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July, 2003

Dear Reader:

The Planning Commission is pleased to publish its Housing Choices Report. This
report contains results of the public process the Commission sponsored with the
City’s Department of Construction and Land Use. It also contains the Planning
Commission’s observations and recommendations regarding the two housing types
under consideration — Detached Accessory Dwelling Units (DADU’s) and Cottage
Housing.

The Commission has been a strong advocate of expanding housing choices to meet
the changing needs of our community since the inception of the Comprehensive Plan.
We recognize the critical need for more affordable housing in the community as well
as expanded choices in the types of housing that are available to our changing
population.

This report attempts to accurately portray the opportunities and the challenges of both
Detached Accessory Dwelling Units and Cottage Housing. Each will contribute in a
small but important way by providing more choices throughout the city. DADUs
and cottage housing are part of a larger set of options that the City and its
neighborhoods are exploring to help residents like older people who want to “age in
place” and younger people seeking to own a home.

We urge the City to listen carefully to the concerns and ideas of the community
members who participated in this process and to continue to seek the balance between
the need for a broad array of housing types and the need to ensure healthy residential
communities.

The Planning Commission looks forward to continuing our work with the
community, City staff and elected officials to ensure that we meet both current and

future housing needs of our diverse community.

Sincerely,

John Owen
Chair

Department of Design Construction & Land Use, 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000, Seattle, WA 98104-5070

Tel: (206) 684-0433, TDD: (206) 684-8118, Fax: (206) 233-7883
An Equal Employment opportunity, affirmative action employer.
Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.



Seattle’s Housing Choices: Seattle Planning Commission Report



Table of Contents

I. Background

The Housing Choices Initiative 1
The City’s Commitment to Housing Choices 2
Role of the Planning Commission in Housing Choices 7
Timeline: Planning Commission’s Role in Housing Choices 8

II. Planning Commission Findings, Issues and Recommendations

Overall Findings, Issues and Recommendations on

Housing Choices Proposal 11
Overall Findings and Recommendations for

Detached Accessory Dwelling Units 13
Overall Findings and Recommendations for

Cottage Housing 17
Observations and Recommendations on the

Public Involvement Process 20

III. Public Involvement 2002-2003

Goals for Public Involvement 23
Public Involvement Strategy and Elements 24
Summary of Focus Groups 25
Public Open House and Forum 29

IV. Appendices

Sample of Focus Group Agenda 37
Focus Group Participants 38
Focus Groups Summary of Input 39
Public Forum Agenda 43
Public Forum Participants 44

Public Forum Summary of Input 45



Seattle’s Housing Choices: Seattle Planning Commission Report



l. Background

The City of Seattle Housing Choices Initiative

Section I. Background

Growth Management and Seattle’s
Comprehensive Plan

In the 1980s, Washington State experienced
unprecedented population increases. Without a
plan for growth much of the development during
that period was haphazard and resulted in
sprawl. The Washington State Legislature
enacted the Growth Management Act (GMA)
in 1990.

The Goal of the Washington State GMA is “to
further protect the quality of life in the Pacific
Northwest.” The GMA directs the state’s most
populous and fastest growing counties and their
cities to prepare comprehensive land use plans
that anticipate growth and related impacts for a

20—year horizon (King County Comprehensive Plan 2000
Adopted February 12, 2001 Published June 2001).

In the early 1990s, Seattle adopted a
Comprehensive Plan, as required by State Law,
to manage growth for the next 20 years. Seattle’s
Comprehensive Plan acknowledges that it has
become difficult for many people to find
housing that is affordable or otherwise of the
type they need within their community.

The Plan articulated the City’s strong
commitment to expand housing choices and to
tackle affordability issues using a variety of
tools. This includes exploring different housing
types and changes in land use and zoning codes
including development standards as a tool to
expand those choices.



The City’s Commitment to Housing Choices

Comprehensive Plan Goals

The City of Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan outlines a number of housing goals that relate
to expanding housing choices and opportunities within the community:

X Accommodate a range of 50,000 to 60,000 additional
households over the next 20 years covered by this plan.

x Maintain housing affordability over the life of this plan.

X Achieve a mix of housing types that is attractive and affordable
to a diversity of ages, incomes, household types, household sizes,
and cultural backgrounds.

X Encourage and support accessible design and housing strategies
that provide seniors the opportunity to remain in their own
neighborhood as their housing needs change.

X Accommodate a variety of housing types that are attractive
and affordable to potential home buyers.

X Promote and foster, where appropriate, innovative and non-traditional
housing types such as co-housing, live/work housing and
accessory dwelling units, as alternative means of accommodating
residential growth and providing affordable housing options.

X Increase opportunities for detached single family dwellings that are
attractive to a variety of residents, including families with children.

x Encourage development of ground related housing types including
townhouses, duplexes, triplexes, ground-related apartments, small
cottages, accessory units and single-family homes (searie’s

Comprehensive Plan: Toward a Sustainable Seattle).
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The City has taken the lead in identifying
these potential tools and testing them on a
limited scale as detailed below. This
information has been shared with
neighborhood planning groups— many of
whom addressed affordable housing and
called for expanded housing choices in the
neighborhood plans. Housing non-profits
and other community organizations have
also worked with many communities to
address these issues.

Section I. Background: The City’s Commitment to Housing Choices



The City of Seattle’s Housing Choices Initiative

In 1998, the City’s Department of Design, Construction and Land Use (DCLU) initiated
the Demonstration Program for Innovative Housing Design “to test housing concepts that
could diversify Seattle’s housing,” focusing on Cottage Housing, Detached Accessory
Dwelling Units (Detached ADUs), and residential small lots. This effort was supported
by the Mayor and Council and included an evaluation of the project as a condition to
allowing these uses outright. DCLU also began examining code changes to the Lowrise 3
and 4 zones to encourage more effective use of these low density, multi-family residential
designations.

Cottages and Detached ADUs are two housing types that provide opportunities for smaller
homes, either rented or owned, to be built within the existing single-family residential
fabric. They offer the possibility for people to stay in their homes or in their neighborhoods
by either renting out or living in a Detached ADU or living in a cottage home on a lot with
shared common spaces and parking. They are defined as follows:

Cottage Housing is typically a cluster, usu-
ally of 4-10 small dwelling units of 1,000
square feet or less, surrounding a common
garden. They are developed as a single
project and may have shared garage
structures as well as shared open space.
Each cottage is owned separately.

4 Seattle’s Housing Choices: Seattle Planning Commission Report



Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit (De-
tached ADU) is a separate, small dwelling
unit built on the same lot as an existing
single family home. It is similar in concept
to an “accessory dwelling unit” which al-
lows homeowners to convert a portion of
the existing structure into a second dwell-
ing unit. The main difference is the De-
tached ADU is located in a separate struc-
ture in the rear yard. These units are owned
by the main homeowner and rented out
or used for extended family situations.

Section I. Background: The City’s Commitment to Housing Choices
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Role of the Planning Commission in Housing Choices

The Seattle Planning Commission plays an important role as a steward of the
Comprehensive Plan. This is an outgrowth of its role advising the Mayor, City Council
and City departments on broad planning goals, policies and plans for the physical
development of the City. The Planning Commission actively supported and advocated for
affordable housing through the development of the Comprehensive Plan and neighborhood
plans. To this end, the Planning Commission has worked with communities and the City
to promote the development of more choices in housing types that meet the needs of a
diverse population and expands the supply of housing.

The Planning Commission advised DCLU and participated in the development and
implementation of the Demonstration Program for Innovative Housing design over the
past 6 years. Accordingly, the Commission continues to play a key role in the broader
Housing Choices Public Process.

In 2002, DCLU staff conducted the evaluation of the Demonstration Program for Innovative
Housing Design. They began the work of developing specific proposals for permitting
both Detached Accessory Dwelling Units and Cottage Housing across the city. They also
worked on adjustments to the Lowrise 3-4 zones to encourage development that meets the
potential capacity of these more dense residential zones. DCLU requested the Planning
Commission’s assistance in developing and carrying out a public process for Detached
ADUs and Cottage Housing.

The Planning Commission’s role in this phase of project has been twofold:

X Assisting DCLU in designing and implementing a public process
to educate citizens and obtain citizen input on these proposals
before they go to City Council.

X Reviewing and forwarding recommendations on the Housing
Choices Initiative to DLCU, Mayor, and Council based on
public input and Planning Commission analysis.

Section I. Background: Role of the Planning Commission in Housing Choices 7



Timeline: Planning Commission’s Role in Housing Choices

March 2002
Demonstration
Projects
Planning Commission
advised DCLU on
evaluation of
Demonstration Program.

1998 - 2001

Demonstration Program for Innovative Housing Design

August 2002
Public Outreach

Criteria
Planning Commission
developed and
proposed criteria for
Housing Choices public
outreach process.

Planning Commission advised DCLU on scope and process for
Demonstration Program; two Commissioners participated on
selection panel; Commission was briefed on progress of the

program at key intervals.

February 25-27, 2003
Housing Choices
Focus Groups
Planning Commission
hosted 3 focus groups
involving a diversity of
interests from the
community.
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March 26, 2003 June/July 2003

Public Open House and Forum Report and Recommendations to DCLU staff
Planning Commission and DCLU Planning Commission prepared this summary report based
hosted a Public Open House and on input from the public outreach and advises DCLU staff
Forum on Housing Choices. on legislative proposal.

