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Housing Element

Policies to ensure there is sufficient land for future housing needs, to provide for existing and projected
housing needs, and to ensure the continuing vitality of existing Island County neighborhoods.
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4

INTRODUCTION
The Housing Element of the Comprehensive
Plan outlines current housing conditions and
future housing needs in Island County for the
20-year planning period, to be included in the
Comprehensive Plan as required by the Growth
Management Act RCW 36.70A.070(2)). The
future housing needs are estimated using the
population projections adopted on March 10,
2014 (See Appendix B).
The intent of the Housing Element is to ensure
there is sufficient land for future housing needs,
to provide for existing and projected housing
needs, and to ensure the continuing vitality of
existing neighborhoods. The analysis of future
needs also identifies projected housing needs for
people with disabilities, the elderly, and people
with different income levels and household sizes.
This Element is broken down into the following
sections:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

HOUSING ELEMENT
GOALS

1
2
3
4

Promote fair and equal access to housing
for all persons.
Promote a variety of residential densities
and housing types in appropriate locations
where infrastructure, public transit, and/or
services are readily accessible or planned
for in the near future.
Encourage preservation of existing
housing stock and the character of existing
neighborhoods and communities
Implement Island County’s Housing
Element in accordance with RCW
36.70A.070(2) and WAC 365-196-410(2)(f).

An inventory of the current housing stock,
A housing needs analysis,
Housing targets and capacity,
Affordable housing,
Remaining discussions
Goals and policies.

There are different issues, goals, policies, and
strategies for addressing housing needs for
different areas of the County. The most profound
difference is between the urban areas of Oak
Harbor, Coupeville, and Langley, and the rural
areas of unincorporated Island County. Cities
and towns are capable of satisfying housing
needs in a very different way than the rural areas
of the County. Cities and towns are situated
to provide a wide range of public services and
infrastructure improvements that are better suited
to serve high density and multi-family styles of
development.
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Public services and infrastructure tend to be provided in urban areas. Additionally, development along
the shoreline, on view lots, and on large tracts tends to equate to a more expensive form of residential
development. However, even within the context of the rural environment of Island County, there are
a number of opportunities and methods of providing a wide range of housing that is within reach of all
income levels. As an Element of the Island County Comprehensive Plan, this chapter has authority
over, and serves to address, the unincorporated areas of Island County.

4.2

HOUSING INVENTORY
Island County housing unit inventory increased 24.3% from the 2000 Census to the 2010 Census, a
Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) of 2.2%. Since 2010, the County housing stock has grown at
less than half that rate (0.8% CAGR).

Table 4-1.

Island County Housing Inventory

Topic
Total Housing Units
Owner Units
Renter Units
Seasonal, recreational, or occasional
use
Other Units
Occupied Units
Vacant Units
Vacancy Rate
Ownership Units Vacant
Renter Units Vacant

2000
Census

2010
Census

2010
5 Yr ACS

2014
5 Yr ACS

32,378
61.5%
36.7%

40,234
59.7%
37.8%





39,225
66.0%
31.1%

40,458
58.6%
37.5%





9.6%

11.6%



9.0%

11.0%

2.4%
32,746
7,488
18.6%
3.4%
41.3%








3.0%
32,976
6,249
15.9%
5.9%
35.5%

3.9%
32,820
7,638
18.9%
5.3%
38.2%









1.9%
27,784
4,594
14.2%
2.2%
32.2%

Notes:
1. The 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update uses 2010 as the base year for data (population projections, etc.); the 2014 American
Community Survey (ACS) data is provided for reference as the latest available information on current trends.
2. The 5-Yr ACS Data is a compilation of five years of survey responses, in contrast to the decennial census data which represents
one point in time. ACS data is not comparable to the Decennial Census, so both the 2010 Census and 2010 5-YR ACS data are
provided for trend analysis.
3. Owner and Renter units from 2000 not directly comparable to 2010, in 2000 some vacant units were not distinguished by owner/
renter status (4.6% of vacant units).
4. May not add up to 100% due to rounding.
Sources: US Census Bureau - 2000 & 2010 Decennial Census Data, and the 2010 & 2014 5-Yr American Community Survey Data
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The housing unit count has increased, but the number of vacant units has also increased. From the
2000 to the 2010 Census the total number of housing units increased by 7,856; the occupied units
increased by 4,962 and vacant units increased 2,894 (vacant unit increase was equivalent to 36.8% of
the volume of the added units). As of 2010, the South Whidbey Planning Area has the greatest number
of vacant units, and the highest vacancy rate, Central Whidbey Planning Area the least number of
vacant units, and North Whidbey the lowest vacancy rate (see Table 4-2).
The percentage of rental units in the County increased from 36.7% in 2000 to 37.8% in 2010, consistent
with the national trend in decreasing home ownership. Also of note, Island County has a high
percentage of seasonal units (tourism/vacation), and that percentage is increasing (from 9.6% in 2000
to 11.0% in 2014). Seventy-six percent (76%) of the increase in housing units from 2010 to 2014 was
from seasonal units. While seasonal units are minimal in the North Whidbey Planning Area, one in five
housing units in the South Whidbey Planning Area are seasonal units and approximately one in six are
seasonal for both Camano Island and the Central Whidbey Planning Areas (see Table 4-2). Seasonal
housing units are often vacant and unoccupied for a significant portion of the year.

Table 4-2.

2010 Housing Inventory by Planning Area

Topic
Total Population

Camano
Island
15,661

Avg Household Size

19.9%

North
Whidbey
36,757

46.8%

Central
Whidbey
10,524

13.4%

South
Whidbey
15,564

19.8%

ISLAND
COUNTY
78,506

2.34

2.58

2.22

2.14

2.35

Owner Occupied Housing Units

2.34

2.48

2.20

2.15

2.35

Renter Occupied Housing Units

2.36

2.68

2.24

2.13

2.37

Total Housing Units

8,485

21.1%

15,777

39.2%

6,095

15.1%

9,877

24.5%

Owner Units

5,873

69.2%

8,420

53.4%

3,898

64.0%

5,846

59.2%

24,037

59.7%

Renter Units
Seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use
Other Units

2,405

28.3%

7,032

44.6%

2,055

33.7%

3,725

37.7%

15,217

37.8%

1,381

16.3%

273

1.7%

1,033

16.9%

2,000

20.2%

4,687

11.6%

207

2.4%

325

2.1%

142

2.3%

306

3.1%

980

2.4%

Occupied Units

6,626

20.2%

14,210

43.4%

4,700

14.4%

7,210

22.0%

32,746

Vacant Units

1,859

24.8%

1,567

20.9%

1,396

18.6%

2,666

35.6%

7,488

Vacancy Rate

40,234

21.9%

9.9%

22.9%

27.0%

18.6%

Ownership Units Vacant

3.5%

3.5%

2.8%

3.4%

3.4%

Renter Units Vacant

60.1%

13.5%

55.7%

58.1%

37.5%

Sources: US Census Bureau - 2010 Decennial Census Data
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4.2.1 HOUSING TYPES

Figure 4-1. Building Permits Issued By Type, 1990 - 2014

As of 2014, 84.6% of the housing
units in Island County are singlefamily units, 6.2% are multi-family
units (a structure with 5 or more
units), and 9.2% are other units
types (boats, mobile homes, etc.).
Of note, manufactured housing is
considered single family residential.
The percentage of housing units as
single-family has increased since
2000. (See Table 4-3)

1990 - 1994
1995 - 1999
2000 - 2004
2005 - 2009
2010 - 2014

In 2010, 1,466 persons resided in a
Group Home, with 72.6% in Military
housing. Of the non-military group
homes population, 65.2% resided
in a Nursing Home and 14.2% in an
adult correctional facility.

Year

SF (1 - 4)

Table 4-3.

MF (5 or More)

Building Permits Issued by Type,
1990 - 2014
SF

MF

(1 to 4 Units)

(5+ Units)

1990 - 1994

3,559

114

1995 - 1999

3,122

187

2000 - 2004

3,215

55

2005 - 2009

2,528

56

2010 - 2014

1,010

0

The volume of building permits is
Source: US Census Bureau - Building Permit Estimates
still below Recession rates, with the
volume of permits issued from 2010
– 2014 less than one third the volume of what was issued 1990 – 1994.

Also of note, from 2007-2014, no permits were issued for new multi-family housing units or for single-family
permits with two to four units in the structure. Although since that time, at least one permit has been issued for a
new multi-family development.

Table 4-4.

Island County Housing Inventory

Topic
Total Housing Units
SF (1 - 4)
MF/MXD (5+)
Other

2000
Census

2010
Census

32,378

40,234

82.2%
6.5%
11.2%

X
X
X



2010
5 Yr ACS

2014
5 Yr ACS

39,225

40,458



84.2%
6.5%
9.4%

84.6%
6.2%
9.2%





Notes:
1. The 2010 Census was only 10 questions, limiting the types of information available.
2. X = Data not available
Sources: US Census Bureau - 2000 & 2010 Decennial Census Data, 2010 & 2014 5-Yr American Community Survey Data
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4.2.2 HOUSING AGE
In Island County in 2014, 40.7% of all housing was 35 years or older, and 38.6% built from 15 to 34
years ago.

Figure 4-2. Age of Housing Stock
Built 2010 or later
Built 2000 to 2009
Built 1990 to 1999
Built 1980 to 1989
Built 1970 to 1979
Built 1960 to 1969
Built 1950 to 1959
Built 1940 to 1949
Built 1939 or earlier
0

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

Source: US Census Bureau, 2014 5-Yr American Community Survey

4.2.3 MEDIAN VALUE
The American Community Survey assessed the median home value for Island County in 2010 to be
$307,100. When evaluating median home value by planning area, there are significant differences
between the regions. North Whidbey has the lowest home value of $256,500 compared to the highest
value of $399,100 in South Whidbey.
According to the Washington Center for Real Estate Research (WCRER), in 2014, the median home
sales price in Island County was $240,300, which is up 4 percent from the previous year. This increase
is under the average increase for the state of 8.2 percent, but is comparable to Whatcom County, which
increased by 4 percent and has a median home price of $248,900.

Table 4-5.

Median Home Value By Planning Area

YEAR

Camano

South
Whidbey

Central
Whidbey

North
Whidbey

ISLAND
COUNTY

2010

$348,000

$399,100

$331,300

$256,500

$307,100

Source: US Census Bureau - 2010 Census Data
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Table 4-6.

Estimated Month’s Supply of For-Sale Housing (09/2013)
Under
$80,000

Month’s Supply
(in months)

0.7

$80,000$159,999

$160,000$249,999

$250,000$499,999

$500,000
& Above

Total
Market

Market
2012

Market
2011

3.2

4.2

7.0

18.6

6.7

8.9

11.5

Source: Washington Center for Real Estate Research 2014

WCRER also tracks the housing inventory of housing for sale by price range in terms of the estimated
number of month’s supply that is available. Month’s supply refers to the time it would take for all current
housing inventories to sell at the current rate, without any additional inventory added to the market. It is
calculated as follows:
Month’s supply =

3 houses currently for sale
avg # of homes sold per month

For example, the month’s supply for homes under $80,000 in the third quarter of 2013 was 0.7 months.
This means that if no homes listed under $80,000 were to be added to the for sale list, the current
supply of homes for sale under $80,000 would run out within 0.7 months.
In the third quarter of 2013, Island County’s total month’s supply of housing was 6.7 (see Table 4-6).
This number had dropped steadily over the two preceding years, from 11.5 in 2011 to 8.9 in 2012.

4.2.4 HOUSE COSTS & AFFORDABILITY
As of 2014, 35.1% of owner-occupied housing units are owned free and clear (without a mortgage), up
from 30.6% in 2000, compared to Washington State at 29.3%.
Housing Burden, defined as those households spending 30% or more of their income on housing costs,
increased from 2000 to 2010, from 24 to 38 percent of total households. The homeowner housing
burden has begun to improve since 2000, but the rental burden continues to grow, with nearly 50% of
Island County households that rent, spending more than 30% on housing costs.
Rental prices in Island County have generally been increasing. In 2005 roughly 75% of rental units were
available for less than $1,000 a month, but by 2014 that number had dropped to 40%.
The WCRER Housing Affordability Index measures the ability of a middle income family to carry the
mortgage payments on a median price home. It is calculated using a ratio of income to the minimum
outlay necessary to qualify for a mortgage on a median priced home. An index of 100 means there is
a balance between the family’s ability to pay and the cost. Higher indexes indicate housing is more
affordable and lower indexes indicate housing is less affordable. Island County’s affordability index has
remained over 100 from 2011 to 2013 and hit a peak of 180.7 in the 2nd quarter of 2012. However, the
County’s index has consistently remained slightly under the statewide index, until the 3rd quarter of
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Table 4-7.

4

Housing Costs and Burden
2000 Census

2010
5 Yr ACS

2014
5 Yr ACS

Median Home Value

$174,800

$307,100

$287,600



Median Mortgage

$1,235

$1,695

$1,721



30.6%

32.1%

35.1%



$684

$941

$1,076



Median Household Income

$45,513

$57,190

$59,107



Median Family Income

$51,363

$78,531

$71,114



Per Capita Income

$21,472

$29,079

$31,563



Median Household Income

$62,570

$62,089

$59,107



Median Family Income

$70,612

$85,258

$71,114



Per Capita Income

$29,612

$31,570

$31,563



Housing Burden (≥30%)

23.6%

38.0%

36.2%



Homeowner

20.2%

36.7%

30.9%



Renter

34.4%

44.2%

48.7%



Topic

Units Owned w/o Mortgage
Median Rent

Adjusted for Inflation (to 2014 dollars)

Sources: US Census Bureau - 2000 Decennial Census, and 2010 & 2014 5-Yr American Community Survey data. Inflation
adjusted figures from the US Bureau of Labor Statistics Inflation Calculator.

Table 4-8.

Rental Housing Units by Gross Rent

Cash Rent
Less than $500

2005 5-YR ACS

2010 5-YR ACS

2014 5-YR ACS

TREND

Estimate Percent

Estimate Percent

Estimate Percent

Estimate Percent

613 8.6%

842 10.4%

719 7.3%

 

$500 to 749

2,251 31.4%

1,438 17.8%

1,470 15.0%

 

$750 to $999

2,390 33.4%

2,452 30.4%

2,003 20.4%

 

$1,000 to 1,249

874 12.2%

1,707 21.1%

2,390 24.3%

 

$1,250 to 1,499

571 8.0%

1,052 13.0%

1,649 16.8%

 

$1,500 to $1,999

418 5.8%

440 5.4%

1,327 13.5%

 

$2,000 or more

46 0.6%

148 1.8%

272 2.8%

 

Total

7,163

8,079

9,830

2,667

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey
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Figure 4-4. Percent of Rental Housing Units by Gross Rent

Percent of Rental Units

40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%

Less than $500 to
$500
749

2005 5-YR ACS

$750 to
$999

$1,000 to $1,250 to
1,249
1,499

2010 5-YR ACS

$1,500 to $2,000 or
$1,999
more

2014 5-YR ACS

Source: US Census Bureau, 2005, 2010 & 2014 5-Yr American Community Survey data

Figure 4-3. Housing Affordability Index, 2008 - 2015

Affordability Index

200
180
160
140
120
Statewide
Island County

100
80

Year: Quarter
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Figure 4-5. Housing Affordability Index, County Comparison for 3rd Quarter 2015
King County - 101.9

Snohomish County - 128.3

Washington State - 138.9

Island County - 165.3
175

75 $40,000

Jefferson County - 118.5

San Juan County - 84.6

Skagit County - 134.9

Kitsap County - 156.5

Whatcom County - 129.4

2013 when it surpassed the statewide index by 1.9. This means that from 2011- 2013 housing in Island
County has been slightly less affordable than the statewide average, until the 3rd quarter of 2013,
when it became marginally more affordable. Figure 4-4 shows the Housing Affordability Index for Island
County from 2008-2015.

4.3

HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS

4.3.1 POPULATION TRENDS
Housing demand is primarily a function of population growth and the demographic characteristics of the
population. Island County’s Population from 2000 to 2010 only increased by about 9.7 percent. This is
a smaller increase than the increases neighboring counties experienced over the same time frame. It is
also below the statewide increase of 14.1 percent. Clallam County is the most comparable neighboring
county in terms of growth rate, with an increase of 10.7 percent.

Table 4-9.

Housing Needs Analysis
2000
Census

2010
Census

2010
5 Yr ACS

2014
5 Yr ACS

Total Population

71,558

78,506



78,633

78,951



Incorporated

31.4%

31.8%



31.6%

32.5%



Unincorporated

68.6%

68.2%



68.4%

67.5%



27,784

32,746



32,976

32,820



2.52

2.35



2.30

2.35



$45,513

X

57,190

59,107



37.0

43.2

42.4

43.7



Number of People 16 years and older

55,267

X

63,671

64,827



Percent Unemployed

3.0%

X

3.4%

5.3%



Topic

Number of Households
Average Household Size
Median Household Income
Median Age



Source: US Census Bureau, 2000 & 2010 Decennial Census and 2010 & 2014 5-Yr American Community Survey data
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4.3.2 DEMOGRAPHICS
The State OFM also breaks down the population into demographic trends. In 2010, the median age
for Island County residents was 43.2 years. 98 percent of the population resided in households, while
2 percent resided in group quarters, such as group homes or jails. There were 32,746 households,
with an average household size of 2.35 (see Table 4-9). Approximately 68 percent of households
were comprised of families and 26 percent were householders living alone. 27 percent of households
included children less than 18 years of age and 31 percent included individuals over 65 years of age.
According to the 2016 Homeless Point in Time Survey performed by Island County Human Services,
around 222 people are homeless in Island County. The Naval Air Station located in North Whidbey also
plays an important role in the housing and demographics of Island County. The Naval Air Station reports
they currently have 1,228 families housed on base.

4.3.3 INCOME
Median household income covers
any group of people residing
within the same housing unit
but are not necessarily related.
Median family income refers just
to a householder and one or
more other people related to the
householder by birth, marriage, or
adoption. The median household
income for Island County
residents in 2010 was $57,190.
The median family income
was $68,106, which is a slight
increase of $52 from 2009 (See
Figure 4-6). However, in 2011 this
number spiked to $70,038. Island
County’s median family income
has consistently remained under
the statewide median from 20092013.

Figure 4-6. Median Family Income
$80,000
$70,000
$60,000
$50,000
$40,000
2000
U.S.

2005
Washington State

2010

2014
Island County

Source: US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census and 2005, 2010 & 2014 5-Yr American
Community Survey data

In 2013 the gap between Island County’s median family income and the statewide median family
income reached $2,393, as illustrated in Figure 4-7. In 2010, 8 percent of people and 5.7 percent of
families were in poverty status (for example, a family of four, with two children under the age of 18,
would make at most $23,624). 50 percent (38,906) of the total population in 2010 was 16 years or older
and considered in the workforce. Of this group, 5.6 percent were unemployed. OFM projected the 2014
median household income to be $56,710.
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4.3.4 HOUSING TARGETS & CAPACITY
4.3.4.1 Units Needed to Accommodate Future Population Growth
By 2036, the population of Island County is expected to grow by 9,452. Using the 2010 census’ average
household size of 2.35, this will create a demand for 4,022 additional dwelling units. With the current
vacancy rate of 9.1 percent, the demand would increase to 4,388 dwelling units. If the population
grew at a steady rate, this would mean that 219 additional units should be available each year. This is
consistent with the number of new units added in 2012 (279) and 2013 (195).

