus require broader and better-targeted policies 

to encourage saving and provide financial assistance as necessary. 

Counseling programs would also help potential buyers navigate 

the homebuying process and fulfill the ongoing requirements of 

homeownership.

THE OUTLOOK
By many metrics, the housing market is on sound footing. With the 

economy near full employment, household incomes are increasing 

and boosting housing demand. On the supply side, a decade of his-

torically low single-family construction has left room for expansion 

of this important sector of the economy. Although multifamily con-

struction appears to be slowing, vacancy rates are still low enough 

to support additional rentals. In fact, to the extent that growth in 

supply outpaces demand, a slowdown in rent growth should help to 

ease affordability concerns. 

Indeed, the cumulative effect of strong growth in housing costs and 

modest gains in household incomes has left nearly half of today’s 

renters with cost burdens, including a quarter with severe burdens. 

The rising cost of homes for sale also raises downpayment and clos-

ing costs, making it more difficult for individuals and families to 

make the transition to owning.  

National efforts are necessary to close the affordability gap. Housing 

policymakers have many opportunities to address the cost side of the 

equation, including the increasing size and quality of homes; lack of 

productivity improvements in the residential construction sector; 

escalating costs of labor, building materials, and land; and barriers 

created by a complex and restrictive regulatory system. However, 

tackling this broad mix of conditions will require collaboration of the 

public, private, and nonprofit sectors in a comprehensive strategy 

that fosters innovation in the design, construction, financing, and 

regulation of housing. 

But even if successful, these efforts will not produce decent, afford-

able homes for the millions of households that simply cannot pay 

enough to cover the costs of producing that housing. For these 

families and individuals, there will always be a need for public 

subsidies. The federal government’s failure to respond adequately 

to this large and growing challenge puts millions of households at 

risk of housing instability and the threats it poses to basic health 

and safety. Many state and local governments are doing their part 

to expand assistance, but a more robust federal response is essen-

tial to any meaningful progress in combatting the nation’s housing 

affordability crisis. 

Notes: Very low-income renter households earn 50% or less of area median income. Assisted households may receive assistance from 
state and local as well as federal programs.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Worst Case Housing Needs Report to Congress.
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New construction, home sales, 

and housing prices ticked up 

modestly in 2017, but a slowdown 

in the multifamily sector and 

the rising costs of residential 

construction are preventing 

a stronger upturn in housing 

markets. Intense competition 

for the historically low supply of 

existing homes on the market has 

pushed up home prices in most 

metros, raising further concerns 

about affordability. 

MODEST GROWTH IN NEW CONSTRUCTION
Although marking the eighth year of growth, total housing starts 

only edged up from 1.17 million units in 2016 to 1.20 million in 2017. 

In percentage terms, last year’s increase was the smallest annual 

gain since the recession. Even so, single-family homebuilding con-

tinued to strengthen in 2017, rising 8.6 percent to 848,900 units 

(Figure 8). Starts rose across the country, with the largest increase 

in the West (14 percent), followed by the Midwest and South (8 

percent), and then the Northeast (3 percent). At the current pace of 

growth, however, single-family starts would not regain their 2000 

level of 1.23 million units until 2022. 

Meanwhile, multifamily starts declined 9.7 percent to 354,100 units 

last year, but were still slightly above the 342,000 annual average 

in 1997–2006. Multifamily activity fell the most in the Midwest (20 

percent) and the least in the West (2 percent). Nevertheless, the 

multifamily pipeline remains strong. Completions were up by more 

than 11 percent in 2017, to 357,600 units—the highest level since the 

1980s. In addition, 604,000 multifamily units were under construc-

tion last year, slightly below the 2016 level but otherwise higher 

than at any point since the early 1970s.

The modest growth in new construction helped to increase real 

residential fixed investment (RFI) for the sixth straight year, lifting 

the total from $721 billion in 2016 to nearly $748 billion in 2017. 
This increase also reflects the ongoing strength of homeowner 

improvement and repair spending, estimated at $315 billion last 

year. Indeed, 2017 was the tenth consecutive year that homeowner 

outlays exceeded spending on single-family construction. 

Still, the 3.7 percent increase in RFI last year was the smallest 

annual gain since the recovery began in 2011. As a result, the sector 

contributed just 0.07 percentage point of the 2.3 percent real growth 

in gross domestic product (GDP) in 2017. As a share of the economy, 

RFI alone accounted for 3.9 percent of GDP. Adding in spending on 

housing services and furnishings, the combined housing-related 

share of GDP totaled 18.2 percent last year. 
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just 7 percent in the Northeast. Nearly two-thirds of manufactured 

housing shipments between 2009 and 2017 were also to the South. 

As a result, manufactured homes make up 9 percent of the total 

housing stock in the South, with especially large shares in South 

Carolina (16 percent) and in West Virginia and Mississippi (14 percent 

each). While the share in other regions is only 4 percent, a few states 

also have high concentrations of manufactured housing, including 

New Mexico (17 percent) and Wyoming (13 percent). Manufactured 

housing also provides 14 percent of homes in non-metro communi-

ties, more than double the share in the country as a whole.

IMPEDIMENTS TO HOMEBUILDING
Four main constraints stand in the way of a stronger upturn 

in housing construction. First is the shortage of skilled work-

ers. In a 2017 survey of homebuilders, 82 percent of respondents 

cited the cost and availability of labor as a significant problem. 

Unemployment in the construction industry fell to 6 percent last 

year, while inflation-adjusted construction wages and benefits were 

up 7 percent from 2001—somewhat less than the 9 percent increase 

for all private industry workers. These pay raises have not been suf-

ficient to attract new workers, and the number of job openings in 

the construction industry approached 200,000 by the end of 2017—

the highest level in a decade. 

Second, the cost of building materials has risen. The Bureau of 

Labor Statistics reports that the prices of raw and manufactured 

goods used as inputs for residential construction increased 4 per-

cent last year, with the price of softwood lumber alone up 13 per-

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF NEW HOUSING
Housing permits rose from 1.21 million in 2016 to 1.28 million units 

in 2017, with 61 of the nation’s 100 largest metro areas reporting 

increases. Single-family permitting was up in 78 of these markets, 

while multifamily permitting increased in only 48. The largest num-

bers of permits were issued in Dallas (62,500), New York (50,600), 

Houston (42,400), Atlanta (33,800), and Los Angeles (31,100).

New construction remained strong in the core counties of large 

metro areas, with 437,700 permits issued in 2017—about a third of 

the nationwide total. Permitting in these counties rose at a double-

digit pace in 2010–2015, declined in 2016, but then grew 4.9 percent 

in 2017. As a result, residential construction in core counties was 28 

percent above levels averaged in the 1990s and nearly on par with 

those in the 2000s, reflecting significant increases in multifamily 

activity since 2010 (Figure 9). 

Permitting outside of the core counties of large metros is still below 

the 1990s average, down 16 percent in the non-core counties of large 

metros and 6 percent in all other metro areas. Construction is even 

further below average levels from the 2000s, with permitting down 

23 percent in non-core counties and 24 percent in other metros. 

Single-family permitting, which remained low across the board in 

2017, accounted for an important share of activity outside of core 

areas. Last year, permits for single-family homes contributed just 43 

percent of total permits issued in core counties, but 73–75 percent of 

permits in non-core counties and other metro areas.

Given the recent uptick in single-family homebuilding and the mod-

eration in multifamily permitting, new construction has increased 

more rapidly outside central counties. In 2014–2017, residential 

permitting rose 18 percent in core counties, but fully 25 percent in 

non-core counties and 26 percent in other metro areas. 

ADDITIONS TO THE MODERATE-COST SUPPLY 
In the aftermath of the recession, developers targeted the high end 

of the single-family market by building larger homes. Indeed, the 

typical size of newly constructed single-family housing reached an 

all-time high of 2,466 square feet in 2015. 

But with many buyers looking for more moderate-cost homes, new 

construction is beginning to add to the supply of smaller homes 
(Figure 10). Completions of single-family homes under 1,800 square 

feet were up 20 percent in 2016, outpacing the 12 percent increase 

in larger homes. Shipments of manufactured housing also rose 15 

percent for the second straight year in 2017, but completions of 

multifamily condominiums declined 15 percent. 

Nonetheless, entry-level housing still accounts for a small share 

of new construction. Only 163,000 small single-family homes were 

completed in 2016, or 22 percent of single-family construction—

down significantly from the 33 percent share averaged in 1999–2007. 

Moreover, manufactured home shipments totaled just 93,000 units 

in 2017, far below the 291,000 annual average in the 1990s and even 

the 137,000 annual average in the 2000s.  

Modest-sized homes are considerably more affordable for first-time 

and middle-market buyers. According to the Survey of Construction, 

the median price for a small home sold in 2016 was $191,700. The 

average sales price for a new manufactured home in 2017 was even 

lower, at $72,000. By comparison, the median price for all other 

single-family homes was $324,700 in 2016. 

With few additions of smaller units, most modestly priced homes 

are found in the existing housing stock. Indeed, small homes make 

up nearly half of single-family homes. In 2015, there were 37.3 mil-

lion single-family homes under 1,800 square feet. The stock of small 

homes is generally older, with nearly two-thirds (65 percent) built 

before 1980 compared with 43 percent of larger homes. 

Manufactured housing is prevalent primarily in the South, where 

some 58 percent of the 6.6 million units nationwide are located. 

Another 21 percent are in the West, 14 percent in the Midwest, and 

2014 2015

Percent 
 Change

2014–15 

Residential Construction (Thousands of units) 

Total Starts 1,003 1,112 10.8

       Single-Family 648 715 10.3

    Multifamily 355 397 11.8

Total Completions 884 968 9.5

       Single-Family 620 647 4.5

    Multifamily 264 320 21.2

Home Sales

New (Thousands) 437 501 14.6

Existing (Millions) 4.9 5.3 6.3

Median Sales Price (Thousands of dollars)

New 283.1 296.4 4.7

Existing 208.5 222.4 6.6

Construction Spending (Billions of dollars)  

Residential Fixed Investment 550.6 600.1 9.0

       Homeowner Improvements 134.8 147.8 9.6

Notes: Components may not add to total due to rounding. Dollar values are adjusted for inflation by the 
CPI-U for All Items.
Sources: US Census Bureau, New Residential Construction and New Residential Sales data; National 
Association of Realtors®, Existing Home Sales;  
Bureau of Economic Analysis, National Income and Product Accounts.

2016 2017

Percent Change

2015–16 2016–17

Residential Construction (Thousands of units) 

Total Starts 1,174 1,203 5.6 2.5

       Single-Family 782 849 9.4 8.6

    Multifamily 392 354 -1.3 -9.7

Total Completions 1,060 1,153 9.5 8.8

       Single-Family 738 795 14.0 7.7

    Multifamily 321 358 0.3 11.3

Home Sales (Thousands)

New Single-Family 561 613 12.0 9.3

All Existing 5,450 5,510 3.8 1.1

Median Sales Price (Thousands of dollars)

New Single-Family 314.4 324.0 3.3 3.1

All Existing 238.8 247.2 3.8 3.5

Existing Home Inventory

Homes for Sale (Thousands) 1,650 1,460 -6.3 -11.5

Months of Supply 4.4 3.9 -8.3 -11.4

Construction Spending (Billions of dollars)  

Residential Fixed Investment 720.9 747.6 8.0 3.7

Notes: Components may not add to totals due to rounding. Dollar values are adjusted for inflation using the CPI-U for all items. Residential fixed 
investment includes spending on new housing construction and homeowner improvements, plus broker commissions on home sales. 
Sources: US Census Bureau, New Residential Construction and New Residential Sales; NAR, Existing Home Sales; Bureau of Economic Analysis, 
National Income and Product Accounts.

Most Housing Market Indicators Remained
Positive in 2017

FIGURE 8

Notes: Large metro areas have populations over 1 million. Core counties of large metro areas contain either the largest city or any city with 250,000 residents. Non-core counties are all other counties in large metro areas.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, Building Permits Surveys.
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just 7 percent in the Northeast. Nearly two-thirds of manufactured 

housing shipments between 2009 and 2017 were also to the South. 

As a result, manufactured homes make up 9 percent of the total 

housing stock in the South, with especially large shares in South 

Carolina (16 percent) and in West Virginia and Mississippi (14 percent 

each). While the share in other regions is only 4 percent, a few states 

also have high concentrations of manufactured housing, including 

New Mexico (17 percent) and Wyoming (13 percent). Manufactured 

housing also provides 14 percent of homes in non-metro communi-

ties, more than double the share in the country as a whole.

