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Overview for the Regional Affordable Housing Task Force on the Countywide 
Planning Policies from 2017 

 
 
Background 
 
The Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) is a representative body which 
chaired by the King County Executive and formed after the GMA was adopted in 1990.  
The GMPC guides the development and implementation of the Countywide Planning 
Policies. The GMPC is staffed by the Interjurisdictional Team (IJT) – a team of senior 
planning staff representing the county, Seattle, and the suburban cities.  In 1992, the 
GMPC adopted the first Countywide Planning Policies.  Then, with the update to the 
regional plan, VISION 2040, the GMPC adopted updated policies in 2012.   2012 King 
County Countywide Planning Policies provide the foundation for the work of the Task 
Force.. 
 
When the County revised the Countywide Planning Policies in 2012, the new policies 
took a very different approach to addressing affordable housing for lower-income 
households.   
 
The original CPPs had estimated the countywide percentages of total future housing 
units that would need to be affordable for households at different income levels.  These 
percentages were then translated into specific numeric targets in each income range for 
every jurisdiction, based on the total growth target assigned to that jurisdiction.  
 
Experience under the original CPPs showed that the method for setting affordability 
goals was having limited effect. For instance, some cities in the southern portion of the 
county contain a larger share of private-market housing units that are affordable to 
households below 80%, or even 50%, compared to other parts of the county.  At the 
same time, even with the significant efforts several east side cities have made to 
increase the number of affordable housing units, those cities have not been able to 
achieve the affordability targets established for them in the earlier CPPs. 
 
The 2012 revisions to the CPPs recognized the disparate conditions for affordable 
housing that exist in different portions of the county.  In developing the 2012 approach, 
the analysis first defined the countywide need for affordable housing, and directed each 
jurisdiction to conduct its own analysis of affordable housing needs and then to devise 
its own strategies for meeting those needs.   
 
Another difference between the new policies and the earlier ones is that need is defined 
as a percentage of total housing stock, rather than of only new housing stock.  This is 
a more realistic assessment because it acknowledges both the existing supply and 
deficiencies of affordable housing. 
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Key policies in the Housing chapter include: 
 

H-1 Address the countywide need for housing affordable to households with 
moderate, low and very-low incomes, including those with special needs.  The 
countywide need for housing by percentage of Area Median Income (AMI) is: 
 

10-80% of AMI (moderate)  16% of total housing supply 
30-50% of AMI (low)  12% of total housing supply 
30% and below AMI (very-low) 12% of total housing supply 

 
H-3 Conduct an inventory and analysis of existing and projected housing 
needs of all economic and demographic segments of the population in each 
jurisdiction.  The analysis and inventory shall include: 
 

a. Characteristics of the existing housing stock, including supply, affordability 
and diversity of housing types; 

b. Characteristics of populations, including projected growth and 
demographic change;  

c. The housing needs of very-low, low, and moderate-income households; 
and 

d. The housing needs of special needs populations. 
 
H-5 Adopt policies, strategies, actions and regulations at the local and 
countywide levels that promote housing supply, affordability, and diversity, 
including those that address significant share of the countywide need for housing 
affordable to very-low, low, and moderate-income households.  These strategies 
should address the following: 
 

a. Overall supply and diversity of housing, including both rental and 
ownership; 

b. Housing suitable for a range of household types and sizes; 
c. Affordability to very-low, low, and moderate income households; 
d. Housing suitable and affordable for households with special needs; 
e. Universal design and sustainable development of housing; and 
f. Housing supply, including affordable housing and special needs housing, 

within Urban Centers and in other areas planned for concentrations of 
mixed land uses.  

 
H-8 Tailor housing policies and strategies to local needs, conditions and 
opportunities, recognizing the unique strengths and challenges of different cities 
and sub-regions.  Jurisdictions may consider a full range of programs, from 
optional to mandatory, that will assist in meeting the jurisdiction’s share of the 
countywide need for affordable housing. 
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Among the efforts jurisdictions across the county have initiated to help increase the 
availability of affordable housing include: 
 

• zoning changes to increase potential supply of housing 

• zoning incentives that provide building height or density bonuses for projects that 
include or fund affordable housing  

• multifamily tax exemption  

• transfer of development rights to preserve existing affordable housing 

• no maximum densities 

• accessory dwelling units 

• parking reductions 

• SEPA exemptions 

• inclusionary zoning  

• partnerships with non-profit housing developers  

• voter-approved property tax levies that fund affordable housing.  
 
You will see examples of how some of these tools have been applied by jurisdictions to 
realize affordable housing. 
 
But, even with these efforts, jurisdictions are not able to close the gap between the need 
for and the availability of affordable housing.  
 
Challenges 
 

• In 2012, Policy H-2 acknowledged that meeting the need for 30% AMI and below 

would be the greatest challenge.  And, that is still the case. 

• In 2012, Policy H-17 called for monitoring housing supply, affordability, and 

diversity, including documenting progress toward meeting a significant share of 

the countywide need for affordable housing for very low, low, and moderate 

income households. 

• But, this has not been done on a countywide basis – due, primarily, to limited 

resources.  

• Cities tend to keep track of their affordable housing inventory but we have not 

rolled this up to the county level to get a broader look. 

 