4.3.4.2 Jobs-to-Housing Ratio
The jobs-to-housing ratio is another method of identifying housing needs. The ratio is derived by
comparing the covered employment estimates and the number of housing units. Covered employment
refers to jobs that are covered by unemployment insurance. The United States Bureau of Labor
Statistics estimates that in 2010 Island County had an annual average of 14,857 covered employees.
Therefore the county has a jobs-to-housing ratio of about 0.38, meaning there are fewer jobs in Island
County than there are housing units. A ratio of 1 would mean jobs and housing are balanced. A ratio
under 1 implies fewer jobs than housing units, while a ratio over 1 implies the opposite.
In Island County’s case, the low ratio may be due to the high percentage of commuters and retirees
who reside within Island County. In 2010, 27.4 percent of workers age 16 and over worked outside of

Table 4-10. Housing Capacity

Housing Capacity
(Housing Units)

Additional Housing
Units Needed

Excess Housing
Units

Oak Harbor

1,985

1,588

397

North Whidbey Rural

848

1,058

(211)

Coupeville

298

61

237

Central Whidbey Rural

1,775

347

1,428

Freeland

175

61

114

Langley

899

39

860

South Whidbey Rural

2,305

425

1,880

Camano

1,353

408

945

Area
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their county of residence. This is about 9,739 people. For Washington State as whole this number is
only about 15.5 percent of workers. In 2010 the number of people in Island County over the age of 65
was 14,439, or 18.4 percent; this is about 6 percent higher than the statewide number. The number of
households receiving a retirement income was 9,877, about 25 percent of the total households in Island
County.

4.3.5 LAND CAPACITY
The County conducted a Buildable Lands Analysis as a part of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update.
As a part of this analysis, both the Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) and the rural areas were evaluated for
developable land capacity. This number is measured in housing units rather than acres of land, to give
an accurate depiction of the potential developable space available. Parcels that were either vacant or
large enough to be further subdivided under the zoning regulations were considered buildable lots. The
rural analysis stopped at this point. Within UGAs, land was removed to account for critical areas and
land needed for public purposes (see Appendix B for further details on this process).

4.4

AFFORDABLE HOUSING
The Growth Management Act defines affordable dwelling units for sale as: “housing with mortgages that
consume no more than thirty percent of the owner’s gross annual household income,” [WAC 365-196410(2)(e)(A)]. In the case of dwelling units for rent, the rent and utility costs should consume no more
than thirty percent of the tenant’s gross annual income. In the 2010 census, 12,409 of Island County’s
owner-occupied housing units and 3,511 of renter-occupied housing units had housing costs higher
than 30 percent of income. This is about 48 percent of all occupied housing units. Based on the 2010
American Community Survey median annual household income of $57,190 it can be deduced that the
median monthly income is $4,766. Using this median monthly income and a median gross rent of $941,
it can be rendered that in 2010 19.4 percent of the median household income was required to afford
median gross rent. This calculation does not take into account the price of monthly utilities.

Figure 4-7. Affordable Housing Scale
AFFORDABLE HOUSING SCALE
Workforce Housing
Median Household Income

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Extremely
Low Income

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

100%

120%

Moderate Income
Low Income
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The percent of income that households spend on housing costs can vary depending on what income
bracket that household falls into. In Island County, the trend appears to be that households with lower
incomes tend to spend a higher percentage of their income on housing costs. The opposite is also true;
households with higher incomes tend to spend a lower percentage of their income on housing costs.
This trend is also more dramatic for renter-occupied units than for owner-occupied housing units. The
following Figures 4-8 through 4-10 illustrate this trend.
Generally, household incomes are characterized as “low,” “moderate,” “middle,” and “upper” in which
they represent 0-50 percent, 50-80 percent, 80-120 percent, and more than 120 percent of the median
county income, respectively. Table 4-11 shows the distribution of these median household incomes, the
number of households in each category and the percentage of households.
The census records household incomes under different thresholds than these categories listed in Table
4-11. Census data can help to determine a rough approximation of the number of households in each
threshold.
In 2014, the Washington State Affordable Housing Advisory Board and other partners launched the
2015 Housing Needs Assessment, the first effort in over 10 years to collect and analyze federal, state
and housing authority data on affordable housing in Washington State. The profile for Island County
breaks down family income into certain thresholds and makes comparisons to the availability of
subsidized units. The data can be found below in Table 4-12.

Percentage of Total Households Within Income Bracket

Figure 4-8. Monthly Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income in the Past 12 Months
(Occupied Housing Units)
90%

Less than 20%
20% to 29%

80%

30% or more

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Less than
$20,000

$20,000 to
$34,999

$35,000 to
$49,999

$50,000 to
$74,999

$75,000 or more

Income Bracket
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Percentage of Total Households Within Income Bracket

Figure 4-9. Monthly Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income in the Past 12 Months
(Owner-Occupied Housing Units)

80%

Less than 20%

70%

20% to 29%

60%

30% or more

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Less than
$20,000

$20,000 to
$34,999

$35,000 to
$49,999

$50,000 to
$74,999

$75,000 or
more

Income Bracket

Percentage of Total Households Within Income Bracket

Figure 4-10. Monthly Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income in the Past 12 Months
(Renter-Occupied Housing Units)
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Table 4-11. Island County Income Thresholds 2010

Low Household Income Threshold
(0-50%)
Moderate Household Income
Threshold
(50-80%)
Middle Household Income
Threshold
(80-120%)
Upper Household Income
Threshold
(120+%)

Income
Thresholds

Approximate Number
of households

Percentage of
households

$0 - $28,595

5,865

18%

$28,595 - $45,752

8,177

25%

$45,752 - $68,628

7,276

22%

$68,628 +

11,658

35%

Source: American Community Survey 2010

Table 4-12. Subsidized Units for Eligible Renter Households at Different Income Thresholds
% of Median
Family Income

Income
Thresholds

Renter
Households

Subsidized Units
for Which They are Eligible
#
%

Units
per 100
Households

0% - 30%
Extremely Low
Income

$0 $21,750

1,680

524

100.0%

31

30% - 50%
Very Low Income

$21,750 $36,250

1,320

433

82.6%

33

50% - 80%
Low Income

$36,250 $58,000

2,175

35

6.7%

2

80% - 100%
Moderate Income

$58,000 $72,500

1,320

0

0.0%

0

Source: Affordable Housing Advisory Board – 2015 Housing Needs Assessment
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4.5

REMAINING DISCUSSIONS
Island County has identified some remaining issues to be addressed during the 2017 review of the
Housing Element. So far, these include:
•
•
•
•

Evaluating the feasibility of an affordable housing program
Revisiting a Transfer of Development Rights program for the purpose of affordable housing
Discussing farm worker housing
Addressing the housing shortage by encouraging and incentivizing housing development in
general

Island County may also consider adopting a housing goal that sets the bar at a high but achievable
level. An example of such a goal might be:
“By the year 2036, every planning area has a healthy mix of housing sizes, types and prices, affordable
at the wages of the jobs nearby. A balanced mix of housing will have housing costs in sync with wages
and incomes in the planning area.”
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4.6
Goal 1.

GOAL & POLICIES
Promote fair and equal access to housing for
all persons.

2016 UPDATES
NEW New goals and policies are
indicated with red italicized
numbering

H 1.1.

Encourage the availability of affordable housing for all
economic segments of the population.

H 1.2.

Develop an approach to comprehensively address
housing affordability in Island County through
methods including, but not limited to, public outreach,
data analysis, and coordination with other housing
agencies while acknowledging the previous work
done with regards to affordable housing in 2009.

H 1.3.

Promote, as one of the mechanisms in the County for the development of affordable housing, the
construction of multifamily units, primarily rentals, in areas where higher densities are permitted and
where infrastructure, including public transportation, is already available.

H 1.4.

In order to maximize economic opportunity and enhance the well-being of Island County’s low income
residents, publicly-funded low-income housing should be located in close proximity to employment
centers, transit stops and other public services.

H 1.5.

Ensure consistency and coordination between the policies addressed in the Comprehensive Plan and
those outlined in Island County’s Homeless Housing Plan.

H 1.6.

Encourage a range of permanent housing options through small project-based structures, rental
assistance, and supportive housing; ensuring that permanent housing options are dispersed
throughout the community, by collaborating with private developers, public agencies and non-profit
organizations.

H 1.7.

Encourage transitional housing for youth, adults, seniors, and families coordinated with critical support
services.

H 1.8.

Encourage the development of emergency shelters and short-term housing for those in need.

H 1.9.

The County considers manufactured homes the same as site built housing as per the definition of
manufactured home contained in RCW 35.63.160
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Goal 2.

Promote a variety of residential densities and housing types in appropriate locations
where infrastructure, public transit, and/or services are readily accessible or planned in
the near future.

H 2.1.

Encourage a broad range of housing types, densities and programs including attached housing,
housing appropriate to seniors, co-housing, self-help housing for low-income households and
residential care housing.

H 2.2.

Allow for duplexes, triplexes and fourplexes in Rural Residential zones that are adjacent to Rural Center
zones.

H 2.3.

Provide for Planned Residential Developments to include either attached or detached housing units,
while maintaining the look and feel of the rural character as much as possible.

Goal 3.
H 3.1.

Goal 4.

Encourage preservation of existing housing stock capacity and the character of existing
neighborhoods and communities.
Preserve the existing housing stock by evaluating ways to streamline the permitting process for
remodels/additions and accessory dwelling units.

Implement Island County’s Housing Element in accordance with RCW 36.70A.070(2)
and WAC365-196-410(2)(f). The following policies will be considered as implementation
methods:

H 4.1.

The Housing Element will be implemented in accordance with the County-wide Planning Policies.

H 4.2.

Define affordable and low-income housing needs and establish measurable affordable and low-income
housing targets relative to those needs.

H 4.3.

Lower labor and materials costs by supporting and encouraging alternative housing designs, financing,
materials and construction, such as self-help/sweat-equity housing, owner-built housing, and the use of
existing or reclaimed building materials.

H 4.4.

Provide for appropriate locations for low-cost housing options such as manufactured homes and US
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) approved mobile homes in single width and
larger.

H 4.5.

Review code regulations for housing types, minimum dwelling unit size, minimum number of rooms and
house shape to ensure they do not conflict with affordable housing goals.

H 4.6.

Support publicly-owned housing. Continue to support the Housing Authority of Island County in ongoing
efforts to fund and sustain existing low-income housing projects in Island County. Support can come in
the form of partnering in grant applications, appealing to the state to increase the Housing Trust Fund,
and other measures.
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H 4.7.

Encourage applications for federal Low-Income Housing Tax Credits for the acquisition, rehabilitation, or
new constructions of rental housing targeted to lower-income households.

H 4.8.

Develop density bonuses and other incentives to provide for affordable housing in the rural area.

H 4.9.

When deemed appropriate, the title to surplus land holdings should be transferred to the Island County
Housing Authority or non-profit organizations such as the Island Affordable Housing Trust.
H 4.9.1.

4

Review existing surplus public land owned by Island County and other public agencies
to determine if any such lands are appropriate to be transferred to a non-profit housing
agency for affordable or low-income housing. In general, such lands should have
access to public services or, by prearrangement, to be used in an exchange for buildable
affordable housing unit sites.

H 4.10. Promote affordable and low-income housing creation and promote zoning and other County ordinances
to accommodate affordable and low-income housing.
H 4.11. Streamline permit review for any type of project with affordable or low-income housing, from
manufactured homes to multi-family units and clustered development.
Examples of permit streamlining include:
H 4.11.1.

Review the current permitting system with the planning staff, building officials and
developers to identify barriers for development of affordable or low-income housing.

H 4.11.2.

Set up an expedited review process for affordable or low-income housing, with a
predictable review period, such as a maximum of 60 days.

H 4.11.3.

Create “permit ready” house plans for use on small lots in appropriate locations. House
plans can be developed by volunteer architects or through a design competition to create
a set of pre-approved plans approved by a Design Review Board and acceptable to the
community. Manufactured and modular homes can be included in this process. This effort
can be done on a county-wide scale in partnership with the Town of Coupeville, City of
Oak Harbor and the City of Langley.

H 4.11.4.

Provide a single location in the County Zoning Code for regulations relating to the
development of affordable housing.

H 4.11.5.

Provide relief of fees for affordable housing. This would require a code amendment and
can be done by adopting a separate fee schedule for projects incorporating affordable
housing.

H 4.12. When annexation of land in Urban Growth Areas occurs, work with municipalities to include or set aside
areas for affordable housing.
H 4.13. Include provisions for affordable housing in any Comprehensive Plan land use changes that increase
density.
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H 4.14. Develop a Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program in conjunction with incorporated
communities that allows higher densities for affordable housing within city boundaries and urban growth
areas.
H 4.15. Provide for density bonuses on land in the urban growth areas, suitable for an affordable housing
project. This would also apply to surplus land discussed in H 4.9.
H 4.16. Support and encourage partnerships with Island Affordable Housing Trust (IAHT) or similar agencies to
build permanently affordable housing units throughout Island County.
H 4.17. Monitor the performance of Island County’s housing strategy, through methods such as:
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H 4.17.1.

Collect and analyze information about the housing market

H 4.17.2.

Collect and analyze data about the supply of developable residential building lots at
various land-use densities and the supply of rental and for-sale housing at various price
levels

H 4.17.3.

Develop a comparison of actual housing development to the targets, policies and goals
contained in the Housing Element

H 4.17.4.

Identify the thresholds at which steps should be taken to adjust and revise goals and
policies

H 4.17.5.

Develop a description of the types of adjustments and revisions that the County may
consider
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206.709.9588
andrea@broadviewplanning.com
www.broadviewplanning.com

DATE:

17 October 2017

TO:

Meredith Penny, Island County Planning & Community Development

FROM:

Andrea Petzel, Broadview Planning

RE:

Results of Stakeholder Interviews

Meredith,
As part of the public engagement process for the Island County Housing Element update, Broadview
Planning conducted interviews with 14 key stakeholders representing diverse perspectives on housing
in Island County. These initial interviews aimed to:
•
•
•

Generate early awareness and broad buy-in for the Housing Element update.
Gather important input and background information from select stakeholders with deep
understanding of housing trends, challenges, and needs.
Solicit input on successful communication, outreach, and engagement strategies unique to
Island County residents.

The stakeholders we interviewed represent Island County school districts, senior services, lenders,
low-income housing providers, the United States Navy, Island County staff, and conservation
interests. Feedback was combined and analyzed in a systematized format to protect anonymity and
to highlight significant, and repeated, findings. The key themes and sector-specific information
presented below offer a substantive springboard for the rest of the Housing Element update.
Key Themes
• Many are eager to see a greater variety in housing types appropriate for all residents and at all
income levels.
• Balancing any new housing strategies with Island County’s desirable rural character is a
priority.
• The current Island County housing market for both renting and purchasing a home is booming.
Both appear to be in short supply and prices have escalated sharply in recent years.
• Housing opportunities for people who want to downsize, particularly seniors who want to age
in place and stay in this community, are in short supply. This is also relevant for farmers looking
to pass on operations (not just the land) to the next generation.
• Island County’s permitting process is difficult and convoluted, and is perceived as a barrier to
building new homes.
GMA 13038

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Navy personnel moving into the County is perceived to be negatively impacting housing
affordability and availability.
Many existing accessory dwelling units that were once long-term rentals have been converted
to vacation rentals.
The historic preservation constraints in Ebey’s Landing National Historic Reserve make
housing less affordable.
Different housing types are largely unavailable for seniors, people who don’t have children, and
others don’t fall on the housing spectrum between large-scale apartment complex or singlefamily home. There’s relatively little development of townhouses, co-housing, duplexes,
triplexes, etc.
The need to upgrade septic systems is an affordability challenge. What might look promising
as an affordable home probably has expensive underlying septic issues.
Oak Harbor, Freeland, Clinton, and Langley all present opportunities for more interesting,
dense housing options.
Both Navy and non-Navy workers have a hard time finding housing in Oak Harbor.
When looking to direct growth or adding in areas to take new growth, planners should be
mindful of schools’ capacity, proximity to new housing, and sidewalks.
There is a desire to look into reducing regulations or allowing shared housing.

In addition to the key themes that emerged from these interviews, stakeholders were able to provide
insights into housing issues from their individual professional perspectives. While not rising to the
level of key themes, this information is captured in the statements below, grouped by category.
Seniors
• Many seniors want to stay in the area, but either can’t afford (or find) a place to rent, nor can
they afford to keep their current home.
• There are no viable options for seniors looking to downsize or age in place on their own home
or property.
• Camano Island has a lot of retirees or older people looking for a second home. Many struggle
to adjust to the lack of health, aging, and social services in a rural area, and the jump from
urban to rural living can be jarring.
Camano Island
• Because high numbers of seasonal renters leave the island during certain times of the year,
many residents are house sitters that jump from place to place to serve as short-term
caretakers.
Permitting Issues
• The Island County permitting process is seen as inconsistent, difficult, and convoluted, and
there is a perception that decisions change throughout the permitting process.
• Sidewalks are critical to getting kids from their homes to their schools safely.
• There’s a minimum square footage required to be considered a dwelling unit, and this may
contribute to the perception that tiny houses aren’t allowed in Island County.

2

•
•
•
•

An innovative opportunity in this community may be to develop cluster housing.
Tiny houses aren’t being built in part because they aren’t necessarily cost-effective on a large
plot of land.
Oak Harbor waives permitting fees for affordable housing, but Island County does not.
Community drain fields are an interesting option in places like Clinton or the Camano Gateway
area as a way to address infrastructure needs.

U.S. Navy
• Naval Air Station Whidbey Island is at capacity for on-base single-family housing. However,
most families would prefer to live off the base, as there’s a greater sense of community in Oak
Harbor. On base, there are limited activities for families.
• Navy families living on base dread commuting anywhere on Hwy 20. Having housing in
reasonable proximity to the base is in everybody’s best interest.
• Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) data is publicly available, and there is the perception that
it’s one of the things driving up the cost of housing.
• Many who chose to live off base do so because BAH allows them to invest in a house. Those
who invest in single-family homes often want to stay here.
• Enlisted-3 (E3) and below must live on base.
• Millennials are coming into the Navy, and they prefer compact living/communal areas.
Through thoughtful planning, housing choices can reflect this trend.
• The local commuting area extends out to Sedro-Woolley.
Low Income + Homeless Housing
• There’s a shortage of transitional housing that provides stability so people can get back on
their feet.
• An estimated 50% of people experiencing homelessness are not from Island County.
• Exploring public-private partnerships is a strategy that may provide more low-income housing.
• Island County should be proactive and look at national models for out-of-the-box policy
frameworks that support housing choices in rural lands.
• Building without government money is more affordable. The red tape of federal funds adds to
the burden of affordability.
• Only one hotel in Island County will take housing vouchers.
Schools
• Oak Harbor School District hired 100 new staff this year, and they struggled to find places to
live.
• In Oak Harbor, half of the students are connected to the Navy.
• Coupeville School District struggles with high rent/few places in Coupeville, and limited
options going south. For people with families or living-wage earners, there just aren’t many
options.
• For many years, attendance in Camano Island elementary schools was in decline. In the last
year or two, there’s been an uptick in enrollment with a 10% increase reported in one of the
elementary schools.

