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I. OVERVIEW
Since its inception in 1999, the TDR Program has been a powerful, voluntary, incentive-based conservation tool which has resulted in the permanent protection of more than 145,000 acres of forestland, farmland, and other rural open spaces that add to the quality of life for King County’s residents.  The program also facilitates more compact new growth in urban centers of King County – places where infrastructure exists to support a growing population – as well as inside potential annexation areas (PAAs) in the urban growth area where those amenities and infrastructure are more limited. 

King County Code defines eligible TDR sending sites, which are generally rural areas and resource lands, as locations to permanently be protected by limiting development potential using conservation easements.  Code also defines receiving sites, which are places where TDRs are used to add density to urban development projects, as multiple locations inside the urban growth area.

As the region continues to grow, it makes sense to consider updating the TDR program to incorporate approaches that may help address problems facing the region now that were less evident when the TDR program was developed roughly two decades ago, namely advancing delivery of affordable housing options and implementing policies that promote equity and strive toward “making King County a welcoming community where every person can thrive.”

On December 5, 2016, the King County Council adopted the 2016 Comprehensive Plan, via Ordinance 18427.  The Comprehensive Plan included a series of workplan action items, and this report describes work performed under Workplan Action Item #4, which requires a review of the Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Program.  The adopted action item reads as follows:

Action 4: Transfer of Development Rights Program Review. The County’s Transfer of Development Rights Program has been very successful in protecting Rural Area and Natural Resource Lands by transferring development potential into cities and unincorporated urban areas. Typically, the Transfer of Development Rights Program advances two primary policy objectives: conserving Rural Area and Natural Resource Lands, as well as focusing new growth in urban areas.

This Workplan item will do the following:

A. Prepare a Transfer of Development Rights Program Review Study that addresses:
1) Tax revenue impacts of the Transfer of Development Rights Program for both sending and receiving sites.
[bookmark: _Hlk5970372][bookmark: _Hlk5970428]2) Analysis of potential Transfer of Development Rights Program changes that build on existing program objectives while considering other policy objectives, such as making investments in economically disadvantaged areas, promoting housing affordability, incentivizing green building, and providing for Transit Oriented Development. The analysis should take into consideration the economic feasibility of and market interest in these other policy objectives, as well as opportunities for providing amenities to communities that receive Transfer of Development Rights. This analysis will be achieved through implementation of a pilot project that utilizes such incentives and provides amenities to the community receiving increased density associated with the Transfer of Development Rights. If possible, the pilot project should be undertaken in Skyway-West Hill and help implement the Skyway-West Hill Action Plan.
3) Consider possible performance criteria.

B. Produce an annual report to the Council on the Transfer of Development Rights Program and associated bank activity.
· Timeline The annual report to the Council shall commence with a report due on December 1, 2017. The Transfer of Development Rights Program Review Study, and an ordinance making Comprehensive Plan and/or King County Code changes if applicable, shall be filed with the Council by December 1, 2018[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  The deadline for the report was extended to September 28, 2019 per ordinance 18810.] 

· Outcomes: The Executive shall file with the Council the Transfer of Development Rights Program Review Study and the annual report. The Study shall outline policy and implementation options, if applicable. If Comprehensive Plan and/or King County Code changes are recommended, an ordinance implementing those changes shall also be transmitted to the Council with the Study.
· Leads: Department of Natural Resources and Parks, Office of Performance Strategy and Budget. Executive staff shall update and coordinate with the Councilmember office(s) representing the pilot project community throughout the process.

This study analyzes the program experiences to date, assesses the tax revenue impacts from the transactions, explores the potential to expand the program to address new policy issues, and identifies recommended policy and code changes.



[bookmark: _Toc18418515]Part 1. Tax Revenue Impacts of the Transfer of Development Rights Program 


[bookmark: _Toc18418516]II. Background
The TDR Program conducted an analysis of tax revenue impacts of the Transfer of Development Rights Program for both sending and receiving sites.  The analysis was designed based on current and historical data that was available from the King County Assessor’s Office.  Since some data was insufficient, conclusions were made using alternate methods for some TDR sending and receiving sites and some sites were omitted from the calculations.

[bookmark: _Toc18418517]III. Key Findings
Based on the data available, the TDR Program has an overwhelmingly net positive impact on tax revenues when TDR sending sites and TDR receiving sites are analyzed together, providing $348.5 million in additional taxable value.  Taxable land value for TDR sending sites is decreased, but the effect on tax revenues in those taxing districts is not a revenue reduction, but rather an effective tax rate shift within the taxing district.  Like other tax reduction programs, such as Current Use Taxation, the reduction in taxable land value associated with TDR sending site enrollment does not reduce the revenue received in the taxing district.  Instead, the revenue remains the same and other properties in the taxing district, that are not providing the public benefits of TDR-enrolled properties, share the tax burden through a negligible rate increase.  

TDR sending site enrollments also reduce land values, which allowed public agencies, including King County, to purchase properties at a lower cost, reducing the use of public funding for conservation acquisitions.

[bookmark: _Toc18418518]IV. Sending Site Results
Two-thirds of TDR sending site parcels experienced a decrease in taxable land value when they were enrolled in TDR, while one third experienced an increase or no change.  For those TDR sending site parcels with sufficient data available, the cumulative total impact on 2018 taxable land value (across all sending site parcels) was estimated to be a $1.9 million reduction in taxable land values.