Late summer/Early Fall 2003

Public Hearings with/ Council
The Planning Commission will co-host
a public forum with the City Council

on proposed legislation.

Section I. Background: Timeline 9
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II. Planning Commission Findings, Issues and Recommendations

Overall Findings, Issues and Recommendations on
Housing Choices Proposal

X Changing Demographics and Housing Needs
Throughout the public process participants acknowledged that the face
of households in the City has changed and will continue to change. This
resulted in strong agreement that the City must meet the changing
housing needs of an aging population, an increasing number of
multigenerational families, extended families, and single parent families.
Community participants generally agreed that it is important for the City
to look for innovative solutions in providing housing options for this
new housing demographic profile.

X Requirements/Regulations
There were contrasting opinions and goals expressed during the public
process regarding requirements and regulation of these housing types.
On one hand participants expressed a desire not to overly burden
homeowners who want to build Detached ADUs or developers who want
to build Cottage Housing with overly-restrictive requirements and
bureaucratic layers to the permit process. On the other hand, there was a
desire to safeguard neighborhood quality and character. Balancing these
contrasting and possibly conflicting goals will be one of the greatest
challenges of implementing housing choices legislation, and will require
an innovative approach from the City.

X Support
The public process confirmed that many homeowners support allowing
these housing types in single family zones and some would welcome the
opportunity to live in Cottage Housing and Detached ADUs if they were
available. There were also a number of people participating who want to
build Detached ADUs for a variety of reasons.

Section II. Planning Commission Findings, Issues and Recommendations 11



Common Concerns

The most frequently identified concerns associated with these housing
types were parking, privacy, traffic, and neighborhood context and
character. Participants suggested strategies to address these concerns.
Examples include both “carrots” and “sticks” including regulatory tools
such as zoning and development standards to provide the structure to
safeguard neighborhood character, and incentives such as a simple
process for those meeting certain standards to help raise the bar on

design quality.

Effect on Single Family Character

The public process also revealed that some people oppose these
housing types or any code changes that might change the nature of
Seattle single family communities. The City may be able to alleviate
some people’s concerns by providing a level of standards, guidance and
resources, but it should recognize that some people will not want any
changes to the status quo.

Consistency/Fairness

Many people involved in the public process made a strong argument
for considering consistency and fairness when creating restrictions and
standards for these housing types. They suggested the City should not
apply standards to Cottages and Detached ADUs that are not applied to
other housing units in the same zone. They argued that putting
restrictions on parking or occupancy that do not exist for other housing
in the same zones is unduly burdensome and unfair.

Seattle’s Housing Choices: Seattle Planning Commission Report



Overall Findings and Recommendations for
Detached Accessory Dwelling Units (Detached ADUs)

Overall Findings

. - @ Detached Accessory Dwelling Units provide an important
addition to the housing choices for both homeowners and renters.

They can provide an opportunity for extended families, where elderly
parents or young adults can live in an independent, supportive
housing arrangement. Detached ADUs also provide homeowners
with extra income to help meet rising homeownership costs, allowing
older homeowners to stay in their home or potential new homeowners
to purchase a single family home. Detached ADUs are a good way
to increase the supply of affordable rental housing in single family
areas with dwellings that fit into the scale and character of the
neighborhood. Finally, Detached ADUs guarantee on—site landlords
who are more likely to make sure their renters are good neighbors.

Overall Recommendation

The Planning Commission supports and
urges the City to move forward with
legislation permitting Detached
Accessory Dwelling Units in single
family zones throughout the city.

Section II. Planning Commission Findings, Issues and Recommendations: Detached ADUs 13



Specific Issues and Recommendations for Detached ADUs

Throughout the process of developing and testing Detached Accessory Dwelling Units,
several issues have been raised. Key issues are described below along with Commission
recommendations for addressing them in the Detached ADU legislation. The specific
legislation should address the following issues:

@ #1. Inexperience of homeowner as developer and landlord

Issue
In most cases, Detached ADUs will likely
be built by homeowners with little or no
experience with developing property or
being a landlord. This raises concerns about
inadequate quality of design and
development and of poor management or
treatment of tenants. Some people have
suggested that regulations are needed to
safeguard single family neighborhoods from
these potential problems. Participants also
raised concerns that the complexity and
expense of the development process might
discourage most homeowners from taking
this on.

Recommendations

The Planning Commission
recommends that the City consider
several tools or measures to address
lack of homeowner experience.

Create a Client Assistance Memo that
provides a detailed, easy-to-use “how-
to” guide on developing a Detached
ADU. The memo should also give
guidance on how to work well with
neighbors during the planning, design
and construction of the project.

Provide access to technical assistance
for homeowners interested in and
going through the Detached ADU
development process (ensuring this is
available to the full range of cultural/
language groups). This assistance
could be built into DCLU’s existing
homeowner assistance programs.

Develop a plan book of pre-approved
Detached ADU designs (described in
more detail below)—a potentially
important tool in addressing
architectural and good design concerns
and providing homeowners with clear
guidance for moving forward.

14 Seattle’s Housing Choices: Seattle Planning Commission Report



@ #2. Size/Fit of Detached ADUs in single family neighborhoods

Issue
Many participants have expressed concerns
about the design, scale and size impacts of
Detached ADUs, of how they can “fit”
unobtrusively into existing single family
neighborhoods. Related concerns include
the impact on property values of adjacent
neighbors.

Section II. Planning Commission Findings, Issues and Recommendations: Detached ADUs

Recommendations

Develop a plan book that has a series
of “pre-approved” plans for Detached
ADUs that homeowners can select for
the design of a Detached ADU. This
would help address homeowner
inexperience and would be a useful
tool for dealing with size and fit issues.
The plan book could simplify the
process for the developer/homeowner.
It should offer a broad range of design
options consistent with quality housing
stock in this region. The Planning
Commission recommends that for
those wanting more flexibility outside
a plan book a simple admin-istrative
process be used to ensure that quality
standards are met.

Include performance standards for
minimum lot size, maximum unit size,
parking standards, setback, and height
requirements in the Detached ADU
legislation. Make standards consistent
with those for single family dwellings;
address issues such as privacy and
other impacts of structures overlooking
an adjacent home or yard. The
Commission encourages the City to use
this approach to ensure Detached
ADUs are built with sensitivity to
design quality rather than requiring that
Detached ADUs emulate features of
the primary residence. (e.g. such as
roof pitch, color, trim, windows and
eaves).

15



@ #3. Locational or Siting Criteria for Detached ADUs

Issue  Recommendation
Some people have expressed concern that  The Planning Commission
some areas of the city have lot sizes and  recommends that Detached ADUs be
characteristics that may be more conducive  permitted in all single family zoned
to adding a Detached ADU such as corner  areas, with consistent siting and design
lots and lots with alleys that can better  standards, rather than limiting them to
accommodate a Detached ADU. Others  specific neighborhoods.
argue for dispersion criteria to ensure no
single neighborhood has a concentration of
them. Although the Planning Commission
recognizes that certain characteristics such
as alleys and larger lot sizes can make
Detached ADUs more appealing in a
neighborhood, it does not advocate setting
up either preferences or dispersion criteria.
They believe this would unduly complicate
matters and diminish the feasibility of
providing this housing type.
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Overall Findings and Recommendations for Cottage Housing

Overall Findings

Cottage Housing provides a housing option for people who want
to own a smaller home in a lower-density residential area. The
demonstration cottage housing project and existing older cottage
developments indicate the marketability of these small homes
with shared common spaces. Developers have shown an interest
in this housing type and a number of projects have been built in
surrounding communities. This type of housing would not
necessarily always qualify as what is typically referred to as
“affordable” housing, but is likely less expensive than larger
single family homes in the same area. Thus, Cottage Housing
can offer a less expensive and more suitable housing option for
those seeking a small home.

The Commission recognizes that currently there are limited sites
appropriate for cottage housing, which may result in more
limited use of this housing type, at least in the short run.
However, over the long term, it presents a valuable addition to
the types of housing options for the increasing number of small
households living in Seattle.

Primary concerns raised about Cottage Housing relate to
perceived land use, traffic and parking impacts associated with
increased density.

Overall Recommendation

The Planning Commission recommends
that the City move forward with
development of Cottage Housing
legislation. Additional analysis can
help determine where there is
potential for this type of development
which will make Cottage Housing a
more viable housing choice.

Section II. Planning Commission Findings, Issues and Recommendations: Cottage Housing 17



Specific Issues and Recommendations for Cottage Housing

Throughout the process of developing and testing Cottage Housing a number of issues
have been raised. The key issues are described below along with the Commission’s
recommendations for addressing them in legislation. The specific Cottage Housing
legislation should address the following issues:

#1. Density — Dispersion and Siting Criteria

Issue
Concerns were raised in the public process
regarding the impacts of increased density
in a single family area as a result of Cottage
Housing development. These impacts
include parking and traffic impacts, bulk,
scale and privacy impacts on adjacent
homes, and site design impacts (the inward
orientation of design).

One suggestion has been to develop
dispersion criteria, limiting the number of
Cottage Housing projects that could be
developed on a block, or block face. Another
suggestion was to require that garages be
used for storing owner cars.