IMPEDIMENTS TO HOMEBUILDING
Four main constraints stand in the way of a stronger upturn 

in housing construction. First is the shortage of skilled work-

ers. In a 2017 survey of homebuilders, 82 percent of respondents 

cited the cost and availability of labor as a significant problem. 

Unemployment in the construction industry fell to 6 percent last 

year, while inflation-adjusted construction wages and benefits were 

up 7 percent from 2001—somewhat less than the 9 percent increase 

for all private industry workers. These pay raises have not been suf-

ficient to attract new workers, and the number of job openings in 

the construction industry approached 200,000 by the end of 2017—

the highest level in a decade. 

Second, the cost of building materials has risen. The Bureau of 

Labor Statistics reports that the prices of raw and manufactured 

goods used as inputs for residential construction increased 4 per-

cent last year, with the price of softwood lumber alone up 13 per-

cent. However, input price increases vary with building cycles and 

their growth over longer time periods has been more moderate.

Third, developed land has become scarcer. Metrostudy data for 

98 metro areas indicate that the number of vacant developed lots 

declined from 1.26 million in 2008 to just 802,000 in 2017. As mea-

sured by months of supply (where 24–36 months is considered a 

balanced market), the inventory shrank in 73 of those 98 markets 

in 2016–2017. The shortage of land for new housing is especially 

acute in the Western metros of San Francisco (9 months), San Diego 

(10 months), Seattle (10 months), Los Angeles (12 months), and Las 

Vegas (13 months). In contrast, developed land is more readily avail-

able in many Southern and Midwestern markets, like Chicago (62 

months), Atlanta (44 months), and Minneapolis (28 months). 

Finally, local zoning and other land use regulations can reduce the 

amount of new construction by constraining the type and density of 

new housing allowed. Local governments also add to costs by delay-

ing approvals and charging sizable fees. For example, a 2015 Duncan 

Associates survey of 271 communities found that the average 

impact fee for construction of a moderate-sized single-family home 

was $11,900, with charges ranging as high as $31,800 on average in 

California. While new residential developments should contribute to 

the costs of providing infrastructure and public services, high fees 

make it even more challenging to provide housing.

All of these impediments push up the costs of residential construc-

tion. Setting aside the cost of land and development, RSMeans esti-

mates that building an economy-quality, 1,200 square-foot home 

would cost $141,300 in 2018, assuming prevailing wages and a 15 

Notes: Large metro areas have populations over 1 million. Core counties of large metro areas contain either the largest city or any city with 250,000 residents. Non-core counties are all other counties in large metro areas.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, Building Permits Surveys.
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percent contractor fee. While on par with 2017, this represents a 12 

percent jump from 2014 after adjusting for inflation.

Modular housing, constructed in factory conditions before being 

transported and assembled on site, could provide at least part of 

the answer. Including the value of land, the median price for a new 

modular unit was $217,200 in 2016—nearly $90,000 less than for a 

new site-built home. To date, however, homebuilders have been 

slow to adopt this innovation, with only 15,000 modular homes 

added in 2016. Indeed, modular housing has never accounted for 

more than 4 percent of single-family construction in the United 

States. By comparison, modular housing accounts for 9 percent of 

new homes in Germany, 12–16 percent in Japan, and 20 percent in 

the Netherlands. 

PERSISTENTLY LOW INVENTORIES AND SLOWING SALES
The National Association of Realtors reports that the number of 

homes on the market fell from 1.65 million in 2016 to 1.46 million 

in 2017. The single-family inventory alone shrank 11 percent, from 

1.45 million to 1.29 million. In December 2017, for-sale inventories 

were at their lowest levels since at least 1999 for all homes and since 

1982 for single-family homes. Meanwhile, the for-sale vacancy rate 

fell to 1.5 percent in the first quarter of 2018, matching the lowest 

readings since 1994.

Supplies were tight nearly everywhere (Figure 11). Of the 93 large 

metros tracked by Zillow, only one had a for-sale inventory of 

more than 6.0 months in 2017. Markets in many Western metros 

were especially hot, with supplies of less than a month in both San 

Francisco and San Jose. Home sales in Salt Lake City, Seattle, and 

Stockton also closely tracked the number of homes on the market. 

At the other extreme, the metros with the largest inventories of 

available homes were Bridgeport (6.9 months), El Paso (5.6 months), 

New Haven (5.3 months), Virginia Beach (4.8 months), and Scranton 

(4.8 months). 

Constrained by limited inventory, growth in home sales slowed 

from 4.5 percent in 2016 to only 1.9 percent in 2017, to a total of 6.1 

million units. Although increasing for the third consecutive year, 

existing home sales led the slowdown with just 1.1 percent growth, 

to 5.5 million units. The only appreciable upticks in sales (2–3 per-

cent) were in the South and West.

In contrast, new home sales rose 9.3 percent from 2016, to 613,000 

units. This was the sixth straight year of growth from the five-

decade low of 306,000 units in 2011. More than half (55 percent) of 

new home sales were in the South, and about a quarter were in the 

West. Of the remaining sales, 12 percent were in the Midwest and 

only 7 percent in the Northeast. 

CONTINUED CLIMB IN HOME PRICES
Nominal home prices rose 6.2 percent over the course of 2017, even 

faster than the 5.3 percent increase in 2016. In real terms, home price 

appreciation was a strong 4.6 percent. As a result, the median price 

of an existing home rose from $237,387 in 2016 to $238,800 in 2017.

Recent home price trends vary sharply across the country. JCHS 

analysis of the FHFA All-Transactions Index indicates that nominal 

home prices in 13 of the nation’s 100 largest metro areas rose more 

than 10 percent last year. The biggest increases were in the West, 

especially the Seattle (14 percent), Las Vegas (14 percent), and Salt 

Lake City (10 percent) metro areas. Appreciation also hit double 

digits in Dallas, Grand Rapids, Nashville, and Orlando. In contrast, 

home prices fell slightly in McAllen and were essentially flat in 

Bridgeport, Hartford, and New Haven.

By the end of 2017, nominal home prices in 59 of the nation’s 100 

largest markets exceeded their pre-crisis peaks. Prices were furthest 

above peak in metros that experienced only a modest downturn 

after the crash and then a surge in appreciation, such as Denver (62 

percent above peak), Austin (58 percent), Dallas (55 percent), and 

Houston (44 percent). Other metros with above-peak home prices 

had posted less of a drop but also a milder rebound. In Albany, for 

example, home prices fell just 6 percent during the housing crisis, 

then climbed 10 percent through 2017 to stand 3 percent above the 

previous peak. Similar trends are evident in Little Rock, Oklahoma 

City, and Tulsa. In still other metros, home prices rebounded sharp-

ly from a severe drop. Los Angeles is one example, where nominal 

home prices fell by 36 percent after the crash, but now exceed the 

previous peak by 3 percent. 

Notes: Homes for sale include both new and existing units. Months of supply measure how long it would take homes on the market to sell at the current rate, where 6 months is generally considered a balanced market.
Source: JCHS tabulations of Zillow data.
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Home prices in markets that experienced the worst boom-bust 

cycles are lagging the most relative to past peaks. In the most 

extreme example, prices in Las Vegas plummeted 61 percent and 

more than doubled since, but still stand 22 percent below peak. 

Bakersfield, Cape Coral, and Fresno underwent similarly severe 

cycles, leaving home prices at least 20 percent below peak.

Measured in real terms, home price increases since 2000 have been 

especially steep in the nation’s 10 highest-cost metros (including 

Boston, New York, San Francisco, and Seattle), where appreciation 

was an astounding 67 percent (Figure 12). In contrast, prices in the 

10 lowest-cost metros (including Dayton, El Paso, Memphis, and 

Syracuse) were up just 3 percent in real terms over this period. 

Real home prices in non-metro areas also climbed by a relatively 

strong 18 percent in 2000–2017. The largest increases were in the 

non-metro areas of North Dakota (85 percent), Hawaii (69 percent), 

Montana (52 percent), and South Dakota (45 percent). Moreover, in 19 

of the 47 states with non-metro counties, home price appreciation in 

those areas outpaced statewide increases. Over this period, non-metro 

home prices declined in only four states—Michigan (down 6 percent), 

Ohio (6 percent), Connecticut (2 percent), and Indiana (2 percent). 

GROWING CONCERNS ABOUT AFFORDABILITY 
Rising prices have made homes less affordable, particularly at the 

low end of the market. In 2017, real home prices for the lowest-

cost homes (selling for 75 percent or less of the median sales price) 

Notes: Homes for sale include both new and existing units. Months of supply measure how long it would take homes on the market to sell at the current rate, where 6 months is generally considered a balanced market.
Source: JCHS tabulations of Zillow data.
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were up 6.9 percent—more than twice the 3.3 percent increase in 

prices for highest-cost homes (selling for at least 125 percent of the 

median). Between 2000 and 2017, real prices for the nation’s lowest-

cost units soared nearly 80 percent, compared with 28 percent for 

highest-cost units. 

The runup in prices is most dramatic in the neighborhoods of the 

nation’s highest-cost metro areas. In markets where the median 

home value was above $250,000 in 2017, home prices appreciated 69 

percent on average in lowest-cost neighborhoods and 45 percent in 

highest-cost neighborhoods in 2012–2017. Although prices in these 

lowest-cost neighborhoods had dropped sharply after the housing 

crash, the real median home value ballooned from about $179,000 

in 2012 to $297,000 by the end of 2017.

Meanwhile, increases in the median sales price of existing homes 

have outstripped growth in median household income for six years. 

As a result, the price of a typical existing home sold in 2017 was 

more than four times the median income. Among the 100 largest 

metros, 33 had price-to-income ratios above 4.0, including five with 

ratios above 8.0 (Figure 13). 

Topping the list is San Jose, where the median sales price was 

10.0 times the median household income, followed closely by Los 

Angeles (9.5 times), Honolulu (9.2 times), San Francisco (8.9 times), 

and San Diego (8.1 times). On the flip side, price-to-income ratios 

were below 3.0 in 25 metro areas last year, including Pittsburgh, 

Rochester, Syracuse, Toledo, and Wichita. By comparison, nearly 

three-quarters of large metro areas had price-to-income ratios 

below 3.0 in 1988, while only 14 metros had ratios over 4.0.

THE OUTLOOK
The housing sector faces significant challenges in the short term. 

Labor shortages, rising materials costs, limited land availability, and 

land-use regulations are all holding down growth in new residential 

construction. Meanwhile, inventories of existing homes for sale are 

at all-time lows, pushing up prices and making homebuying more 

difficult, especially for low- and moderate-income households.

Over the medium and longer terms, however, demographic forces 

will support a pickup in housing construction. The latest Census 

Bureau projections indicate that the population of 30–44 year olds, 

the age group most likely to buy new homes, will increase by 8.5 

million over the next decade. Of course, the housing preferences of 

millennials, as well as the decisions that baby boomers make about 

aging in place, will determine the types and locations of homes 

demanded. The critical question, however, is whether the home-

building industry can supply, and local regulations allow, enough 

new housing to meet the need for homes affordable to a broad range 

of households.

Note: Home prices are the median sale price of existing homes and incomes are the median household income within markets.
Source: JCHS tabulations of NAR, Metropolitan Median Area Prices, and Moody’s Analytics Forecasts.

Median Home Prices in Most Western Metros Are Five Times Greater than Incomes

FIGURE 13
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Introduction	
  
	
  

“WHEREAS,	
  there	
  is	
  insufficient	
  affordable	
  housing	
  in	
  Skagit	
  County,	
  and	
  a	
  need	
  for	
  a	
  
coordinated	
  and	
  strategic	
  approach	
  to	
  identify	
  strategies	
  to	
  meet	
  those	
  needs	
  in	
  
collaboration	
  with	
  all	
  jurisdictions	
  and	
  advocates	
  for	
  affordable	
  housing”	
  

	
  
The	
  Skagit	
  County	
  Commissioners’	
  Resolution	
  #	
  R20100206	
  started	
  out	
  with	
  that	
  assertion.	
  The	
  
Resolution,	
  adopted	
  in	
  July	
  2010,	
  goes	
  on	
  to	
  establish	
  the	
  charge	
  and	
  membership	
  of	
  a	
  Skagit	
  
County	
  Affordable	
  Housing	
  Advisory	
  Committee.	
  