In many cases, TDR easements did not cause a change in taxable land value.  This lack of change in taxable land value could be due to existing difficult or costly development conditions and critical areas already factored into the taxable land value or incomplete information in the hands of the King County Assessor’s Office during the appraisal process.  In cases where the land would be difficult or expensive to develop, TDR enrollment did not eliminate a profitable land use option and the taxable value associated with it.  Many other factors influence taxable land value changes that are not well tracked by the King County Assessor’s Office in their historical data.  This results in an inability to attribute changes in assessed values solely to the recordation of a TDR easement. 
 
Attachment A shows the sending site analysis data in tabular form. 

[bookmark: _Toc18418519]V. Receiving Site Results
The total estimated value of taxable improvements attributed to the use of TDRs on TDR receiving sites (based on those with sufficient data) for calculation was $350.4 million. 

The value of taxable improvements on TDR receiving sites provides a snapshot in time.  In many cases, multiple years pass from the time the TDRs are purchased until the time improvements on the TDR receiving site are constructed.  The value of taxable improvements associated with TDR could not be included for all TDR receiving sites. 

Attachment B shows the receiving site analysis data in tabular form. 

[bookmark: _Toc18418520]VI. Methods
[bookmark: _Toc18418521]A. TDR Sending Sites
Historic taxable land values were examined for all TDR sending sites.  The taxable land value prior to TDR enrollment was compared to the taxable land value the year after TDR enrollment.  In many cases, TDR easements did not cause a change in taxable land value.  For sites that did experience a change in taxable land value, this impact was quantified by calculating the percentage change before and after TDR enrollment and using this change along with the 2018 taxable land value to estimate an “as if without TDR” 2018 taxable land value for comparison.  Situations where 100% of taxable land value was lost ($0 taxable land value after TDR enrollment), the impact was instead estimated by applying the ratio of taxable to appraised land value prior to TDR enrollment to the 2018 appraised land value to estimate the “as if without TDR” 2018 taxable land value.  Cases where 2018 appraised land value was $0, which is most likely associated with a government purchase after TDR enrollment, could not be assessed quantitatively. 

A second comparative analysis was conducted using a sample of TDR sending sites and similar non-TDR-enrolled neighboring sites.  This analysis examined taxable land value growth and taxable total value growth (land + improvements) for these pairs of sites, from the year of TDR sending site enrollment to 2018.  The total value growth rate from the non-TDR-enrolled neighboring sites was used to extrapolate hypothetical 2018 taxable total values of the TDR sending sites and calculate the difference in 2018 taxable total value in the hypothetical scenario where TDR enrollment had not occurred.

[bookmark: _Toc18418522]B. TDR Receiving Sites
2018 taxable improvement values were examined for all TDR receiving sites.  The improvements value attributed to TDR was estimated based on the total project size (in square feet or development units (Dwelling Units)) divided by the additional Dwelling Units or square footage provided through TDR.  This percentage was applied to the 2018 taxable improvement values to calculate an estimated value of taxable improvements attributed to TDR.  





[bookmark: _Toc18418523]Part 2. Analysis of Potential Transfer of Development Rights Program Changes that Build on Existing Program Objectives

[bookmark: _Toc18418524]I. Background
The Transfer of Development Rights Program began as a tool to focus growth in urban areas while protecting rural area and natural resource lands.  The program has found tremendous success with this model, protecting over 145,000 acres of land in King County.  This workplan item was intended to analyze potential Transfer of Development Rights Program changes that build on existing program objectives while considering other policy objectives, such as making investments in economically disadvantaged areas, promoting housing affordability, incentivizing green building, or providing for transit-oriented development.

[bookmark: _Toc18418525]II. Purpose
The overarching goal of the analysis was to identify ways in which the TDR Program could be updated to incentivize developers to develop new projects in urban areas that are (1) consistent with the existing TDR model which follows Growth Management Act principles of limiting new growth on important conservation land, such as rural areas and natural resource lands, and focusing new development in urban areas, while (2) simultaneously incentivizing achievement of other policy goals, such as increasing the availability of affordable housing options, transit-oriented, and low impact development.
 
[bookmark: _Toc18418526]III. Partners in Exploring Potential TDR Program Updates
To analyze potential updates to the TDR program, staff coordinated with several other executive branch departments and offices.  Partnering agencies and analyses included:
· Department of Community and Human Services, to assess opportunities for TDRs to increase affordable housing options and result in improvements in TDR receiving area communities;
· Department of Local Services – Permitting Division (formerly the Department of Permitting and Environmental Review), to ensure any proposed TDR updates are consistent with zoning and land use policies and subarea planning efforts; and
· Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget in the Executive Office, to ensure proposed updates to the TDR program are consistent with overall County policies. 

In addition to working with King County colleagues, TDR Program staff also interviewed developers (i.e. those who have used or could use TDRs) to assess the viability of various potential approaches from a developer’s standpoint, especially as related to simplicity, predictability, and profitability – all of which are essential for developers to use TDRs, since use of the program in King County and partner cities is voluntary in all cases. 

Although TDR program staff did not formally interview TDR owners (i.e. private landowners who have chosen to grant a conservation easement to King County and thereby created TDRs), based on years of regular contact with TDR owners, it is clear TDR owners support program changes that will result in continued demand by developers for TDRs.

[bookmark: _Toc18418527]IV. Summary of Analyses Completed and Proposed Program Updates
The table below provides a summary of analyses completed and changes being proposed to the TDR program to incentivize actions achieving additional policy goals using TDRs at development projects in urban areas.

	Analysis Completed
	Description
	Next Steps

	Increase ratios to award more development units when TDRs are used for affordable housing projects.
	Authorize 4 units per rural TDR or 2 units per urban TDR when 25% of units in a project are restricted to 80% Area Median Income for at least 15 years.
	Not recommended.