Recommendations

The Commission recommends that
concerns about increased density and
traffic created by Cottage Housing be
addressed with minimum lot size,
maximum total lot coverage, minimum
open space, and off street parking
requirements. Such requirements
should be fair and equitable so as not to
unduly burden or encumber Cottage
Housing development as compared
with other development permitted by
in single family zones.

The Commission recommends against
including dispersion criteria for
Cottage Housing. This is not an
appropriate requirement because it
would be difficult to find a fair way to
justify allowing development just on the
basis of being first.

The Commission recommends that
similar to Detached ADUs, privacy
concerns can be addressed by looking at
standards such as size, siting location,
height and bulk.

18 Seattle’s Housing Choices: Seattle Planning Commission Report



#2. Open Space and Site Design

Issue
Open space was identified in the public
process as an important priority, particularly
using setbacks to create shared open space
while still ensuring appropriate space
between adjacent homes and the cottage
development. The Commission agrees that
open space is integral to cottage housing and
its design is what makes cottage housing
both unique and workable. Cottage Housing
must also fit into the broader neighborhood
context in the way it relates to the street and
surrounding neighbors.

#3. Design/Design Review

Issue
The Planning Commission acknowledges
the importance of good design and quality
materials and workmanship to the ultimate
success of Cottage Housing, an issue of
importance to many community members
in the public process. People expressed the
need for public input in the design of such
projects, particularly given the larger size
and density of a Cottage Housing project in
a single family area. The same time,
developers expressed concern that such a
process needed to be clear, timely and have
a clear decision point.

Section II. Planning Commission Findings, Issues and Recommendations: Cottage Housing

Recommendations

The Planning Commission recommends
careful consideration be given to the
open space requirement, balancing the
desire and advantages of shared open
space with the need for some
consistency with the general siting
characteristics of the neighborhood.

Recommendations

The Planning Commission recommends
the City develop a simple design
review process for Cottage Housing
projects. One option would be to have
a special design review board/team
with expertise in Cottage Housing
(including a neighborhood represen-
tative) that would be responsible for
reviewing all such projects. This would
ensure that the process would have
consistency and would benefit from the
expertise on this fairly unusual type of
housing project.

The Planning Commission recommends
that DCLU publish a guide to cottage
housing that could inform potential de-
velopers and, more importantly, commu-
nity members about basic siting and design
parameters of cottage housing projects.

19



Observations and Recommendations on the
Public Involvement Process

Observations

The joint SPC/DCLU public process provided an opportunity for diverse citizen
participation and allowed for a broad range of feedback that will ultimately inform public
policy about Cottage Housing and Detached Accessory Dwelling units. The three focus
groups; general community, people familiar with the housing types, and housing experts
allowed for very detailed discussions and input. The public open house and forum was
well organized and allowed multiple opportunities for input.

DCLU staff was very helpful and creative in taking extra steps to ensure broader public
involvement. This included distribution of the housing choices brochure and survey to
targeted constituencies, and the creation a virtual forum and on-line survey on the DCLU
website. The Commission commends DCLU in its efforts to expand outreach efforts to
solicit input from diverse interests.

Those who participated were typically from two main groups; single family neighborhood
activists and people wishing to develop Detached ADUs or cottage housing, despite the
best efforts and comprehensive outreach to seek a broader range of input. Since those
interested in Detached ADUs are typically single family homeowners, the dichotomy
between developer and homeowner was softened in both the focus groups and the public
forum. While there was the expected tension between these different interests, there was
also movement and coming together on some key points in these two processes. Watching
this dynamic play out in the focus groups and the public forum was heartening.

Few people of color, elderly homeowners, those from immigrant communities and generally
lower income people participated in the Housing Choices public process. While this was
not a surprise given limited resources and a general outreach approach, it is a reminder
that the City must make a more concerted effort to engage these groups. This is particularly
important in this issue as these groups could benefit from developing Detached ADU to
make homeownership more financially viable and to help meet multigenerational
households’ housing needs. In addition, greater initial opportunities for these housing
choices exist in neighborhoods where community revitalization is occurring.
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Recommendations

The Planning Commission recom-
mends that after adoption of Detached
ADU and Cottage Housing legisla-
tion the City carry out more targeted
outreach to communities of color,
elderly homeowners, those from
immigrant communities and lower
income people. The City should
work with housing advocacy
stake-holders, housing and neigh-
borhood interests and revitalization
efforts throughout neighborhoods of
the city.

The Planning Commission recom-
mends that DCLU further develop a
broad array of tools for public out-
reach and input, particularly using
on-line tools. Even those without per-
sonal computers could access these
tools through libraries and various
community service programs
providing free computer access.

Section II. Planning Commission Findings, Issues and Recommendations: Public Involvement Process
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[II. Public Involvement 2002-2003

In summer of 2002, DCLU requested the Planning Commission’s help in developing and
carrying out a public process for exploring two housing choices—Detached ADUs and
Cottage Housing.

The Planning Commission assisted DCLU by developing goals for public involvement in
the Housing Choices Initiative. The goals were intended to guide a strategy for public
involvement, emphasizing the need to solicit input from a broad and diverse range of

stakeholders.

Goals for Public Involvement

X

Provide information that helps the public understand the broader growth
challenges Seattle and the region are experiencing.

Research and provide information about changing trends in household
composition over the past two decades and implications for housing
needs.

Educate public on need and value of housing choices and the principles
behind them; including how the proposed legislation contributes to
them.

Educate City officials and the public about housing options that can help
address growth issues.

Engage the public in developing and tailoring these options to our
community’s specific situation.

Increase broad public support for housing choices legislative package.

Improve the proposed legislation and the development/approval process.

Section III. Public Involvement 2002-2003: Goals for Public Involvement 23



Public Involvement Strategy and Elements

DCLU and the Planning Commission jointly developed a public involvement strategy
that would best incorporate these goals. The Commission agreed to conduct focus groups,
co—sponsor a public open house and forum, and provide advice and input on DCLU’s
information distribution and outreach.

X

24

Focus Groups: Planning Commission sponsored three focus groups in
February 2003 to get feedback on the Cottage Housing and Detached ADU
concepts. Focus groups including a group of general citizenry looked at
broader housing needs and choices; people familiar with Cottage Housing
and Detached ADUs gave opinions on key features and criteria; and
architects, developers and technical experts gave input on technical features
and feasibility.

Public Open House and Forum: DCLU and the Planning Commission co-
sponsored a forum and open house in March 2003 to report on results of
focus groups, provide information and obtain further input on the
housing choices proposals.

Demonstration Program Survey and Evaluation: DCLU planners con-
ducted interviews and surveys to learn from the demonstrations projects
(Cottage Housing and Detached ADUs). DCLU staff briefed and discussed
the findings from demonstration projects with City officials and the
Planning Commission.

A survey was mailed by DCLU to about 500 stakeholders and community
activists soliciting feedback regarding Detached ADUs and Cottage
Housing. DCLU included an analysis of the 140 completed surveys in the
evaluation.

Outreach & Information Distribution: The City broadly distributed infor-
mation on the housing options, including brochure mailings, print and web
news articles and presentation materials for City and neighborhood events.

Virtual Forum and Survey: DCLU , S

. . Wh'q't is your overql! |mpre§S|on7/
hosted a virtual forum and on-line survey °rinion of the housing options?
on its website where over 80 additional
people provided opinions from March % Tiike
through June 2003. 6% Neutral

80% Like

Survey results from 81 participants.
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Summary of Focus Groups

Purpose and Format

The purpose of the Planning Commission sponsored focus groups was to hear from an
intentionally diverse group of people on how to best provide more housing choices for
people to live in our community. The focus groups particularly sought suggestions on
how Cottage Housing and Detached ADUs could be developed in single family areas of
the city. (See Appendix for Sample of Focus Group Agenda, page 37.)

Results from the focus groups were compiled and used by DCLU staff to refine the
proposals and to guide further public information and process. Results were also used by
the Planning Commission and DCLU in planning the March 2003 public open house and
public forum. (See Appendix for Focus Group Summary of Input, page 39.)

Focus Group Composition

Each focus group had 6-12 participants, a neutral facilitator, a Planning Commission host/
observer and a notetaker. The Commission sought geographic, ethnic, age and gender
diversity in assembling the focus groups. (See Appendix for a list of Focus Group
Participants, page 38.)

General Public

This group represented a broad group of citizens including a renter, first
time home-buyers, existing homeowner with an ADU, a homeowner with
interest in Detached ADU, neighborhood and land use activists, and people
who have concerns about these housing types.

Citizens Familiar with Cottage Housing, Detached ADUs and

Similar Housing Types

This group represented people who have had some first hand knowledge with
these housing types such as a neighbor of demonstration projects, residents
of demonstration projects, neighborhood plan stewards, potential
Detached ADU applicant, a housing advocate representing the Tenants
Union and affordable housing, a resident of New Holly development with
a carriage house, and a growth management advocate.

Housing “Experts”

This group consisted of people with professional expertise in housing
and including an architect who designed Cottage Housing, and another
who built and designed a Detached ADUs, a housing advocate, a land use
and housing planner, a housing developer, and an urban designer.
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Results: Focus Groups Summary

Key Findings

Common
Concerns

Themes
for increased housing choices

There is a need for housing options—
Options need to be affordable to a broad
spectrum of people and are diverse
enough to meet different needs.
However, some would prefer that these
housing types be limited to particular
neighborhoods that can better handle
added density.