3

Farm Housing
• The most immediate need is to provide housing for farm interns, including World Wide
Opportunities for Organic Farmers (WWOOF), who need places to stay on farms as part of the
experiential learning process.
• The next most pressing need is housing for second generation farm housing. When the existing
generation phases out of running the farm, they want to stay on the land. The next generation,
often family, needs an onsite house to live in.
• Farms require farmers to be on site at all times to deal with livestock issues, flooding, etc. You
can’t be a farmer and commute.
• To deal with the lack of housing, old trailers and motorhomes are brought onsite. They often
aren’t well-maintained or safe, and they degrade the quality of the rural landscape.
• Labor is currently limiting the operational expansion of most farms, and lack of housing is
limiting labor. Most farms have the capacity and the want/need to be bigger, but they cannot
provide the necessary housing.
• Farmers need housing that may be used for only 2-3 weeks a year for short-term work.
Framing farm housing as “temporary” can be problematic as it leads to poor quality.
• Island County should aspire to be a national leader in innovative approaches to allowing and
regulating farmworker housing.
Vision – 10 years from now
• The huge homes that are being built now can be tuned into co-housing or shared housing.
• There will be an interesting variety of housing types for people across all income levels.
• The County will maintain its rural character.
• There will be more housing units in Coupeville, Langley, and Freeland – not just one or two
houses, but a true expansion of housing.
• Island County will be a national leader in providing quality, well-regulationed for farmworker
housing.
Suggestions for Additional Outreach
Stakeholders offered many ideas for appropriate groups and meeting times for the next phase of
outreach in spring 2018. Below is a list of organizations and individuals that should be considered
during that phase:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Real estate – Randy Heagle or Steve Love
Island Transit – help with homeless transportation needs
Camano Chapel – Steve Redfern
Safe Harbor Free Clinic – Jimmy Grierson
Terry’s Corner businesses – Jeff Erikson
Librarians in each library
Whidbey Weekly – Erik Marshall
Habitat for Humanity family selection meetings (Spring 2018)
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Opportunity Council – 2nd Thursday of the month
Island County Nursing – Janet McWatt
Fire Department – Jim Reinhardt
Law Enforcement - Chief Drusker, Mark Brown
County Commissioners
Camano Senior Center – Karla Jacks
Navy Morale, Welfare, Recreation (NWR) director – Wayne Short
Island County Farm Bureau
Whidbey Island Growers Association (meet every 2nd Monday)
Advertise in the Crab Cracker
Chamber of Camano
Oak Harbor Chamber – send a welcome aboard packet to new residents every month
Stanwood/Camano Rotary (Wednesday lunches)
Windermere Real Estate Agents (Wednesday morning staff meetings)
Advertise in local newspapers
Christianson Dairy on Camano
PTA groups in the school districts
Faith Communities – Jim Lindus, Joanne Hoover
Drew’s List
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DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

October 24, 2017
Beverly Mesa-Zendt and Meredith Penny
Morgan Shook, Beth Goodman, and Erik Rundell
Island County Housing Element Baseline Review

1 Purpose
This memorandum summarizes ECONorthwest’s review of Island County’s current Housing
Element and existing programs and efforts. Based on this review, ECONorthwest has
developed recommendations for updates and changes to the current Housing Element.
The Housing Element of a jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan provides policy direction for most
housing-related issues within that jurisdiction. To do this, a Housing Element has to be 1)
vertically aligned with higher-level state and county requirements and 2) horizontally
consistent with other elements of the comprehensive plan. A Housing Element also should be
horizontally consistent (or at least reference) with existing programs and services, and
coordinated with policies of other partners and jurisdictions.

Housing Element Requirements
Ultimately, a Housing Element must meet the requirements of the Growth Management Act
(GMA) and Island County’s existing Countywide Planning Policies. A Housing Element is a
mandatory element of a comprehensive plan under the GMA. The primary goal of a Housing
Element is to “encourage a variety of affordable housing for all economic segments of the
population.” Based on RCW 36.70A.070, Housing Elements must meet the following
requirements:
§

(a) Includes an inventory and analysis of existing and projected housing needs that identifies the
number of housing units necessary to manage projected growth;

§

(b) includes a statement of goals, policies, objectives, and mandatory provisions for the
preservation, improvement, and development of housing, including single-family residences;

§

(c) identifies sufficient land for housing, including, but not limited to, government-assisted
housing, housing for low-income families, manufactured housing, multifamily housing, and
group homes and foster care facilities; and

§

(d) makes adequate provisions for existing and projected needs of all economic segments of the
community.

A jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan and its elements must also be consistent with the
Countywide Planning Policies (CWPPs), which provide the framework for all comprehensive
plans in that county. Under state law1, CWPPs must “consider the need for affordable housing.”
1
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Island County’s CWPPs outline housing policies that jurisdiction’s comprehensive plans should
consider, particularly related to the intensity and location of different housing types.

Housing Element Internal Consistency
The goals and policies within a Housing Element should also be consistent with and supportive
of related policies and plans in the County. First, a Housing Element must be consistent with
the other elements of the comprehensive plan. The Land Use Element is the most directly
relevant element with which the Housing Element needs to be consistent, but it should also be
consistent with all elements of the comprehensive plan. A Housing Element should also seek to
be consistent with the objectives of existing housing-related programs and services Island
County provides. This does not mean the Housing Element cannot address gaps or changes to
existing programs and services.
The goals and policies should also consider other regional housing efforts in which the County
is participating in. For Island County, this would include the North Whidbey Affordable
Housing Task Force recommendations and priorities. While not required, the County’s Housing
Element and implementation actions would be more effective if they are generally coordinated
with Oak Harbor’s, Coupeville’s, and Langley’s Housing Elements, beyond the minimum
requirements established in the CWPPs.

Document Road Map
The remainder of the memorandum is organized into four additional sections:
§

Section 2 summarizes ECONorthwest’s review of the current Housing Element.

§

Section 3 summarizes the existing housing-related programs, services, and plans within
Island County.

§

Section 4 outlines the recommendations for changes and updates to the current Housing
Element.

§

Section 5 lists the next steps in the Housing Element Update process.

2 Housing Element Review
Island County’s current Housing Element was updated in 2016 with the intent that it would be
updated in 2017 more thoroughly as part of this update process. This section comments on
specific sections and items in the current Housing Element that ECONorthwest will focus on as
part of the update process. Overall, the current Housing Element does meet the GMA and
CWPP requirements. However, as a framework for housing policy direction, there are a number
of items that could be changed or improved to function as a more informative and usable
document for guiding Island County housing-related decisions and actions.
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2.1 Housing Inventory and Housing Needs Analysis
As required by the GMA, Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the current Housing Element provide figures
on the housing stock, supply, and the housing units needed. Much of this information is based
on the U.S. Census American Community Survey. As a result, the most recent Census data in
the Element are 5-year averages from 2014. Improvements identified include:
§

Other data sources for specific topics would provide more detailed and/or more recent
data, particularly for the housing inventory and home sales price data.

§

The discussion about demographics and income in this section only include high-level
numbers, such as median age and income. Most of the information is presented in text
instead of tables or charts.

§

Commuting trends and data are absent from this section.

§

Housing units cited are only total units by location, and they lack a breakdown by unit
type or income/affordability levels.

§

Some of the information provided, such as the snapshot of monthly supply of for-sale
housing or the affordable housing index, are not particularly useful in understanding
the underlying housing conditions and needs. Longer-term trends about listings and
sales would be more informative.

§

The format of some of the exiting charts and tables could be updated to make the
information visually easier to understand.

2.2 Affordable Housing
Section 4.4 discusses affordable housing and provides an overview of income levels in Island
County and how they relate to housing costs. This section could be expanded to include more
text and data to create a clearer narrative of current housing affordability conditions.
§

Figure 4-7 is an important chart in understanding affordable housing needs relative to
income. Additional text at the beginning of the section would provide more context.

§

This section also lacks information on cost-burdened households, current for-sale
housing costs, and current rental housing costs, which would also provide context about
affordable housing conditions and needs in the county. Currently, discussion of housing
costs and cost burdened households are in the Housing Inventory section under Sections
4.2.3 and 4.2.4.

§

This section also needs text at the end summarizing current conditions and needs. This
section currently ends with a series of charts and tables. As a result, key affordable
housing trends and issues are not clearly identified or summarized.
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2.3 Goals and Policies
The Housing Element goals and policies provide the framework for the County’s housing
efforts. Goals should identify the broad housing objectives and outcomes the County is trying to
achieve. Policies should provide overall direction and guidance on housing-related regulations,
programs, and funding to achieve the established goals. State rules require housing goals and
policies to address these three topics at a minimum2:
§

Affordable housing;

§

Preservation of neighborhood character; and

§

Provision of a variety of housing types along with a variety of densities.

The goals and policies within the current Housing Element do align with the requirements cited
above. Beyond just meeting State requirements, the Housing Element goals should capture the
primary housing objectives for Island County. Based on the review of the Housing Inventory
and Housing Needs Analysis, the goals generally correspond to the housing issues in the
County. The findings from the identification of opportunities and barriers in Task 5 will inform
the need for additional or more detailed objectives to include as new goals and any associated
policies.
The existing policies listed in the Housing Element address a range of housing topics and have
varying levels of detail. A few are written as high-level goals rather than more specific policies,
such as H 1.1 - Encourage the availability of affordable housing for all economic segments of the
population. In addition, a number of listed policies are too detailed and are more similar to
implementation actions than policies related to housing regulations, programs, and funding.
There are also some topics that are not addressed in the current housing polices, which the
County may want to consider including in the updated Element. For example, there are not any
policies about housing and development in RAIDs.

3 Related Programs and Plans
This section identifies and summarizes relevant pieces of existing programs and plans with
which the updated Housing Element should be coordinated.

3.1 Island County Land Use Element
The Land Use Element of Island County’s comprehensive plan guides the County’s growth and
how land is developed over the next 20 years. As a result, the Land Use Element has
implications for housing development and supply. The updated Housing Element should align
with the goals and policies established in the Land Use Element, particularly those related to
where development occurs (such as Urban Growth Areas, RAIDs, or rural areas) and the form it

2
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takes. Specific Land Use goals and policies that the Housing Element will need to align with
include:
§

Goal 4. Provide areas where urban land use activities may be concentrated in a manner which
enables the efficient provision of public facilities and services.

§

Goal 6. Designate Rural Areas of More Intensive Development (RAIDs) per RCW
36.70A.070(5)(d).

§

Goal 7. Encourage clustered residential development where appropriate. All residential
development should preserve the community feel of an area and further the protection of rural
character in Island County.

§

Goal 10. Create an area where rural agricultural activities are encouraged to occur with
residential uses while preserving rural character and maintaining open space as the dominant
characteristic.

3.2 Current Housing Programs and Services
Island County and private organizations currently support a variety of programs and services
for homeless and affordable housing. These efforts are administered through three primary
avenues:
§

Island County Human Services Department. The Housing Support Center assists
individuals and families at risk of homelessness find emergency shelter and temporary
assistance, as well as find transitional and permanent supportive housing. The Human
Services Department also provides leadership and coordination for the Housing
Provider Network, which includes public and private organizations providing housing
and supportive services.

§

Housing Authority of Island County. The Housing Authority administers the housing
voucher programs and owns and manages public housing units in Island County.

§

Non-profit housing and service providers. A number of private and nonprofit
organizations own and manage subsidized affordable housing units throughout the
County totaling 374 units. These units focus on specific populations including seniors,
people with disabilities, and families.

In total; there are almost 500 units of subsidized housing in Island County. The majority of
subsidized units are managed by private or non-profit organizations. The Housing Authority is
responsible for 111 units. The large majority of subsidized units are in the City of Oak Harbor.
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Exhibit 1. Subsidized Housing Units in Island County, 2017
Housing
Privately
Authority Units Managed Units
Total
City

Oak Harbor
Coupeville
Langley
Freeland
Total

52
19
40
0
111

285
66
16
7
374

337
85
56
7
485

Source: Island County Human Services Department

3.3 North Whidbey Housing Task Force Recommendations
The North Whidbey Housing Task Force focused on addressing housing affordability issues in
northern Island County and Oak Harbor. At the end of their process the task force developed
and prioritized 40 different recommendations for increasing the availability and affordability of
housing. The recommendations identified eight near-term priorities that could be made through
local ordinance changes. The eight recommendations are quite specific, and would likely be
potential implementation actions for policies within Island County’s Housing Element,
assuming these actions are not taken before the Element is adopted.
Other recommendations that list Island County as an implementing jurisdiction touch on a
variety of topics. Some, such as Recommendation #2 Land Banking, represent a potential policy
to include in the Housing Element because it provides guidance for the County on housingrelated regulations, programs, and funding. Most of the other recommendations are potential
implementation actions. Not all the recommendations will be relevant for the update of Island
County’s Housing Element. However, this list should be revisited later in the update process
after Task 4 Housing Needs Analysis and Task 5 Opportunities and Barriers are complete to
assess which recommendations are applicable for updated policies and development of
implementation actions.

3.4 Other Jurisdictions’ Housing Elements
The housing market in Island County is a regional market. As a result, Island County’s housing
policies and actions will be more effective if they are aligned with the efforts of other
jurisdictions in the County. As noted above, Island County’s CWPPs require jurisdictions in the
County to consider a few different housing-related policies in their comprehensive plans.
However, further alignment of policies and implementation actions beyond what is required
may be beneficial for all organizations.
Below are notable policies from the Housing Elements of the other jurisdictions that Island
County should keep in mind when the goals and policies for its Housing Element are updated.
There are two general housing policy topics that all jurisdictions have in their Housing
Elements that provide opportunities for Island County to align its efforts.
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§

All the jurisdictions have policies related to supporting and/or partnering to support
affordable and special needs housing, which Island County can leverage through its
current housing programs and services.

§

All jurisdictions also have policies about accommodating accessory dwelling units
(ADUs), which present an opportunity to coordinate and implement relevant
regulations similarly countywide.

City of Oak Harbor
The City of Oak Harbor has a number of housing policies, particularly for affordable housing,
that address partnerships and monitoring that Island County could align with.
§

1.d Provide development incentives to promote the creation of housing units offered for sale or
rent at below market rent.

§

1.f Support efforts to develop self-help housing programs.

§

1.h Consider the formation of a housing land bank or trust to provide low-cost housing.

§

1.l Encourage the development and implementation of affordable housing as part of the City's
annexation program.

§

1.m Monitor affordable housing availability for low and moderate-income populations.

§

1.n Consider adopting land use regulations that allow accessory units to address housing needs,
while providing safeguards for the integrity of established neighborhoods.

§

2.b Maintain a list of locally available financial assistance programs.

§

2.c Coordinate and cooperate with the Island County Housing Authority and Opportunity
Council to address siting and development needs for special populations.

§

2.d Work cooperatively with social service providers to address the needs of homeless persons.

§

2.f Encourage cooperation with local churches, other organizations, and individuals, to establish a
short-term homeless shelter or mission.

§

3.a Monitor absorption and inventory of land, to provide land resources for projected housing
needs.

City of Langley
The City of Langley has several policies related to ADUs and supporting the development of
subsidized and special needs housing.

§

2.2 Encourage accessory dwelling units in residential zones as long as residential character, scale,
and appearance are maintained and subject to design review.

§

4.1 Use innovative techniques for enabling affordable housing, such as accessory dwelling units,
a housing trust fund, inclusionary zoning, density bonuses, and similar options.

§

4.4 Work with non-profit and governmental housing providers to build permanently affordable
housing units.
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§

4.7 Endorse and support the efforts of nonprofit housing organizations, whether governmental
such as the Housing Authority of Island County, or community- based such as the Saratoga
Community Housing, Whidbey Island Share a Home, or Habitat for Humanity; and endorse and
support local organizations in their efforts to obtain technical and financial resources through
private organizations and governmental agencies.

§

5.1 Ensure special needs housing and group homes are permitted in appropriate areas in the city.

Town of Coupeville
The Town of Coupeville’s Housing Element has just two goals. The policies relevant for the
County are listed below.

§

2.2 Encourage development of special needs housing in appropriate locations, such as the areas
designated as Planned Areas 2 and 3 on the Future Land Use Map (see Land Use Element Policy
LU 2.2).

§

2.3 Develop a process and standards to permit accessory dwelling units in single family
residential areas.

§

2.5 Encourage private sector efforts to secure federal and/or state funds to provide housing for
elderly and disabled citizens.

4 Recommendations
This section summarizes ECONorthwest’s recommendation for revisions and updates to the
current Housing Element. The recommendations are not intended to be specific changes to
individual goals and policies, which will occur late in the Housing Element Update process, but
broader updates to the entire Housing Element for Island County’s consideration. These
recommendations will affect the work done under Task 4 (Housing Needs Analysis) in the
scope of work.

4.1 Housing Inventory and Needs Analysis
There are a number of revisions to Sections 4.2 through 4.5 of the Housing Element that would
more clearly communicate the “story” of the existing housing conditions and needs in the
county. These revisions would also provide better information and context for updated goals
and policies.

Housing Inventory (Section 4.2)
§

Generally, the third level of subheading (4.2.1, etc.) breaks up the flow of the document
and can be removed.

§

The Housing Inventory and the associated charts and tables in the document should be
updated with more detailed and/or up-to-date data.
§

Assessor data provides a more detailed breakdown of the housing stock by type and
location for more recent years than available from the U.S. Census Bureau.
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§

§

Building permit data shown in Figure 4-1 and Table 4-3 is duplicative of data on the
housing stock by year built (Section 4.2.2) and can be removed. In its place, Assessor
data can be used to provide a breakdown of the housing stock by both year built and
unit type.

§

Other sources for home value data (Section 4.2.3), such as Property Radar, should be
used to provide more accurate and up-to-date information. Also, consider removing
Table 4-6 and related text on the monthly supply of for-sale housing. This data is out
of date (2013) and Property Radar can provide more recent trends on listings and
sales.

Section 4.2.4 Housing Costs and Affordability is more appropriate under Section 4.4
Housing Affordability and should be moved there.
§

Within Section 4.2.4, consider removing the figures with the housing affordability
index. This information is not intuitive and the Housing Affordability section will
address the level of affordability by income.

Housing Needs Analysis (Section 4.3)
§

Add more information to the section about Population Trends and Demographics,
sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2.
§

Add longer-term historical population growth and move the discussion of future
population growth from Section 4.3.4 to be included in Section 4.3.1.

§

Expand upon the demographics information provided by including historical
change in the age distribution in Island County and the OFM’s forecast of age
change in the County through 2040. In addition, add information about changes in
ethnic diversity and household size and composition.

§

Add household income distribution to Section 4.3.3 income.

§

Add a new section about commuting trends within and outside of Island County based
on data from the Census’s OnTheMap tool.

§

Make Section 4.3.4 Housing Capacity its own higher-level section (such a new Section
4.5 Housing Forecast and Demand) and expand to include more detail on housing units
needed to include:
§

Forecast of the number of new units needed

§

Forecast of new units by type of units

§

Housing capacity figures

§

Comparison of the demand for housing with the capacity

Affordable Housing (Section 4.4)
§

Insert new text providing context about affordable housing and Figure 4-7 at the
beginning of the section.
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§

Add information about current home sales prices and trends in Island County (using
Property Radar data).

§

Insert Section 4.2.4 in this section as identified above.
§

Update data about changes in rental costs from the Census currently in Table 4-8 and
possibly show as a chart instead of a table.

§

Update data about cost burden, financially attainable housing, affordable housing
units, and costs by income levels, which are currently shown in Figures 4-8 through
4-11.

Remaining Discussions (Section 4.5)
§

Replace this section with the proposed new Housing Forecast and Demand section. This
current section is no longer relevant.

4.2 Goals and Policies
Goals and policies in the current Housing Element should be updated to provide a policy
framework and guidance for addressing the County’s current and future housing issues and
needs. In addition, Island County should consider adding specific actions for implementing the
updated goals and policies. These actions could be included in the Housing Element or could be
included in a separate document. Specific recommendations include:

Goals
§

Goal 2 could be divided into two separate goals, one about promoting a variety of
housing and one about the appropriate location of housing.

§

Goal 4 is too general and could be re-written to better to communicate what the goal’s
objective is about and not list applicable RCW and WAC citations. Most of the policies
under this goal relate to affordable housing topics.

§

At least one existing policy (H 4.17 Monitoring the performance of Island County’s
housing strategy) could be elevated to a new separate goal.

§

The Element will likely include new goals based on the analysis and public engagement
tasks.

Policies
§

The policies should be updated to have an appropriate and consistent level of detail for
providing direction on Island County’s housing-related regulations, funding, programs,
and services.