	TDRs for mobile home parks.
	Update code to allow unused development rights to be transferred from R12-R48 zoned properties with current use as a mobile home park.
	Not recommended.

	New category of urban to urban TDR sending sites.
	Update code to establish additional category of urban sending sites: properties that meet the equity/opportunity areas criteria established under King County Code 26.12.003.E.
	Propose code amendments; direct marketing to developers; coordinate with potential TDR partner cities and community organizations working to conserve new open space in equity/opportunity areas. 




[bookmark: _Toc18418528]V. Overview of Analyses
[bookmark: _Toc18418529]A. Promoting Housing Affordability 
[bookmark: _Toc18418530]i. Discussions with Developers regarding TDR for affordable housing
Analysis: In coordination with DCHS, TDR program staff interviewed non-profit and for-profit developers to assess the economic and practical viability of incentivizing affordable housing using transfer of development rights.  The interview questions drafted by the Department of Community and Human Services related to potential updates to Residential Density Incentives code, and given the similarity of the Residential Density Incentive and TDR, TDR Program staff participated in these developer interviews to gain insight about developers’ approach to evaluating Residential Density Incentive options and ask specific questions regarding TDR.  The Department of Community and Human Services asked developers a series of questions about how adjustments to the Residential Density Incentive code could result in greater use of the program.  The synopsis of the Residential Density Incentive interviews is included in the King County Residential Density Incentive Program Code Study.  Interview questions about TDR focused on whether increasing ratios to yield more units per TDR would result in more developers providing affordable housing in their development projects.  Although there was consensus among developers interviewed that increased density alone would not provide the best means for increasing availability of affordable housing, there was interest in the concept. 

Particularly relevant feedback relates to the concept of measuring affordability by using Area Media Income as a metric (e.g. creating housing that is affordable to a person or family earning 80% of Area Median Income is a common requirement of affordable housing projects).  The developer’s main point was that building projects to a standard of 80% Area Median Income does not allow developers to predictably plan for future revenues to cover the full costs of development plus a reasonable margin of profit.  This is due in part to costs of construction often being more variable and volatile than Area Median Income. 

In other words, in the initial planning phases of a project, a developer may not be able to confidently predict the full costs of development of a project; if a “market rate” project is being built, the developer can adjust the rental or sale price of the finished housing product to cover costs and yield a margin of profit.  If a project is planned and constructed as affordable at 80% Area Median Income and development costs are higher than expected, the developer may not be able to recoup full costs of development and/or may not accrue any profit from the rental or sale of the housing product. Although experienced affordable housing developers have the capacity to provide income-restricted units, for-profit developers who typically utilized the TDR Program do not show interest in adding the risk of an affordability covenant and do not have the capacity to perform ongoing income monitoring and compliance.

[bookmark: _Toc18418531]ii. Incentivize Affordable Housing through TDR
Analysis: Current King County Code (see King County Code 21A.37.040) enables a developer using TDRs to create two additional urban lots per “Rural” TDR, and one additional urban lot per “Urban” TDR.  To the best knowledge of the TDR Program staff, no TDRs have been used to create affordable units, but rather all TDRs have been used for market rate units.  The idea of TDRs for affordable housing is to increase the ratio of units per TDR when a certain percentage of additional units in a project are restricted (by covenant on title) to 80 percent Area Median Income for 15 years. 

As housing prices continue to increase and the cost to construct housing increases too, TDRs for affordable housing could give developers an option that encourages market-rate units and affordable units in the same housing development.  Unfortunately, developers that focus on construction of market-rate units are not likely to see the benefit of added density when the administrative component of income restricted affordable housing is added to the equation.  Developers have expressed interest in increased density if their bottom line also increases.  King County code (see King County Code 21A.34), already provides density incentives for affordable housing without the need for a developer to purchase a TDR to access the incentive, so it is unlikely that a developer would choose to pay for TDRs to access a similar incentive.  

Projects restricted by covenant on title would require yearly income qualification and staff would need to be available to provide technical assistance to developers and operators of the affordable housing units.  The TDR Program does not have the capacity or expertise in affordable housing required to adequately perform these functions.

Conclusion of Analysis: TDR for affordable housing is not recommended.  The Residential Density Incentive Program currently offers additional density for affordable housing projects at no charge and has not been utilized.  This indicates that the TDR Program may not be the best mechanism to incentivize affordable housing because there is a cost associated with TDRs. Additionally, the TDR Program does not have the expertise to verify and monitor compliance associated with affordable housing.

[bookmark: _Toc18418532]iii. Incentivize Mobile Home Parks through TDR
Analysis: Mobile home parks offer an affordable housing solution in some urban unincorporated areas of King County.  Through development of the Skyway-West Hill Land Use Plan, the Department of Local Services, Permitting Division learned that residents have concern about the potential for displacement due to development pressures.  When developers purchase a property with a mobile home park to develop other types of housing, displacement may become a reality.  Incentivizing the preservation of mobile home parks by allowing the voluntary removal of excess development potential through TDR is an idea that could encourage the owner of a mobile home park to retain mobile home park housing rather than developing at highest possible densities (or selling to a developer planning to do the same).  If the owner of a mobile home park chose to retain mobile home park housing, TDRs could be granted to the landowner or purchased by KC TDR Bank at the fair market value difference between mobile home park use and highest density use. 