Changing demographics are affecting
the housing market—There is
recognition of the changing housing
market needs such as single person,
single parent households, empty nesters,
and multigenerational families.

Affordability—Some believe permitting
these housing types should be tied to their
affordability; others think that expanding
choices and the supply are the key goals
rather than affordability.

Seattle’s Housing Choices: Seattle Planning Commission Report



Detached Accessory Dwelling Units

(Detached ADU)

Establishing criteria—There is strong
interest in articulating clearly defined
criteria for these housing types to ensure
quality and address impacts to neighbors

Key impacts—Privacy, parking, traffic,
neighborhood context and character are the
impacts that should be considered when
developing these housing options.

Prioritize housing types when certain
characteristics exist—Suggestions
include encouraging Detached ADUs
where there are alleys and in areas where
the City wants to prioritize more housing
growth.

Need to provide tools for people to ensure
it is done right—Various suggestions were
made for tools and incentives from “how-
to” guides to providing financial incentives.

Guidance and standards—Although
most agreed that some standards are a must,
there was wide variation about which
criteria are important (i.e. lot sizes, setback,
height restrictions, dispersion criteria) and
how to ensure standards that do not add
too many restrictions or make it
unaffordable to build.

Parking and traffic—There is disagre-
ement over how much emphasis can be
placed on this and whether it is a real
problem or only a perception.

Section III. Public Involvement 2002-2003: Summary of Focus Groups

Cottage Housing

Locating in single family zones—Some
people are okay with this, others have
serious concerns or don’t want it allowed
in single family zones without constraints

Need for neighborhood input—There
is disagreement over who constitutes the
‘neighborhood” when  seeking
neighborhood input. Varies from
neighbors in the periphery, district
councils, or community meetings.

Key impacts—Privacy, parking, traffic,
neighborhood context and character are
the impacts that should be considered
when looking at these housing options.

Design review is important for
ensuring quality and neighborhood
context—The need for design review is
important, whether administrative or a
public process.

27
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Ideas and Suggestions from the Focus Groups

X

Plan book of pre-approved designs for

Detached ADUs

To expedite the review process and control costs the City
could develop a series of pre-approved designs for
Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit (Detached ADU). This
could also help ensure quality and neighborhood integrity.

‘How to guide’ for Detached ADUs
Guide applicants through the process with estimated costs

and general advice for homeowners who are considering
building a Detached ADU.

Ombudsman

Assist and facilitate individuals who wish to pursue
housing options through the City process or to look for
funding options.

Training/assistance on being a landlord and developer
Ensure that “mom and pop landlords” created by this housing
type understand their rights and their tenants’ rights.

Funding to help homeowners develop Detached ADUs

Look for existing opportunities or create new ones for
providing funding for homeowners to build Detached ADUs.
Could possibly link funding availability to affordability.

Tours of demonstration projects

Create a tour to help elected officials, City planners,
neighborhood planning councils and others better understand
how these housing options fit into neighborhoods.

On the Counter Design Review

Create an easy design review checklist and process. This
could be combined with a catalogue and planning book of
oft-the-shelf designs.

Create Benchmarks for success

Look to other cities to see how they are successfully
incorporating these housing options into their communities.
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Public Open House and Forum

DCLU and the Planning Commission jointly sponsored a public open house and forum on
March 26, 2003. This event built on the focus groups and was intended to involve the broader
public in learning about and discussing the potential of Cottage Housing and Detached ADUs
as housing choices in single family residential zones. The event was organized in three parts.

Open House

The open house provided an opportunity to see informational
displays on Cottage Housing and Detached ADUs, to talk
informally with staff and write down individual questions and
comments. Participants viewed displays, interacted with City staff
and Planning Commissioners and provided comments on the display
boards or on comment worksheets. (See Appendix for a List of
Public Forum Participants, page 44.)

=

Presentation and Panel Discussion

The presentation and panel discussion were structured to provide
information and elicit discussion about the characteristics and merits
of the housing types (based in part on the demonstration project
experiences). DCLU Staff Jory Phillips and Michael Kimelberg gave
presentations describing the Detached ADU and Cottage Housing concepts, as they have
been developed thus far.

A panel discussion was moderated by Chuck Weinstock, Executive Director of the Capitol
Hill Housing Improvement Program. The discussion focused on three areas: 1) Advice regarding
de-velopment of Cottage Housing and Detached ADUs, including standards or criteria
that should be considered; 2) How to address key concerns about parking, traffic impacts
and about privacy; 3) How to ensure good design and quality development of both of
these housing types. The four panel members represented a range of interests including
neighborhood organizations, developers, homeowners and urban designers (See Appendix
for Public Forum Agenda, page 43.)

Table Discussions

The table discussions offered the opportunity for facilitated discussion among participants
in a small group setting. These discussions focused on key aspects of Cottage Housing
and Detached ADUs that had emerged throughout the public process and demonstration
projects. Either a Planning Commissioner or City staff person moderated the discussion
while another recorded detailed notes of the questions, concerns, ideas and suggestions
(See Appendix for Public Forum Summary of Input, page 45.)
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Results: Public Forum Summary

Key Findings

Themes
for increased housing choices

Changing housing needs—There is
recognition that household composition
has changed (fewer nuclear families;
broader mix). Across the board
agreement that housing choices should
reflect this.

Who develops—There is recognition
that Detached ADUs will primarily be
built by homeowners while Cottages will
be built by developers. Thus, process and
requirements must be viewed differently.

Effect on single family character—
Fear that these housing types would
change the nature of single family
neighborhoods leads to desire for a
higher level of scrutiny and standards.

Fairness/consistency—Some believe
that standards should be the same/
consistent for all housing types allowed
in a zone (e.g. Detached ADUs and
Cottage Housing should only have
standards that are applied to other single
family housing units in the same zone).
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Detached Accessory Dwelling Units

(Detached ADUs)

Advantages for extended families—
Detached ADUs will provide needed
housing for grandparents, immigrant
families, singles, etc.

Success of ADUs—Detached ADUs
have worked very well in single family
neighborhoods. There is no reason to
believe that Detached ADUs won’t have
similar results.

Owner occupancy—There is the belief
that owner occupancy would help
mitigate negative impacts to the
community by ensuring owner
responsibility/oversight.

Affordability criteria—Some believe
that affordability should be a
consideration while others believe that
if you make building Detached ADUs
easy it will add housing in a limited
supply market, thus increasing supply to
meet the demand.

Section III. Public Involvement 2002-2003: Public Open House and Forum

Cottage Housing

Expands homeownership options—
Cottage Housing is a good way to allow
for homeownership of smaller homes in
single family areas; modest increase of
density that is consistent with single
family character.

Development standards—The key
standards the City should focus on are
size, location, height and bulk.

Priority areas—Some suggested
prioritizing Cottage Housing in areas
where there is good transit or prioritizing
transit money where Cottages are
developed.

Open space—Both common and private

open space was identified as what makes
Cottage Housing work.
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Results: Public Forum Summary (continue)

Common
Concerns

_ Themes _
for increased housing choices

Larger context—Many participants
suggested parking concerns should not
drive urban planning

Parking and privacy—These were
identified as the most common negative
impacts that will come from Detached
ADUs or Cottages.

Neighbor voice—Some were concerned
that neighbors would not have any say
in the development of these housing

types.

Effect on neighborhood character—
Concern that these housing types would
change the nature of single family
neighborhoods and decrease property
values.
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Detached Accessory Dwelling Units

(Detached ADUs)

Success in other jurisdictions—Many
other jurisdictions in the region and offer
good examples for Seattle.

Cost of regulation—Many who want to
build a Detached ADU are concerned that
development requirements and process
will be complicated, burdensome and
prohibitively costly.

Height limits—Concern exists that 12
foot height limit would be too restrictive;
there needs to be more flexibility in the
regulations.

Sensitivity to adjacent homes—
Detached ADUs should be designed with
sensitivity to neighbors by limiting
impacts on privacy, shading, and
parking.

Section III. Public Involvement 2002-2003: Public Open House and Forum

Cottage Housing

Limited opportunity—There are
limited opportunities to develop Cottages
in a built-out city. Opportunities are
mostly where there are underdeveloped
or large lots.

Excessive standards/process—Concern
that the City tends to pile on standards,
resulting in too many hurdles for
developer interest.

Development standards—There is
concern that 350 square-foot second floor
requirement is too limiting.

Fit with neighborhood—Cottages
should fit into the character and scale of
neighborhood.

Use of parking—Concern exists that

people would use garages for storage and
parking cars on the street.
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34

A plan book for Detached ADUs is an important tool.

There is some concern about creating a cookie cutter look or limiting
creativity if a plan book is used. To ensure both standards and flexibility,
some suggested the use of a two tiered approach where a Detached ADU
builder could use the simpler process for pre-selected designs from the
plan book or could get more flexibility by going through an
administrative process that would be subject to more steps toward
approval.

Provide technical assistance for Detached ADU Developers.