	
  
The	
  County	
  Commissioners’	
  Resolution	
  directed	
  the	
  Skagit	
  County	
  Affordable	
  Housing	
  Advisory	
  
Committee	
  (SCAHAC)	
  to	
  “develop	
  and	
  recommend	
  an	
  affordability	
  housing	
  plan	
  for	
  Skagit	
  County”	
  
with	
  a	
  report	
  to	
  the	
  Commissioners	
  that	
  includes	
  recommendations	
  for	
  next	
  steps.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Commissioners	
  appointed	
  the	
  members	
  of	
  the	
  SCAHAC	
  for	
  the	
  range	
  of	
  viewpoints	
  they	
  
brought,	
  representing	
  both	
  the	
  private	
  and	
  public	
  sectors,	
  and	
  both	
  for-­‐profit	
  and	
  nonprofit	
  
perspectives.	
  The	
  committee	
  members	
  each	
  have	
  more	
  than	
  one	
  of	
  these	
  four	
  perspectives,	
  and	
  
they	
  have	
  years	
  of	
  experience	
  working	
  on	
  issues	
  related	
  to	
  housing	
  and	
  housing	
  affordability	
  in	
  
Skagit	
  County.	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  2010,	
  the	
  Skagit	
  region	
  was	
  already	
  
implementing	
  housing	
  strategies,	
  with	
  a	
  well-­‐
established	
  system	
  of	
  agencies	
  and	
  citizens	
  doing	
  
excellent	
  work	
  around	
  the	
  issues	
  of	
  affordability.	
  
The	
  Skagit	
  community’s	
  challenge	
  has	
  always	
  
been	
  to	
  build	
  upon	
  the	
  existing	
  efforts,	
  to	
  
accomplish	
  more	
  in	
  the	
  face	
  of	
  the	
  growing	
  need	
  
for	
  more	
  homes	
  people	
  can	
  afford.	
  With	
  a	
  few	
  
more	
  ingredients,	
  much	
  more	
  is	
  possible.	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  	
  	
  Wilson	
  Hotel,	
  Anacortes	
  Housing	
  Authority

In	
  2011,	
  Skagit	
  County	
  asked	
  Paul	
  Schissler	
  to	
  help	
  gather	
  information	
  and	
  options	
  that	
  could	
  add	
  to	
  
the	
  good	
  local	
  work	
  already	
  underway.	
  Schissler	
  has	
  over	
  twenty-­‐five	
  years	
  of	
  experience	
  in	
  the	
  field	
  
of	
  planning,	
  community	
  development	
  and	
  grantsmanship	
  on	
  behalf	
  of	
  governments	
  and	
  nonprofits.	
  
Examples	
  of	
  his	
  work	
  include	
  a	
  wide	
  variety	
  of	
  programs	
  and	
  projects	
  including	
  housing	
  affordability,	
  
community	
  facilities,	
  public	
  utility	
  systems	
  and	
  farmland	
  protection.	
  
	
  
After	
  taking	
  into	
  account	
  the	
  diverse	
  needs	
  throughout	
  the	
  County	
  and	
  considering	
  the	
  menu	
  of	
  
options	
  that	
  might	
  make	
  sense	
  for	
  this	
  region,	
  the	
  SCAHAC	
  produced	
  the	
  countywide	
  housing	
  
affordability	
  strategy	
  that	
  was	
  reviewed	
  and	
  accepted	
  by	
  the	
  County	
  Commissioners	
  in	
  mid-­‐2013.	
  	
  
	
  
Synopsis	
  of	
  this	
  report:	
  	
  This	
  report	
  describes	
  the	
  housing	
  affordability	
  problem	
  that	
  Skagit	
  is	
  
facing,	
  with	
  definitions	
  and	
  rules	
  of	
  thumb	
  that	
  form	
  the	
  basis	
  for	
  estimating	
  the	
  shortage.	
  The	
  
second	
  section	
  of	
  this	
  report	
  describes	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  the	
  problem	
  and	
  why	
  the	
  issue	
  of	
  affordability	
  
doesn’t	
  solve	
  itself	
  without	
  collaborative	
  community	
  effort.	
  Section	
  Three	
  reviews	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  key	
  
ingredients	
  that	
  every	
  county	
  needs	
  and	
  then	
  identifies	
  which	
  ingredients	
  are	
  missing	
  or	
  running	
  in	
  
short	
  supply.	
  The	
  final	
  section	
  summarizes	
  the	
  SCAHAC	
  recommendations	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  concerted	
  
effort	
  to	
  increase	
  the	
  supply	
  of	
  community	
  housing	
  that	
  people	
  with	
  lower	
  income	
  can	
  afford	
  to	
  
lease	
  or	
  own.	
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Section	
  One:	
  Scale	
  of	
  the	
  affordability	
  problem,	
  or	
  how	
  much	
  more	
  do	
  we	
  need?	
  
	
  
Skagit	
  County	
  is	
  much	
  like	
  any	
  other	
  county	
  in	
  Washington,	
  where	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  housing	
  is	
  not	
  
affordable	
  for	
  many	
  people	
  who	
  live	
  and	
  work	
  in	
  the	
  community.	
  	
  
	
  
Many	
  people	
  who	
  work	
  full-­‐time,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  others	
  on	
  fixed	
  incomes,	
  spend	
  far	
  too	
  much	
  on	
  housing	
  
costs.	
  Working	
  people	
  and	
  families	
  earning	
  lower	
  wages	
  cannot	
  afford	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  a	
  basic	
  two-­‐
bedroom	
  apartment,	
  and	
  many	
  people	
  cannot	
  afford	
  even	
  a	
  one-­‐bedroom	
  or	
  studio	
  apartment.	
  	
  
(More	
  on	
  this	
  need,	
  with	
  statistics,	
  in	
  this	
  section,	
  below.)	
  
	
  
The	
  Housing	
  Mismatch	
  defined	
  
	
  
At	
  the	
  macro	
  level,	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  affordability	
  is	
  called	
  the	
  Housing	
  Mismatch,	
  meaning	
  that	
  the	
  supply	
  
of	
  homes	
  available	
  locally	
  does	
  not	
  match	
  up	
  with	
  the	
  range	
  of	
  incomes	
  earned	
  locally.	
  There	
  is	
  a	
  
shortage	
  in	
  the	
  supply	
  of	
  lower	
  cost	
  homes,	
  compared	
  to	
  the	
  supply	
  that	
  is	
  needed	
  by	
  local	
  workers	
  
and	
  others	
  who	
  have	
  incomes	
  much	
  lower	
  than	
  the	
  median	
  income.	
  The	
  supply	
  and	
  demand	
  market	
  
fails	
  to	
  supply	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  lower	
  cost	
  homes	
  that	
  the	
  community	
  ‘s	
  residents	
  need.	
  
	
  
The	
  Housing	
  Mismatch	
  concept	
  also	
  includes	
  the	
  reality	
  that	
  many	
  homes	
  are	
  occupied	
  by	
  people	
  
who	
  cannot	
  afford	
  those	
  homes,	
  and	
  other	
  homes	
  are	
  occupied	
  by	
  people	
  who	
  could	
  afford	
  to	
  be	
  
paying	
  more	
  per	
  month	
  for	
  housing.	
  The	
  latter	
  households	
  are	
  fortunate,	
  whereas	
  the	
  former	
  
households	
  are	
  struggling	
  to	
  make	
  ends	
  meet.	
  	
  When	
  the	
  latter	
  households	
  move,	
  theoretically	
  they	
  
free	
  up	
  less	
  expensive	
  homes	
  for	
  people	
  who	
  need	
  the	
  affordability,	
  in	
  a	
  process	
  called	
  filtering.	
  
	
  
If	
  you	
  think	
  of	
  the	
  range	
  of	
  local	
  housing	
  choices	
  as	
  a	
  spectrum	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  cost,	
  type	
  and	
  location,	
  
the	
  local	
  spectrum	
  of	
  housing	
  is	
  deficient	
  in	
  the	
  lower	
  cost	
  parts	
  of	
  the	
  housing	
  system.	
  The	
  most	
  
significant	
  deficiency	
  is	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  availability	
  of	
  homes	
  where	
  the	
  price	
  would	
  be	
  affordable	
  for	
  
people	
  with	
  very	
  low	
  income	
  or	
  extremely	
  low-­‐income.	
  
	
  

	
  

Definitions	
  established	
  by	
  U.S.	
  Department	
  of	
  Housing	
  and	
  Urban	
  Development	
  
	
  

Extremely	
  low-­‐income	
  	
  =	
  	
  income	
  at	
  or	
  below	
  30	
  percent	
  of	
  the	
  Area	
  Median	
  Income	
  (AMI)	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Very	
  low-­‐income	
  	
  =	
  	
  income	
  at	
  or	
  below	
  50	
  percent	
  of	
  the	
  AMI	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Low-­‐income	
  	
  =	
  	
  income	
  at	
  or	
  below	
  80	
  percent	
  of	
  AMI	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Moderate	
  income	
  	
  =	
  	
  income	
  between	
  80	
  percent	
  and	
  95	
  percent	
  of	
  AMI	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Middle	
  income	
  	
  =	
  	
  income	
  between	
  95	
  percent	
  and	
  120	
  percent	
  of	
  AMI	
  
	
  
	
  	
  HUD	
  publishes	
  annual	
  updates	
  of	
  Area	
  Median	
  Income	
  (AMI);	
  see	
  table	
  on	
  page	
  6.	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
The	
  spectrum	
  of	
  housing	
  options	
  and	
  housing	
  costs	
  in	
  the	
  
region	
  does	
  not	
  match	
  the	
  range	
  of	
  incomes	
  in	
  the	
  jobshed.	
  
Far	
  from	
  it!	
  	
  According	
  to	
  the	
  U.S.	
  Department	
  of	
  Housing	
  and	
  
Urban	
  Development,	
  nearly	
  two	
  out	
  of	
  every	
  five	
  households	
  
in	
  Skagit	
  County	
  cannot	
  afford	
  the	
  home	
  they	
  occupy	
  (37.2	
  
percent,	
  16,895	
  out	
  of	
  45,475	
  households.)	
  When	
  housing	
  
consumes	
  over	
  30	
  percent	
  of	
  monthly	
  income,	
  the	
  homes	
  
these	
  households	
  occupy	
  are	
  not	
  affordable,	
  leaving	
  less	
  for	
  
other	
  basic	
  needs	
  and	
  other	
  household	
  expenses.	
  

	
  
	
  

Nearly	
  two	
  out	
  of	
  
every	
  five	
  
households	
  in	
  Skagit	
  
County	
  cannot	
  
afford	
  the	
  home	
  
they	
  occupy.



What	
  is	
  Affordable?	
  What	
  does	
  Affordable	
  mean?	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  standard	
  rule	
  of	
  thumb	
  says	
  that	
  when	
  you	
  spend	
  more	
  that	
  30	
  percent	
  or	
  about	
  one-­‐third	
  of	
  
your	
  income	
  on	
  your	
  housing	
  costs,	
  you	
  are	
  spending	
  an	
  unaffordable	
  amount	
  on	
  housing.	
  Years	
  
ago,	
  the	
  rule-­‐of-­‐thumb	
  used	
  to	
  be	
  that	
  a	
  person	
  or	
  family	
  would	
  need	
  only	
  one-­‐quarter	
  of	
  gross	
  
income	
  for	
  housing	
  including	
  utilities,	
  back	
  when	
  one	
  income	
  per	
  household	
  was	
  often	
  adequate.	
  
	
  
We	
  can	
  contrast	
  that	
  outdated	
  rule	
  of	
  thumb	
  to	
  
today’s	
  rule	
  of	
  thumb;	
  that	
  is,	
  if	
  you	
  spend	
  more	
  
than	
  thirty	
  percent	
  or	
  about	
  one-­‐third	
  of	
  your	
  
household’s	
  gross	
  income	
  on	
  housing	
  costs,	
  
including	
  utilities,	
  your	
  housing	
  is	
  unaffordable.	
  
Thousands	
  of	
  Skagit	
  County	
  people	
  and	
  families	
  
face	
  this	
  challenge:	
  	
  If	
  your	
  housing	
  costs	
  are	
  
more	
  expensive	
  than	
  you	
  can	
  afford,	
  you	
  are	
  
forced	
  to	
  cut	
  back	
  on	
  basic	
  needs	
  like	
  food	
  and	
  
medical	
  care	
  while	
  you	
  stress	
  about	
  the	
  rent.	
  
	
  
According	
  to	
  HUD’s	
  analysis	
  of	
  U.S.	
  Census	
  
Bureau	
  data,	
  two	
  out	
  of	
  five	
  Skagit	
  households	
  
(37.2	
  percent)	
  spend	
  too	
  much	
  on	
  housing,	
  
facing	
  housing	
  costs	
  that	
  do	
  not	
  match	
  their	
  
income.	
  If	
  their	
  housing	
  did	
  match	
  their	
  income,	
  
they	
  would	
  spend	
  30	
  percent	
  or	
  about	
  one-­‐third	
  
every	
  month	
  on	
  housing,	
  with	
  money	
  left	
  over	
  
for	
  groceries,	
  transportation	
  and	
  child	
  care.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  “Affordable”	
  is	
  always	
  
defined	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  income.	
  