Although incentivizing the preservation of mobile home parks through TDR initially appeared to provide a mechanism to encourage affordable housing and reduce the potential for displacement, concerns arise when the concept is analyzed in terms of the perpetual commitment of easements resulting from the transfer of development rights.  Mobile home parks and their associated infrastructure have a lifespan.  At some point in the future, the infrastructure will reach the end of its lifespan, at which time the landowner may wish to change the land use to something other than a mobile home park.  If TDRs were removed from a property to incentivize retention of a mobile home park, the property would permanently have a lower maximum density than base density would otherwise allow.  With less density potential, it is likely that new units constructed on the property in the future would be more expensive than a similar property that is able to fully utilize the available density, negatively affecting the future affordability, which would be antithetical to the desired outcome of the policy.  If landowners could purchase TDRs to add the density back to the property at a later date, this would have the potential to set an unfavorable precedent of reversing permanent protections on a property (and would also create an additional cost, likely increasing prices further). 

Conclusion of Analysis: Incentivizing the preservation of mobile home parks through TDR is not recommended at this time.  Incentivizing mobile home parks through TDR in the short term may have a negative effect on affordable housing in the future, locking a property into a mobile home park land use forever is not feasible due to the lifespan of mobile home parks, and returning the property back to base density could set unfavorable precedent.  However, King County has established an Affordable Housing Committee (AHC) to implement the recommendations of the countywide Regional Affordable Housing Task Force.  As part of its work, the AHC will explore opportunities to acquire and preserve manufactured housing communities to prevent displacement.  As this work evolves, the County may reconsider the use of the TDR Program for preservation, if appropriate.

[bookmark: _Toc18418533]B. Making Investments in Economically Disadvantaged Areas 
[bookmark: _Toc18418534]“Urban to Urban” TDRs to create open space in receiving communities

Analysis: King County is currently making investments in economically disadvantaged areas by providing open spaces amenities in communities with the greatest and most acute needs.  In many cases, protecting land and providing open space in these communities eliminates development potential on the protected parcels.  The TDR Program is proposing changes that could provide an opportunity for King County to achieve no net loss of development units in the urban area by removing development rights from new open space properties in the urban area prior to preservation.  These development rights would be available for use in other urban areas, thus preserving development potential that would have otherwise been lost.

The review considered a new category of TDRs that would originate in the urban area and be used in the urban area: urban to urban TDRs from lands with a medium density land use designation.  Urban to urban TDRs are intended to encourage equitable access to open space and provide a community amenity for economically disadvantaged areas, while still meeting Growth Management Act goals that seek to focus growth into the urban area.  New urban TDRs created under this sending site category will be held by the TDR Bank and can only be used in urban areas, including unincorporated urban areas as well as incorporated cities through an interlocal agreement. 

The criteria by which urban to urban TDR sending sites are enrolled would be tied to the criteria established under King County Code 26.12.003.E that identifies equity/opportunities areas based on census tract data on income, hospitalization rates for asthma, diabetes, and heart disease and areas within the Urban Growth Area that do not have a publicly owned and accessible park within one-quarter mile of a residence.

Proposed Change: Development rights can be removed from urban properties that meet the criteria established under King County Code 26.12.003.E. for transfer to another part of the Urban Growth Area  These are recommended for funding by the conservation futures citizen committee, and are approved by King County Council for funding through a Conservation Futures Tax grant.  TDRs established in equity/opportunity areas will be held by the TDR Bank.  These TDRs can only be used in urban areas, including incorporated cities through an interlocal agreement. 

Attachment C includes the full text of the existing King County Code 26.12.003.E.

(Note: Changes to King County Code 26.12.003 are proposed through ordinance PO 2019-0287 that is under review by King County Council, as of August 2019).  Changes to King County Code 26.12.003 may affect the TDR related code edits proposed for King County Code 21A.37.  If the changes to King County Code 26.12.003 are approved, King County Code 21A.37 should be updated accordingly during the Council’s review and adoption of the 2020 midpoint update.)


[bookmark: _Toc18418535]C. Review of Residential Density Incentive Program 
Analysis: A code study of the King County Residential Density Incentive Program was conducted by staff from the Department of Community and Human Services (DCHS), the Department of Local Services - Permitting Division, the Department of Natural Resources and Parks, and the Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget.  The Residential Density Incentive Program allows for greater residential density in urban areas and rural towns in unincorporated King County in exchange for certain public benefits.  There is currently overlap between the Residential Density Incentive Program and TDR Program because both programs provide a mechanism for developers to add density to projects in urban areas.  Detailed recommendations for changes to the Residential Density Incentive Program can be found in the King County Residential Density Incentive Program Code Study.  The recommendations in the King County Residential Density Incentive Program Code Study are intended to streamline the Residential Density Incentive code to focus on the promotion of affordable housing. 

The Department of Community and Human Services staff worked closely with TDR Program staff to identify areas of overlap between TDR incentives and the Residential Density Incentive Program and opportunities to use TDR to meet other public benefit goals.  The Residential Density Incentive code study recommends the removal of various density incentives that do not further the goals of affordable housing.  TDR Program staff worked with the Department of Community and Human Services to explore potential public benefits that could be provided through the TDR Program instead of through the Residential Density Incentive Program.  The Residential Density Incentive code study recommends removing density incentives related to open space protection because similar incentives are already provided through the TDR Program.  The Residential Density Incentive code study also recommends removing the historic preservation density incentives from the Residential Density Incentive code because the incentive has not been used and is not effective as written.   