§

A couple of the policies in the current element are redundant with existing goals (such
as H 2.1) and could be removed. Some of the policies are too specific and should be
included as actions that implement the Element’s goals and policies.
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§

The analysis and outreach efforts of Housing Element Update process will also likely
identify new policies that the County will want to include in the updated Housing
Element.

4.3 Implementation Plan/Housing Strategy
Island County currently does not have an implementation plan or strategy for ensuring the
goals and policies in Housing Element are fully implemented. As discussed above, a number of
the current policies are quite specific and are more similar to implementation actions than
broader policies. However, most of the goals and policies do not have specific, associated
actions. An implementation plan or strategy would identify additional actions where there are
gaps and inform the development of annual work programs for Island County departments.
The implementation plan could take different forms. Ideally it would live as a separate
document from the Housing Element so it could be easily updated over time. At a minimum, an
implementation plan should identify 1) specific implementation actions associated with each
goal and policy in the Housing Element, 2) who is primarily responsible for implementing the
action, and 3) when the action should occur and if it needs to be sequenced with other actions.

5 Next Steps
Next steps for updating the Housing Element include:
§

Ongoing stakeholder outreach, particularly with real estate professionals and affordable
housing and social service providers.

§

Updating the housing inventory and housing needs analysis consistent and with the
recommendations discussed above.

§

Identification of housing barriers and opportunities for market-rate and subsidized
affordable housing.

These efforts will ultimately support the update of the Housing Element’s goals and policies at
the end of the year and will be completed in early 2018.
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Introduction
Island County’s Housing Element Update process is at a mid-point. The first phase of the
process included several information gathering tasks: outreach efforts to various stakeholders,
an online survey of local residents, and an analysis of housing needs, data, and trends. The
current phase of work is evaluating this information and then updating draft goals and policies
for review. The next phase of work to occur later in the winter and through the spring, will be to
get public input on the draft goals and policies and to conduct the necessary environmental
review.
The purpose of this memorandum is to identify and summarize the key housing challenges and
assets to build on that can inform the process of updating the current Housing Element’s goals
and policies.


Housing needs and challenges include programmatic, institutional, regulatory, or
policy constraints that are barriers to market-rate or subsidized affordable housing 1
development.



Existing housing assets include funding, programs, and partnerships that currently
support the development or preservation of subsidized affordable housing and policies
that support the development of a variety of housing types.

Background
A comprehensive plan’s Housing Element needs to provide policy direction for County
regulations, programs, and initiatives related to housing. It does not need to address every
housing topic, but it should reference all existing programs and services and objectives that are
a priority for the County.
Several of the Housing Element’s goals and policies already address some of the challenges and
assets identified. These goals and policies will likely remain and/or be modified. Where there
are challenges and assets identified that do not have a corresponding goal or set of policies, the
updated Housing Element should include new goals or policies for those topics.
1 For this project, housing is defined as “affordable housing” when a household spends less then 1/3 of their gross
income on total housing related expenses, such as rent, mortgage payments, and utilities. Affordable housing can be
either subsidized to ensure rents are low enough to be affordable or unsubsidized, market-rate housing where the
rent or price is low enough to be considered affordable to the resident without a subsidy.
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Comprehensive plan goals should capture the primary housing objectives for Island County.
Island County’s currently has four goals in its Housing Element:


Goal 1: Promote fair and equal access to housing for all persons.



Goal 2: Promote a variety of residential densities and housing types in appropriate
locations where infrastructure, public transit, and/or services are readily accessible or
planned for the near future.



Goal 3: Encourage preservation of existing housing stock and the character of existing
neighborhoods and communities.



Goal 4: Implement Island Count’s Housing Element in accordance with RCW
36.70A.070(2).

The Baseline Review memorandum determined that the goals in the current Housing Element
generally correspond to the housing issues in the county and are consistent with the Growth
Management Act’s requirements. Since the Baseline Review was completed in October, the
consultant team has conducted extensive outreach to different stakeholders, conducted an
online survey, and completed a housing needs analysis. These efforts have provided additional
information on housing challenges in the county and existing assets that the County can build
on, which are summarized in the following two sections.
Overall, a couple of the broad takeaways from the outreach and analysis tasks include:


The housing market in Island County needs more types of housing.



There is a sizable need for housing that is affordable to lower-income households,
particularly renters.

The County has already taken steps to address these housing issues, which is discussed more in
the Housing Assets sections. However, more still needs to be done and this will require
innovative approaches and coordination within Island County government and with other local
governments and organizations. Implications for updating the Housing Element include
establishing clear goals that have a variety of appropriate policies to support and implement
those goals. This will require assessing what additional options are possible under the Growth
Management Act that are not already being pursued, ensuring existing policies are as effective
as they could be, and identifying new approaches that can be pursued.

Document Organization
The remainder of this document is organized into three sections:


The first summarizes current, individual housing assets.



The second section summarizes individual housing needs and challenges identified.



The last section provides an overview of the implications for updating the Housing
Element that considers challenges and assets to address, and the existing goals and
policies.
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Existing Housing Assets
Housing assets in Island County include policies, programs, and partnerships that the County
has developed or is currently administering that are working well and that should be
maintained and/or expanded and improved.
The County has already created and pursued a number of housing-related policies to address
the need for more housing types and support affordable housing. These actions are based on
existing policies in the Housing Element. The County is also significantly involved in
supporting programs and services for homeless and affordable housing, primarily through the
Human Services Department. In addition, the Human Services Department provides leadership
and coordination for the Housing Provider Network, which includes public, private, and
nonprofit organizations providing housing and supportive services within Island County.
Specific assets identified are discussed in more detail below. This list is not a comprehensive
inventory of everything that is taking place in the county. It does represent those that have the
most implications for updating the Housing Element's goals and policies. These assets are also
the foundation for the implementation of the updated Housing Element.

Existing Policies


Proactive and financial support for low-income housing development. Island County
has been proactive in purchasing property for the development of low-income housing.
Up-front and pre-development actions, such as acquiring suitable property and duediligence, can be a challenge for affordable housing development. Continued financial
support and collaboration to increase the stock of housing affordable to low-income
households will be important to continue. Other options not currently used that could
be pursued include permit fee waivers or new funding sources, such as a 0.1% sales tax2
for affordable housing.



Zoning that allows smaller and multi-unit housing. A variety of housing types are
allowed under the Growth Management Act as long as they are consistent with rural
character and densities. In unincorporated areas, more intensive residential uses are
allowed in designated local areas of more intense rural development (LAMIRDs) 3. The
County currently allows housing besides large single-family homes, such as accessory
dwelling units, small-lot homes, multi-plexes, and farm worker units, in a number of the
current zones and RAIDs. The flexibility of building smaller and/or multi-unit homes in
unincorporated areas address the need for a variety of housing types in the county.
However, relatively few of these types of units have actually been built, and increasing
production of these types of units in zones where they are already allowed will be
important to provide a broader set of housing available in Island County.

2

RCW 82.14.530

3

WAC 365-196-425 (6)
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Manufactured homes and manufactured housing communities: Manufactured homes
(MH) and manufactured housing communities (MHCs) represent a very important part
of the county’s affordable housing stock. The issues for the County to consider are how
to preserve and enhance the existing MH and if it wishes to change any of its current
land use policies with respect to MH and MHC going forward. The greatest risk to
current residents is the possibility of closure.

Programs


Homeless system: The County has developed a very well-organized collaborative
structure for providing shelter, transitional housing, and services for those without
housing that consists of a central Housing Support Center and a network of providers.
The system has both reduced the time between a person needing help and receiving it,
provided that appropriate resources are available. The system also provides an effective
way of tracking housing needs, including whose needs are met and whose needs cannot
be met currently. The homeless system prioritizes keeping the precariously housed in
housing through short-term assistance and is also effective at helping the situationally
homeless. Currently, the system is performing well but is taxed to the maximum. The
ongoing challenge for the County is to continue to find the resources to keep it running
well and to expand the services it provides.



Existing subsidized housing: The County has approximately 450 to 485 subsidized
housing units for families and individuals. As discussed above, this is a very important
asset that needs to be preserved because opportunities to create new housing are
limited.



Housing vouchers: The Housing Authority of Island County is able to issue
approximately 222 Housing Choice vouchers (formally known as Section 8 vouchers)
and 14 Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing (VASH) vouchers (authorization is for 275
Housing Choice vouchers and 14 VASH vouchers). The Housing Authority’s willingness
to project-base additional VASH vouchers if it receives the allocation is an important
asset in attracting and working with affordable housing developers.



Potential new projects in the pipeline: There are two affordable and/or transitional
housing projects in the pre-development stages that would target low-income
households.

Partnerships and Networks


Nonprofit development capacity: Island County benefits from having both a local
nonprofit with recent development experience (Housing Authority of Island County)
and good relationships with statewide and regional developers (such as the Low Income
Housing Institute). This is probably the right combination of nonprofit development
capacity to maintain over the next five years. To expand their options, County staff may
wish to talk with other members of the Skagit HOME Consortium about nonprofit
developers active in their areas and initiate informal informational meetings with those
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that complement existing relationships, such as developers expert in farmworker
housing and rural development financing sources.


Professional network: Island County staff are engaged in regional and statewide
affordable housing initiatives which provide informal opportunities to meet and share
ideas with others in the field. Current activities include participation on the Washington
state Low Income Housing Alliance Homelessness Advisory Committee and Public
Policy Committee, and the Steering, Governance, Review and Homeless Families
Committees of the Balance of State Continuum of Care. Staff are also active in the Skagit
HOME Consortium. The County should continue to support staff involvement in these
and other professional groups.



Local committees: County staff manage two local committees: the Housing Advisory
Board, which reviews and ranks projects for locally-managed homelessness funding,
and the Housing Provider Network, the means through which homeless services are
coordinated. Staff involvement in this work is critical to both program delivery and
broadening the base of support and knowledge about homelessness and housing issues.



Interjurisdictional coordination. The County has been a key stakeholder in the North
Whidbey Affordable Housing Task Force, which has been working to address housing
issues in north Whidbey Island. The Task Force developed and prioritized list of
recommendations and action items for each jurisdiction to implement. Continue
coordination with Oak Harbor and other jurisdictions in the County will be important
going forward.

Housing Needs and Challenges
Based on the Housing Needs Analysis and outreach efforts, housing challenges in Island
County include the need for a variety of housing types, the need for more housing affordable to
low-income households, as well as a number of existing conditions that present different
challenges.
Island County’s population is aging and becoming increasingly diverse making it hard to find
rental housing. The existing housing stock is relatively homogenous; almost 80 percent of
homes in the County are single-unit homes, which reflects past growth, market demand, and
regulations in Island County. The need for housing in the future will likely include more rental
options, smaller units, and senior housing than the current share of this type of housing.
Island County also has a shortage of housing affordable to homeowners and renters with
modest to low incomes. Currently, over one-third of households (36) in Island County are
housing cost-burdened (they spend more than 30 percent of their income on housing-related
costs). The affordability challenge is even more acute for renters where half of all renters, and
more than three-quarters of renters with incomes less than $25,000, are housing cost-burdened.
Lastly, the rural nature of much of Island County presents challenges for housing. The
availability of infrastructure limits the location and intensity of development in many locations.
ECONorthwest
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The multi-phase permitting process can be lengthy, and the access to health care, transit, and
other services are often not nearby.
Specific challenges within each of these areas are discussed in more detail below.

Development and Regulatory Challenges
The existing housing stock is predominantly single-unit housing. This creates a mismatch of
existing single-unit stock with existing and future needs. To accommodate an aging population,
younger households, and/or lower-income households, more options for smaller units (those
with just one or two bedrooms) and rental housing is needed. These could take the form of
cottage housing, tri-plexes, or apartments (including apartments specifically for seniors).
A diversification of housing types is needed to meet the future needs of the county. Future
policies and regulations should facilitate a diversification of the housing stock with attention to
encouraging multifamily, smaller units, and rental housing in the appropriate areas. The
strategies for achieving diversification will be somewhat different for the RAIDS and the UGAs
than they will be for the more rural areas, given the limitations of infrastructure and the GMA.
More intensive development such as multi-family housing should be reserved for the RAIDs
and the UGAs. In the rural county areas, a full utilization of the rural housing tools, provided
under the GMA, should be explored.


Sizable, vacant sites for multifamily housing development are challenging to find.
Interviews with housing providers and builders noted that it is a challenge to find sites
within cities and unincorporated areas that are zoned for a multifamily housing
development, that are large enough for an apartment development, and that do not
already have an existing use. Parking and (in some cases) drain fields, drive the need for
larger lot sizes. In unincorporated areas, multifamily housing is only allowed in the
Rural Center zone. Mixed-use development is allowed in the Rural Center, Rural
Village, and Rural Service zones.



Farm labor housing availability. Despite a stated need for farm labor housing (both
seasonal and longer-term), the ability to build this type of housing is a challenge. One of
the main issues is density limits within Rural Agriculture and Commercial Agriculture
zones, which limit housing to one unit per 10 or 20 acres. Both these zones to allow
"Dwelling units for farm workers.” However, the same lot density requirements apply to
this type of housing as a single-family home, for example.



Opportunities for manufactured home communities. Existing regulation for
manufactured home parks in the Rural zone require parcels be at least 10 acres in size
and have no more than 30 homes on 20 acres. Reducing the minimum lot area
requirement (while still maintaining the same density levels currently allowed of 1.5
dwelling units per acre) would increase the number of sites that manufactured homes
could be built in the County.
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Clustered housing. Existing subdivision regulation allow the clustering of up to six
homes in a smaller area as way to maintain larger areas of contiguous open space in
rural areas. More than one cluster can be developed, but must be separated by 200 feet
from other clusters. The current review process for these planned residential
developments is not straight-forward. Different types of land use decisions are required
depending on the number of lots created, underling zoning, and initial lot size. In
addition, the current option for clustering housing does not always offer density benefits
to home builders. As a result, few clustered housing developments have been built in
Island County. Saratoga Hills on Camano Island is one example of a recent development
that used clustered housing.



Accessory Dwelling Units and Guest Cottage Housing. Accessory dwelling units or
guest cottage housing are allowed in a number of zones throughout the County. There is
a limit of 35 guest cottages that can be permitted within one year. However, over the last
five years, the County has averaged less than 15 of these units a year, well below the 35unit maximum. The County may want to evaluate the potential for facilitating the
development of these units. Possible options include a streamlined permitting process or
pre-approved guest cottage building types.



Permitting process. Through stakeholder outreach and one-on-one interviews, people
mentioned Island County’s process for attaining the necessary permits can be a lengthy
process. Permitting on an island has inherent challenges related to infrastructure and
critical area issues that vary by location and lead to a level of unpredictability. At issue is
the need to get three separate permits sequentially: water, septic, and building. Each
permit is approved by a different department, which requires additional coordination.
Approval times cited ranged from approximately two to four months or more.
Stakeholders expressed concern that the multi-phased nature of the process makes it
hard to lineup contractors and start of construction efficiently.

Market Conditions and Programmatic Challenges


Lack of funding for more subsidized low-income housing, particularly permanent
affordable housing. While the County's network of social service agencies and housing
providers provide an efficient system of shelter and transitional housing options, they
report that their clients cannot find permanent housing once their stay in transitional
housing has ended. Given the County's low rental vacancy rate and the shortage of
housing affordable to households with low incomes, new subsidized housing is needed
to help fill the affordable housing gap of 2,750 units for households earning less than
$25,000 annually.



Loss of existing affordable units. Some of the subsidized housing units built by private
developers twenty to forty years ago are reaching the end of their required affordability
periods and transitioning to market-rate housing that is beyond the means of lowincome households to afford. Three subsidized projects totaling 73 units were lost from
the inventory in recent years, and two others totaling 85 units—Harbor Heights in Oak
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Harbor and Cam-Bey Senior Apartments in Coupeville—are currently at risk. In
addition, service providers report that other projects are decreasing their share of
affordable units as the underlying subsidies or affordability periods expire. More units
are at risk than have been built in the last five years; their loss would have a significant
impact.


Fair Market Rents (FMRs) are lower than military Basic Housing Allowance (BAS): In
a tight rental market with a shortage of low-cost units, even households with Housing
Choice Vouchers (formally known as Section 8 vouchers) are challenged to find housing
that they can afford. The BAS is higher than the maximum housing payment standard
(based on FMRs) allowed by the Department of Housing and Urban Development.
Thus, landlords find it more remunerative to charge rents pegged to the BAS than to
rent to households with Housing Choice Vouchers, which makes it difficult for voucher
holders to find units to rent.



Need for public information and advocacy: Greater public awareness is needed of the
range of individuals and families who face housing affordability challenges, including
working families with low-wage jobs. This is an important step toward building a
stronger commitment to supporting affordable housing development.

Existing Conditions Posing Challenges


Physical geography. Island County has a variety of geographic constraints that make
housing development more challenging than other locations. Specific issues include
environmental constraints such as wetlands, shorelines, and soil/septic issues, as well
Ebey’s Landing National Historic Reserve, which all limit the locations suitable for
housing development within Island County.



Lack of sewer and water infrastructure. Many areas within the county are zoned for
more intense development, including Freeland, Clinton, and various Rural Areas of
Intense Development (RAIDs) throughout the county. However, the existing water
systems and lack of sewer systems in these areas limit the intensity of development and
ability to develop infill housing. Freeland, in particular, is an area within a designated
urban growth area that does not have the sewer treatment facilities to reach its
development potential. Efforts have been made in the past to address this issue, and
future options will likely be costly.



Limited access/proximity to health care and other services. Much of the existing
housing stock in Island County (72%) is in unincorporated areas of the county. Due to
the county’s rural character, many areas of more intense development, such as those on
Camano Island, do not have health care, regular public transit, and other urban services
nearby. This is especially an issue for siting future senior and subsidized affordable
housing developments, which have limited suitable locations. Existing Goal 2 promotes
building housing in locations where infrastructure, public transit, and/or services are
readily accessible or planned. Enhancing public transit improvements and public health
services in areas where future senior and subsidized affordable housing developments
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can be supported (by infrastructure) will allow for Goal 2 to be more fully realized and
allow more effective delivery of services to more intensively developed areas.

Next Steps
This review identified several housing challenges to address and assets the County can build on
as part of updating the current Housing Element’s goals and policies. The current Housing
Element has goals that address these and other housing issues and related policies that provide
direction for County regulations, programs, and initiatives. However, this review identified
some challenges and assets that do not have a corresponding goal or policy.

Regulatory Options Under the Growth Management Act
The overall intent of the Growth Management Act (GMA) is to avoid urban sprawl by ensuring
more intense forms of development and growth occur within designated urban growth areas
(UGAs), which have the necessary services and infrastructure, and to maintain open space and
the “rural character” in areas outside of UGAs. As a result, there are limited options for
jurisdictions like Island County, which is predominantly rural, for supporting the development
of different and denser housing types outside of UGAs.
The GMA does provide some options for development in rural areas, some of which are listed
below. These options have advantages and disadvantages depending on the location. Island
County already allows for some of these options.


Rural clusters allow smaller individual lots through maintaining larger areas of open
space. Under Island County’s Planned Residential Development code, developers can
receive a density bonus for clustering development.



Limited areas of more intense development (LAMIRDs) allow counties to plan for
more intense development in rural areas. Although new RAIDs cannot be created, a
variety of housing densities and types can be accommodated within Island County’s
existing RAIDs.



Transfer of development rights (TDR) programs allow the purchase of development
rights on resource or rural lands and the relocation of those development rights to sites
where more intense development is allowed beyond the base zoning.



New fully contained communities can be approved outside of UGAs to accommodate a
portion of its 20-year population target if new infrastructure is provided.