	
  

	
  7
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Ideally	
  70	
  percent	
  
of	
  gross	
  income,	
  
or	
  more,	
  is	
  not	
  
needed	
  for	
  
housing	
  and	
  
basic	
  utilities.	
  

	
  
Every	
  month,	
  the	
  
remainder	
  of	
  your	
  
take	
  home	
  pay	
  is	
  
available	
  for	
  other	
  
things,	
  after	
  home	
  
costs	
  are	
  all	
  paid.	
  

	
  	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  
30
	
  %
	
   Roughly	
  one-­‐

third	
  pays	
  for	
  
your	
  home.	
  

Housing	
  +	
  utilities	
  	
  
=	
  about	
  30	
  percent	
  
	
  	
  	
  of	
  gross	
  income.	
  

	
  How	
  we	
  define	
  “affordable”

People	
  paying	
  over	
  30	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  income	
  for	
  housing	
  have	
  a	
  Housing	
  Cost	
  Burden,	
  and	
  
households	
  paying	
  over	
  50	
  percent	
  of	
  gross	
  income	
  for	
  housing	
  have	
  a	
  Severe	
  Housing	
  Cost	
  Burden.	
  
If	
  less	
  income	
  got	
  consumed	
  by	
  housing	
  costs,	
  more	
  household	
  income	
  could	
  recycle	
  into	
  the	
  local	
  
economy	
  for	
  other	
  things,	
  with	
  a	
  boost	
  of	
  activity	
  for	
  local	
  businesses	
  and	
  the	
  local	
  tax	
  base.	
  
	
  
The	
  hard	
  facts:	
  	
  How	
  much	
  do	
  you	
  need	
  to	
  earn	
  to	
  afford	
  an	
  apartment	
  in	
  Skagit	
  County?	
  	
  
	
  
It	
  can	
  be	
  helpful	
  to	
  think	
  of	
  housing	
  costs	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  the	
  minimum	
  wage,	
  the	
  average	
  wage	
  or	
  a	
  
Housing	
  Wage	
  (a	
  wage	
  that	
  makes	
  housing	
  affordable.)	
  According	
  to	
  the	
  U.S.	
  Census	
  American	
  
Community	
  Survey	
  (2010-­‐2014)	
  there	
  were	
  14,914	
  households	
  in	
  Skagit	
  County	
  that	
  lease	
  or	
  rent	
  
their	
  homes,	
  roughly	
  one	
  out	
  of	
  every	
  three	
  Skagit	
  County	
  households.	
  	
  Among	
  these	
  renter	
  
households,	
  the	
  estimated	
  mean	
  (average)	
  wage	
  is	
  $11.82	
  per	
  hour	
  or	
  $24,586	
  per	
  year	
  if	
  paid	
  full	
  
time,	
  40	
  hours	
  per	
  week,	
  52	
  weeks	
  per	
  year.	
  	
  
	
  
This	
  Skagit	
  mean	
  renter	
  wage,	
  $11.82,	
  and	
  the	
  other	
  wage	
  data	
  cited	
  here	
  is	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  U.S.	
  
Bureau	
  of	
  Labor	
  Statistics	
  Quarterly	
  Census	
  of	
  Employment	
  and	
  Wages	
  2014	
  data	
  and	
  the	
  U.S.	
  
Census	
  Bureau	
  American	
  Community	
  Survey	
  (2010-­‐2014).	
  	
  Every	
  year,	
  the	
  National	
  Low	
  Income	
  
Housing	
  Coalition	
  publishes	
  this	
  data	
  at	
  the	
  county	
  level,	
  called	
  the	
  Out	
  of	
  Reach	
  report,	
  showing	
  
how	
  out	
  of	
  reach	
  housing	
  costs	
  can	
  be	
  for	
  people	
  with	
  low	
  income.	
  (See	
  more	
  at	
  the	
  Out	
  of	
  Reach	
  
website,	
  www.nlihc.org/oor,	
  managed	
  by	
  the	
  National	
  Low	
  Income	
  Housing	
  Coalition.)	
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If	
  one	
  wage-­‐earner	
  holds	
  a	
  job	
  paying	
  the	
  mean	
  renter	
  wage	
  of	
  $11.82	
  per	
  hour,	
  that	
  household	
  can	
  
afford	
  to	
  spend	
  as	
  much	
  as	
  $615	
  per	
  month	
  including	
  utilities,	
  using	
  the	
  standard	
  “30	
  percent	
  for	
  
housing”	
  rule	
  of	
  thumb	
  for	
  affordability.	
  That	
  $615	
  rent	
  would	
  be	
  affordable	
  for	
  someone	
  working	
  
full-­‐time	
  at	
  the	
  mean	
  renter	
  wage	
  in	
  Skagit	
  County,	
  a	
  gross	
  income	
  of	
  just	
  over	
  $2,000	
  per	
  month.	
  
	
  
If	
  one	
  wage-­‐earner	
  holds	
  a	
  job	
  paying	
  the	
  minimum	
  wage,	
  a	
  household	
  can	
  afford	
  to	
  spend	
  as	
  much	
  
as	
  $492	
  in	
  monthly	
  rent	
  including	
  utilities.	
  In	
  2016,	
  the	
  Washington	
  minimum	
  wage	
  is	
  $9.47	
  per	
  hour	
  
or	
  $19,698	
  per	
  year	
  and	
  $1,641	
  gross	
  pay	
  per	
  month.	
  
	
  
In	
  Skagit	
  County,	
  there	
  are	
  few	
  homes,	
  including	
  apartments,	
  which	
  rent	
  for	
  $615	
  or	
  less	
  per	
  month.	
  
The	
  local	
  housing	
  supply	
  does	
  not	
  match	
  up	
  with	
  the	
  affordable	
  rents	
  that	
  households	
  with	
  lower	
  
income	
  can	
  afford.	
  In	
  Skagit	
  County,	
  the	
  Fair	
  Market	
  Rent	
  for	
  a	
  studio/efficiency	
  apartment	
  is	
  $663	
  
per	
  month	
  and	
  a	
  two-­‐bedroom	
  apartment	
  is	
  $962	
  per	
  month,	
  including	
  enough	
  for	
  basic	
  utilities.	
  
	
  

A	
  Skagit	
  renter	
  household	
  needs	
  an	
  income	
  of	
  at	
  
least	
  $38,480	
  per	
  year,	
  equal	
  to	
  $18.50	
  per	
  hour	
  
full-­‐time,	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  afford	
  a	
  two-­‐bedroom	
  rental	
  
at	
  the	
  $962	
  Fair	
  Market	
  Rent.	
  This	
  is	
  known	
  as	
  a	
  
Housing	
  Wage,	
  defined	
  as	
  “the	
  estimated	
  full-­‐time	
  
hourly	
  wage	
  a	
  household	
  must	
  earn	
  to	
  afford	
  a	
  
decent	
  rental	
  at	
  HUD	
  estimated	
  Fair	
  Market	
  Rent	
  
while	
  spending	
  no	
  more	
  that	
  30	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  
income	
  on	
  housing	
  costs.”	
  The	
  Housing	
  Wage	
  if	
  
you	
  need	
  a	
  three-­‐bedroom	
  apartment	
  is	
  $25.60	
  
per	
  hour	
  full-­‐time,	
  or	
  $53,248	
  per	
  year,	
  $4,437	
  
each	
  month.	
  
	
  

Many	
  jobs	
  pay	
  much	
  less	
  than	
  a	
  Housing	
  Wage,	
  
and	
  many	
  jobs	
  are	
  less	
  than	
  full-­‐time.	
  	
  In	
  Skagit,	
  for	
  
a	
  basic	
  two-­‐bedroom	
  apartment,	
  the	
  gap	
  or	
  
shortfall	
  between	
  a	
  full-­‐time	
  Housing	
  Wage	
  and	
  
the	
  mean	
  renter	
  wage	
  is	
  $13,894	
  per	
  year	
  or	
  $6.68	
  
per	
  hour.	
  That’s	
  almost	
  $1,200	
  short	
  each	
  month.	
  
	
  

	
  
How	
  big	
  is	
  the	
  gap	
  between	
  the	
  
Housing	
  Wage	
  and	
  what	
  average	
  
renters	
  earn	
  in	
  Skagit	
  County?	
  

	
  
	
   	
  

$18.50	
  
per	
  	
  

	
   Gap	
  of	
  
$6.68	
  

	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

hour	
  or	
  
$38,480
per	
  year	
  
for	
  a	
  two	
  
BR	
  home	
  

	
   	
  
$11.82	
  
per	
  
hour	
  

average	
  

	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  2016	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  2016	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Housing	
  Wage	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Renter	
  Wage	
  

-­‐ Out	
  of	
  Reach	
  report	
  illustration	
  
	
  

A	
  renter	
  earning	
  the	
  minimum	
  wage	
  must	
  work	
  78	
  hours	
  per	
  week	
  to	
  afford	
  a	
  two-­‐bedroom	
  rental	
  
at	
  the	
  Fair	
  Market	
  Rent	
  of	
  $962	
  including	
  utilities.	
  Or	
  the	
  renter	
  household	
  needs	
  two	
  people	
  
working	
  full-­‐time	
  jobs	
  earning	
  the	
  minimum	
  wage	
  to	
  afford	
  the	
  basic	
  two-­‐bedroom	
  rental	
  cost.	
  To	
  
afford	
  a	
  three-­‐bedroom	
  Fair	
  Market	
  Rent	
  of	
  $1,331	
  including	
  an	
  allowance	
  for	
  utilities,	
  it	
  would	
  take	
  
108	
  hours	
  per	
  week	
  of	
  paid	
  work	
  earning	
  minimum	
  wage,	
  or	
  almost	
  three	
  full-­‐time	
  jobs.	
  
	
  
The	
  mean	
  renter	
  wage	
  in	
  Skagit	
  County,	
  at	
  $11.82,	
  is	
  25	
  percent	
  higher	
  than	
  the	
  minimum	
  wage.	
  But	
  
it	
  still	
  takes	
  63	
  hours	
  per	
  week	
  at	
  the	
  mean	
  renter	
  wage	
  to	
  afford	
  a	
  two-­‐bedroom	
  apartment,	
  and	
  87	
  
hours	
  per	
  week,	
  or	
  two	
  people	
  working	
  more	
  than	
  full-­‐time	
  at	
  the	
  mean	
  renter	
  wage,	
  to	
  afford	
  the	
  
three-­‐bedroom	
  apartment	
  fair	
  market	
  rent.	
  Grim	
  reality	
  for	
  many	
  who	
  work	
  in	
  Skagit	
  County.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
   Skagit	
  County’s	
  HUD	
  2016	
  Income	
  Limits	
  
	
  Gross	
  annual	
  income,	
  adjusted	
  for	
  household	
  size	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  

%	
  AMI	
   Household	
  size	
  =	
  	
   1	
   2	
   3	
   4	
   5	
   6	
   7	
   8	
  
<	
  30	
  %	
   Extremely	
  low-­‐income	
   13,650	
   15,600	
   17,550	
   19,450	
   21,050	
   22,600	
   24,150	
   27,500	
  
<	
  50	
  %	
   Very	
  low-­‐income	
   22,700	
   25,950	
   29,200	
   32,400	
   35,000	
   37,600	
   40,200	
   42,800	
  
<	
  80	
  %	
   Low-­‐income	
   36,300	
   41,500	
   46,700	
   51,850	
   56,000	
   60,150	
   64,300	
   68,450	
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How	
  many	
  people	
  in	
  Skagit	
  County	
  need	
  affordable	
  housing?	
  
	
  
According	
  to	
  U.S.	
  Census	
  American	
  Community	
  Survey	
  (2010-­‐2014),	
  a	
  total	
  of	
  17,535	
  of	
  45,309	
  
Skagit	
  County	
  households,	
  just	
  under	
  40	
  percent,	
  are	
  cost	
  burdened,	
  spending	
  over	
  30	
  percent	
  for	
  
housing.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  American	
  Community	
  Survey	
  also	
  reports	
  
that,	
  for	
  households	
  with	
  incomes	
  of	
  less	
  than	
  
$20,000	
  per	
  year,	
  5,527	
  out	
  of	
  6,479	
  households	
  
(or	
  85	
  percent)	
  pay	
  more	
  than	
  30	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  
income	
  for	
  housing,	
  by	
  definition,	
  cost	
  burdened.	
  