Conclusion of Analysis: Removal of open space incentives in the Residential Density Incentive code will not result in any changes to the TDR Program, but will simplify the King County Code by minimizing confusion around options to increase density in the urban area through open space preservation.  Removing historic preservation incentives from the Residential Density Incentive code will provide the opportunity for TDR Program staff to work with King County Historic Preservation Program staff to explore opportunities to use TDR concepts to protect historic properties and buildings.  Program staff anticipate ongoing conversations and potential code recommendations in the upcoming 2020 comprehensive plan.

[bookmark: _Toc18418536]VI. Case Studies 
[bookmark: _Toc18418537]A. Skyway (Brooks Village)
TDR Program staff participated in discussions with the Department of Local Services – Permitting Division (Permitting Division) during development of the Skyway-West Hill Land Use Plan.  Work included coordination to determine potential for a parcel known as the Brooks Village property as an urban TDR sending site and potential for adjustments to TDR ratios to incentivize construction of affordable units in certain zones of Skyway where planning suggests higher density development would be appropriate.

TDR Program and Permitting Division staff discussed multiple options to use TDRs to help meet policy objectives of the Skyway-West Hill Land Use Plan.  In most scenarios, using TDR to achieve these other policy objectives had the potential to add unnecessary cost and complexity when a simple code change could encourage the action.

Under the proposed changes to the TDR sending site code (i.e., to create a new equity area sending site category of urban to urban TDRs), the Brooks Village property in the Skyway-West Hill neighborhood may be eligible as an urban to urban TDR sending site.  The Department of Community and Human Services is the custodial agency for Brooks Village.  In most cases, King County-owned property would be ineligible as a sending site, but under proposed code updates, Brooks Village would be eligible (if it met the equity area criteria) since the longstanding plan for the property was for affordable residential development.  The site has extensive critical areas including wetlands, wetland buffers and a fish-bearing stream, which limits the potential for development to only a portion of the site.  If selected as an urban to urban TDR sending site under new code proposed in this report, the King County TDR Bank would bank the urban TDRs from Brooks Village.  These TDRs would be available for use by developers at existing ratios for development in urban areas of King County. 

If Brooks Village becomes an urban to urban sending site, rather than lose the density in the urban area by just protecting the property as open space, urban to urban TDRs would allow that density to be moved to other areas more suitable for development while providing an amenity to the neighborhood with the added benefit of not reducing the number of development rights that could be built in the urban area.

[bookmark: _Toc18418538]B. White Center Hub
TDR Program staff participated in discussions with the Permitting Division and the Department of Community and Human Services on proposed land use and zoning changes to a property in White Center known as White Center Community Hub.  Plans are underway to propose land use changes that would modify the designation of 2.8 acres from urban medium to urban high density and to change the zoning from R-6 to R-18.  With R-18 zoning, base density would allow 50 units; however, the proposed project plans include 81 units. 

TDRs for affordable housing were explored as a potential tool to provide the additional units above base density.  Unfortunately, the cost associated with the purchase of TDRs is a deterrent.  Instead, the project will be able to achieve the desired density by providing affordable housing in accordance with the Residential Density Incentive Program without additional costs.  Attachment D shows potential density increases and estimated costs associated with the current TDR model and with TDRs for affordable housing. 

The White Center Hub case study shows that TDRs for affordable housing will not work in all situations, even when affordable housing is a central component of the project.  In some cases, the current Residential Density Incentive Program provides the density incentives needed for affordable housing without the added cost of purchasing TDRs.

These case studies were conducted between March 2018 and April 2019.

[bookmark: _Hlk5971016][bookmark: _Toc18418539]VII. Conclusion 
Based on the analysis described above, amendments to the King County Code and Comprehensive Plan are included in the draft 2020 Comprehensive Plan.  Consistent with the aforementioned recommendations, the amendments expand the program to address open space equity issues in urban unincorporated areas.  This change is consistent with the long-standing, and successful, focus of the program on open space issue.


[bookmark: _Toc18418540]Part 3. Attachments



[bookmark: _Toc18418541]Attachment A
[bookmark: _Toc18418542]TDR Sending Site Tax Analysis
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[bookmark: _Toc18418544]TDR Receiving Site Tax Analysis

	 
	 
	Based on best available TDR data
	 
	 
	 
	 
	CONCLUDED TOTAL
	 

	 
	
	If Dwelling Units
	 
	 
	If Square Feet
	 
	 
	$350,480,845
	 

	Site Name
	Taxable Impr Value (2018)
	Total Project DU
	# of DUs via TDR
	Estimated % of Improvements Value due to TDR
	Estimated $ of Taxable Improvements Value due to TDR
	Total Project SqFt
	# of sqft via TDR
	Estimated % of Improvements Value due to TDR
	Estimated $ of Taxable Improvements Value due to TDR
	Estimated $ of Taxable Improvements Value due to TDR
	Notes

	1 Bond Tower
	$225,444,100
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	361,958
	21,166
	6%
	$13183159
	$13,183,159
	 

	1016 Republican
	$39,169,900
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	58,000
	4,087
	7%
	$2760127
	$2,760,127
	 

	16743 LLC
	$733,000
	3
	3
	100%
	$733000
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$733,000
	 

	2201 Westlake
	$0
	0
	0
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	0
	38000
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	Condos, difficult to calculate sf and assessed value

	2nd & Stewart
	$39,365,700
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	174,938
	6822
	4%
	$1,535,131
	$1,535,131
	 

	924 Howell
	$85,450,200
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	179,528
	10796
	6%
	$5138588
	$5,138,588
	 

	9th & Thomas
	$80,126,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	165,297
	13805
	8%
	$6,691,830
	$6,691,830
	 

	Adlers Cove
	$23,771,000
	94
	3
	3%
	$758649
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$758,649
	 

	Alicia Glenn
	$0
	28
	5
	18%
	0
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$0
	 

	Andrea Clibborn ADU
	$542,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	1,500
	500
	33%
	$180,667
	$180,667
	 

	APAC Condominium Association
	$0
	0
	0
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	0
	0
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	Used TDR to increase impervious surface area.