Affordable housing incentive programs are an option for providing housing affordable
to low-income households. Incentive used could include:
 Fee Waivers or exemptions for permit and/or impact fees.
 Expedited permitting to reduce waiting time to receive permits.
 Density bonuses that allow more units than allowed under the base zoning.
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 Height and bulk bonuses that allow more building area than allowed under the base

zoning.
 Parking reductions to reduce the cost of development and provide more flexibility for

utilizing a site.
In addition, under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), local jurisdictions can adopt a
Planned Action Ordinance to help implement a comprehensive plan or subarea plan. As part
of the planned action process, local jurisdictions analyze the environmental impacts of future
development in a subarea. Planned action ordinances then allow development projects under
certain threshold studied upfront to avoid environmental review as part of the SEPA process.
Lastly, counties have the flexibility to establish development regulations that accommodate a
wide range of housing types. In rural areas, counties have the ability to set densities and lot
sizes as long as they are consistent with the rural character of the area. Rural character is
defined in the Rural Element of the comprehensive plan.

Update of Goals and Policies
Our approach for updating goals and policies is to first review the existing goals and determine
where there are gaps and what goals may need to be modified to better address specific
objectives. After a set of updated Housing Element goals are established, we then have to
determine if there are appropriate policies to provide guidance for achieving each goal. The
review of policies is based on a baseline set of questions that address important topics related to
each goal, such as:


Direction on scope, scale, or location for implementation.



Guidance on the use and/or prioritization of government resources, incentives, or
subsidies.



Identification of special populations to specifically address.



Guidance on future land use changes and comprehensive plan dockets to support
specific housing needs.

Next steps for the project include addressing these gaps and modifying the current goals and
policies in the Housing Element. This will include removing unnecessary or redundant policies,
modifying existing text to better address specific issues, and drafting language for new goals
and policies. These changes will also likely result in some reorganization of the existing goals
and corresponding policies as well.
The next two subsections discuss gaps and potential modification to the current goals and
policies for consideration as part of the Housing Element update. These items are not
comprehensive, and additional ones may arise through the review process with staff, elected
officials, and the public.
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Housing Goals


Gap: Of the County’s four current goals, there is no goal addressing the creation of
subsidized low-income housing directly. Several of the current policies provide
direction on this topic, but they are mostly under Goal 4.



Gap: There is no goal addressing partnering or coordinating with local organizations or
governments to address housing issues in the county. The County has several policies
related to this objective. In addition, it has already engaged in coordinated actions
through the North Whidbey Affordable Housing Task Force.



Modification: Goal 1 and Goal 2 addresses promoting access to housing for all persons
and promoting a variety of housing generally, but there is not a specific goal about
senior housing, housing for those with disabilities, farm labor housing, or other groups
with special or unique housing needs. Either one or both of these goals could be
modified to be more specific.



Modification: Goal 4 references the GMA requirements for Housing Elements, but it
does not describe any broad housing related objective the County is trying to achieve.
This goal should be modified to be more specific.

Policies and Implementation


Gap: There are not any policies providing guidance on housing in Rural Areas of
Intense Development (RAIDS) or similar areas. Policies of this type would likely fall
under current Goal 2.



Gap: There are not any policies about approaches for increasing the concentration of
housing while still maintaining rural character, such as clustered housing developments.
There is a goal in the Land Use Element about clustered development and maintaining
rural character. A new housing-related policy could fall under current Goal 2.



Gap: There is only one policy under Goal 3 related to preservation of the existing
housing stock. Additional policies related to maintenance and weatherization could be
added.



Gap: There are not any policies that address senior housing or farm labor housing.



Gap: There is not a specific policy for monitoring the implementation of reasonable
alternatives identified in the current Countywide Planning Policies. Current Policy H
4.17 does address monitoring the County’s housing strategy, but does not mention
monitoring what reasonable alternatives are being pursued to ensure the County is
meeting the Comprehensive Plan’s population and housing target.



Gap: There is no existing policy related to the use of clustered housing development.
While clustered housing development is currently an option under the development
code, it is not used very often and use of this option could be encouraged.
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Gap. Given the geographic and environmental constraints in Island County, a policy
providing guidance on ways the County could identify, inventory, and communicate
information on these topics could help facilitate the development process.



Modification: There is only one policy related to manufactured housing (H 1.9) in the
current Housing Element, and it does not provide guidance on any housing regulations
or programs. It should be revised to provide more detail.



Modification: Several of the current policies listed are too detailed and are more like
implementation actions rather than policy guidance. These policies should be written to
be broader or moved to a subsequent implementation strategy.



Modification: Current Policy H 4.5 discusses reviewing existing code regulations to
ensure they do not conflict with affordable housing goals. This policy can be written to
also include a review of other market-rate housing types such as cottage housing,
manufactured housing, or clustered housing, in addition to affordable housing.
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Methodology +
Report Summary

• This report intends to:
• Highlight findings that could lead to policy interventions (Executive Summary).
• Provide additional analysis that may be relevant and actionable (Key Findings).
• Supply appendices for all response data (Appendix A), as well as a demographic summary of
respondents (Appendix B).

• 2644 respondents participated in the survey.
• Online + hard copies.
• Listservs, website, Island County’s first social media campaign on Facebook and Twitter.
• Outreach targeted typically underrepresented seniors and low-income populations.

• Responses were collected from October 5 to November 13, 2017.
• Most surveys were completed during the first two weeks.

• Owners and renters received different questions tailored to their specific
ownership/renting status.
• 1887 respondents reported that they own their homes.
• 511 respondents reported that they rent their homes.
• 116 respondents reported that they neither rent nor own their home (military housing, live
with family/friends, etc.), and these respondents were subjected to the renter questions.
• 20 respondents reported they are currently homeless; several others said they were homeless
but are “now sleeping on a friend’s couch” or “staying with family until I can find a long-term
place.” People experiencing housing instability account for more than 1% of total survey
respondents.

Executive Summary

Among survey respondents, renters are significantly more likely to be cost-burdened by their house
payments than owners.

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO ARE COST-BURDENED,
BY PLANNING AREA
Homeownwers

COUPEVILLE + GREENBANK

17%

19%

28%

55%
14%

24%

51%
20%

14%

16%

CAMANO ISLAND

59%

Renters

61%

Total

LANGLEY, FREELAND + CLINTON

OAK HARBOR

For the purpose of this analysis, we define cost burden as rent or mortgage represent more than 30% of household income.

CAMANO ISLAND

66% of renters report
facing challenges when
looking for their homes.

58% of renters who
faced a challenge said
cost was a significant
challenge.

COUPEVILLE + GREENBANK

79% of renters report
facing challenges when
looking for their homes.

63% of renters who
faced a challenge said
cost was a significant
challenge.

LANGLEY, FREELAND +
CLINTON
80% of renters report
facing challenges when
looking for their homes.

71% of renters who
faced a challenge said
cost was a significant
challenge.

OAK HARBOR

78% of renters report
facing challenges when
looking for their homes.

74% of renters who
faced a challenge said
cost was a significant
challenge.

• Rural renters are almost twice as likely to strongly advocate for IC living to friends or relatives
compared to urban renters. This pattern is not seen among homeowners, who are equally likely to
strongly advocate regardless of where they live.
• 40% of those who commute 20+ miles to work moved to IC from a nearby county.
• Across all income levels, at least 68% of renters who faced challenges finding their homes indicate
that availability was a “significant challenge.” The same pattern does not hold true for cost, where
those with higher household income are much less likely to report it as a significant challenge.

85%
71%

80%
72%

77%
73%

80%
69%
68%

68%
66%

69%

70%

48%

50%

10%

< $20k

$20-35k

$35-50k

$50-75k

$75-100k

Availability

Cost

$100-150k

$150-200k

> $200k

Suggesting both the rental and buying markets have changed in recent years, respondents who
have lived in IC for 3 years or less were more likely to report facing challenges when looking for
their homes.

90%

Renters who have lived here
for more than 3 years were
significantly less likely to
say they experienced
challenges trying to find
their current residence than
those who have lived here
for fewer than 3 years.

84%

83%

72%
69%
62%
54%

53%
48%
39%

> 5 years

3-5 years

1-2 years

Renters

7-12 months < 6 months

Homeowners

Nearly half of respondents
who bought their homes
last year reported price
and availability as a
challenge compared to
only a quarter of those
who bought their homes
more than 5 years ago.

SATISFACTION WITH
LIVING CONDITIONS

FIRST CHOICE
IN HOUSING
Nearly two-thirds of
respondents (63%) said
living in a rural area
was their first choice in
housing.

15%

18%

10%

22%
63%

Rural

Suburban

Urban

Nearly three-quarters
of respondents (72%)
are satisfied with their
living conditions.

72%

Key Findings

There is evidence to support the contention that Island County has an
affordability problem – it appears to be worse for renters and is likely exacerbated
by a shortage of rental inventory.
• Only a quarter of respondents (26%) think Island County is more affordable than
neighboring counties.
• A scant 2% cited “IC is less expensive than other nearby counties” as their primary reason
for moving here. The most common reasons for moving to IC is the quality of life (39%) and
proximity to respondents’ work (16%).
• Among renters, 73% report that cost was a significant challenge (5 out of 5 on 1-to-5 scale)
to finding their home and another 16% indicate that it was a challenge (4 out of 5 on a 1-to5 scale). Only 12% of respondents are either neutral or do not rate cost as a challenge to
finding their home in IC. Similarly, availability is reported as a barrier at a nearly identical
rate (72% strongly agree / 17% agree).
• The rate at which renters indicate that price (73%) or availability (72%) was a significant
challenge in finding their home in IC is more than twice that mentioned by those who own
their home (33% price / 32% availability).
AFFORDABILITY CHALLENGES

There is strong evidence to support the appeal of rural living in Island County
• 59% report that they live in a rural area.
• 63% of all respondents said living in a rural area was their first choice in housing,
including 29% of people living in a city, 25% of people living in a suburb, and 88% of
people already living in a rural area.
• Among those who report that they do not live in the type of housing area
(urban/suburban/rural) they’d most like to, the highest proportion live in an urban area
(38%), followed by a similar number of those who live in a suburban area (33%). This is
roughly three times the rate at which those who live in a rural area indicate it was not
their first choice (12%).
• In terms of urban/suburban/rural settlings, homeowners overwhelmingly live where
they want to, though a majority of renters settle for a locale different from their
choosing.
• People who have lived in IC for more than 5 years are more likely to desire living in a
rural setting than those have lived here for less than 5 years, regardless of where they
currently live or their owner/renter status.
RURAL/URBAN

IC residents do not necessarily move here to be closer to work, though
those who do tend to migrate to urban areas and report higher levels of
satisfaction with specific aspects of IC life.
• IC residents do not appear to be moving from nearby counties to be closer to work: 40%
of those who commute 20+ miles to work moved to IC from a nearby county compared
to 29% of those who commute less than 5 miles.
• Renters and owners experience similar commute times: 29% of renters commute less
than 5 miles, compared to 27% of homeowners.
• 44% of those who commute less than 5 miles are very happy with their access to goods
and services – suggesting they live in urban or commercial centers – compared to 30%
of those who commute 20+ miles.
• Commute distance appears to be a driver of satisfaction with housing, as those who live
less than 5 miles from their work are significantly more likely than those who commute
20+ miles to strongly agree that their current housing fits their needs (60% vs 52%) and
that they are satisfied with their living conditions (58% vs 49%).
COMMUTING

Most renters experience challenges when trying to find a new home, and
availability and cost have been consistent barriers regardless of how long
respondents have been here.
• Renters who have lived here for more than 3 years were much less likely to say they
experienced challenges (71%) trying to find their current residence than those who have
lived here for fewer than 3 years (87%).
• Availability and cost was a consistent challenge, regardless of how long they have lived here.
Similarly, satisfaction across all categories was consistent.
• Physical condition was reported as a challenge more frequently by those who lived here < 3
years.
• People who lived in their current residence for more than 5 years were twice as likely to
report being very happy (5 out of 5 on a 1-out-of-5 scale) with their proximity to schools
(35%) than people who moved there less than six months ago (17%).

CHANGE OVER TIME

The majority of respondents are satisfied with their living conditions and
would recommend Island County as a place to live to a friend or relative.
• Overall, 72% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed (4 or 5 on a 1-to-5 scale) that
they were satisfied with their living conditions.
• Overall, 63% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed (4 or 5 on a 1-to-5 scale) that
they would recommend IC as a place to live.
• Nearly half (49%) of homeowners “strongly agree” that they would recommend IC
as a place to live. That’s more than double the number of renters (22%) who strongly
agree. Furthermore, 35% of renters indicate that they “settled for a home that
didn’t contain everything [they] wanted.”
• Rural renters are almost twice as likely (28%) to strongly advocate for IC living to
friends or relatives compared with urban renters (16%).
• This pattern is not seen among homeowners, who are equally likely to strongly
advocate regardless of where they live (urban, 50%; suburban, 49%; rural 49%).

SATISFACTION/ADVOCACY

Among survey respondents, 16% of Camano Island residents are costburdened by their rent or mortgage (house payments represent more than
30% of their household income), including 61% of renters who agree or
strongly agree that their rental payments are a financial burden and 14% of
owners who agree or strongly agree that their mortgages are a financial
burden.
• Camano renters:
• 66% of renters report facing challenges when looking for their homes.
• 76% of renters who faced a challenge said availability was a significant challenge (5 on a
1-to-5 scale); 58% said cost was a significant challenge; meanwhile, 19% of all renters
are very happy with their cost.

• Camano owners:
• 37% of owners report facing challenges when looking for their homes.
• 18% of owners who faced a challenge said availability was a significant challenge (5 on a
1-to-5 scale); 19% said cost was a significant challenge; meanwhile, 37% of all owners
are very happy with their cost.
PLANNING AREA: CAMANO
renter n = 32; owner n = 365

Among survey respondents, 20% of Coupeville and Greenbank residents are
cost-burdened by their rent or mortgage (house payments represent more
than 30% of their household income), including 51% of renters who agree or
strongly agree that their rental payments are a financial burden and 14% of
owners who agree or strongly agree that their mortgages are a financial
burden.
• Coupeville + Greenbank renters:
• 79% of renters report facing challenges when looking for their homes.
• 75% of renters who faced a challenge said availability was a significant challenge (5 on a
1-to-5 scale); 63% said cost was a significant challenge; meanwhile, 23% of all renters
are very happy with their cost.

• Coupeville + Greenbank owners:
• 46% of owners report facing challenges when looking for their homes.
• 20% of owners who faced a challenge said availability was a significant challenge (5 on a
1-to-5 scale); 20% said cost was a significant challenge; meanwhile, 22% of all owners
are very happy with their cost.
PLANNING AREA: COUPEVILLE + GREENBANK
renter n = 75; owner n = 298

Among survey respondents, 24% of Langley, Freeland + Clinton residents are
cost-burdened by their rent or mortgage (house payments represent more
than 30% of their household income), including 55% of renters who agree or
strongly agree that their rental payments are a financial burden and 17% of
owners who agree or strongly agree that their mortgages are a financial
burden.
• Langley, Freeland + Clinton renters:
• 80% of renters report facing challenges when looking for their homes.
• 76% of renters who faced a challenge said availability was a significant challenge (5 on a
1-to-5 scale); 71% said cost was a significant challenge; meanwhile, 22% of all renters
are very happy with their cost.

• Langley, Freeland + Clinton owners:
• 50% of owners report facing challenges when looking for their homes.
• 22% of owners who faced a challenge said availability was a significant challenge (5 on a
1-to-5 scale); 20% said cost was a significant challenge; meanwhile, 35% of all owners
are very happy with their cost.
PLANNING AREA: LANGLEY, FREELAND + CLINTON
renter n = 174; owner n = 515

Among survey respondents, 28% of Oak Harbor residents are cost-burdened
by their rent or mortgage (house payments represent more than 30% of their
household income), including 59% of renters who agree or strongly agree that
their rental payments are a financial burden and 19% of owners who agree or
strongly agree that their mortgages are a financial burden.
• Oak Harbor renters:
• 78% of renters report facing challenges when looking for their homes.
• 68% of renters who faced a challenge said availability was a significant challenge (5 on a
1-to-5 scale); 74% said cost was a significant challenge; meanwhile, 13% of all renters
are very happy with their cost.

• Oak Harbor owners:
• 39% of owners report facing challenges when looking for their homes
• 33% of owners who faced a challenge said availability was a significant challenge (5 on a
1-to-5 scale); 37% said cost was a significant challenge; meanwhile, 35% of all owners
are very happy with their cost.
PLANNING AREA: OAK HARBOR
renter n = 331; owner n = 674
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Q1. Do you live in Island County as a…

Q2. What is the ZIP code of your primary
residence in Island County?

41%

Oak Harbor

Camano Island

16%

Coupeville

12%

Langley

Freeland

11%

Clinton

9%

8%

Greenbank

1
3%

Q4. How many people live at your primary
residence in Island County?

Q5. What type of residence is your primary
residence in Island County?

Q6. Regardless of your primary residence, do
you qualify to live in military housing?

Q7. If you qualify for military housing, would
you prefer to live in it?

Q8. “I live in Island County because…”

Q9. Where did you live prior to Island
County?

Q10. When did you move to your current
home?

Q11. How long did it take you to find your
current home?

Q12. Do you rent or own the home you live
in?

Q13. RENTERS: Did you face any challenges
when looking for your home?

Q13. RENTERS: Did you face any challenges
when looking for your home?

Q14. RENTING challenges

Q15. Other RENTING challenges

Q16. RENTERS: How happy are you with
each of the following aspects of your home?

Q16. RENTERS: How happy are you with
each of the following aspects of your home?

Q17. RENTERS: How much you agree or disagree
with each of the following statements?

Q17. RENTERS: How much you agree or disagree
with each of the following statements?

Q18-19. RENTERS: Buying/building a new
home
How likely are you to buy or build
a home in the next 5 years?

How likely are you to buy or build
a home in Island County?

Q20. OWNERS: Did you buy or build?

Q21. Did you face any challenges when
BUYING your home?

Q23. BUYING challenges

Q24. Other BUYING challenges

Q22. Did you face any challenges when
BUILDING your home?

Q25. BUILDING challenges

Q26. Other BUILDING challenges

Q27. OWNERS: How happy are you with
each of the following aspects of your home?

Q27. OWNERS: How happy are you with
each of the following aspects of your home?

Q28. OWNERS: How much you agree or disagree
with each of the following statements?

Q28. OWNERS: How much you agree or disagree
with each of the following statements?

Q29-30. OWNERS: Did you look somewhere
other than IC?
Did you look somewhere other
than Island County to buy or build
your current home?

Why did you choose to live in
Island County?

Q31. How much you agree or disagree with
each of the following statements?

Q32. Would you consider the area you live in
to be urban, suburban, or rural?

Q33-34. Urbanites
Is living in an urban area
(city/town) your first choice for
housing?

Where was your first choice for housing?

Q35-36. Suburbanites
Is living in an suburban area your
first choice for housing?

Where was your first choice for housing?

Q37-38. Rural folks
Is living in a rural area your first
choice for housing?

Where was your first choice for housing?

Q39. Describe how housing in Island County
could improve.
• 2153 responses
• Themes:
• Invest in infrastructure.
• Address traffic/congestion issues.
• Provide more options for housing types: ADUs, multifamily options,
townhouses, condos, etc.
• Keep the rural character and limit sprawl.
• Create more affordable housing options, especially for families and seniors.

Q41-42. Commuting
Do you or a member of your
household commute outside of
Island County for work or school?

How far do you commute roundtrip for
work or school?

Q46-47. Disability and accessibility
Does anyone in your home have a
disability or other accessibility challenge
that requires accommodations?