Specific suggestions included a Client Assistance Memo, an
Ombudsman program, a single project manager/case worker assigned to
a Detached ADU review so there is consistency, and a resource guide
with information on things like hiring an architect and contractor. Hold
workshops and how-to clinics for potential Detached ADU builders with
City planners. Include architects and contractors who can provide
technical advice.

Encourage smart growth and sustainability.

These housing types should promote smart growth techniques by
providing smart growth tools like Flexcars, free bus passes and bicycle
storage for Cottage Housing units. Consider allowing exemptions for
parking requirements in certain instances such as dense neighborhoods
where transportation options are more available. Work to develop
location efficient mortgage options as a tool for placing these housing types
in areas where certain advantageous characteristics exist. Look for ways
to reward green building efforts for all new housing in the City including
Cottages and Detached ADUs.
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X Outreach and education should address the communities
being served with housing choices.
These housing choices seek to reach a demographic population for whom
housing needs are not being served such as multigenerational and
immigrant communities, the elderly, and singles. Their issues should be
addressed in tools like how-to guides, plan books or design
guidelines. Consider partnerships with community groups to educate
landlords and tenants. Prepare materials for non-English speaking
immigrants and for outreach to cultural groups who would be interested
in multigenerational or co-housing options, such as Cottages and homes
with a Detached ADU.

X Administrative design review for Cottage Housing
In most cases, administrative design review could replace a broader
design review process making the process less cumbersome and time
consuming yet still providing clear performance standards ensuring
quality control and good design practices.
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I'V. Appendices

Sample of Focus Group Agenda

City of Seattle

@‘W) Seattle Planning Commission

Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor
Marty Curry, Executive Director

HOUSING CHOICE FOCUS GROUP (3)

AGENDA

February 26, 2003
11:30 AM. — 1:30 P.M.
Key Tower Room 1860

Welcome 11:30 — 11:45 A.M.
Background,

Introduction of Facilitator, Jim Metz

Planning Commissioner, Mimi Sheridan

Self-Introductions 11:45 - 11:55 AMm.

All

chilitqted Discussion 11:55 AM.—-12:40 P.M.
BREAK 12:40 — 12:50 P.M.
chilitqted Discussion Part 2 12:50 — 1:20 P.M.
Wrap up and Next Steps 1:20 — 12:30 P.M.

Planning Commissioner, Mimi Sheridan

ADJOURN 12:30 P.M.

*Brown bag lunch provided
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Focus Group Participants

Focus Group
Details

Focus Group #1:
GENERAL PUBLIC

P.C. Host: John Owen
P.C. Staff: Barbara Wilson
Facilitator: Jim Metz

Focus Group #2:
CITIZENS FAMILIAR WITH
HOUSING TYPES

P.C. Host: Steve Sheehy
P.C. Staff: Marty Curry
Facilitator: Jim Metz

Focus Group #3:
HOUSING ‘EXPERTS’

P.C. Host: Mimi Sheridan
Planning Commission Staff:

Marty Curry & Barbara Wilson
Facilitator: Jim Metz

Focus Group Date,
Time and Location

Monday, February 24, 2003
5:30 - 7:30 P.M.

Miller Community Center
330-19th Avenue E.
Seattle, WA. 98112

Tuesday, February 25, 2003
5:30 - 7:30 P.M.

University Heights Center
5031 University Way NE
Seattle, WA. 98105

Wednesday, February 26, 2003
11:30 AM. — 1:30 P.M.

Key Tower
700 Fifth Avenue, Room 1860
Seattle, WA 98104

Confirmed Participants

. Julie Gwinn

. Matthew O'Brien

. Nelson Miller

. Doris Baxter Burns
. Skye Kahli

. Devin Malkin

. Mike Ruby

. Bill Zoesel

0NN N bW —

. Andrew Taylor

. Tim Trohimovich
. Joan Davis

. Mark Engelbrekt

. Marisa Hancock

. Jeannie Hale

. Kate Maulkin

. Chuck Winkleman

0NN N bW —

. Rick Sellers

. Vince Feresse

. David Foster

. John Kucher
Mike Luis

. Roger Wagoner
. Carol Eychaner
. Bill Kreager

. Tom Donnelly
10. Mark Hinshaw
11. Nicki Parrot

Seattle’s Housing Choices: Seattle Planning Commission Report



‘up|d aAIsUBY2IdWOD By} JO S|IPOB jupodWl Joyjo AUDW S{odWl

PUD |MPIAS S9ONPSI OS|O I IO SIY4 JO SHIBUS] UDId SAISUSYaIdWOD
PUD [D{USWUOIIAUS 8y SN BUl|a} S| JOMIDW SUJ JOUYM S| {OY] “Ul 950[0
SAl| O} PUDWISP 8y} }od8uU O} [|I3ul Joj Ajlunpoddo pupdxs o} pasaN
‘AlsioAIp Buisnoy aiow

10} seuoz Ajlwny a|Buls Ul pesu ay} pajr.sn|| woiboid uoyblisuowsq
*AHUNWIWIOD IDIIWIDY JIBY}

ul ADys of wiay mojo suoldo Buisnoy asay] pooyioqyblau ayy Ul
S| AppalJIo USHO BUISNOY SIyf Ul SAI| [im oym sjdoad joy} aziuboosy
*Alljigoployo Buispaioul O} juswa|d auo s| Alddns paspalou|
‘spooyioqybleu asusp ul oAl o} Buljim a1o

wiay} Jo Aubw puo uoipindod 8y} JO %0G MOU Sl SIY] "SIoIUSS PUD
's9|dN0D BUNOA ‘sjuaipd s|buls ‘se|buls oy suoldo aiow Buipiroid

Ag Buisnoy o} Joop 8y} uado 0} pasuU M ‘SNSUBD 00T +o Bupoo]
‘spooyloqyblou auos

ul ybnous §soj s,NQvJ 40 $860J0D PING JOU PINOD AIQDJOId "0} YoM
UDD NOA JOY} SSIHIUSWID UM JISUDI) JDBU SpooyIogqyBlau {u 850[0
oyl ojdoad "aisyj S| foNIDW BY] "A{SUSP SJOW IO} PUDWSP O S| 8Iay]
obpbBow sy} Aod

djay o} juai uo puadsp upD Ay} Buimous ‘esnoy o Ul ADyS 1O ‘@snoy
0 Anq 0} ployo o} aidoad sdiay 4| 's,NAVQJ 104 818y} S| pupbwag
‘suoldo Buisnoy asay} Ul pajsaiajul g pinom oy} palddns

Bulag jou aI1p spasu Buisnoy asoym A}a100s Ul sidoad aio aiay]

A

A A

A

<

<

adA] BuisnoH siy} 10§ paaN

suoldo Buisnoy asay}

WO} J1Jouaq PINOM oY} AHUNWWIOD fupIBIwIW]
Sy Ul SSIjlWID POPUSIXS SI0W SI0 818y] "Posu
O} S}UI0d SUOIDISPISUOD [DINND JO SSOUBIDMY
‘sol|IqosIP

yim ajdoad aalas suolydo Buisnoy Aloys suQ
*AHD By} Ul Apys o} 8210yd B 9|doad

2JOW MOJID PUD saUNgNs 8y} 0} Buiaow

O} ©AlbUIBD UD BplAoid suoldo asay]

*oWIOY D UMO O} pPIOYD

0} 9|doad Bulqpus sawodUu| [ojuUsI PapadU
soplaold Buisnoy aB6pwInD pub s,Nava
'SODIAISS O} oM

o} 8|gp ©g o} BulIsap ‘Jop|o ‘B|buIs SID OYM
o|doad Joj [lom paiom spy Buisnoy ab040D
"Ajlligppioyo

0} uolNguUiuoD Buolys b spiroid s,Navda
‘SouIoy J1ay) Ul Apys o} a|doad Jap|o sMojo
NQav up Buyuay "ebo sjdoad sp sad10yd
Buisnoy apiroid s,nAvd pup Buisnoy abooD
*solydoiBowsp BuiBuoyd ayy jo 8snpdaq
Buisnoy uj suoido aiow pasu o|doad

A

«

<

adA] BuisnoHy siy} 1oj paaN

‘spooyloqyblau 8|qIsse020 PUL AHUNWWOD
JUDOM OYMm s1ouwooq Agoq jsau Ajduwia
1oBuo| swoy jo BUIAD)S spiy ‘sjualod Auep|e
Jo} Buupo ajdoad ‘so||iwpby [pUolLIBUSBIINW
SO YONS SPOSU JUBISHIP YHM
SIBUMOSBWIOY JO UOIDIBUSB Mau D S| 8lay]
‘pual} Buiping jusaund
a2y} a1p jpy} Buisnoy pBaw Jo poajsul sodA}
Buisnoy Jajpwis asay} pasu oym ajdoad
10 10| v Buisnoy jo adA} sy} jo ybnousa
JOU S| @Iy} 9SNDD8Q SAISUSdXd S| BUISNOH <«
100d s 30045 Buisnoy aleym spooyloqybiau
10 |98} wiojsupiy djigy p|nod suodo asay] <«
‘spooyloqyblou
ul Abjys o} aidoad oy Aom D apiaold s,NAva
JUBWIHWWOD pUD
apud pooyioqybiau aiow sa}pald diysisaumO
*2IN}IND SSISAIP
pup Yyou aiow o 1a4so} djoy suoldo asey|
‘suoldo BuIsNoy 9SI9AIP 810U Sa|qoud
AID BU} oY} S84oIIP AYlligisuodsal [DID0S <«
SAI| O} JupM
o|doad aiaym spooyioqybiau ui suoydo
Buisnoy AHIGOPIOHD SI0W IO} PadU D S| 81ay] <«
Buisnoy ui suoydo aiow pasu
a|doad joy} upaw solydoibowap Buibubyd <«
adA] BuisnoH siy} 10§ paaN