	ARE-Seattle No. 16, LLC
	$172,926,600
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	317,700
	45000
	14%
	$24,493,853
	$24,493,853
	 

	Aspira
	$195,253,100
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	294,449
	32000
	11%
	$2,121,9631
	$21,219,631
	 

	Block 25W (Lakefront Investors 2)
	$0
	0
	0
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	0
	36407
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	Invalid parcel #s

	Block 31 (Lakefront Investors 1)
	$0
	0
	0
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	0
	41422
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	Invalid parcel #s

	Canterberry Crossing
	$5,451,000
	40
	5
	13%
	$68,1375
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$681,375
	 

	Care Investors Condos
	$377,000
	0
	1
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	0
	0
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	It appears that a single-family home was built instead

	Carey
	$0
	1
	1
	100%
	0
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$0
	 

	Cedar Ridge Estate
	$4,710,000
	30
	6
	20%
	$942,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$942,000
	 

	Children's Hospital
	$43,878,500
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	361,269
	21,165
	6%
	$2,570,629
	$2,570,629
	 

	Chouinard ADU
	$671,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	1,440
	440
	31%
	$205028
	$205,028
	 

	CP V Sherwood, LLC
	$145,861,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	259,194
	100,000
	39%
	$56,274,837
	$56,274,837
	 

	Delsjoy Plat
	$16,342,000
	20
	1
	5%
	$817,100
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$817,100
	 

	Duong ADU
	$302,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	1500
	500
	33%
	$100,667
	$100,667
	 

	Evendell
	$23,616,000
	140
	40
	29%
	$6,747,429
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$6,747,429
	 

	Greystar 425 Fairview
	$188,729,910
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	377,829
	69,331
	18%
	$34,631,628
	$34,631,628
	 

	Hamilton Place
	$7,319,000
	23
	6
	26%
	$1,909,304
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$1,909,304
	 

	Hazel Park
	$5,769,000
	30
	6
	20%
	$1,153,800
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$1,153,800
	 

	Hazel Park East
	$3,418,000
	9
	1
	11%
	$379,778
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$379,778
	 

	Heilman Short Plat
	$1,667,000
	2
	1
	50%
	$833,500
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$833,500
	 

	Hibbford Glen
	$5,703,000
	44
	16
	36%
	$2,073,818
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$2,073,818
	 

	Highland Div III
	$14,570,000
	63
	15
	24%
	$3,469,048
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$3,469,048
	 

	Issaquah Highlands
	$0
	0
	0
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	0
	496,000
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	Not yet constructed with TDR

	Jessie Glen
	$17,884,000
	49
	3
	6%
	$,1094,939
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$1,094,939
	 

	Jones ADU
	$1,084,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	1,500
	500
	33%
	$361,333
	$361,333
	 

	Kentlake Highlands 1-A
	$58,009,000
	237
	5
	2%
	$1,223,819
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$1,223,819
	 

	Kentlake Highlands Div. 2
	$2,308,000
	10
	3
	30%
	$692,400
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$692,400
	 

	Kingsgate 18
	$9,816,000
	20
	2
	10%
	$981,600
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$981,600
	 

	Knight ADU
	$1,852,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	1499
	499
	33%
	$616510
	$616,510
	 

	KR 333 Dexter LLC (Kilroy)
	$33,397,900
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	607567
	49,937
	8%
	$2745032
	$2,745,032
	 

	Lakefield Plat (Hunter's Place)
	$11,135,000
	44
	3
	7%
	$759,205
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$759,205
	 

	Larsen Short Plat
	$116,000
	3
	1
	33%
	$38,667
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$38,667
	 

	Liberty Grove 
	$12,498,000
	24
	5
	21%
	$2,603,750
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$2,603,750
	 

	Liberty Grove Con
	$16,720,000
	36
	5
	14%
	$2,322,222
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$2,322,222
	 

	Madeline Meadows
	$3,513,000
	24
	8
	33%
	$1,171,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$1,171,000
	 

	MGCW, LLC (formerly Wilshire)
	$1,000
	0
	0
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	0
	49,680
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	Not yet constructed with TDR

	Monte ADU
	$862,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	1500
	500
	33%
	$287333
	$287,333
	 

	Nash-Holland
	$211,320,750
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	533398
	120,648
	23%
	$47798128
	$47,798,128
	 

	Nellis Short Plat
	$1,480,000
	4
	1
	25%
	$370,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$370,000
	 

	New Concept Homes SP
	$733,000
	3
	1
	33%
	$244,333
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$244,333
	 

	New Concept Homes/Carl Smith
	$859,000
	3
	1
	33%
	$286333
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$286,333
	 

	New Concept Homes/Olga Butcher
	$806,000
	3
	1
	33%
	$268,667
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$268,667
	 

	Nichols Place
	$7,470,000
	46
	16
	35%
	$2,598,261
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$2,598,261
	 

	North Lk Estate I
	$27,465,000
	97
	23
	24%
	$6,512,320
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$6,512,320
	 

	North Lk Estate II
	$12,935,200
	53
	7
	13%
	$1,708,423
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$1,708,423
	 

	Olive 8
	$0
	0
	0
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	0
	62,000
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	N/A
	INSUFFICIENT DATA
	Mixed use, difficult to calculate sf and assessed value.