Does your current housing meet those
accommodation needs?
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PHONE: (360) 679-7339  from Camano (360) 629-4522, Ext. 7339
 from S. Whidbey (360) 321-5111, Ext. 7339  FAX: (360) 679-7306
 1 NE 6th Street, P. O. Box 5000, Coupeville, WA 98239-5000
 Internet Home Page: http://www.islandcountywa.gov/planning/

TO:

Island County Planning & Community Development

FROM:

Morgan Shook and Erik Rundell, ECONorthwest

DATE:

May 23, 2018

SUBJECT:

GMA Reasonable Measures Addendum

BACKGROUND
The Growth Management Act (GMA) is intended to encourage development in urban
areas and reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into low-density
sprawl. To achieve these goals, cities must strive for efficient land use patterns by
implementing strategies to realize increased development densities within their
designated urban growth areas (UGAs).
To implement this goal, GMA counties and cities are required to collect data on
buildable lands and analyze how planning goals are being achieved. As part of this
process, jurisdictions are required to monitor the amount and density of development
that has occurred since adoption or revision of their comprehensive plan. Jurisdictions
must then compare anticipated growth against actual development over time to see if
(1) local governments have enough suitable land inside the UGA to accommodate the
growth anticipated during the 20-year planning period, and (2) if urban densities are
being achieved in UGAs.
Under RCW 36.70A.215 counties and cities are required to identify reasonable
measures, other than adjusting urban growth areas that will be taken to accommodate
any potential deficiency in buildable land capacity before considering expansion of a
UGA. Reasonable measures are actions intended to reduce deficiencies in the
development assumptions and targets contained in the countywide planning policies
and the county and city comprehensive plans. These measures work to increase
densities and realize efficient land use patterns within UGAs.
This memorandum is intended to serve as a resource for pursuing the reasonable
measures that will help local jurisdictions achieve the planning targets and development
assumptions adopted in their respective comprehensive plans. Ultimately, each
jurisdiction will have to decide what measures work best for their community. This
document just provides guidance to help communities begin these conversations.

Page 1 of 7

GMA 13707

POTENTIAL REASONABLE MEASURES
There are a variety of measures individual jurisdictions can implement to realize more
housing within their existing city limits and UGA. The section below provides a sample
range of measures a jurisdiction can choose to pursue. This list is not an exhaustive list
of measures available, but those identified as relevant for Island County. Each measure
provides a specific description and highlights the potential benefits and challenges
associated with that measure.
Increase allowable residential densities
Description. Changes to existing residential development regulations to allow higher
densities can allow more units to be accommodated within existing residential zones.
For example, a zone that has a minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet could be reduced
to 6,000 square feet.
Benefits. More units can be built on existing lots without rezoning areas of the city.
Slight density changes can be made without disrupting the character of a neighborhood,
but allow for significantly more housing.
Challenges. Even modest changes may be politically unpopular. Off-street parking
requirements may make the development of these sites a challenge based on lot sizes.
Increased density maximums may not always result in the increased density of
development when zones allow a variety of densities. Additional incentives/regulations
might be necessary to realize these higher densities.
Rezone areas to allow more residential development
Description. Changing current low-density residential zones to one that allows a higher
density of housing or changing commercial zones to allow a mixture of residential and
commercial uses would allow for more units to be built within the zone. For example,
portions of a low-density residential area could be rezoned to a medium density
residential area.
Benefits. More units can be built on existing lots. A wider variety of units can be built
that meet the housing needs of residents.
Challenges. Zoning changes may be politically unpopular. Zone changes may also
require administrative processes, such as an environmental impact statement under the
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and potential changes to a jurisdictions
comprehensive plan.
Allow accessory dwelling units and backyard cottage housing and remove
barriers to utilization of this option where possible.
Description. Small accessory units on parcels that already have a house may be able
provide an additional dwelling unit without significant disruption to the neighborhood
character. Units can be attached or detached from the main house. Examples of
regulatory barriers may include restrictions that limit the number of accessory units
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allowed in a given year, off-street parking requirements, and owner occupancy
requirements.
Benefits. This can increase the number of residential units, particularly rental units, in
single-family or low-density residential zoned areas, likely with minimal changes to the
neighborhood character.
Challenges. ADUs often require that existing property owners build the structure. As a
result, the development process can be a barrier for those that are inexperienced in the
process. Construction costs, including development fees, and financing can also be a
challenge for property owners with limited funds. Some neighborhoods may have
concerns over an influx of additional rental units.
Provide development incentives
Description. Financial incentives can increase revenues or reduce costs for new
developments, making projects financially feasible that may otherwise not be feasible
under current market conditions. Some examples of potential incentives could include
an 8-year multifamily tax exemption program (MFTE) for incorporated areas with a
population above 15,000 1 or unincorporated UGAs with sewer service 2, or density
bonuses for certain development types, such as clustered housing or planned
residential developments.
Benefits. More units may be built sooner than current market conditions allow,
particularly the development of more multifamily housing.
Challenges. Market conditions are always changing, and incentives offered may not be
sufficient as conditions change. Incentives for development may also be politically
unpopular.
Allow more townhomes, and duplexes in low-density residential zones
Description. Cities can change regulations to allow different types of housing and
scales, particularly in zones reserved for single-family detached housing. This emphasis
is on “missing middle” housing options (i.e. duplexes through fourplexes, accessory
dwelling units, townhouses, and cottage housing) that are more compatible with lower
density residential areas and allow more units to be built.
Benefits. A wider variety of units can be built that meet the housing needs of residents
while still maintaining a similar, albeit not identical, neighborhood character. In addition,
these housing forms are more compatible with lower density residential areas.
Challenges. Even modest changes may be politically unpopular. Off-street parking
requirements may make the development of these sites a challenge based on lot sizes.

1

RCW 84.14.010

2

RCW 84.14.040
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Allow manufactured home parks in residential areas
Description. Manufactured home parks provide additional housing options within
residential areas and a more efficient use of land than siting individual manufactured
homes on separate parcels. Jurisdictions can ensure that manufactured home parks are
a permitted use in residential zones, and they would still be subject to the same
development standards as other housing types within the zone. Other regulatory
barriers may include limitations on the minimum lot area.
Benefits. Manufactured home parks can allow for a more efficient layout of homes and
maximize the development density within an existing residential zone.
Challenges. The placement of new manufactured home parks within existing residential
areas may be politically unpopular.
Establish residential density minimums
Description. Minimum densities place a regulatory floor on the density of units within a
zone. This is often implemented through establishing maximum lot sizes or a minimum
number of units per acre.
Benefits. Prevents low-density development in areas that allow more units and
promotes development that is consistent with assumptions in a jurisdiction’s
comprehensive plan. Low density development can also significantly hinder high density
build-out in the future because redevelopment is always more expensive.
Challenges. If the minimum densities are set too high and there is no demand, or not
as much demand, for units above the minimum density requirements, a jurisdiction may
realize less new housing development in those zones. Regulations would limit some
property owners from developing their property as they desire.
Reduced street-width standards
Description. Current standards or subdivision ordinances may require street widths
that are wider than necessary to accommodate traffic and/or parking needs. Narrowing
the minimum street-width standards would allow more land area to be used for housing
as part of the subdivision process.
Benefits. Increasing the amount of land available for development could lead to more
housing on the additional land. Reducing the size of a street could also reduce the cost
for a developer and make development more financially feasible. There is the added
benefit of creating more walkable neighborhoods when street-widths are lower, which
can encourage additional growth in that neighborhood.
Challenges. Other city departments may resist the changes. Street standards are often
based on national traffic engineering standards, which are applied by public works
engineers. Fire departments may also desire wider streets for their larger vehicles.
Joint Planning and Pre-Annexation Agreements
Description. Coordinated planning between the County and affected city for
infrastructure and service provisions and development standards in unincorporated
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UGAs can facilitate the efficient development of these areas at urban densities and
form. Ultimately, cities should ensure an adequate and orderly process exists that will
allow areas to annex into the city.
Benefits. Successful coordination of development and annexation of unincorporated
areas within UGAs can lead to those areas developing sooner and at overall higher
densities, increasing the total number of housing units built. Pre-annexation plans can
also reduce costs for infrastructure and service provision.
Challenges. Pre-annexation plans between the County and the affected city can take
time and extensive negotiation.
State Environmental Policy Act categorical exemptions
Description. Under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), cities and counties can
establish a minimum threshold for environmental review up to the maximum allowed
under state statute 3 for new construction. Projects below this threshold are exempt from
the EIS determination requirements. In addition, cities and counties can adopt a
planned action ordinance, which require conducting an environmental impact statement
(EIS) for a defined subarea in advance of future development. Subsequent individual
developments within this area at or below the type and scale of development analyzed
in the EIS are exempt from environmental review.
Benefits. Reducing the amount of environmental review required can reduce review
time and cost for developments below those thresholds, which may result in more
development than would have occurred otherwise.
Challenges. Community members interested in environmental protection may be
hesitant to lessen environmental review requirements.
Allow for Planned Residential Development in Single-Family zones
Description. Planned Residential Developments (PRDs) are those that follow a design
plan from inception to use. This can allow for the more creative site plans, and some
jurisdictions allow increased densities through a PRD as a tradeoff for increased design
requirements, the preservation of open space through clustering, and the provision of
public amenities.
Benefits. Planned Residential Development can help maximize the development
density within a low-density residential zone while complementing the neighborhood
character through design requirements and while making use of onsite amenities
including open space. This can be particularly useful for properties constrained by
critical areas, which can make use of clustering units within the unconstrained portion of
the property.
Challenges. Changes to allowed density within single-family zones can cause concerns
related to neighborhood character.

3

WAC 197-11-800
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Short Plat process
Description. Increase the number of lots that can be platted under the shot plat
process. Current state law allows up to nine lots to be subdivided through a shot plat
process, but many jurisdictions choose to have a lower standard for triggering a long
plat review (ex. four lots as the maximum reviewed as a short plat). Because the short
plat process is generally less complicated and costly than a long plat, this can
encourage the creation of more lots.
Benefits. Short plats tend to be significantly less expensive and quicker to permit,
which could encourage the development of more projects at higher densities.
Challenges. No major challenges.
Parking standards
Description. Jurisdictions typically require dedicated off-street parking spots for new
development based on the size and use of the building. These requirements increase
the amount of land needed to accommodate parking and can be a barrier to new
development. For example, off-street parking requirements for single-family homes,
townhomes, or apartments may require larger lot sizes to accommodate the building,
parking, and open space and prevent development from meeting the densities allowed
under the current zoning. Additional parking also increases the costs for development.
Benefits. Reducing parking standards gives developers more flexibility when
developing a property and prevents parking from being the factor governing
development densities on a site (compared to the actual zoning requirements).
Reducing parking standards also reduces the cost of development. This can be
particularly effective around transit corridors and services.
Challenges. Changes to off-street parking standards can be politically unpopular. When
not done effectively, reduction in off-street parking standards can lead to neighborhoods
overwhelmed by cars and a lack of parking.
Land assembly and acquisition
Description. Finding appropriately zoned sites large enough for development,
particularly for multifamily housing, can be difficult. Jurisdictions can proactively
purchase property to assemble lots large enough for housing to be developed more
efficiently and at densities allowed under current zoning. The assembled properties can
then be sold for development and to achieve other public benefits, such as affordable
housing. Incentives can also be provided through a competitive process that would
encourage proposals for high-density housing.
Benefits. Proactively assembling property can facilitate the development of these sites
with residential uses more efficiently and at higher densities. Jurisdictions often
assemble property for the specific purpose of supporting affordable housing
development. Creating pilot public/private projects can also stimulate development in
targeted areas.
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Challenges. Assembling adjacent properties can take time, is expensive, and is usually
a long-term strategy. It also requires local jurisdictions to allocate public dollars that
could be used for other near-term priorities.
Provide for more flexibility from requirements for ground floor commercial
Description. Ground floor commercial requirements make residential buildings more
costly to build, and depending on market conditions, may be a barrier to multifamily
development in zones with those requirements. In addition, the commercial spaces built
may be difficult to fill, which also is an economic disincentive. Relaxing ground floor
commercial requirements, either through limiting the amount required or allowing
residential uses on the ground floor, could help make multifamily housing development
more financially viable. When allowing residential uses on the ground floor, certain
building standards could remain in place to allow the units to more readily convert to a
commercial use in the future.
Benefits: More multifamily units may be built sooner than if the requirements are
maintained.
Challenges. Ground floor commercial requirements are often intended to further
jurisdiction’s goals of fostering mixed use, walkable neighborhoods. Removing these
requirements may preclude opportunities for future mixed-use development on those
sites.

CONSIDERATIONS
Reasonable measures are adopted and implemented through local comprehensive
plans and local development regulations. Most jurisdictions will have to adopt more than
one measure to achieve its target population and/or achieved density goals. The
specific measure or combination of measures pursued will depend on each jurisdiction’s
local needs.
In selecting measures to pursue, local jurisdictions should first consider what specific
issue they are trying to address. For example, is a wider variety of housing needed
citywide or does residential density within low-density zones need to be increased? The
ultimate objective(s) will inform the appropriate measures to implement. As a part of
selecting measures, local jurisdictions should also evaluate and analyze the potential for
different measures to increase housing capacity or densities.
Lastly, local jurisdictions will need to continually monitor development outcomes after
reasonable measures have been implemented to ensure they are having the intended
effect. Adjustments to regulatory measures used may be needed to ensure they are
functioning as effectively as possible.
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Affordable Housing Task Force
Recommendations and Top Priorities
Jurisdiction
Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor
Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor

Recommendation

Comments

1) Adjust Island County and City of Oak Harbor ordinances to
take maximum advantage of RCW 36.70A.540 Affordable
Housing incentive program. Recommend vetting by IC and OH
planning departments to ensure meeting all legal criteria (Group#1)
2) Allow city sewer service extensions into the UGA, with
requirement for future annexation. (Group#1)

3) Island County and City of Oak Harbor to adopt the
provisions of Senate Bill 5674 which was signed into law by
Island County &
Governor on 4/27/17. The Bill provides local options to allow
City of Oak
administrative approval of final plat process. Has the
Harbor
Potential to cut several months off the Platting process
(Group#1)
Island County & 4) Eliminate any minimum square footage requirements
City of Oak
preventing the use of tiny homes and Park Model Homes
Harbor
(Group #3)
5)a. Modify the ordinance to Eliminate barriers to ADUsIsland County
b. Allow two ADU's on parcels of 5 acres and allow an
Only
additional ADU for each additional 5 acres under a single
ownership, and allow common septic tank use. (Group #1)
Island County
6) Implement Multi-Family Tax Incentive Program per RCW
Only
84.14and RCW 36.70A215 (Group #1)
7) Change the ordinance to allow first floor residential in all
commercial zones with provision that requires 10 foot
City of Oak
ceilings on the portion of building fronting an arterial street
Harbor Only
or major collector street. (Creates option to convert to
commercial in event demand arises) (Group #1)
8) Make an immediate change to the ordinance to eliminate
City of Oak
barriers and encourage ADU's. (Group #1)
Harbor Only
a) Eliminate occupancy restrictions
b) no added parking requirements
th
** At the July 10 2017 meeting, Task Force members met to review final voting and prioritizing of
recommendations. At this meeting Work Group #1 presented the idea of bundling the 8
recommendations listed in the orange box above, as implementation could happen with relative ease
in the near future through ordinance change or other. A majority of the Task Force members in
attendance voted and agreed to bundle and prioritize.
9) Island County should revisit minimum 5 acre lot size for
Island County
smaller lot sizes where appropriate. (Group #1). (July 10th
Only
meeting, Voted and approved new wording.)
GMA 13715
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Jurisdiction

Island County
Only

Recommendation

Comments

10) Streamline Permitting processes. Look at overlapping
processes, timeline barriers, allow paying for permits with
credit cards. (Group #3)
11) Reduce minimum lot sizes through density bonuses for
affordable housing development, per the guidelines below;

City of Oak
Harbor Only

Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor

Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor

Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor

(Group #3)
Current 7,200 reduce R-1 to 5,500 sq. ft.
Current 6,000 reduce R-2 to 3,500 sq. ft.
Current 6,000 reduce R-3 and R-4 to 2,500 sq. ft.
12) Establish an inter-jurisdictional Housing Affordability
Task Force to follow through on implementation. Task Force
to include elected officials, land development, planning
professions and city and county staff. Group should meet
with enough regularity to ensure final approved
recommendations are moved forward. (Group #3)
13) Land Banking- Designate and Bank surplus properties in
Oak Harbor and Island County unincorporated areas as
targeted land for Affordable Housing either through
development of the specific site or by sale of sites with funds
used for developed land purchase. (Group#1)
i: Banked properties would be managed, for compliance, by
county staff or Island County Housing Authority.
Ii: Inter local agreement required.
14) Take actions necessary to attract (non-profit or for-profit)
professional and experienced affordable housing developers
like Bellwether, Low Income Housing Institute, Mercy
Housing, Opportunity Council, Catholic Housing Services and
others to navigate the complex funding sources and systems
needed to develop affordable housing in Oak Harbor and
Island County. These developers are expert at knowing the
recipe for success and know the formula for putting together
the right partners and funding sources: local funding, low
income housing tax credits, WA state housing trust, federal
home loan bank, private banks, foundation grants, etc.
If we can attract them to build, in scale, on Island County/Oak
Harbor we will be able to take the pressure off an inadequate
number of existing units and provide a range of housing
options for our residents. (Group#2)
To accomplish this we must demonstrate:
1). availability of reasonably priced land, suitably zoned, with
water and sewer accessibility
2). local funding (levy) for an Affordable Housing Investment
Fund (AHIF) that demonstrates local commitment and support
3). Staff resource designated to reach out to advance and
promote new policies.
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Jurisdiction

Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor

Island County
Only

Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor
City of Oak
Harbor Only
Island County
Only
Island County
Only
City of Oak
Harbor Only
Island County
Only
Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor
Island County
Only

Recommendation

Comments

15) Allow an affordable housing high density project in the
unincorporated UGA with a contract provision that the
ownership, by covenant, will agree to future annexation.
(Group#1)
16) Per RCW 84.52.105 Request Board of County
Commissioner’s to place on ballot the implementation of a 7
year property tax levy to fund an Affordable Housing
Investment Fund. (Group #2)
Funds from this levy would be targeted toward that
community segment in greatest crisis-assisting renting
households who earn 50% or less of area median income. This
levy would not impact the county’s levy lid.
Fund Allocation:
1). 60% of collections-allocated toward new rental
developments and preservation of existing rental projects
2). 20% of collections-allocated toward land acquisition/land
banking
3). 15% of collections- allocated toward accompanying social
services
4). 5% of collections – allocated to administration
17) Create maps identifying land that can accommodate
affordable housing for immediate development and future
development.(Group#1)
18) Mix R-3 and R-4 strategically within the R-1 areas that have
not been developed fully (Group #3)
19) For existing manufactured home parks-allow up to 30%
expansion with no density requirement if infrastructure is
available. (Group #1)
20) Adjust incentives for clustering. Allow reduced
permitting costs and/or additional bonus for affordable units
at 90% AMI or below with a 30% density increase. (Group #3)
21) Allow Duplexes in Oak Harbor Single Family zones (Group
#3)
22) Encourage Manufactured Home Parks. Remove size
limitation, allow existing parks to expand if infrastructure
available. (Group #3)
23) Provide increased Density Bonuses for Affordable
Housing in all residential zones of 30% (up from 20%) if units
targeted at or below 90% area median incomes and meet
affordable housing criteria. (Group #3)
24) Conservation Futures Funds should be targeted in a way
using TDR's or other mechanisms to benefit affordable
housing (Group #1)
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Jurisdiction

Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor

Island County
Only

Island County
Only

Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor
Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor
Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor

Island County
Only

City of Oak
Harbor Only
Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor

Recommendation

Comments

25) Establish a Transferable Development Rights program
targeting development at 80% or less of AMI. (Group#1)
i ) Execute inter local agreements between Island County and
City of Oak Harbor and possibly Coupeville.
ii)Identify potential TDR receiving areas
iii) Evaluate possibility of intra-jurisdictional county programs
that could transfer development rights from farmland, forest
land, or areas of high environmental value to unincorporated
urban areas or rural areas where density is allowed.
iv) Utilize staff position called for in H4.10 of Island County
Comprehensive Plan to manage repository.
v) Initial funding for TDR bank from Island County Housing
26) For New developments of Manufactured Homes allow
for increased density up to 50 units on no less than 30 acres
(Group #1)
27) Island County Should Take the lead in the creation of
Community Drain fields in RAIDS – Many individual lots do
not ‘perc’. Most lots that ‘perc’ well have already been built
out. Large Onsite Septic Systems (LOSS) are already
successfully used, such as in mobile home, Payless grocery
store and Sunny View Village Work Force Housing. (Group
#3)
28) Allow waiver on impact fees if the affordable housing
project targets 70% AMI or below
29) Preserve existing affordable housing opportunities.
Develop system to closely monitor existing affordable
housing properties annually. (Group #4)
30) Through discussions with both County and City planning,
parking standards can be reduced or modified for
development of affordable housing at 90% AMI or below.
31) Island County to develop Conservation Futures Funds
Program in concert with clustering and affordable housing.
(Group #3)
i). Purchase development rights using conservation futures
funds and transfer them to be used for affordable cluster
development elsewhere
ii). Use conservation futures funds to purchase the required set
aside open space for conventional clustering development to
reduce cost.
32) Allow detached housing in multifamily zones (Group #3)
33) Planned Residential Development (PRD) Process/Earned
development units. Allow increased density as a trade- off
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Jurisdiction

Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor

Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor
Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor
Island County &
City of Oak
Harbor
Island County
Only

City of Oak
Harbor Only

Island County
Only

Recommendation

Comments

for design requirements/street improvements and address
any neighborhood concerns with good design. (Group #3)
34) Require landlords to give forty-five (45) day notice to
vacate. Create a 45 day notice “Affirmative Defense”, where
residential month to month tenants can assert in an eviction
action against a landlord who fails to provide a 45 day nocause notice to terminate tenancy. This notice would be
contingent upon the tenant meeting all terms of the lease. A
failure to meet the terms would allow the landlord to issue a
three-day notice to pay or vacate. (Group #4)
35) Require lessors to provide tenant a lease addendum
informing them of resources for obtaining copy of tenant
rights.
36) Require forty-five (45) day notice for rent increases on
10% or more in any 180-day period. (Group #4)
37) Allow Park Model Homes with associated quality
requirements such as insulation and wood siding (Group #3)
38) Island County to create a staff position, in accordance
with Island County Comprehensive plan for affordable
housing. (July 10th meeting, voted and approved new wording
and to move to the final list of recommendations).
39) Low Impact Development (LID) requirements –
Incentivize Low Impact Developments (LID) through
increased density allowances and reduced permitting costs.
Develop guide for low cost LID options. Look into potential
revisions to LID standards to help with affordability. (Group
#3)
40) Task Island County Housing Advisory Board to target
funds toward leveraging into programs that actually create
new affordable housing or new added shelter programs.
(Group #1)
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Draft Housing Element Text

4.1 INTRODUCTION
The Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan outlines current housing conditions
and future housing needs in Island County for the 20-year planning period, to be
included in the Comprehensive Plan as required by the Growth Management Act (RCW
36.70A.070(2)). The future housing needs are estimated using the population
projections adopted on March 10, 2014 (See Appendix B).
Island County has several housing related challenges, including the need for a variety of
housing types and the need for more housing affordable to low-income households. The
need for housing over the 20-year planning period will likely include more rental options,
smaller units, and senior housing than the current share of this type of housing.
However, the rural nature of much of Island County presents challenges for developing
new housing.
The Housing Element provides policy direction for Island County to address these
challenges. This policy direction is established in the adopted housing goals and
policies. Goals are the primary housing related objectives and outcomes the County
wants to achieve over the 20-year planning period. The related policies provide
guidance on County actions, such as programs, regulations, and funding, to achieve
those goals.
This Element is broken down into the following sections:
1. An inventory of the current housing stock and conditions
2. A housing needs analysis,
3. A forecast of housing demand and capacity,
4. Goals and policies.
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4.2 HOUSING INVENTORY
Island County’s existing supply of housing reflects past growth, market demand, and
regulations in Island County. This section summarizes Island County’s existing housing
stock, including the number of units by type and price. This section also considers
recent development trends and housing vacancy in Island County.
4.2.1 Housing Units
There are approximately 41,500 housing units in Island County as of 2016. The majority
of those units (78 percent) are single-unit homes. Multifamily housing (buildings with two
or more units) represents 11 percent of the total housing stock with most of the
multifamily housing stock within Oak Harbor. Mobile homes (as defined by the Office of
Financial Management and American Community Survey) are over 11 percent of total
housing stock.
Table 4-1. Housing Units by Type and Jurisdiction, 2016

Source: Island County Assessor, ECONorthwest.

The housing stock in Island County is a mix of ages. One-third of the housing stock has
been built in the last twenty-five years (1992 through 2016). However, the number of
units built since 2010 is relatively small compared to previous years. Since 2010, just
1,200 new units have been built, and only 56 unit of those have been multifamily units.
The lingering effects of the recession in 2008 likely contributed to the decreased
number of homes built. Since 1992, the County has averaged 600 new units a year.
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Figure 4-1. Housing Units by Type and Year Built, 1992-2016

Source: Washington Office of Financial Management.

The percentage of units that are vacant in Island County is higher relative to
Washington State. Based on the Census’ 2011-2015 average, about 18 percent of
housing units in Island County are vacant, which is double the vacancy rate for
Washington State.
Figure 4-2. Vacancy Status, Island County, Washington State, and Planning
Areas, 2011-2015

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS 5-Year Estimate
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The most common reason for vacancies is that homes have seasonal, recreational, and
occasional uses, which is the reason for over 60 percent of vacant units in Island
County. At the same time, apartments have relatively low vacancies, at less than 5
percent.
Figure 4-3. Vacancy Reason, Island County and Washington State, 2011-2015

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS 5-Year Estimate

4.2.3 Housing Prices
In 2017, Island County had a median sales price of $320,000 through August 2017.
Homes sold for between $200,000 and $299,000 represent the largest share of homes
sold (31 percent) in the County. The median sales price in places in Camano Island is
higher than the other Planning Areas at $369,000. North Whidbey had the lowest
median sales price at $290,000 in 2017 through September.
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Figure 4.4- Median Sales Price, Island County and Planning Areas, January–
September 2017

Source: Property Radar

Home sales prices in Island County have followed a similar trend to Washington State.
Inflation-adjusted home sales prices decreased from about 2007 to 2012, and have
increased since then. They have not yet recovered to 2007 median sales price.
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Figure 4-5. Median Sales Price, Island County and Washington State 2004–2017,
Adjusted for inflation to September 2017 dollars

Source: Zillow for 2004–2015, Property Radar for 2016-2017

The median gross rent in Island County for 2011-2015 was $1,076. Rent in Island
County is higher than the Washington State average.
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Figure 4-6. Median Gross Rent, Island County, Washington State, and Selected
Urban Areas, 2011–2015

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS 5-Year Estimate

4.2.4 Housing Affordability
The typical standard used to determine housing affordability is that a household should
pay no more than a certain percentage of household income for housing, including
payments and interest or rent, utilities, and insurance. The U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) guidelines indicate that households paying more than
30 percent of their income on housing are “cost burdened” and households paying more
than 50 percent of their income on housing are “severely cost burdened.”
In the 2012-2016 period, about 35 percent of Island County’s households are cost
burdened. Renters are more likely to be cost burdened than homeowners. Fifty percent
of renter households are cost burdened, compared with 28 percent of homeowners.
Lower-income households are disproportionately cost burdened. For example, in 20112015, about 26 percent of Island County households have an income of less than
$35,000 per year. These households can afford rent of less than $875 per month or a
home with a value of less than $87,500. Over 70 percent of these households are cost
burdened.
North Island County has slightly higher cost burden rates than the other planning areas.
Of the urban areas in the County, Freeland and Langley have the highest cost burden
rates.
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Figure 4-7. Housing Cost Burden by Planning Area and Select Urban Areas, 2012–
2016

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS 5-Year Estimate

The illustration below explains cost-burden rates by viewing Island County as 100
residents. Homeowners are represented by green squares, and renters are represented
by blue squares; the majority of residents live in an owner-occupied home. The graphic
also breaks homeowners and renters into two groups based on income. The darker
shade are those people in households with middle to higher incomes and lighter shades
represent people in households with lower incomes. The white dots indicate the number
of people that are considered cost burdened.
A higher portion of lower-income people earning less than $35,000 a year are cost
burdened. However, a small share of those living middle or upper income households
are cost burdened as well. In addition, renters are more likely to be cost burdened than
homeowners.
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Figure 4-8. Illustration of Cost Burden If All of Island County’s Households Were
100 Residents, 2016

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS 5-Year Estimate
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4.3 HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS
Housing demand is determined by the preferences for different types of housing (e.g.,
single-family detached or apartment), and the ability to pay for that housing (the ability
to exercise those preferences in a housing market by purchasing or renting housing).
Preferences for housing are related to demographic characteristics and changes, in
addition to personal preferences. The ability to pay for housing is based on income and
housing costs. The following two sections analyze and discuss these factors.
4.3.1 Population Trends
Island County’s population grew by 38 percent between 1990 and 2016, adding nearly
23,000 new residents. Over this period, Island County’s population grew at an average
annual growth rate of 1.2 percent. In comparison, the state grew at a slightly faster rate
of 1.5 percent a year over the same period. In the last 10 years growth has been slower
with an average annual growth rate of 0.65 percent. The majority of the population
growth in the last 10 years was due to in-migration. In-migration in 2016 was
substantially higher that any of the previous 10 years with over 2,000 people moving to
the County. Island County’s future population growth will drive demand for housing over
the planning period.
Island County’s population increase in 2016 was the largest in the last ten years. Most
of this population increase was due to in-migration into Island County.
Figure 4-9. Annual Population Growth, Net Migration, and Natural Increase, Island
County, 2006–2016

Source: Washington State Office of Financial Management. April 2017
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4.3.2 Demographics
The median age in Island County increased by seven years: from age 37 in 2000 to age
44 in 2015 (the 2011–2015 five-year average). In the 2011–2015 five-year average,
Island County’s portion of people aged 60 and older was 9 percent higher than the
Washington State average (29 percent versus 20 percent, respectively). These factors
indicate that Island County has an aging population.
Population projections from the Washington State Office of Financial Management
indicate that from 2020 to 2040, Island County will see the largest increases in both
those over 40 and youths aged 20 and younger. During this period, people between 40
and 59 years old will add the most individuals to the population, at over 3,300 people
between 2020 and 2040. Projections also indicate that 31 percent of population growth
between 2020 and 2040 will be those aged 20 years and younger. This is an increase of
over 3,200 young people. People aged 60 years and older are projected to increase by
over 2,000. This age group will continue to be the largest in Island County. The share of
people between 20 and 39 is projected to decrease from 2020 to 2040, although the
absolute number of people in this age group will increase.
In 2011–2015, about 49 percent of Island County residents were aged between 20 and
59. Island County has a larger share of people aged over 60 years than the state. About
22 percent of Island County’s population is under 20 years old, compared to 25 percent
of the state’s average.
Figure 4-10. Population Distribution by Age, Island County and Washington State,
2011–2015

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS 5-Year Estimate

Page 11 of 19

Island County is becoming more ethnically diverse. The Hispanic and Latino population
grew from 4 percent of Island County’s population in 2000 to 6.6 percent of the
population in the 2011–2015 period, adding 2,432 new Hispanic and Latino residents.
The population of Island County is less ethnically diverse than Washington State. Oak
Harbor and Coupeville are more ethnically diverse than the Island County average, with
the Hispanic and Latino population making up 11.8 percent and 18.8 percent of
residents, respectively.
Figure 4-11. Hispanic or Latino Population as a Percent of the Total Population,
Island County, Washington State, and Selected Urban areas, 2000 to 2011–2015

Source: U.S. Census Bureau U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census 2011–2015 ACS 5-Year
Estimate

Income is one of the key determinants in housing choice and households’ ability to
afford housing. Island County has a similar income distribution to Washington State. For
the 2011–2015 period, about 42 percent of Island County households made less than
$50,000 per year, compared with 41 percent of the state. Island County has a smaller
portion of households with an income over $150,000 than does Washington State with
almost 8 percent compared to 12 percent, respectively.
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Figure 4-12. Household Income, Island County, and Washington State, 2011–2015

Source: U.S. Census Bureau U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census 2011–2015 ACS 5-Year
Estimate

4.3.3 Housing Needs
The figure below compares the number of households by income with the number of
units affordable to those households in Island County. Overall, Island County has a
deficit of housing affordable to households earning less than $50,000 (about 80 percent
of Area Median Income).
When lower-cost housing (such as government subsidized housing) is not available,
these households pay more than they can afford in housing costs. As a result, a number
of households are living in housing that is not considered affordable, which is reflected
in the Census’ cost-burdened statistics.
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Figure 4-13. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level for Island
County, 2017

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS. HUD Fair Market Rents and MFI, 2017.
Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for Island County

In summary, there are several key issues likely to affect housing needs in Island County
over the next 20 years. A homogenous existing housing stock, an aging population,
increasing housing costs and affordability concerns, and other variables will affect future
housing needs and types of housing that will need to be built.
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4.4 HOUSING FORECAST AND CAPACITY
4.4.1 Housing Forecast
Island County’s 2036 population target is 87,957. Based on the 2016 population of
82,910, the county is projected to add 5,047 people over the next 20 years. This section
describes the key assumptions and presents an estimate of new housing units needed
to accommodate this population growth.
Table 4-2. Forecast of Population Growth, Island County and Planning Areas,
2036

Source: Island County

The estimated total number of units needed the 20-year population forecast, the number
of persons in group quarters, average household size, and vacancy rate. Based on
these assumptions, Island County will have demand for 2,174 new dwelling units over
the 20 years, which is summarized in the table below.
Table 4-3. Forecast of Demand for New Dwelling Units, Island County, 2016–2036
Change in persons
minus Change in persons in group quarters
equals Persons in households
Average household size
New occupied DU
times Aggregate vacancy rate
equals Vacant dwelling units
Total new dwelling units (2017-2037)
Annual average of new dwelling units
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5,047
309
4,738
2.33
2,033
7.0%
141
2,174
109

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS, ECONorthwest

Of these 2,174 new units, 70 percent of projected new housing demand will be singlefamily detached and attached housing. Currently, 78 percent of Island County’s housing
is currently single-family detached and attached housing. The remaining 30 percent of
units will include demand for new housing demand will be multifamily with two or more
units (20 percent) and manufactured housing (11 percent). Currently, percent of
projected new housing demand will be manufactured housing. Currently, these two
housing types each account for about 11 percent of the housing stock.
4.4.2 Housing Capacity
The County conducted a Buildable Lands Analysis as a part of the 2016
Comprehensive Plan Update. As a part of this analysis, both the Urban Growth Areas
(UGAs) and the rural areas were evaluated for developable land capacity. This number
is measured in housing units rather than acres of land, to give an accurate depiction of
the potential developable space available. Parcels that were either vacant or large
enough to be further subdivided under the zoning regulations were considered buildable
lots. The rural analysis stopped at this point. Within UGAs, land was removed to
account for critical areas and land needed for public purposes (see Appendix B for
further details on this process).

4.5 GOALS & POLICIES
Goal 1. Promote fair access to housing and shelter for all persons.
H 1.1. Identify appropriate locations to support and facilitate transitional housing,
coordinated with critical support services, for youth, adults, seniors, families, and those
with disabilities.
H 1.2. Identify appropriate locations to support and facilitate the development of
emergency shelters and short-term housing for those in need.
H 1.3. Ensure that any unique housing and shelter needs are considered and
addressed in county housing policies, programs, funding, and local zoning regulations.
H 1.4. Evaluate and consider implementing the recommendations of the Tri-County
Consortium’s 2018 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice and successor Fair
Housing Plans to affirmatively further Fair Housing in Island County.
H 1.5. Promote community and landlord awareness of and compliance with federal and
state Fair Housing laws.
H 1.6. Promote diverse representation on boards and committees that make
recommendations concerning housing-related policies, programs or funding.
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Goal 2. Promote the development of different workforce housing types, such as
rentals and manufactured homes, to meet the needs of all demographic segments
of the population, housing tenure choices, and income levels, in appropriate
locations where infrastructure, public transit, and community services are readily
accessible or planned in the near future.
H 2.1. Encourage the construction of multi-family units, primarily rentals, in areas where
higher densities are permitted and where infrastructure, including public transportation,
is already available.
H 2.2. Encourage housing suitable to the needs of older adults, including independent
and assisted living housing, in Mixed Use RAIDs and UGAs.
H 2.3. Encourage the siting of duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes in Rural Residential
zones that are adjacent to Rural Center zones.
H 2.4. Identify innovative housing approaches for Camano Island where the
predominance of rural zones and lack of a UGA presents challenges for affordable
housing.
H 2.5. Evaluate and modify as needed, Planned Residential Developments and
clustered housing code provisions to ensure that they provide adequate incentives to
achieve desired densities.
H 2.6. Evaluate and modify as needed, regulatory barriers to building permanent and
seasonal farm worker housing.
H 2.7. Encourage infill development in RAIDs and UGAs through zoning regulations and
incentives.
H 2.8. Evaluate and modify as needed barriers to the development of accessory
dwelling units and guest cottages.
H 2.9. Explore options to allow temporary housing structures to accommodate shortterm housing needs related to limited-term employment and the homeless population.
H 2.10. Explore further ways to accommodate small housing types, and determine the
appropriate location for these units.
H 2.11. Remove barriers for the siting of low-cost housing options such as
manufactured housing communities and manufactured homes on fee simple land.
H 2.12. Review code regulations for housing types, minimum dwelling unit size,
minimum number of rooms, and other potential barriers to ensure they do not conflict
with affordable housing goals and the development of workforce housing options.
H 2.13. Monitor Island County’s housing development and periodically compare to
housing development targets in the Comprehensive Plan and buildable land supply.
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Goal 3. Encourage preservation of existing housing stock capacity, subsidized
affordable housing units, and the character of existing communities.
H 3.1. Preserve the existing housing stock to meet the changing needs of residents by
maintaining a streamlined permitting process for remodels/additions, accessory dwelling
units, and guest cottages.
H 3.2. Monitor properties with expiring subsidies and identify strategies and resources
to preserve their affordability.
H 3.3. Identify and promote awareness of resources and programs available for housing
repair and rehabilitation for homeowners with low incomes; examples may include,
weatherization, septic repair or compliance with flood hazard regulations.
H 3.4. Support the preservation of manufactured home parks in Island County as a
component of the County’s affordable housing stock.
H 3.5. Develop strategies to encourage the re-use of existing housing structures in rural
areas including potential incentives for relocation to other sites.
H 3.6. Monitor the impacts of short-term rentals on housing availability in the County.
Goal 4. Promote policies that facilitate the reduction in the share of cost
burdened households by increasing the supply of subsidized affordable housing.
H 4.1. Define affordable and low-income housing needs and establish measurable
affordable and low-income housing targets relative to those needs.
H 4.2. Encourage a range of permanent subsidized affordable housing options through
small project-based structures, administration of rental assistance, and supportive
housing.
H 4.3. Ensure publicly-funded, low-income housing is located in appropriate locations
where infrastructure, public transit, and community services are readily accessible or
planned in the near future.
H 4.4. Identify opportunities to lower labor and materials costs by supporting and
encouraging alternative housing designs, materials and construction, such as selfhelp/sweat-equity housing, owner-built housing, and the use of existing or reclaimed
building materials.
H 4.5. Review existing surplus public land owned by Island County and other public
agencies to determine if any such lands are appropriate to be transferred to a non-profit
housing agency for affordable or low-income housing.
H 4.6. Develop and allow “pre-approved” or “permit ready” house plans for accessory
dwelling units, guest cottages, cottage housing and other potential housing types in
appropriate locations.
H 4.7. Evaluate opportunities to reduce or eliminate permit fees for affordable and lowincome housing.
H 4.8. Implement incentives for affordable housing projects within non-municipal urban
growth areas and mixed use RAIDs.
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H 4.9. Ensure coordination between the policies addressed in the Comprehensive Plan
and those outlined in Island County’s Homeless Housing Plan.
H 4.10. Collaborate with municipal jurisdictions to develop mutual policies and
agreements that facilitate the siting and subsequent annexation of affordable housing in
unincorporated urban growth areas.
Goal 5. Collaborate with other jurisdictions and housing organizations to address
county-wide housing issues.
H 5.1. Actively convene committees to coordinate county-wide housing issues.
H 5.2. Evaluate the potential for a Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program for
the Freeland NMUGA, or in conjunction with incorporated communities, that allows
higher densities within city boundaries and urban growth areas.
H 5.3. Continue to maintain partnerships and support collaboration with the Housing
Authority of Island County, the Opportunity Council and different groups including
nonprofit, faith-based, public, and private interests in ongoing efforts to fund and sustain
existing low-income housing projects in Island County.
H 5.4. Support collaboration between private developers, public agencies, and nonprofit organizations so that a variety of housing options are dispersed throughout the
county and leverage these partnerships to collaboratively advocate for more financial
resources from the federal and state government for subsidized, low-income housing.
H 5.5. Continue to provide staff support for the Housing Provider Network and other
committees.
H 5.6. Support applications for federal, Low-Income Housing Tax Credits for the
acquisition, rehabilitation, or new constructions of rental housing targeted to lowerincome households.
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Public Involvement Plan
Island County Housing Element Update
Project Description
Island County updated their Comprehensive Plan in 2016 and is now updating the required
Housing Element. The Housing Element update process is an opportunity to engage in a broad
community conversation about the perception of housing issues and the County’s current
housing needs. Engaging with residents, businesses, nonprofit organizations, service providers,
and other key stakeholders will allow the County to gather feedback and input on analysis,
policy recommendations, and the updated Housing Element.
To support the policies set out in the Comprehensive Plan’s Housing Element, Island County
seeks to understand residents’ issues with, and barriers to, housing affordability and availability.
To do so the project team will solicit feedback from a diverse range of stakeholders including
people with disabilities, the elderly, and people with different income levels and household sizes.
Public outreach will be a joint effort between Broadview Planning (BVP), ECONorthwest
(ECONW), and Commonworks Consulting (CC) with oversight and assistance by Island County
staff. We will use a phased approach to outreach outlined in Table 1.