A

A

A

A

‘padxa 95N pupL| O PUD ‘SIBPJING

JoSOW Y} WOJ) SALDIUSSSIdSI D ‘S8{DD0APD BUISNOY SUODU]
MO| OM| “JodolaAsp D ‘s}08[0Id UOIDIISUOWIBP SYi YHM PSAJOAU
s19dojoASP PUD $}08}IY2I0 ‘suoldo Buisnoy asayj }Ing 9ADY Oym
s}09}Iy2Io Buipnioul spadxa Buisnoy Q| 40 paisisuod dnoub syl
:dn apw dnois

‘9AllbIUSSaIdDl

uolpZIUPBIO 85N PUD|/jUusWBBDUDW YIMOIB
D PUD ‘©}DD0APD BUISNOY D ‘Siagquiaul
UOIPIDOSSO pooyioqyblau g ‘@snoy abpLInD
D Y}IM JISUMOBWIOY MBU D ‘©BD}0D DUUSADY
10 juepIsal b ‘sjosfoid uolblsUOWSP

Byl IDauU Al oym sioqybBieu g :Buipnioul
sodA} BUISNOY UM IDI[IWD} sioquuiawl
AHUNWWOD @ JO PaJsISU0D dnolb sy

:dn apw dnoin

‘anBo|pip aAloNpoId

AloA D 10} Bupipw AloBajpd aAlpoddns

oy} ul s|doad ¢ pup [0S SO SOAIRSWSDY}
payluspl oym sidoad ¢ ppy am apisdn sy} uQ
‘a|doad 9 jo dnoib |pwis D }| Buppw dn papus
MOUS OU SUO PUD SUOKD||8DUDD S1NUIW }SD| M3}
Vv "I9yloup 1o ADM 8UO Ul spooyioqybiau UMo

119y} Ul 9AI4OD US3Q 9ADY Oym o|doad Ajjsow som
pupn  AHUNWWOD |pIBUSB, JO P3aJSISU0D dnoIb SIyL

dn a3pw dnoid

¢ dnoio snd0o4

Z dnois sndoo4

1 dnois snooy

nduj Jo Lrewrwung dnoas) sndoj

sootpuaddy ‘AT

39

Focus Group Summary of Input

Section IV. Appendices



*2BuUDYD [paI1 AUD 985 O} W}

Buo| o o3P} [IMm 0S Juswdojerap 86}0D Jo} saljuNOddo Joma4
*sobD140D Jou ‘s,NAQVA Ybnouy} padojaasp aq |Im Buisnoy SI0WN <«

NUE

PUD $YODALS8s Paquosald UDYL JIayipl ‘pasng aoubwiouad aq
O} POBU SPIDPUDIS “Ja}1ag JIOM JYBIW MBIASI UBISSP SAIIDUSIUILPY <«
"SpUIPIAWOD OU Yiim A 8y} Ul s,Nady 007-00¢ &40 81ay] <

DOA|0SD] U] AJSOW SADY SBNSS| [DNSIA

‘sonss| Bupuod ‘popdw) pooyioqybiau jnogp sinsy [puibuo s, sidoad
pup sseo0.id poob A|pai b usaqg aApby sjosfoid uolplsuowsq <«
‘uBisep sn }a| 1oy} puoiag
*2p02 (abpd suo) ajdwis b PaduU oM {Ng ‘Bul SI S}, UOP PUD S,0P
a2y} nogpo aAlduosald Buieg ‘pao2dwod s sseo0ld majaal ubisaqg
‘pooyioqybiau
Alllipy 9|BUIS By} JO AH}OUDS By} JO PAIDIS SID S|DIDYO0 AHD
'$}500 s1odojorsp o} ppo Buisnoy
JO }SOD By} 0} UISDUO0D OU 8ADY oym ajdoad N1DQ |9A3] SIPPIW <«
'S,NAvd pup sebp}od upy} ws|goid 1ebbiq 8o pooyioqybiau
By} JO JB}ODIDYD By} O N0 A||040} BID DY} S4O] [[DWS UO sasnoy abnH
*9AIIgIYoId AIoA 210 884 "BuO| 00} s} mMaIAaI UBIsaq
'$9P02 Buluoz Ajwny 8|Buls Ag pod ul pasnod s wajgold Alddng
JOUMOBUIOY 9BDISAD By} IO) DINJUSA
aAlIqIyold b o} dn pPpPD |O 54502 Bulp|ing sn|d sseo0id Huled ‘Malral
uBisep — aAIsUadxa S| Jl ©sN28g s,NAvd Ul ind jou |im siodojeraq <«
RN
HDJS PUD 95UBS aXPW DY} ALID By} Ul $900|d IO YOO "9PIMA}ID
so||ddp 1oyt 8BpNBUD| 8POD OP O} BUIALL NOGD PBUIBDOUOD
*SPJOPUDLS PUD 92UPPING BUWOS PN
‘1INQ 186 UpD pupL painsul }ob UPD oy} Bulyiewos a1pald)
"1s8U sfauioy dn Buiys
Y| SI MaIABI UBISeP pooyioqybiau ojul Builab joyj pauiaduod
‘uojuido Jisy} eBupyD 0} BAIUSDUI OU BADY ABY} ‘pooyloqybiau
J1ay} Ul sebupyd 1de2oD 0} jou pasodsipaid aio a|doad <«

"1INg I}l 810}29 1Nogp PooB |98} sioqyblau Bulsixs (oYl
Buisnoy awoou) Mo| BUIPIACID UsaMISq 9oUD|DJ D SIS O} PIOH <«

A

A

A A A

A A A

A

sulL22uod

‘Ajlejpnbapp sseooud siyy ojul
ndul o} AHIgp 8y} poy jou aApy sidoad oy}
PUD |0BP SUOP D SI SIY} [0 JOY} POUISDUOD <«
*abus|IPyD D SI IBYLD
SADY },UOP sawoy Bulsixe aiaym spalip Jop|o
ul Buppd 1ea1is-140 10 aBpIpB B aiNbal o)
MOY }no BuunBly pup aNnss| up aq [IIM Bupnd <
"AjO oy Buixa|dnp Ul {nsai M SIUL <
*POSSaIPPD JOU S10 dWl} JOAO
S}ODAWI] SARDINWIND {OJUBWSBIDUI S| YIMOID  «
*SPIDPUDIS
Buluoz pup BuisNoyY UO SUOODIUI JUSLND UO
N1DQ Wolj asuodsal JO 3O0| JNOgp UIDU0D <«
‘spopdwll AopAud pup ‘sioqybiau
1u2D[PD UO BpPPYS/IYBI| UO LoPdwl
By} puUD BUl| }O| 0JaZ Yjim sl wajqoid 8yl «
*Aoupdno20 JBUMO alinbal pjnoys <
‘pooyloqybiau
SY} UYHIM JUSISISUOD ©Q jou |Im ubiseg <«
*AHIIGOPIOHD
Buisnoy aspa.oul },useop Buisnoy aBpHoD  «
‘spooysoqybBiau ul Buppipd uo
sjopduwl 8AlIPBBU 9ADY [IIM AJisSUsp BuIsDaIou] <«
‘SpJojpup| poob Buleq Uo PaIPINPS
JOU aIo oym spiojpup| ,dod puo wouw,, ul
sjNsal s,NQyV dojeasp o} sidoad Buibpinoou]
‘pooyloqybiau 8y} Jo jsal ay} jo pod
JOU S 41 Y| [0} }I SO}DW PUD }9814S 8y} JO |l
a2y} woyy Buisnoy a60}402 ay} sejpjos| uoldo
uBlIsep PIDAHNOD By} ‘sebp}od Bulubisep U] <«
*SPaID Allupy-8|BUls Ul PaUas00| 84 ||IM
10 Pa2IojUL AjojpNnbopw q JOU [IM SPIDPUD)S <«

A

suILouod

apudoiddo sse| 8o spooyioqyblou sawos

*AHUNWIWOD
O} PPD [IIM §I MOY PUD 18U} SA]] [|IM OUM
pupjisiopun o} a|doad Joj jubpodwl S 4| <«
*SUISDUOD 9|PIS pUD ubisep
JO 85ND29Q 5,NAVJ NOJD SNOKYNDD <
‘onb snypys 8y}

aBupyd o} stdwayip Aup asoddo oy Ay [Iim

pup Ajisuap a}py pooyloqyblau ul ajdoad

's,NAva Apjonb

MO| ‘PDJ JO }O| D USSS ADY djdoad <«
*ABuoW a3DW O} JUDM SN[

OUM S19dO[DABP PUD S}OBHYDID JO JSNUSI] <«
‘Buisnoy Jo adA} siyj 104 S1I9Y40 UbY}