	
  
Among	
  the	
  households	
  in	
  Skagit	
  County	
  with	
  
income	
  up	
  to	
  $50,000	
  per	
  year,	
  13,230	
  of	
  these	
  
19,528	
  households	
  (or	
  68	
  percent)	
  pay	
  more	
  than	
  
30	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  income	
  for	
  housing	
  every	
  
month,	
  cost	
  burdened	
  with	
  unaffordable	
  homes.	
   	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  Hillsview,	
  Sedro-­‐Woolley	
  Housing	
  Authority
	
  
When	
  housing	
  is	
  not	
  affordable,	
  households	
  have	
  to	
  balance	
  housing	
  costs	
  against	
  other	
  household	
  
expenses	
  for	
  food,	
  transportation,	
  health	
  care,	
  insurance,	
  etc.	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  make	
  ends	
  meet.	
  Savings	
  
and	
  emergency	
  funds	
  might	
  be	
  nominal	
  or	
  nonexistent,	
  putting	
  households	
  at	
  risk	
  of	
  losing	
  their	
  
housing.	
  Loss	
  of	
  a	
  job	
  or	
  health	
  insurance,	
  or	
  missing	
  a	
  few	
  paychecks,	
  can	
  result	
  in	
  homelessness.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
When	
  well	
  over	
  half	
  of	
  Skagit	
  County	
  households	
  earning	
  less	
  than	
  $50,000	
  have	
  unaffordable	
  
housing	
  costs	
  every	
  month,	
  it	
  is	
  a	
  wonder	
  that	
  more	
  Skagit	
  residents	
  do	
  not	
  end	
  up	
  homeless.	
  	
  
	
  
What	
  do	
  the	
  trends	
  indicate	
  about	
  the	
  future	
  affordable	
  housing	
  needs?	
  	
  
	
  
At	
  least	
  an	
  additional	
  5,404	
  households	
  can	
  be	
  expected	
  to	
  need	
  affordable	
  homes	
  by	
  2036,	
  based	
  
on	
  current	
  demographic	
  patterns	
  and	
  projected	
  Skagit	
  population	
  growth	
  over	
  a	
  20-­‐year	
  growth	
  
period.	
  	
  Here’s	
  the	
  math:	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  Evergreen	
  Manor,	
  Mercy	
  Housing	
  Northwest	
  
	
  

	
  	
  	
  
	
  

Skagit	
  County	
  jurisdictions	
  have	
  been	
  planning	
  
for	
  a	
  population	
  increase	
  of	
  roughly	
  35,751	
  
people	
  from	
  2015	
  to	
  2036,	
  from	
  119,701	
  in	
  2015	
  
to	
  155,452	
  in	
  2036.	
  The	
  average	
  household	
  size,	
  
currently	
  2.56	
  persons,	
  tells	
  us	
  that	
  we	
  need	
  to	
  
plan	
  for	
  13,965	
  additional	
  homes	
  to	
  
accommodate	
  the	
  increasing	
  population,	
  an	
  
increase	
  of	
  almost	
  700	
  homes	
  needed	
  each	
  year,	
  
on	
  average.	
  Households	
  are	
  trending	
  to	
  be	
  
smaller	
  over	
  time,	
  so	
  700	
  homes	
  per	
  year	
  likely	
  
underestimates	
  the	
  real	
  need.	
  

According	
  to	
  the	
  statistics	
  in	
  the	
  HUD	
  Comprehensive	
  Housing	
  Affordability	
  Strategy	
  (CHAS),	
  38.7	
  
percent	
  of	
  all	
  Skagit	
  households	
  are	
  low	
  income	
  (at	
  or	
  below	
  80	
  percent	
  of	
  the	
  Area	
  Median	
  Income	
  
(AMI))	
  and	
  10.1	
  percent	
  have	
  extremely	
  low-­‐incomes	
  (below	
  30	
  percent	
  of	
  AMI.)	
  If	
  these	
  
percentages	
  remain	
  the	
  same	
  in	
  the	
  future,	
  38.7	
  percent	
  of	
  13,965	
  future	
  homes	
  (or	
  5,404	
  homes)	
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need	
  to	
  be	
  affordable	
  in	
  the	
  low-­‐income	
  range.	
  That	
  translates	
  to	
  approximately	
  270	
  of	
  the	
  700	
  
homes	
  built	
  each	
  year	
  that	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  affordable	
  to	
  households	
  with	
  low-­‐incomes,	
  at	
  or	
  below	
  80	
  
percent	
  AMI.	
  Of	
  the	
  700	
  homes	
  to	
  be	
  built	
  per	
  year,	
  an	
  estimated	
  10.1	
  percent	
  (or	
  71	
  homes	
  per	
  
year)	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  affordable	
  for	
  people	
  with	
  extremely	
  low-­‐incomes.	
  Currently,	
  few	
  homes	
  in	
  that	
  
affordable	
  range	
  are	
  added	
  each	
  year,	
  so	
  the	
  community	
  is	
  falling	
  further	
  behind	
  as	
  the	
  need	
  grows.	
  
	
  
What	
  is	
  the	
  Total	
  of	
  Current	
  Need	
  plus	
  the	
  Projected	
  Need?	
  
	
  

To	
  get	
  an	
  estimate	
  of	
  the	
  total	
  need,	
  we	
  add	
  the	
  existing	
  
need	
  for	
  more	
  affordable	
  homes	
  in	
  Skagit	
  County	
  to	
  the	
  
projected	
  need	
  derived	
  from	
  the	
  increasing	
  population	
  of	
  
people	
  with	
  low	
  incomes.	
  
	
  

As	
  we	
  noted	
  above,	
  data	
  from	
  two	
  sources	
  concluded	
  that	
  
around	
  17,535	
  households	
  in	
  the	
  County	
  are	
  already	
  
paying	
  more	
  than	
  they	
  can	
  afford,	
  which	
  is	
  a	
  financial	
  
hardship	
  for	
  these	
  households,	
  which	
  has	
  negative	
  ripple	
  
effects	
  throughout	
  the	
  local	
  economy.	
  	
  
	
  

In	
  addition,	
  we	
  estimated	
  that	
  5,404	
  households	
  with	
  low-­‐incomes	
  will	
  be	
  added	
  to	
  the	
  County	
  by	
  
2036	
  and	
  all	
  of	
  these	
  households	
  will	
  face	
  a	
  challenging	
  time	
  finding	
  housing	
  they	
  can	
  afford.	
  
	
  

The	
  sum	
  of	
  these	
  estimates	
  (17,535	
  plus	
  5,404)	
  tells	
  us	
  that	
  22,939	
  homes	
  affordable	
  at	
  less	
  than	
  80	
  
percent	
  of	
  the	
  area	
  median	
  income	
  will	
  be	
  needed	
  between	
  2015	
  and	
  2036.	
  That	
  equals	
  1,147	
  
affordable	
  homes	
  every	
  year	
  needed	
  to	
  catch	
  up	
  and	
  meet	
  the	
  estimated	
  total	
  need	
  by	
  2036.	
  These	
  
numbers	
  tell	
  us	
  where	
  to	
  aim	
  for	
  the	
  appropriate	
  scale	
  of	
  a	
  reasonably	
  complete	
  remedy.	
  
	
  

This	
  number	
  includes	
  the	
  current	
  need,	
  but	
  
misses	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  net	
  loss.	
  Many	
  relatively	
  
affordable	
  homes	
  are	
  at	
  risk	
  of	
  becoming	
  
unaffordable.	
  Rent	
  increases	
  on	
  market-­‐rate	
  
homes	
  make	
  those	
  homes	
  more	
  unaffordable	
  
for	
  the	
  households	
  with	
  low	
  income	
  that	
  
lease	
  them.	
  Without	
  net	
  loss	
  being	
  added,	
  
1,147	
  more	
  homes	
  per	
  year	
  is	
  an	
  
underestimate	
  of	
  the	
  County’s	
  real	
  need.	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  Current	
  need	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  17,535	
  homes	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
Plus	
  projected	
  need	
  	
  	
  	
  5,404	
  homes	
  
	
  Total	
  need	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  22,939	
  homes	
  
	
  Need	
  per	
  year	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  1,147	
  homes	
  
	
  

There	
  are	
  three	
  main	
  options	
  for	
  meeting	
  this	
  need:	
  	
  making	
  existing	
  homes	
  more	
  affordable,	
  
building	
  new	
  homes	
  that	
  match	
  the	
  available	
  jobs	
  and	
  incomes,	
  or	
  increasing	
  household	
  wages	
  for	
  
lower-­‐wage	
  workers	
  until	
  housing	
  costs	
  are	
  affordable.	
  	
  
	
  

The	
  community	
  has	
  some	
  say	
  about	
  all	
  three	
  options,	
  although	
  the	
  third	
  option	
  is	
  new	
  territory	
  for	
  
most	
  thinkers.	
  The	
  other	
  two	
  options	
  are	
  more	
  familiar:	
  funding	
  and	
  policy	
  options	
  that	
  create	
  and	
  
preserve	
  affordability	
  for	
  those	
  who	
  cannot	
  otherwise	
  afford	
  the	
  home	
  they	
  need.	
  	
  	
  

Community	
  discussions	
  are	
  underway	
  about	
  where	
  and	
  how	
  more	
  homes	
  can	
  be	
  made	
  more	
  
affordable.	
  The	
  total	
  need	
  is	
  formidable,	
  and	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  homes	
  needed	
  per	
  year	
  is	
  staggering.	
  	
  
What	
  can	
  be	
  done	
  about	
  the	
  17,535	
  Skagit	
  households	
  now	
  living	
  with	
  unaffordable	
  housing	
  costs?	
  
How	
  can	
  the	
  region	
  possibly	
  address	
  the	
  projected	
  growth	
  that	
  will	
  require	
  270	
  more	
  homes	
  per	
  
year	
  affordable	
  to	
  workers	
  with	
  lower	
  wages,	
  with	
  at	
  least	
  71	
  or	
  more	
  homes	
  per	
  year	
  affordable	
  for	
  
people	
  with	
  extremely	
  low	
  income?

How	
  Many	
  New	
  Homes	
  Need	
  
to	
  be	
  Affordable	
  at	
  Various	
  
Income	
  Levels	
  Per	
  Year	
  to	
  
Meet	
  Projected	
  Growth?	
  

	
  

0-­‐30%	
  AMI:	
  10.1%	
  or	
  71	
  homes	
  
	
  
30-­‐50%AMI:	
  11%	
  or	
  77	
  homes	
  
	
  
50-­‐80%	
  AMI:	
  17.7%	
  or	
  124	
  homes	
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Even	
  if	
  the	
  calculations	
  above	
  are	
  off	
  by	
  a	
  wide	
  margin,	
  the	
  
numbers	
  will	
  still	
  be	
  daunting.	
  Currently,	
  the	
  capacity,	
  
funding	
  and	
  policies	
  are	
  insufficient	
  to	
  address	
  a	
  problem	
  
of	
  this	
  size.	
  In	
  recent	
  times,	
  subsidies	
  and	
  incentives	
  have	
  
allowed	
  mission-­‐driven	
  developers	
  to	
  produce	
  only	
  a	
  small	
  
fraction	
  of	
  the	
  affordable	
  homes	
  that	
  were	
  needed.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
On	
  the	
  flip	
  side	
  of	
  that	
  challenge,	
  if	
  additional	
  resources,	
  
grants	
  and	
  loans	
  become	
  available,	
  community	
  capacity	
  
can	
  grow	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  challenge	
  of	
  producing	
  many	
  more	
  
affordable	
  homes	
  per	
  year.	
  	
  

	
  Even	
  if	
  these	
  
calculations	
  above	
  are	
  
off	
  by	
  a	
  wide	
  margin,	
  
the	
  numbers	
  are	
  still	
  
quite	
  high	
  and	
  can	
  be	
  
daunting.	
  
	
  

	
  
Local	
  governments	
  and	
  community	
  efforts	
  have	
  the	
  capacity	
  to	
  influence	
  and	
  increase	
  affordability.	
  
The	
  challenge	
  is	
  assembling	
  the	
  ingredients	
  to	
  make	
  more	
  affordability	
  happen.	
  Section	
  Three	
  below	
  
talks	
  about	
  the	
  essential	
  ingredients	
  and	
  what	
  else	
  could	
  be	
  added	
  to	
  increase	
  production.	
  	