	Onni Denny Fairview (Land) LLC
	$17,546,998
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	1,168,080
	236,000
	20%
	$3,545,212
	$3,545,212
	 

	Peasley Ridge Short Plat
	$1,302,000
	4
	1
	25%
	$325,500
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$325,500
	 

	Peasley Ridge Short Plat #2
	$1,186,000
	4
	1
	25%
	$296,500
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$296,500
	 

	Pitzer Homes
	$0
	4
	1
	25%
	0
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$0
	Invalid parcel #

	Plazola and Touma Eng SP
	$681,000
	3
	1
	33%
	$227,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$227,000
	 

	Potala Tower
	$173,886,600
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	322,246
	3,242
	1%
	$1,749,410
	$1,749,410
	 

	RC Hedreen
	$377,478,100
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	1,062,251
	69,023
	6%
	$24,527,791
	$24,527,791
	 

	Schneider Homes, INC (Otani)
	$14,649,000
	68
	14
	21%
	$3,015,971
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$3,015,971
	 

	Schnitzer West LLC
	$172,621,700
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	278,000
	15,680
	6%
	$9,736,361
	$9,736,361
	 

	Schultz Plat
	$6,047,000
	19
	6
	32%
	$1,909,579
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$1,909,579
	 

	Skanska
	$209,594,900
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	346,905
	27,810
	8%
	$16,802,393
	$16,802,393
	 

	Skanska 2+U
	$67,142,900
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	701,000
	32,000
	5%
	$3065011
	$3,065,011
	 

	The Highlands at Woodbrook 2
	$5,967,000
	36
	12
	33%
	$1,989,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$1,989,000
	 

	Thompson Short Plat
	$540,000
	2
	1
	50%
	$270,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$270,000
	 

	Tiekamp Short Plat
	$1,153,000
	2
	1
	50%
	$576,500
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$576,500
	 

	Totem Green
	$12,214,000
	23
	3
	13%
	$1,593,130
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$1,593,130
	 

	Touchstone Tilt 49
	$152,591,800
	0
	0
	(N/A - SF)
	N/A
	309,325
	10,591
	3%
	$5,224,601
	$5,224,601
	Invalid pin #s, Mixed use, difficult to calculate sf and assessed value.

	Vintage Hills VI
	$16,162,000
	61
	2
	3%
	$529,902
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$529,902
	 

	Vintage Hills VII
	$6,525,000
	23
	4
	17%
	$1,134,783
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$1,134,783
	 

	Wembley Park I
	$30,063,000
	146
	39
	27%
	$8,030,527
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$8,030,527
	 

	Wembley Park II
	$9,428,000
	483
	42
	9%
	$819,826
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$819,826
	 

	Wembley Park III
	$0
	26
	2
	8%
	$0
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$0
	 

	Willow Ridge
	$2,052,000
	4
	1
	25%
	$513,000
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$513,000
	 

	Zebley Short Plat
	$860,000
	2
	1
	50%
	$,
	0
	0
	(N/A - DUs)
	N/A
	$430,000
	 





[bookmark: _Toc18418545]Attachment C
[bookmark: _Toc18418546]King County Code 26.12.003.E.

King County Code 26.12.003.E establishes two ways by which a property may qualify as being in an equity/opportunity area. 

1. The project meets all three of the following specified criteria:

(a) “areas located in a census tract in which the median household income is in the lowest one-third for median household income for census tracts in King County; 
(b) “areas located in a census tract in which hospitalization rates for asthma, diabetes, and heart disease are in the highest one-third for census tracts in King County; and 
(c) “for areas within the Urban Growth Boundary, [that] do not have a publicly owned and accessible park within one-quarter mile of a residence, or for areas outside the Urban Growth Boundary[,] that do not have a publicly owned and accessible park within two miles of a residence.”

2.  Alternatively, a project may qualify if “the project proponent or proponents can demonstrate, and the citizen oversight committee determines, that residents living in the area experience disproportionately limited access to public open spaces as well as demonstrated hardships such as, but not limited to, chronic low incomes, persistent poor health, or high rates of utilization of free and reduced price school meals.” 

The CFT Committee will make a determination as to whether the project meets equity/opportunity area criteria and qualifies for match-free funding. The Committee will then determine whether to recommend to King County Council that the project receive a CFT funding award.




[bookmark: _Toc18418547]Attachment D

[bookmark: _Toc18418548]White Center Hub Project Potential Density through Standard TDR and TDR for Affordable Housing
	Standard TDR 
	
	
	
	

	Potential Zoning
	Acreage
	Potential Base Density
	Max Density with TDR
	Required TDRs to Achieve Max Density
	Cost                  (Based on current market price)

	R-18
	2.81
	51
	76
	25
	 $           250,000.00 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	TDR for Affordable Housing
	
	
	

	Potential Zoning
	Acreage
	Potential Base Density
	Max Density with TDR for Affordable Housing
	Required TDRs to Achieve Max Density
	Cost                  (Based on current market price)

	R-18
	2.81
	51
	76
	12.5
	 $           125,000.00 
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Sending Site Name

TDR 

Enrollment 

Year

Sum of Taxable 

Land Value year 

prior to TDR 

enrollment

Sum of Taxable 

land value year 

after TDR 

enrollment

Sum of 2018 

Appraised 

(Assessed) 

Land Value

Sum of 

Concluded Est. 