A

A A

*9|qPPIOYD JOU BID SOBDI0D DUUSADY
*SUoIOUYSal AADBY
SNSISA AHIQOPIOYD JNOCD SPOW 8 O}
ALY (M ©2104d B Alppowlin “Ajiqopioyo
Buipiroid snsioA %200|q Jad Jequinu
oy} Buiwi a1 sBulys Buuinbal Ag Alddns
Bulpiwi usamiag ANIBUODUI UD Sl 8J1ay] <«
SUSLIDM {IqQDJ, 940310 PINOD M <

*SONSS| AHIIQOPIOHD S4DIAS|ID JOou
M (Buisnoy a60}402) uodo Buisnoy siyl <
JYBU { Op UL AUD JOUY Isnusid <
JuswisaAUl §seblup)| s, 81doad sspjo a|pPIW
1ondwi M onb snyols syt Buitondw|
Jajonioyd pooyioqybiau ayy ojul Bulpi4

A A

su1Lduod

indug jo Arewrwng dnoisy sndo g

so1puaddy AT

Report

ission

Seattle’s Housing Choices: Seattle Planning Comm

40



*S}HOJD SSBUBIOMD Dl|Ignd pUL BuljadIoW 84 O} PaBU [IIM S18Yj}
[0oB 2y s|yN} oY} uodo BuisNoy S|gDIA D SIYf 93P O} JI9pIo U|
"Aspa j1 93pwW ‘Up|d By} YHIM JBJUNOD 8y} uo ubiseq
‘sup|d 300qg ubisap asn 1o 3onqias/iyblay mairal ubissp |puoldo
yBnouy} ob o} 8210Yyd B SAIB ‘ss820.id MaIABI YoPI} Z O dojeaaq
sodA} Buisnoy asay} Jo Juswalinbal uoisiadsip o 3007
A2pAud 10} JusWBID|d MOPUIM
a3I| SuwB2dU0D BIg s,8|doad ssaippp O} suoln|os a|duwis 81p1odIodu] <
*aoualaip BIg o a3owW
[IIM PIBl} By} Ul S[I0D juswbpn pooB a3ow UDD OYM $I0}0adsul Poos <«
29 PINOD §I MOy Jo sajdwpxa Buimoys Aq
WY} Yoo} [BUPIOM JOU S| PO Y} MOY UO HD4S AHD 8y} 8400Nnp3
"1yBu 858y} Op 0O} S|O0} Way} SAIB O} pUD Sa|PINY JSAC }oB
o|doad djay 0} A}D 8y} UIyhm spoafoid Jo) UDWISPNQWIQO UD 8jpd1) <«
$S©20NS IO} SHIDWYDUS]
9}0a10 puUp UoIBal Ul a1aymasie ajdoad jo sejdwpxe joalb
pul4 “Buiop 810 Agupsu s800|d J8Yi0 PUD PUOWPSY IDYM UDIDM <
92102 |08l D 8Q O} A|93|| DI0W SIY} SO Of 9DUDUIPIO 8y} Ajidwis <«
‘Buisnoy 8601102 ¢ s,NAV snf
JOU — suoldo By} UBPPLOIG PUD [N}BSN IO JOY} SOBUDYD pul4 “alow
uaAd Buisnoy 8601100 BUIpUNOLNS SN|DA PUD| SOSDSIDUI UOISIAIPANS <
*S|I0D juswBpN( a3ow O} AjIoYIND By} siojoadsul aAIB
upD N1DJ OS PBPSBU BID SOBUDYD [DINPBD0Id “SHOM UBISSP PO0D <«
"} op Ajjonjon
0} o|doad 1oy} JBISDS | &3PW PINOM {PY] “UbIsSap Jiayl 1ob pup
Ul 0B §sn[ P|N0D BUOBWOS alaym suBIsap JO BOJDIDD SIDBS D 840aID
‘suoldo Buisnoy auwodul MOJ SO Pasn
90 P|N0D Py} S9210YD BUISNOY S|g0US O} S}SNJ} PUD| YIM JNSU0D <«
‘uosiod BUODUl MO| O} SIgD|IDAD SPDW 8Q PINOM jPY} NAY
up ppPL o} 8|doad O} B|gP|IDAD SPLW 89 UDD }oY} — wpibold Jpdal
awoy ay} ybnolayi ‘AAs| Buisnoy Ul ASuow S 818y} Jayldaym Ojul YOO
"ALID @Y} Ul SAS||D JO 10| D JOU BID I8y} ng Ad||0
UM JS9Q SHOM ‘S8BD}40D WO} SUWIOD ||IM SSSDBIDUI AHISUSP SI0W
uolp2IddD SPIMALID “SA ISlif SDBID BWOS }oBID]

A A

A A

A

A

A

A A

19499 Iom upd sadA} Buisnoy asay} moy 1o} suoysabbns pup pusyid

*MaIAaI pooyioqyblau a10}aq ,|oap auop,,
0 89 jou p|noys josfold “A|INJI0D SUISDUOD
J1ayy o uaysl| (yndul pooyioqyblau ajAul <
‘papus-uado
JOU 21D Py} SPIDPUDS JDB|D ‘pooyloqyblau
9y} JO JX8U0D 8y} ulyym dojereqg  «
*SOIID JBYLO Ul PaMO||D judswalinbal Bupuod o}
SIOAIOM B8 ‘suololpsuNn Joy}o of paiodwod
sjuswaINbal NQV SAIDUISI AIBA SOY B|14D3S <«
‘Juswdolosp ojul
abpa|Mmouy |0D0| 81p10dIodUl PUD ss820.d
MaIASI UBISBP Ul 9Bpa|Mouy [DDO] SSOUIDH
*sjopdwl uolpodsuply 81pBIIW O PUD
JISUD.} O} 8S0|D 89 0} SjusWwaIINbal ‘sY0Dqes
pupD 8200ds USdO IO} SPIDPUDIS BADY Of POSN <«
*DIJ0I} UMOP
MOIs 0} dlay AlIoN}on upd Bupupd joaus-uQ <«
"OIPI} MOJS Of sdwNg paads
‘S9|241D D1jI} Y| SBUIYY JISPISUOD “SUIODUOD
A}2J0S D14DI} SSRIPPY  AJISUSP SIo0W YHM
SOWIOD JDU} D101} BY} YIM [08P A[SAIJOD0Id <
‘Buppod uo seinssald Jeyjo
21D 8I8Y} SI9YM SDBID Ul 8nl} A|Io10adsa si SIy|
‘(192115 Uo Bupppd snsiaA) siiun ayy ul s doad
AQ pasn s| Bupupd ,palinbal,, joyi ainbay
“dipy fim
suolp|nBai Buppod Bulsixe JO juswadlojug  «
‘pooyioqybiau ayy Jo} aipudoiddo
SI JOUM JO JX8}UOD Ul PaISpPISUOD 8q
PINOYS SUOI}DLISl 3O0q4as pup jyblay alnbay <«
'SS900D JISUD.U} POOB
UHM SDBID Ul pup AJID 8y} AQ pajabin} pup
pPodIDIUD S| YMOIB SI9UYM SDBID Ul SND0H <«

A

A

's,NAva Buop|d ul sAa|o yim Apadoid azijuond <«

I9H9] dIoM uDpd sadAy
Buisnoy asay} moy oy suoysabbns pub pbuajuD

'}J98IJS By $saIPPO ASY} MOY PUD
}0] 8y} UO s20D|d B0 ABY} MOY O} SO |DDUUD <
‘Po2JojuS aIp suolp|nBal
Bupuod oy} Buunsus Aq Bupuod ssalppy
‘Buisnoy
sIy} sn o} Bulob si oym jnogo AIDUOISIA 8 <«
'SIOUMO IO} SOAIJUSDUI BjpaID <«
‘Buluoz puo apod ybnouyl paipinbal
20 PINOD Py} s920dSs AHUNWIWOD ‘SuapIob
‘seyolod a3j|| sainjoay ubisep apn|oul
0} A1} }nQ ‘pIoyY 8q [IIM SolBYsan Bulpinbay <«
‘Buisnoy a601402 1o}
2opds aiow 84paId 0} Buljpidal pup 50| JO
Buluiqwoo sp yons sebupyd Aippunog MojlyY <
‘NAva 8y} pup 9snoy usamjaq
ysiuly pup ubBjsap juaisisuod paau s,Navd
‘uBisep
poqg ‘AiBn o} PP sjuswalinbas Bupupg
SOWI}OWOS "POAJOAUl ©Q O} POdU SHUDg <«
‘Alisusp
Bulsixe jo 9aibap ‘ssousajpudoiddo ‘ubisep
‘9|02s BY| soiI0ads pooyioqybiau JBpISU0D
‘Buipjiuiad ul ssaullpy 8insug
"pazijuond g pPINOYs AjlIqoPIOHY
‘palinbai s| joyy
Buioadsul oy} op of paindald aq §snwi AlD
‘sloqyBiau uo jopdul
puo diysuolp|al JopISUOD — PMOIDISAO },UOg <«
*(ez1s 10| *6°3) pUBIID DlIDads
uo paspqg spooyloqybieu swos jdwex]
‘pooyioqybiau yopos ul sadAy
Buisnoy asay} JO sloquunu 8y} Uo sl ind <«
‘pauIpaI S| 18400IDYD pooyioqybiau
alnsus djay [|im uolp{NSUOD pooyioqybioN <
*SAS|I0 YiIM SOBID Ul J8}ag a1o s,Nnava <«