  First,	
  
though,	
  Section	
  Two	
  lays	
  out	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  factors	
  that	
  will	
  affect	
  any	
  housing	
  strategy.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Section	
  Two:	
  	
  the	
  components	
  of	
  a	
  strategy	
  and	
  the	
  issues	
  to	
  factor	
  in	
  
	
  
A	
  Skagit	
  area	
  strategy	
  for	
  creating	
  more	
  housing	
  affordability	
  starts	
  with	
  the	
  ground	
  rules	
  and	
  
patterns	
  that	
  are	
  already	
  in	
  place.	
  Looking	
  back	
  over	
  the	
  last	
  20	
  years,	
  there	
  are	
  at	
  least	
  a	
  dozen	
  
key	
  points	
  that	
  will	
  factor	
  into	
  an	
  evolving	
  strategy	
  for	
  creating	
  more	
  homes	
  people	
  can	
  afford.	
  
	
  	
  

	
  
1.	
  	
  	
  Urgent	
  Need	
  Far	
  Exceeds	
  Production	
  Capacity	
  	
  If	
  the	
  Skagit	
  area	
  had	
  far	
  more	
  funding	
  and	
  

proactive	
  public	
  policies,	
  how	
  could	
  the	
  Skagit	
  area	
  add	
  1,129	
  or	
  more	
  homes	
  per	
  year	
  to	
  the	
  
supply	
  of	
  homes	
  affordable	
  at	
  or	
  well	
  below	
  80	
  percent	
  of	
  the	
  area	
  median	
  income?	
  	
  

	
  
The	
  scale	
  of	
  the	
  problem	
  is	
  an	
  order	
  
of	
  magnitude	
  above	
  what	
  the	
  current	
  
policies	
  and	
  funding	
  can	
  produce	
  in	
  a	
  
good	
  year.	
  	
  Radical	
  solutions	
  might	
  
be	
  needed	
  but,	
  in	
  the	
  meantime,	
  
tried	
  and	
  true	
  methods	
  could	
  
produce	
  or	
  preserve	
  100	
  or	
  more	
  
homes	
  per	
  year,	
  growing	
  the	
  local	
  
supply	
  of	
  community	
  housing	
  that	
  
remains	
  affordable	
  for	
  people	
  with	
  
low	
  income.	
  

	
  
	
  	
  Salem	
  Village,	
  Mount	
  Vernon

	
  
	
   If	
  the	
  region	
  can	
  add	
  proactive	
  policies	
  and	
  more	
  funding	
  to	
  the	
  mix,	
  the	
  pace	
  of	
  production	
  

will	
  increase,	
  starting	
  with	
  the	
  existing	
  network	
  of	
  private	
  and	
  public	
  agencies	
  that	
  focus	
  on	
  
affordability,	
  with	
  room	
  for	
  additional	
  agencies	
  and	
  private	
  contractors	
  to	
  help	
  boost	
  local	
  
production	
  capacity.	
  	
  The	
  scale	
  of	
  the	
  need	
  creates	
  a	
  vacuum	
  that	
  calls	
  for	
  solutions.	
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2.	
  	
  	
  Choose	
  Dollars	
  and/or	
  Policy	
  	
   Communities	
  and	
  municipalities	
  have	
  two	
  powerful	
  choices	
  
when	
  it	
  comes	
  to	
  addressing	
  the	
  affordable	
  housing	
  shortage:	
   policy	
  and	
  funding.	
  

	
  
Public	
  policy	
  choices	
  and/or	
  more	
  funding	
  will	
  result	
  in	
  increased	
  production	
  and	
  
preservation	
  of	
  homes	
  affordable	
  for	
  people	
  whose	
  incomes	
  are	
  relatively	
  low.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  private	
  sector	
  on	
  its	
  own	
  cannot	
  afford	
  to	
  produce	
  or	
  offer	
  an	
  adequate	
  supply	
  of	
  homes	
  
at	
  costs	
  that	
  would	
  be	
  affordable	
  to	
  people	
  with	
  very	
  low	
  income.	
  According	
  to	
  the	
  data,	
  for	
  
decades	
  the	
  private	
  sector	
  has	
  been	
  unable	
  to	
  supply	
  lower	
  cost	
  housing	
  without	
  the	
  help	
  of	
  
the	
  public	
  sector,	
  sometimes	
  with	
  a	
  boost	
  from	
  philanthropy	
  and	
  the	
  faith-­‐based	
  community.	
  	
  
	
  

	
  

	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Skagit	
  Habitat	
  for	
  Humanity	
  
	
  

The	
  best	
  available	
  remedies	
  call	
  for	
  a	
  
combination	
  of	
  the	
  private	
  sector’s	
  
capacity	
  to	
  build	
  and	
  manage	
  housing	
  
with	
  the	
  public	
  sector’s	
  capacity	
  to	
  create	
  
policies	
  and	
  funding	
  that	
  encourage,	
  
incentivize	
  and	
  subsidize	
  the	
  private	
  
sector.	
  	
  One	
  without	
  the	
  other	
  will	
  not	
  
work.	
  Each	
  can	
  call	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  to	
  do	
  
more	
  and	
  as	
  much	
  as	
  possible,	
  while	
  
offering	
  to	
  do	
  the	
  same;	
  that	
  is,	
  as	
  much	
  
as	
  possible	
  in	
  return.	
  Public	
  policy	
  offers	
  
are	
  essential	
  if	
  that	
  dynamic	
  is	
  to	
  work.

	
  
	
  
3.	
  	
  	
  Small	
  Money	
  Turns	
  into	
  Big	
  Money	
  	
   Each	
  layer	
  of	
  funding	
  is	
  essential,	
  and	
  small	
  amounts	
  

make	
  big	
  things	
  possible.	
  An	
  innovation	
  to	
  find	
  10	
  percent	
  of	
  a	
  project’s	
  financing	
  will	
  leverage	
  
10	
  times	
  that	
  amount	
  in	
  total	
  spending	
  on	
  housing	
  construction	
  and	
  housing	
  preservation.	
  

	
   	
  
	
   The	
  federal	
  Low	
  Income	
  Housing	
  Tax	
  Credit	
  program	
  illustrates	
  this	
  point.	
  When	
  a	
  developer	
  

wants	
  to	
  compete	
  for	
  Low	
  Income	
  Housing	
  Tax	
  Credits,	
  the	
  project	
  must	
  show	
  a	
  commitment	
  
of	
  other	
  matching	
  funds.	
  If	
  the	
  project	
  has	
  local	
  funds	
  or	
  a	
  Washington	
  Housing	
  Trust	
  Fund	
  
commitment,	
  it	
  has	
  much	
  better	
  odds	
  of	
  securing	
  over	
  half	
  the	
  project’s	
  funding	
  from	
  Tax	
  
Credits.	
  The	
  local	
  match	
  can	
  make	
  a	
  multi-­‐million	
  dollar	
  construction	
  project	
  feasible.	
  	
  

	
  
	
   Early	
  local	
  investments	
  in	
  planning	
  and	
  

predevelopment	
  and	
  early	
  commitments	
  of	
  
construction	
  funding	
  will	
  leverage	
  other	
  
private	
  and	
  public	
  funds	
  for	
  construction	
  
and	
  operating	
  costs.	
  Conversely,	
  without	
  
the	
  seed	
  money	
  and	
  early	
  commitments,	
  
projects	
  will	
  never	
  attract	
  the	
  big	
  money	
  
that	
  makes	
  them	
  feasible.	
  

	
  
	
   County	
  and	
  city	
  governments,	
  working	
  with	
  

mission-­‐driven	
  developers,	
  can	
  get	
  more	
  
projects	
  started	
  and	
  ready	
  for	
  big	
  money.	
  

	
  
	
  	
  	
  Villa	
  Santa	
  Maria,	
  Catholic	
  Housing	
  Services
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4.	
   Make	
  Dollars	
  Do	
  Double	
  Duty	
  	
   Smart	
  public	
  policy	
  looks	
  for	
  ways	
  that	
  public	
  expenditures	
  or	
  
investments	
  can	
  do	
  double	
  duty	
  and/or	
  provide	
  recurring	
  benefits	
  for	
  a	
  long	
  period	
  of	
  time.	
  
Bricks	
  and	
  mortar	
  investments	
  in	
  affordable	
  housing	
  create	
  ongoing,	
  good	
  paying	
  jobs	
  and	
  
produce	
  public	
  revenue	
  during	
  construction,	
  while	
  also	
  providing	
  ongoing,	
  measurable	
  
benefits	
  for	
  the	
  residents	
  and	
  the	
  community	
  for	
  as	
  long	
  as	
  the	
  homes	
  remain	
  affordable.	
  	
  

	
  
	
   As	
  an	
  example,	
  Skagit	
  County	
  is	
  experimenting	
  with	
  a	
  concept	
  that	
  has	
  public	
  funding	
  doing	
  

more	
  than	
  double	
  duty:	
  	
  RCW	
  82.14.370	
  sales	
  and	
  use	
  tax	
  funding	
  can	
  be	
  used	
  as	
  an	
  
investment	
  in	
  public	
  infrastructure	
  linked	
  to	
  the	
  construction	
  of	
  affordable	
  homes.	
  First,	
  the	
  
funds	
  pay	
  for	
  impact	
  fees	
  and	
  utility	
  hookup	
  fees,	
  often	
  a	
  significant	
  cost	
  of	
  housing	
  
construction.	
  Next,	
  the	
  cities	
  use	
  the	
  same	
  payments	
  for	
  capital	
  projects.	
  This	
  economic	
  
development	
  strategy	
  has	
  other	
  layers	
  of	
  benefit,	
  in	
  addition	
  to	
  the	
  public	
  funds	
  being	
  used	
  at	
  
least	
  two	
  times.	
  	
  

	
  
5.	
  	
  	
  Dollars	
  from	
  the	
  Voters	
  	
   Voters	
  in	
  the	
  

cities	
  of	
  Seattle	
  and	
  Bellingham	
  have	
  
approved	
  ballot	
  measures	
  that	
  call	
  for	
  a	
  
property	
  tax	
  levy	
  lid	
  lift	
  to	
  fund	
  housing	
  
affordability.	
  These	
  two	
  votes	
  generate	
  
approximately	
  twenty	
  million	
  and	
  three	
  
million	
  dollars,	
  respectively,	
  on	
  an	
  annual	
  
basis.	
  Other	
  communities	
  around	
  the	
  
country	
  are	
  using	
  property	
  taxes	
  and	
  other	
  
sources	
  of	
  dedicated	
  revenue	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  
expand	
  community	
  housing	
  supplies.	
  	
  
	
  

	
  

	
  
La	
  Casa	
  de	
  Santa	
  Rosa,	
  Catholic	
  Housing	
  Services	
  

	
  
6.	
  	
  	
  Strategies	
  Can	
  Be	
  Regional	
  	
   It	
  is	
  better	
  if	
  regional	
  solutions	
  can	
  be	
  implemented.	
  Small	
  cities	
  

and	
  local	
  organizations	
  can	
  be	
  strong	
  allies	
  if	
  regional	
  strategies	
  make	
  sense.	
  	
  
	
  

Housing	
  affordability	
  problems	
  tend	
  to	
  be	
  similar	
  throughout	
  the	
  region,	
  and	
  similar	
  solutions	
  
might	
  make	
  sense	
  in	
  several	
  places	
  at	
  once,	
  with	
  economies	
  of	
  scale	
  and	
  cost	
  savings	
  from	
  
efficient	
  implementation.	
  	
  
	
  
For	
  the	
  Skagit	
  County	
  area,	
  it	
  makes	
  sense	
  to	
  consider	
  three-­‐	
  and	
  four-­‐county	
  strategies	
  that	
  
can	
  build	
  the	
  momentum	
  for	
  housing	
  affordability	
  efforts	
  throughout	
  the	
  region	
  and,	
  as	
  we	
  
report	
  below,	
  can	
  qualify	
  the	
  region	
  for	
  additional,	
  nonlocal	
  funding.	
  	
  

	
  
7.	
  	
  	
  Better	
  Distribution	
  to	
  Fix	
  the	
  Housing	
  Mismatch	
   Each	
  jobshed	
  needs	
  homes	
  affordable	
  for	
  

its	
  work	
  force	
  and	
  its	
  particular	
  mix	
  of	
  incomes.	
  
	
  	
  
	
   Each	
  community	
  can	
  aim	
  for	
  a	
  spectrum	
  of	
  housing	
  that	
  matches	
  the	
  needs	
  of	
  its	
  work	
  force,	
  

keeping	
  in	
  mind	
  that	
  35	
  to	
  40	
  percent	
  or	
  more	
  of	
  all	
  households	
  will	
  have	
  low	
  incomes,	
  and	
  
many	
  households	
  will	
  have	
  incomes	
  well	
  below	
  80	
  percent	
  of	
  the	
  area	
  median	
  income.	
  