Diff. in 2018 

taxable value 

due to TDR

Estimated $15,426,518 $12,920,515 $15,467,525 ($2,648,740)

Ames Lake Tree Farm 1 / Port Blakely 2002 $1,034,296 $49,087 $46,686 ($937,316)

Ames Lake Tree Farm 2 / Port Blakely 2002 $12,320 $11,520 $10,960 ($761)

Bonomi 2012 $154,000 $135,000 $190,000 ($26,741)

Horath Farm 1 2017 $223,717 $218,569 $999,000 ($5,148)

Jubilee Farms 2012 $117,515 $102,637 $453,000 ($16,531)

Mirro 2013 $323,000 $76,142 $529,000 ($352,939)

Moellendorf 2005 $230,000 $125,000 $63,000 ($52,920)

Norton 2010 $247,484 $237,560 $330,528 ($11,348)

Snoqualmie Tree Farm / Hancock Timber 2004 $12,683,520 $11,843,152 $12,214,704 ($856,681)

Strom 2014 $198,000 $71,590 $318,000 ($183,628)

Weber 2005 $1,666 $1,586 $1,647 ($83)

Woolfolk 2007 $201,000 $48,672 $311,000 ($204,644)

Estimated but appears positive $4,161,119 $4,830,707 $13,005,991 $733,577

Baerwald 2014 $27,164 $30,892 $165,000 $3,656

Bonomi 2012 $105,944 $133,011 $682,000 $30,190

Casey Farm 2017 $123,532 $140,226 $312,000 $16,694

Costello 2006 $45,591 $51,692 $413,000 $20,489

Flick/Clark 2001 $55,485 $82,775 $261,000 $46,288

Foster Farm 2015 $180,829 $189,593 $526,000 $11,588

Hammond 2008 $36,270 $67,284 $452,000 $54,742

Horath Farm 1 2017 $33,642 $33,803 $211,000 $161

Horton Farm 2016 $138,565 $154,735 $417,000 $17,708

Huschle 2010 $85,000 $112,000 $113,000 $34,091

Jubilee Farms 2012 $41,755 $51,949 $201,000 $12,138

Kokta 1 2001 $171,000 $222,000 $27,000 $6,203

Kokta 3 2001 $174,000 $204,000 $277,000 $19,824

Magnochi Farm 2015 $120,830 $128,908 $650,000 $7,930

Matsuda Farm 2016 $8,735 $8,765 $306,000 $105

Oster 2008 $14,382 $14,922 $15,012 $543

Plum Creek 2008 $1,529,884 $1,587,998 $1,592,979 $58,370

Reynolds Farm 2015 $63,508 $65,889 $573,000 $2,329

Robins 2008 $227,000 $361,000 $265,000 $98,366

Rusch Farm 2015 $23,002 $24,511 $314,000 $1,456

Schmidt 2008 $4,500 $6,500 $325,000 $51,969

Sinnema Farm 2014 $144,341 $171,336 $1,094,000 $27,703

Snoqualmie Tree Farm / Hancock Timber 2004 $115,000 $115,000 $182,000 $0

Suhoversnik 2015 $357,024 $382,221 $1,609,000 $16,569

VanHoof 2014 $334,136 $489,697 $2,023,000 $194,465

Negative, but magnitude UNK - 2018 Appr Land Value = $0 $4,675,410 $0 $0 $0

4A Development 1999 $161,000 $0 $0 $0

Dahlgren 2002 $18,190 $0 $0 $0

Echo Lake (TPL) 2013 $42,427 $0 $0 $0

Goldstar Properties 1999 $482,000 $0 $0 $0

Herbrand-Phase2 2013 $22,923 $0 $0 $0

Miles #1 2007 $8,000 $0 $0 $0

Miles #2 2007 $32,160 $0 $0 $0

Miles #3 2007 $5,000 $0 $0 $0

Moss Lake 2002 $306,000 $0 $0 $0

Mull 1998 $80,000 $0 $0 $0

Plum Creek 2008 $1,727,710 $0 $0 $0

Squak Mtn (TPL)-Phase1&2 2014 $0 $0 $0 $0

Sugarloaf (Cook) 2000 $750,000 $0 $0 $0

Trust for Public Lands 2001 $1,040,000 $0 $0 $0

Positive, but magnitude UNK - 2018 Appr Land Value = $0 $31,986 $33,000 $0 $0

Plum Creek 2008 $31,986 $33,000 $0 $0

No measurable impact - $0 value before TDR $0 $544,000 $8,568,200 $0

Ames Lake Tree Farm 1 / Port Blakely 2002 $0 $0 $0 $0

Camp Sealth 2011 $0 $0 $2,919,400 $0

Fruitgrowers Supply Company 2009 $0 $0 $0 $0

Girl Scouts - Totem 2005 $0 $0 $4,626,600 $0

Herbrand-Phase1 2013 $0 $0 $0 $0

Hooker / McCormick 2000 $0 $0 $0 $0

McKinley LLC 2009 $0 $0 $200 $0

Moss Lake 2002 $0 $0 $0 $0

New Concept Homes 2000 $0 $0 $0 $0

Patterson Creek 2015 $0 $0 $0 $0

Petitt 2000 $0 $0 $0 $0

Rose Farm 2016 $0 $0 $0 $0

Soaring Eagle Addition - Phase 1 2017 $0 $0 $379,000 $0

Squak Mtn (TPL)-Phase1&2 2014 $0 $0 $0 $0

Swaya 2016 $0 $0 $0 $0

Tall Chief 2015 $0 $544,000 $643,000 $0

Ventis Capital 2001 $0 $0 $0 $0

Grand Total $24,295,033 $18,328,222 $37,041,716 ($1,915,162)