A

A

A A A A

A

I19H9q dIoM uDpd sadAy
Buisnoy asay} moy oy suoysabbns pub pusjuD

nduj Jo Arewrwung dnoa<) sndo

sootpuaddy ‘AT

41

Focus Group Summary of Input

Section IV. Appendices



‘Ajlliqisuodsal Jlayy pup appupW
JIBY} SI§| PIOMIOS SIYY BUIAOW U SISPDS| 87 PUD Ja4aq }I 93oW 0O}
ndur 126 pup ‘SIPOB 185 ‘UOISIA }8S O} SADY [IDUNOD ALD PUD JIOADW <«
's,NAVQ PUD saBD}0D 859U} Ul SOAI| OYM
}NOQD $SBUOJS Jsalaul upwiny [piausb dojeAsp pup solsHDLS S)IdwWoD
‘Jusuodolid ag pup dn dais o} soy AlD
‘}1 @95 0} }no a|doad
o3P} Uay} pup sadA} Buisnoy asayy 4O [P JO INO} D 8}PUIPI00D
'slo3uUPQg PUD $s19d0[9ASP PUD SIDIDIIO Pa4osle ‘OlIgnd By 83poNpP3 <«
‘ADM By} Ul 18B s8p0d Yy} 8snpdaq
Jsnl josloid Jaaq b si joyi Bulyyewos pling o4 Jopioy a4 },upjnoys
1| "BUISNOY S|QDPIOHD B3I O} JUDM SM JI UMOP $}S0D doay
0} J0}ODIUOD Buid|ay UO PaipINPS 87 0} PadU UsWSIPPIW N1DQ <
‘Bujuupid
108loid Buunp Buljesw pooyloqybiau ubisep aid o op puo
1JOANQ 186 0} Jatewad ul ajdoad 0} yopalNo o} Jayaq aq JUBIW
'sso00.d JIpy D AlIpai jou sI way} Ajuo ybnoly} Bulos ‘pooyioqybiou
JO SAl}pJUSSDIdBI SADMID JOU S| IDUNOD POOYIOqUBIaN <
*20pds [puolduUN} 8q
PINOYS }| "}l @pIA0cId NOA moy pup 2o0ds uado Ul AJIIQIXSl OPIAOI] <
'spopdwl SAIISOd AuDW SPY I SO AS||0 UD
10 8Bpa a8y} o4 dn ybu LING g PINOYS $HO0QLSS PIDA JI0d1 ADMAS|Y <«
‘PUNOS AJDINIOB}IYDID PUD Paspq A|jonidaduod aq o} soy jybloH <«
‘souoz
Ajlwpy 8|BUIS Ul 8Q PINOYS $SSUOZ T Ul J81O0IDYD JO N0 81D SebDlio) <«
*9POD JUSIIND BY} O} DAISNIUI }SOB| 8] |IM S,NAVA <«
VIV 10}
}08l01d PooB D 83l SPUNOS “suUB|d %204s — S} NAYQ UMO INOA pling <
‘JusUOdwW oD BudUDUL SY} YLIM JIOM pub ybBnoays Julyl <«
‘Buroupul PUD §}S0D SBUIKNO PUD ‘ss&20Id
Hlwlad ‘MalAal 85N pUD| By} sUlD|dXa }O2HYDID aulY Of MOY YBnoiyy
S3|OM JOYL 1Y ,,0F MOY,, O Bullpald AQ UosiodAD| 8y} IO} ISISDS | DWW <«

A A

134437 YIoM upd sadA} Buisnoy asayj moy 1oj suolsabbBns pup pLALD

SIUBWS3IBD JUDUSAOD SIN{IISU| <«
00|q Jod Aupw Moy Juwil <«
'SMD| JUDUS}
-pJiojpup| Buipiobai Alpioadss ‘juopodul
AJSA S| PIOIPUD| 8Y} JO UOIPONPT ‘PadojeAsp
Buleq Buisnoy pIOPUDISANS SZIWIUIW - <
2SN mau
SIy} 1oy apNnbapw B8Io [PoULDsB/Buiquinid
Joy4 Buunsua pup sanssi uBISep Y4og sepn|oul
SIYyL "8uUO MauU D Bulp|ing pup Buip|ing Bulsixe
up Buljljolal Usamiag UolDULSIP 8ZIuBoDday <«
‘spooyloqyBlau Jivyy {nogp Bupow
-UOISIDaP Ul PYS 110} D 1ob sioqybiau ainsu3 <
‘sioqybBilau
JO [pACIddD aliNbai 0} 8|gPUIDSNS fOU S|
}| *Buo| 00} }sp| Jou o} sseo0ld ol|gnd aINoNIS <«

IS} JIom upd sadA}
Buisnoy asay} moy 10} suoysabbns pub busjud

'sasuUadxa Jomo| pup ssaoo.ud dn paads
M joy4 100} Bupirold A siyy op ojdoad disH <«
'SUISDUO0D
ubBisap pup Appnb ayy yim diay os|o |im
}| Isispa sseooud Bulpjiwiad sy} a3ow puo
S1S00 8y} umop Buuq |Im }| ajdoad 1o} Aspa
J1 @pw o4 Japlo ul sunid paroiddo aid jo
,2NB0|D}DD SIDSS,, D 8}PaID — $00g BuluUD|d <
‘Ajipnb ainsus djay [Im mainey ubBiseq <«
*saNnss| Aljigoplon ssaippo disy
|Im pup Apoud o 89 pinoys Alddns Buispaiou] <
‘Buppod si 819ym puD Way} Ul
186 NOA Moy JapIsuo) "Bulliodem 8g pPINoYS <«

I9H3q JIom upd sadA}
Buisnoy asayj moy Joj suolysabbns pup puajud

nduj Jo Lrewrwung dnoas) sndoj

xipuaddy AT

Report

ission

Seattle’s Housing Choices: Seattle Planning Comm

42



I'V. Appendices

Public Forum Agenda

Housing Choices Public Open House and Forum

Wednesday, March 26, 2003

Seattle Center, Northwest Rooms (Olympic)
5:30 - 8:30 P.M.
AGENDA

Co-sponsored by the Seattle Planning Commission and
the City’s Department of Design, Construction and Land Use

Open House 5:30 - 6:30 P.M.

e View Displays
o Ask Questions of City Staff and Planning Commissioners
e Opportunity For Public Comment

Public Forum Program 6:30 — 8:30 P.M.

Welcome and Introductions 6:30 - 6:40 P.M.
Diane Sugimura, Director of Department of Design, Construction and Land Use

John Owen, Chair, Seattle Planning Commission

Background/Overview 6:40 - 6:50 P.M.

Mimi Sheridan, Seattle Planning Commissioner

Presentation on Cottage Housing and
Detached ADUs 6:50 — 7:05 P.Mm.

Jory Phillips, DCLU staff
Mike Kimelberg, DCLU staff
Panel Discussion 7:05-7:50 p.Mm.

Moderator, Chuck Weinstock, Director, Capitol Hill Housing Improvement Program
Panel Members:

Mark Hinshaw, Architect and contributing writer to the Seattle Times

Chuck Winkelman, Neighbor of Housing Choices Demonstration Project

Vince Ferrese, Designer/building of Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit

Lisa Merki, City Neighborhood Council and Southeast Neighborhood Plan Steward

Table Discussion 7:50 - 8:20 P.M.

This discussion will be facilitated by a Planning Commissioner, focus group participant
or staff- Notes will be taken, summarized and included in the Commission’s report.

Closing/Next Steps 8:20 - 8:30 P.M.

Moderator, John Owen

Section IV. Appendices: Public Forum Agenda



I'V. Appendices

Public Forum Participants

T. J. Andersen
Brittani Ard
Emory Baldwin
Tim Becker
Garrett Birkeland
Mindy Black
Evelyn Brom
Steve Brooke
Marci Bryant

Judy and Hudson Burke

Christine Carr
Mike Carroll
Clarence Copeland
Brian Corbett
Karen DeLucas
Tom Donnelly
Allan Farkas

Bill Fenimore
Mike Ferone
Vince Ferrese
Gary Gartcell
Joseph Gellings
Laura Hafermann
Dru Hardee
Laura Hewitt Walker
Mike Hollingea
Laura Hopper
Ron Hopper
Mark Huppert

S. Johnsen
Heather Johnston
Skye Kahli
Michael Kitchell
Ian Klein
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Scott Kralik

John Kucher

Gary Langowski
Denise Lathrop

Tory Laughlin Taylor
Marty Liebowicz
Stephen Edwin Lundgren
Suying Luu

Jennifer Mahler

Mike Mariano

Helen Matekel
Andrfew McCune
Lisa Merki

Lisa Miller

Tammy Morales
George Ostrow

Tom Phillips

Chad Rollins

Jim Romano

Rick Sever

Cheryl Sizov

Jim Soules

Winnie Sperry
Andrew Taylor
James Thomas
Jeremy von Wandruszka
Lluvia and Seth Walker
Chuck Weinstock
Jaques White

David Williams
Chuck Winkelman
Vin Yarnmunilert

Chris and Ward MacKenzie

Seattle’s Housing Choices: Seattle Planning Commission Report
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