	
  
8.	
  	
  	
  Regional	
  Policy	
  with	
  Local	
  Impacts	
  The	
  RCW	
  82.14.370	
  funding	
  described	
  above	
  is	
  an	
  

example	
  of	
  a	
  regional	
  program	
  with	
  local	
  impacts.	
  The	
  regional	
  funding	
  offers	
  to	
  make	
  
construction	
  more	
  affordable	
  inside	
  cities	
  and	
  towns,	
  offsetting	
  or	
  counterbalancing	
  the	
  
utility	
  charges	
  and	
  impact	
  fees	
  that	
  can	
  be	
  a	
  cost	
  hurdle	
  in	
  an	
  urban	
  growth	
  area.	
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   This	
  regional	
  policy	
  and	
  funding	
  strategy	
  has	
  its	
  biggest	
  impacts	
  at	
  the	
  local	
  jurisdictional	
  

level,	
  incentivizing	
  affordable	
  housing	
  construction	
  without	
  cities	
  giving	
  up	
  on	
  impact	
  fees	
  
and	
  utility	
  charges.	
  	
  

	
  
The	
  program	
  helps	
  to	
  assure	
  that	
  homes	
  are	
  built	
  closer	
  to	
  jobs,	
  schools,	
  shops	
  and	
  services.	
  
It	
  is	
  better	
  for	
  families,	
  society	
  and	
  the	
  environment	
  if	
  people	
  can	
  afford	
  to	
  live	
  close	
  to	
  
where	
  they	
  work.	
  It	
  also	
  fits	
  with	
  the	
  growing	
  awareness	
  about	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  location	
  on	
  
housing	
  costs,	
  a	
  concept	
  labeled	
  the	
  Housing+Transportation	
  Affordability	
  Index.	
  This	
  is	
  a	
  
more	
  complete	
  measure	
  of	
  affordability,	
  ideally	
  with	
  combined	
  housing	
  plus	
  transportation	
  
costs	
  taking	
  up	
  no	
  more	
  than	
  45	
  percent	
  of	
  gross	
  monthly	
  income.	
  

	
  
9.	
  	
  	
  A	
  mini-­‐ARCH	
  in	
  the	
  Future?	
  	
   A	
  Regional	
  Coalition	
  for	
  Housing	
  (ARCH)	
  serves	
  sixteen	
  

municipalities	
  in	
  East	
  King	
  County,	
  with	
  pooled	
  funding	
  and	
  a	
  regional	
  allocation	
  system	
  
that	
  supports	
  a	
  queue	
  of	
  affordable	
  housing	
  construction	
  projects	
  at	
  appropriate	
  locations,	
  
close	
  to	
  jobs	
  and	
  services.	
  

	
  
ARCH	
  also	
  provides	
  expert	
  assistance	
  to	
  
jurisdictions	
  and	
  local	
  organizations,	
  
helps	
  to	
  develop	
  and	
  implement	
  housing	
  
policies	
  and	
  programs,	
  and	
  encourages	
  
community	
  involvement	
  and	
  leadership	
  
in	
  affordable	
  housing	
  issues.	
  	
  
	
  
Skagit’s	
  towns	
  and	
  cities	
  could	
  consider	
  a	
  
similar,	
  coordinated	
  approach,	
  perhaps	
  
in	
  collaboration	
  with	
  other	
  members	
  of	
  
the	
  Skagit	
  County	
  Consortium.	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  

Harbor	
  House,	
  Anacortes	
  Housing	
  Authority

10.	
  Conversion	
  Instead	
  of	
  New	
  Construction?	
  A	
  large	
  percentage	
  of	
  Skagit	
  area	
  homes	
  are	
  
currently	
  unaffordable	
  for	
  their	
  occupants.	
  	
  The	
  data	
  indicate	
  more	
  than	
  one-­‐third	
  of	
  all	
  
Skagit	
  households	
  (at	
  just	
  under	
  40	
  percent,	
  that’s	
  closer	
  to	
  two	
  out	
  of	
  every	
  five)	
  are	
  
paying	
  an	
  unaffordable	
  amount,	
  more	
  than	
  30	
  percent	
  of	
  monthly	
  income,	
  for	
  housing.	
  

	
  
If	
  more	
  of	
  these	
  existing	
  homes	
  could	
  be	
  made	
  more	
  affordable,	
  through	
  HUD	
  Housing	
  
Choice	
  Vouchers,	
  local	
  rent	
  assistance,	
  a	
  change	
  in	
  ownership	
  motives,	
  or	
  other	
  means,	
  
these	
  homes	
  would	
  become	
  affordable,	
  scattered	
  throughout	
  existing	
  neighborhoods.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  strategies	
  in	
  Section	
  Four	
  below	
  include	
  the	
  prospect	
  of	
  converting	
  existing	
  homes	
  
to	
  a	
  more	
  affordable	
  price	
  for	
  thousands	
  of	
  households	
  with	
  low	
  incomes.	
  

	
  
11.	
  Twenty	
  years	
  is	
  a	
  short	
  time	
  	
   It	
  is	
  good	
  public	
  policy	
  to	
  require,	
  whenever	
  possible,	
  longer-­‐

term	
  affordability	
  rather	
  than	
  allowing	
  affordability	
  to	
  end.	
  Most	
  public	
  funding	
  programs,	
  
including	
  HUD,	
  USDA	
  and	
  the	
  IRS	
  Low	
  Income	
  Housing	
  Tax	
  Credit	
  programs,	
  have	
  allowed	
  the	
  
affordability	
  requirements	
  to	
  end	
  after	
  a	
  limited	
  number	
  of	
  years.	
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   Some	
  programs,	
  like	
  community	
  land	
  
trusts	
  and	
  the	
  updated	
  Low	
  Income	
  
Housing	
  Tax	
  Credit	
  program,	
  are	
  designed	
  
to	
  require	
  or	
  encourage	
  the	
  longest	
  
possible	
  period	
  of	
  affordability.	
  	
  
Incentivizing	
  long-­‐term	
  affordability	
  is	
  
good	
  policy,	
  but	
  some	
  older	
  programs	
  had	
  
limits	
  as	
  short	
  as	
  fifteen	
  years.	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Alpine	
  Ridge,	
  Mount	
  Vernon	
  
	
  

Public	
  funded	
  programs	
  can	
  be	
  designed	
  to	
  incentivize	
  or	
  require	
  more	
  years	
  of	
  benefit.	
  For	
  
example,	
  public	
  funding	
  can	
  be	
  invested	
  in	
  the	
  form	
  of	
  a	
  recoverable	
  grant	
  or	
  deferred	
  loan	
  
that	
  remains	
  invested	
  for	
  as	
  long	
  as	
  the	
  homes	
  remain	
  affordable	
  for	
  people	
  with	
  low	
  
income.	
  This	
  form	
  of	
  investment	
  allows	
  the	
  public	
  sector	
  the	
  option	
  of	
  incentivizing	
  longer-­‐
term	
  affordability	
  and	
  gaining	
  extra	
  years	
  of	
  measurable	
  benefit	
  while	
  simultaneously	
  
allowing	
  the	
  option	
  of	
  recapturing	
  public	
  investments	
  if	
  the	
  homes	
  come	
  out	
  of	
  an	
  
affordability	
  program.	
  The	
  public	
  funder	
  can	
  off-­‐load	
  the	
  stewardship/monitoring	
  role	
  to	
  a	
  
community	
  housing	
  partner	
  after	
  the	
  public	
  funding’s	
  compliance	
  terms	
  are	
  met.	
  

	
  
12.	
  Competitive	
  Advantage	
  for	
  Workforce	
  Stability	
  	
  Another	
  outcome	
  of	
  housing	
  as	
  an	
  economic	
  

development	
  strategy	
  is	
  an	
  improved	
  competitive	
  advantage	
  in	
  the	
  business	
  world.	
  There	
  is	
  a	
  
Housing+Transportation	
  Affordability	
  issue	
  that	
  increasingly	
  factors	
  into	
  workers’	
  and	
  
businesses’	
  decisions	
  about	
  staying	
  or	
  relocating.	
  	
  

	
  
Affordability	
  depends	
  on	
  location,	
  and	
  transportation	
  costs	
  can	
  negate	
  the	
  benefit	
  of	
  lower	
  
housing	
  costs	
  if	
  you	
  spend	
  too	
  much	
  money	
  and	
  time	
  commuting	
  to	
  work,	
  shops	
  and	
  services.	
  
The	
  Center	
  for	
  Neighborhood	
  Technology	
  (www.htaindex.cnt.org)	
  has	
  mapped	
  the	
  affordability	
  
of	
  neighborhoods	
  throughout	
  the	
  U.S.	
  and	
  recommends	
  a	
  new	
  rule	
  of	
  thumb:	
  	
  no	
  more	
  than	
  45	
  
percent	
  of	
  monthly	
  income	
  spent	
  on	
  housing	
  and	
  transportation.	
  Spending	
  more	
  than	
  45	
  
percent	
  of	
  gross	
  income	
  is	
  not	
  affordable.	
  
	
  
Businesses	
  need	
  a	
  work	
  force	
  that	
  can	
  afford	
  
to	
  stay,	
  and	
  a	
  healthy	
  supply	
  of	
  affordable	
  
housing	
  is	
  crucial.	
  Ideally,	
  workers’	
  homes	
  
should	
  be	
  close	
  to	
  their	
  jobs	
  because	
  lower	
  
transportation	
  costs	
  factor	
  into	
  what	
  is	
  
affordable,	
  especially	
  when	
  wages	
  are	
  low.	
  	
  	
  

	
  
Few	
  places	
  have	
  this	
  competitive	
  advantage;	
  
thus,	
  a	
  community	
  is	
  smart	
  to	
  increase	
  the	
  
number	
  of	
  homes	
  that	
  its	
  many	
  jobholders	
  
can	
  afford,	
  even	
  if	
  wages	
  are	
  low.	
  

	
  

	
  
The	
  President,	
  Housing	
  Authority	
  of	
  Skagit	
  

	
  

SHIFTING	
  GEARS:	
  HOUSING	
  AFFORDABILITY	
  IS	
  ECONOMIC	
  DEVELOPMENT	
  
	
  
Ripple	
  effects	
  make	
  housing	
  affordability	
  an	
  important	
  part	
  of	
  local	
  economic	
  development	
  
strategies.	
  Investing	
  in	
  housing	
  affordability	
  ripples	
  through	
  the	
  economy,	
  with	
  short-­‐term	
  
multipliers	
  measured	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  jobs	
  and	
  spending,	
  and	
  with	
  long-­‐term	
  implications	
  for	
  the	
  health	
  
of	
  the	
  local	
  economy	
  and	
  the	
  stability	
  of	
  the	
  local	
  work	
  force.	
  




















































	2A. Map Amendment - Application Request Form 7.26.18
	2B. Map Amendment-Application Supplement 7.26.18
	Property Interest
	Proposal Description
	1. Describe your proposed amendment.
	2. Describe the reasons your proposed amendment is needed or important.
	a. Population growth
	b. Housing
	c.  Planning

	3. Describe why existing Comprehensive Plan map designations should not continue to be in effect or why they no longer apply.
	4. Describe how the amendment complies with the Comprehensive Plan’s community vision statements, goals, objectives, and policy directives.
	Major Themes of the Community Vision (pp. 14-17) and description how amendment complies with statement.
	Statement:  Support economic opportunities. (p. 15)
	Statement:  Increase the housing choices for all residents. (p. 15)
	Statement:  Balance urban uses and environmental protection. (p. 16)
	Statement:  Protect and retain rural lifestyles. (p. 16)
	Statement:  Protect and conserve the environment and ecologically sensitive areas, and preclude development and land uses which are incompatible with critical areas. (p. 16)
	Statement: Respect property rights.  By incorporating trends of population growth and resource availability to provide necessary public facilities.  By attaining the widest range of land uses without degradation, risk to health or safety, or other und...

	Chapter 2:  Urban, Open Space and Land Use Profile
	County Wide Planning Policies:
	CPP 1.4  Urban growth areas shall include greenbelt[s], open space, and encourage the preservation of wildlife habitat areas.
	CPP 2.1  Contiguous and orderly development and provision of urban services to such development within urban growth boundaries shall be required.
	CPP 5.15  The Comprehensive Plan shall support and encourage economic development and employment to provide opportunities for prosperity.
	CPP 9.1  Open space corridors within and between urban growth areas shall be identified. These areas shall include lands useful for recreation, fish and wildlife habitat, trails, and connection of critical areas.

	Goals and Policies:
	Goal 2A, Urban Growth Areas - Guide most future development into concentrated urban growth areas where adequate public facilities, utilities, and services can be provided consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies.
	Goal 2A-1, Urban Growth Area Designation - Establish Urban Growth Areas in which urban development will be encouraged and outside of which growth can occur only if it is rural in character.
	Policy 2A-1.1  Work with local jurisdictions to designate and maintain Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) of sufficient size to accommodate the County’s 20-year urban population and employment allocations.  Areas proposed for UGA designation shall meet the fol...
	a) Compact development can be accomplished through infill or expansion, while minimizing the fiscal and environmental impacts of growth and assuring opportunities for housing, jobs, and commerce.
	b) A range of governmental facilities and services presently exists or can be economically and efficiently provided at urban levels of service. These services include sewer, water, storm drainage, transportation improvements, fire and law enforcement ...
	c) The area has a physical identity or social connection to an existing urban environment.
	d) Natural features and land characteristics are capable of supporting urban development without significant environmental degradation.
	e) The land does not have long-term, commercially significant value for agriculture, forestry, or mineral production and that can accommodate additional development without conflicting with activities on nearby natural resource lands.
	Policy 2A-1.2.  … Urban Growth Area expansion proposals shall demonstrate that expansion is necessary within the 20-year planning period, that public facilities and services can be provided concurrent with development, and that reasonable efforts have...
	Policy 2A-1.5  Overall residential densities within Urban Growth Areas shall be a minimum of four (4) dwelling units per net acre, when urban services are provided. “Net density” is what results when only the area of the residential lots is counted, n...
	Goal 2A-2, Concurrency - Adequate urban public facilities and services shall be provided concurrently with urban development, as appropriate for each type of designated land use in the Urban Growth Area.
	Policy 2A-2.1  Encourage growth in areas already characterized by urban development or where the appropriate levels of urban public facilities and services are established in adopted capital facilities plans.
	a)  Ensure that adequate urban public facilities and services are provided in Urban Growth Areas concurrent with urban development.
	Goal 2A-3, Urban Services - Within the designated Urban Growth Areas, coordinate with the respective local jurisdictions and other service providers within the Urban Growth Areas to ensure that growth and development are timed, phased, and consistent ...
	Policy 2A-3.1 Urban public facilities include: improved streets, roads, highways, sidewalks, road lighting systems and traffic signals; urban level domestic water systems, sanitary sewer systems, storm sewer systems, park and recreational facilities a...
	Policy 2A-3.2  Urban public services include fire protection and suppression; emergency medical services; public safety; public health; education; recreation; environmental protection; and other services as identified in the Capital Facilities Element...
	CPP 1.3  Urban growth areas shall provide for urban densities of mixed uses and shall direct development of neighborhoods which provide adequate and accessible urban governmental services concurrent with development.
	CPP 1.4 Urban growth areas shall include greenbelt, open space, and encourage the preservation of wildlife habitat areas.
	Goal 2A-5, Commercial Development - Encourage commercial and industrial development to locate in well-defined centers within the Urban Growth Areas.  Prohibit new zoning that furthers the continuation of strip commercial development.
	Policy 2A-5.1 Plan for compact commercial and industrial centers in the Urban Growth Areas and provide infrastructure accordingly.
	Policy 2A-5.2 Attract commerce and industry to designated areas within Urban Growth Areas by ensuring an adequate supply of land with adequate urban public facilities and services.
	Goal 2A-6, Quality of Life – Ensure a high quality of life within Urban Growth Areas.
	Policy 2A-6.1 Foster development within Urban Growth Areas that creates and maintains safe, healthy and diverse communities. These communities should contain a range of affordable housing and employment opportunities, and school and recreational facil...
	Policy 2A-6.2 Adopt plans, policies, codes and development standards that promote public health by increasing opportunities for residents to be more physically active. Such actions include: concentrating growth into Urban Growth Areas, promoting more ...
	Policy 2A-6.3 Concentrate facilities and services within Urban Growth Areas, using urban design principles, to make them desirable places to live, work, and play; increase the opportunities for walking and biking within the community; use existing inf...


	Chapter 3: Rural Element
	Goal 3A, Protect the rural landscape, character and lifestyle by…:
	Policy 3A-1.1 … Analyze development trends to determine if changes in land use designations are necessary or additional regulatory techniques or measures are needed to assure compliance with targeted urban/rural population distribution goals.

	Chapter 4: Natural Resource Lands Element
	Policy 4A-3.1 Designation of Agricultural Lands is intended to be long-term. De-designation is discouraged, but may be considered only when compelled by changes in public policy, errors in designation, new information on resource lands or critical are...
	CPP  8.4 Mining sites or portions of mining sites shall be reclaimed when they are abandoned, depleted, or when operations are discontinued for long periods.
	Goal 4D-1, Mineral Resource Designation Criteria - Designate and map long-term commercially significant mineral resource lands as an overlay to the Comprehensive Plan Map.
	Policy 4D-1.1 Mineral Resource Designation Criteria
	Marketability. …
	Minimum Threshold Volume. …
	Policy 4D-1.3 Mineral Resource Designation Considerations.  All lands meeting the criteria in Policy 4D-1.1 shall be further reviewed considering the following additional criteria. …  g) Depth of the resource or its overburden does not preclude mining;

	Chapter 5: Environmental Element.
	Policy 5A-5.2  Land uses that are incompatible with critical areas shall be discouraged.

	Chapter 7: Housing Element
	CPP 4. Housing - Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic segments of the population of this state, promote a variety of residential densities and housing types, and encourage preservation of existing housing stock.
	CPP 4.1 Local governments shall allow for an adequate supply of land use options to provide housing for a wide range of incomes, housing types and densities.
	CPP 4.3 The Comprehensive Plan should support innovative land use management techniques, including, but not limited to, density bonuses, cluster housing, planned unit developments and the transfer of development rights.
	CPP 4.6 Comprehensive Plan provisions for the location of residential development shall be made in a manner consistent with protecting natural resource lands, aquatic resources, and critical areas.
	Goal 7A, Housing Quantity – Ensure that the supply of housing and sufficient land capacity keep pace with population growth in the County.
	Policy 7A-1.1 Work with housing producers and stakeholders in urban and rural areas to apply creative solutions to infill and development using techniques such as attached dwelling units, co-housing, home-sharing, accessory dwelling units, clustering,...
	Policy 7A-1.4 Ensure zoning and subdivision regulations provide for the efficient use of lands for residential development where appropriate to increase available land supply and opportunities for affordable housing to match the demographic and econom...
	Policy 7B-1.3 Establish development standards and design guidelines for Urban Growth Areas, Rural Villages, and large CaRD developments, to promote efficient, pedestrian friendly, and attractive communities.
	Goal 7C, Housing Distribution And Accessibility - Strive to ensure that a variety of housing types, densities, and values can be produced in the rural area, Urban Growth Areas, and Rural Villages appropriate to the character of the individual communit...
	Policy 7C-1.1 Allow mixed residential and commercial uses in Urban Growth Areas and Rural Village commercial districts to promote housing affordability and availability.

	Chapter 8: Transportation Element
	Goal 8A-6, Non-Motorized Transportation Network - Provide a safe and efficient network of trails and bikeways, including both on- and off-road facilities that link populated areas of the County with important travel destinations.  Achieve high standar...
	Policy 8A-6.4 Provide for the diverse needs of bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian modes through appropriate routing and the utilization of single-use and shared-use facilities. . . .
	Policy 8A-6.9 Promote non-motorized transportation as a viable, healthy, non-polluting alternative to the single-occupancy vehicle.
	Goal 8A-13, Land Use and Development - Incorporate transportation goals, policies, and strategies into all County land use decisions.
	Policy 8A-13.1 Impacts of Growth – Growth and development decisions shall ensure that the short- and long-term public costs and benefits of needed transportation facilities are addressed concurrently with associated development impacts.
	Policy 8A-13.2 Directing Growth – Mitigate transportation impacts, wherever possible, by directing new development into areas where long term capacity exists on the arterial and collector system.
	Policy 8A-13.7 Right-of-Way Dedication – The County shall require dedication of right-of-way for needed roads in conjunction with the approval of development projects.
	Concurrency Goal 8A-14, Ensure that suitable mitigation measures for addressing the impacts of growth are fair and equitable, and that transportation impacts at the project and system levels are mitigated concurrently with the project.
	Policy 8A-14.1 When a development project has a particular impact on the safety, structure or capacity of the County’s road system, suitable mitigation shall be required in the form of improvements or through the use of adopted impact fees.
	Policy 8A-14.4 The County may consider the use of impact fees and SEPA mitigation fees as a means to ensure that adequate facilities (including but not limited to transit, pedestrian, bikeways, or roadways) are available to accommodate the direct impa...
	Policy 8A-14.5 If an impact fee ordinance is not in place, the County may require large developments to make traffic impact contributions if the development significantly adds to a road’s need for capacity improvement, to a roadway safety problem, or ...

	Chapter 9: Utilities Element
	Water – Goal 9A-8, To influence the development and use of the water resources of Skagit County in a manner that is consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies and the Comprehensive Plan.
	Policy 9A-8.1 Cooperation with water districts and other water providers shall be extended to support them in their responsibility to provide a reliable service to assure an adequate quality and quantity of potable water and high quality water supply ...
	Policy 9A-8.4 Water supply development and service shall be consistent with all related plans, including but not limited to, the Coordinated Water Systems Plan, the Anacortes-Fidalgo Island Coordinated Water System Plan, this Comprehensive Plan, and r...

	Chapter 10: Capital Facilities Element
	Goal 10A-1, Capital Facility Needs - Establish the baseline for the types of capital facilities to be addressed, levels of service, needed capital improvements to achieve and maintain the standards for existing and future populations, and to repair or...
	Policy 10A-1.4 [Excerpt]
	Urban water service provided by a utility and designed to meet the needs of the designated service areas consistent with the Skagit County or City Comprehensive Plan, the Coordinated Water System Plan, and the designated water utility’s Water System P...
	Goal 10A-2, Financial Feasibility - Provide means to balance needs with available funding.
	Policy 10A-2.4 Future Needs – New growth shall pay its fair share of capital improvements cost necessary to support its demands. This may include voluntary contributions for the benefit of any capital facility, impact fees, mitigation payments, capaci...
	Policy 10A-2.14 Ensuring Concurrency – Impacts of development on capital facilities occur when development is constructed. The county may issue development permits only after it has determined that there is sufficient capacity of Category-A and Catego...
	Policy 10A-2.17 Capital Facilities and Concurrency in Non-municipal UGAs – Capital facility requirements and concurrency within county-governed, non-municipal UGAs shall be developed for the specific urban growth area using a combination of county- an...
	CPP 12. Public Facilities and Services.  Ensure that those public facilities and services necessary to support development shall be adequate to serve the development at the time the development is available for occupancy and use without decreasing cur...
	CPP 12.5  Lands designated for urban growth by this Comprehensive Plan shall have an urban level of regional public facilities prior to or concurrent with development.
	CPP 12.6 Development shall be allowed only when and where all public facilities are adequate, and only when and where such development can be adequately served by regional public services without reducing levels of service elsewhere.
	CPP 12.7 Public facilities and services needed to support development shall be available concurrent with the impacts of development.
	CPP 12.8  The financing for system improvements to public facilities to serve new development must provide for a balance between impact fees and other sources of public funds and cannot rely solely on impact fees.
	CPP 12.9 New development shall pay for or provide for its share of new infrastructure through impact fees or as conditions of development through the environmental review process.


	5. Describe the impacts anticipated to be caused by the change, including geographic area affected and issues presented.
	6. Describe how adopted functional plans and Capital Facilities Plans support the change.
	7. Describe any public review of the request that has already occurred.
	8. Describe how the map amendment/rezone complies with Comprehensive Plan land use designation criteria in Chapter 2, the Urban, Open Space & Land Use Element; Chapter 3, the Rural Element; or Chapter 4, the Natural Resource Lands Element.
	9. Population forecasts and distributions.
	If you are proposing an urban growth area boundary change, describe how it is supported by and dependent on population forecasts and allocated urban population distributions, existing urban densities and infill opportunities, phasing and availability ...
	If you are proposing a rural areas or natural resource land map designation change, describe how it is supported by and dependent on population forecasts and allocated non-urban population distributions, existing rural area and natural resource land d...

	10. If you are proposing a natural resource land map designation change, describe how the change is necessary based on one or more of the following:
	(A)  A change in circumstances pertaining to the Comprehensive Plan or public policy.
	(B)  A change in circumstances beyond the control of the landowner pertaining to the subject property.
	(C)  An error in initial designation.
	(D)  New information on natural resource land or critical area status.
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