Table 1. Outreach Approach
Phase I
Stakeholder
scan
Purpose

Lead
Support
Deliverable

2

Phase II
Community
survey

Engage key
Identify issues
stakeholders,
identify issues,
raise awareness

Phase III
Focus groups
Develop or vet
recommendations

Phase IV
Meetings, events
Feedback on draft
recommendations

BVP

BVP

ECONW

BVP

ECONW

Island County

CC

Island County

Summary of key Summary of
themes
results + data

Summary memo

Summary memo

Outreach Goals
This public involvement plan will coordinate all outreach efforts that will inform Island County’s
housing policy updates. A public involvement plan is an essential tool for sound project
management. Its core purpose is to identify strategies and methods to inform stakeholders
of program goals, timelines and outcomes. This plan should be considered a living document,
evaluated on a regular basis, and improved over time.
The goals for this public engagement process are:
1. Actively seek out and engage different community groups and populations, some of
whom are historically underrepresented in traditional planning processes.
2. Raise awareness of Island County’s Housing Element goals and housing issues in general.
3. Use multiple approaches to public outreach in order to solicit different
stakeholder perspectives.
4. Demonstrate transparency in Island County’s outreach and decision-making-processes.

Project Area
Island County’s features a mix of rural and urban living. With a population of approximately
80,000 people. Island County is made up of two large islands, Whidbey and Camano, and seven
smaller islands. It’s largest city, Oak Harbor, is home to the County’s largest employer, the U.S.
Naval Air Station. The County’s mix of rural and urban areas presents a diverse mix of needs,
public services and infrastructure.

Risks + Opportunities
As with all community outreach projects, success is based on public participation and clear
communication with stakeholders, and all communication efforts involve risk. By highlighting
and preparing for potential issues at the outset, we can minimize the likelihood, or impact, of
threats to the success of this outreach process
Like the rest of this public involvement plan, this section will evolve as the issues, threats, and
risks the program faces will change as it grows and develops. Brainstorming strategies and
solutions for being prepared with the internal team will be critical to the program’s success and
a cornerstone of adaptive management.
At the outset of the program, internal and external stakeholders identified several risks,
including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

3

Difficulty reaching underserved communities – rural, low soci-economic, elderly.
Successfully communicating the nuances of housing issues with those who don’t
understand, or participate in, public processes.
Island County is difficult, geographically, to cover with outreach events and meetings.
Results received could be unexpected and cause further debate.
Community groups could feel underrepresented in final policy recommendations.
Past surveys have been met with limited reach and success.
Survey burnout is possible, with the Conservation District currently conducting
its own survey with housing related questions.

Communication Protocols
•
•

All communication will be directed to: CompPlan@co.island.wa.us.
People will be able to join the project listserv on the County’s website:
https://public.govdelivery.com/accounts/WACOISLAND/subscriber/new?qsp=CODE_RED.

Social Media Approach
Online media is one important communication tool to accompany public outreach strategies.
When used effectively it allows for information and messages to spread quickly across multiple
communities. Through a social media, we can create connections with diverse communities,
establish a greater online presence, and post regular updates for project information and
meeting locations.
Because Island County does not have an established social media presence, Broadview Planning
will pilot project-specific Facebook and Twitter accounts that will be live for the duration of this
project. The two main objectives for using social media will be to promote the online community
survey, and post meeting events in 2018. Both accounts will use @ICHousingStudy.
Broadview Planning will moderate both accounts and respond to any messages, and will provide
documentation of any comments/messages. At the end of the project both accounts will be
closed, and an evaluation will be part of the final report.

Outreach Approaches
In order to gather a wide range of stakeholder perspectives, this project has different approaches
for each phase of community outreach. Each approach is iterative, and lessons learned will serve
to inform subsequent outreach phases.

Phase I - Stakeholder Scan
Key stakeholders are individuals who have interest and influence in the project. These are the
people that will be communicated with in a variety of channels and with a myriad of messages
throughout the lifetime of the outreach process. During this phase of outreach, stakeholders are
identified and analyzed to ensure that the project team:
•
•
•
•
•
•

4

Identifies opportunities for public participation that can be tailored to meet the needs
of diverse groups throughout the project, represent an appropriate snapshot of Island
County’s diverse communities.
Inform elected officials of the project and that they are aware, and supportive,
of the project and the public engagement process.
Understands different perceptions of housing issues and discusses a variety of
approaches to messaging with stakeholders.
Presents the size and scope of the outreach project and sets appropriate expectations.
Discovers new stakeholders and potential outreach partners.
Builds initial support among partners to help spread the word and build momentum
for the project.

BVP and ECONorthwest will conduct stakeholder scan interviews and Island County staff will
assist with contact information and scheduling meetings. Island County staff developed an initial
stakeholder list with thorough documentation of key stakeholders based on previous outreach

efforts and research (Appendix A). This list will be updated as necessary.
Phase I outreach objectives: Plan and facilitate between 15-18 stakeholder interviews or
small group discussions with key community stakeholders and Island County elected officials.

Phase II - Community Survey
The purpose of a survey is to gather information on community perceptions of Island County
housing issues and develop baseline qualitative information that will be cross-referenced with
actual data. BVP will develop an online community survey to be delivered via Survey Monkey
and distributed to community organizations throughout the county.
As per the goals of this public involvement plan, this survey needs to reach many diverse
stakeholder groups to ensure an accurate snapshot of Island County’s housing needs. Therefore,
effort must be taken to not only promote the survey, but encourage people to share and forward
to other community members.
BVP will draft a promotional email/blog post for Island County to post directly to the project
website, listserv, and any Island County social media outlets. The post will also be sent to key
stakeholders and organizations (including other Island County departments) to promote on their
respective social media sites, blog posts, and listservs. The promo should be posted on Island
County social media sites at least two days prior to the official survey being released in order to
create familiarity, build awareness, and generate momentum.
BVP and Island County will contact stakeholders identified in the stakeholder list to promote the
survey and encourage participation and promotion by their organizations. Island County staff will
also print hardcopies of the survey that will be distributed to anybody without computer access.
Additional distribution methods to consider include:
• Hardcopy mailings
• Flyers/signs with QR codes
• Newspaper ads
• Flyers at events, including partner organizations.
The survey will run for Thursday, October 5th – Friday, November 3rd. Before the survey opens, and
while it’s open, Island County and its staff should:
• Promote the release date of the survey on all social media sites.
• Add a page to website outlining purpose and link to survey.
• Promote on homepage and any housing webpages.
• Engage the internal communications department to promote it to all staff (with
encouragement to share among family and friends also living in Island County).
• Add a link and one-line message to their outgoing email signatures.
Phase II Outreach objective: 500 community survey responses

Phase III - Focus Groups

5

This phase of outreach will focus on assessing housing opportunities and constraints to
inform updates to the Housing Elements’ goals and policies. Potential resource constraints
include governmental and non-governmental constraints to housing, such as environmental,

infrastructure, financial and market constraints. The consultant team will also review existing
housing programs and policies to identify possible improvements and gaps.
Given the technical nature of this phase of outreach, the consultant team will target stakeholders
with specific expertise and insight, such as real estate professionals and affordable housing
providers, and hold focus groups to discuss options and vet potential policy recommendations.
Currently two focus groups are scheduled for mid-November, 2018 for housing and community
service providers and builders, lenders and real estate agents.
Phase III Outreach objectives: Speak with 10-15 stakeholders in 2-3 focus groups.

Phase IV - Public Outreach
UPDATED - This phase focuses on outreach activities to educate the public about the outcomes
of the community survey, and proposed changes to the Housing Element’s Goals and Policies.
The outreach approach for Phase IV will concentrate on reengaging with previous stakeholders
(via email), connecting with people at pre-existing community events, informing via flyers, and
maintaining up-to-date information on the County’s website.
This phase of outreach will begin in Spring 2018, and planning for meetings will begin the end
of February 2018. This plan will be updated accordingly once dates and location for events are
identified. Potential events include:
Approach

Materials

Email draft goals and polices to previous
stakeholder and focus group participants.

• BVP: draft email
• Island County: approve and send

Email text, 1 page
flyer and matrix
handout.

Community Group Presentations:

BVP and Island County

1 page flyer and
matrix handout
Presentation boards
PowerPoint
presentation

Island County

1 page flyer and
matrix handout
PowerPoint
presentation

Island County

1 page flyer
Presentation boards

•

North Whidbey Open House
(In coordination with the NW Task Force)

Community Group Presentations:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Langley and Freeland Chambers of
Commerce
Stanwood - Camano Rotary (Wednesday
lunches)
Coupeville Lions Club
District 1 Officials
Camano Non-profit Execs Meeting
Navy representatives

Information stand at selected local events.
For example:
-
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Responsibility

Penn Cove Water Festival (12 May)
potentially?
Rotate through all farmers markets
(Oak Harbor, Coupeville, Camano,
South Whidbey)

Approach cont...

Responsibility cont...

Materials cont...

Social Media (Facebook and Twitter posts with
links to findings/latest news article on website)

BVP

Email text, 1 page
flyer and matrix
handout.

Website

Island County

1 page flyer and
matrix handout

Press release – key messages and dates for
Open House

Island County

Flyer for Distribution

Island County

•
•
•
•
•

1 page flyer

Ferries
Transit
Libraries
Drew’s List
The Crab Cracker

BVP will write and design the PowerPoint presentation for the stakeholder meetings, and
provide input and advice on informational materials for the Open House. BVP will also write
and design up to five community boards (budget permitting), with content based on draft goals
and policies, and approved by Island County. ECONorthwest will provide a matrix of proposed
Housing Goals and Policies to be used as handouts for meetings. Island County will be
responsible for printing and supplying all relevant communication materials during this Phase.
BVP and Island County will craft key messages for community events and presentations once
the draft Housing Element goals and policies are complete. Stakeholders will be able to submit
comments via email, which Island County will collect and BVP will organize by key themes.
Phase IV Outreach objectives: To inform and educate the public about proposed changes to
the Housing Element goals and policies.

Communication Materials
Underpinning each outreach phase will be materials to promote the project, community
meetings, and research findings. With the assistance of Island County, BVP will develop
communication materials, including:
•
•
•
•
•
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Agendas for community meetings
Project fact sheets
Design of up to five boards for community meetings including include maps,
written information, and infographics where appropriate
PowerPoint presentations for educating and communicating results of the
outreach process.
Written content for website updates, press releases, blog articles and other forms
of written communication.

Island County will be responsible for printing all communication materials including maps,
agendas, boards, and fact sheets.

Key Messages
Messages are critical to ensuring the audience understands the reason for their
participation and how this will benefit their communities. Messages should have the
ability to be changed when required in order to serve different audiences and scenarios.
At the outset of their process the project team identified the following key messages:
1.
2.
3.
4.

The intent of the Housing Element is to plan for sufficient land for future housing
needs to ensure the continuing vitality of existing neighborhoods and communities.
Island County is asking residents to share their experiences and issues when
dealing with housing affordability and availability.
Island County is committed to providing housing policies that are inclusive and
benefit all communities.
By providing feedback to Island County, residents can become part of the solution
to creating and maintaining vibrant communities.

Project Timeline + Deliverables
A critical issue that can impede the success of public outreach is a lack of clarity
regarding roles and responsibilities. Table 2 (on the following page) outlines major
deliverables, identifies who is responsible, and a timeline for activity. This timeline reflects
only outreach activities and should be used in tandem with the larger overall project
timeline to make sure that this project is delivered on time and on budget. (Appendix B)
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Table 2. Outreach Timeline
Lead
Public Involvement Plan
9/25 Draft for IC to review
10/2 Comments to AP due
10/4 Final PIP

Outreach Timeline
Sept

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

BVP

PHASE I – Stakeholder Scan
10/2-3 Interviews

BVP

X

PHASE II - Survey
9/25 Draft to Island County

BVP

10/1 Final approval

X
X

10/5 Survey opens

X

10/4-11/3 Promotional
communication

X

11/4 Survey closes

X
X

Results reported to IC

X

PHASE III – Focus Groups
11/4 Interview list finalized xx

ECO

11/16 Focus Groups

ECO

X
X

PHASE IV - Community Meetings

9

12/1 Update timeline and identify
spring community meetings

BVP

4/5 Complete all community
meetings + events

Island
and
BVP

5/1 Summary of final
outreach reports

BVP

X
X

X

Adaptive Management
Learning from experience and capturing ideas for change are keys to a successful outreach
project. This plan must be treated as a living document and should be evaluated on a regular
basis to ensure goals are met, there are adequate staff and budget resources, timelines are
accurate, and messaging continues to resonate with stakeholders.
An adaptive management approach for this project includes:
•
•
•
•
•

Open communication and collaboration between Island County and all consultants is
imperative to ensuring this plan continues to meet needs and the project is successful.
Maintaining a flexible approach to decisions and outcomes.
Checking in regularly to discuss what’s working and what’s not.
Determining reasons for what’s not working, without blame and fault, and taking actions
to correct or change tactics if needed.
Thinking differently and experimenting with outreach to find new and underserved
communities.

Next Steps
•
•
•
•
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Review and approve public involvement plan by 10/2/17 - COMPLETE
Contact stakeholder scan 12/2-3 - COMPLETE
Launch community survey 10/5 - COMPLETE
Plan for Phase IV – Community Meetings.

APPENDIX A:
STAKEHOLDER LIST

Island County Community Housing Survey - Community Stakeholders
11 January 2018
Housing/Community Service Providers
Organization
Island County Human
Services

Name
Joanne Pelant

Title

Contact Info

Island County
Housing
Coordinator
Housing Program
Coordinator

(360)-678-7962J.Pelant@co.island.wa.us

Jackie Henderson

Director

j.henderson@co.island.wa.us

Senior Services of
Island County

Cheryn Weiser

Executive
Director

Compass Health

Norman Oehring

Island County Housing
Authority

Leslie Hodson
Teri Anania/
Doug Hofius

Opportunity Council

Catherine Reid

Survey Link
Sent
ü

Interviewed
ü

c.reid@co.island.wa.us
ü

ü

(360)-331-5703
cheryn@islandseniorservices.org

ü

ü

(425)-349-6200
Norman.Oehring@compassh.org

ü

ü
ü
ü

Director

(360)-678-4181
teria@islandcountyha.org

ü

Greg Winters

Executive
Director

greg_winter@oppco.org

ü

Lisa Clark
Mary Corella

Director

Habitat for Humanity

ü

ü
ü

United Way

Cathy Niiro

ü

ü

Low Income Housing
Alliance

John Torrence

Executive
Director, Island
County
Associate
Director

(360)-679-9444
mary@islandcountyhabitat.com
(360)-675-1778
cniiro@uwic.comcastbiz.net
jtorrence@lihi.org

ü

Organization

Name

Title

Stanwood Camano
Resource Center
Camano Center

Survey Link
Sent

Interviewed

ü

Stanwood Camano
Food Bank
Human Services

Contact Info

scfoodbank@scfbs.org
director@scfbs.org

Lynda Richards

Assistant Director

director@stanwoodcamanoresourcecenter.org
Ginny Berube

Social Worker

Karla Jacks

ü

L.Richards@co.island.wa.us

(360)-387-0222
berubgl@dshs.wa.gov

ü
ü
(hardcopies
too)

ü
ü

berubgl@dshs.wa.gov
ü

CADA

Cynde Robinson

Whidbey Homeless
Coalition
Spin Café

Faith Wilder

Island County Public
Health

Laura Luginbill

ü
ü

President
spincafeoh@gmail.com

ü

l.luginbill@co.island.wa.us

ü

c.jones@co.island.wa.us

ü

Chris Conners

Director@stanwoodcamanoresources.org

ü

Kathleen
Richardson
Lynne Ayers
ED

Kathleen@pactrt.org

Assessment +
Healthy
Communities
Director

Chelcee Jones
Stanwood Camano
Resource Center
Pacific Treatment
Alternatives
Stanwood Camano
Food Bank

Director@scfbs.org

ü

ü

ü

Large Employers
Organization

Name

Title

Contact Info

Email Link

Interviewed

NAS Whidbey

Jennifer Meyer

Planning Liaison

(360)-257-8787
Email

ü

attempted

NAS Whidbey

Brian Tyhuis

Community
Planner

(360)-257-1005
Email

ü

ü

Whidbey Health

Cindy E. Paget

Chief Human
Resources Officer

(360)-969-7114
paget@whidbeyhealth.org

Nichols Bros

Lyna Nichols

Human Resources

Boeing – Everett

Commuter list
handled by Boeing’s
TotalAccess which is
separate to Boeing
Chris Burns

(360)-684-4987
bfrench@nicholsboats.com
No contact email provided.

Whidbey Telecom

Chris.burns@whidbeytel.com

Bounced
ü

attempted

. No email
address found or
contact provided.
ü

School Groups and Districts
Organization

Name

Title

Contact Info

Email Link

Interviewed

Superintendent (or
designee)
Superintendent (or
designee)

(360)-278-2404
jshank@coupeville.K12.wa.us
(360)-279-5008`
lgibbon@ohsd.net

ü

ü

ü

ü

Dr. Josephine
Moccia

Superintendent (or
designee)

ü

Maurine Stanton

Human Resources

(Kristy Macarro, Assistant)
(360)-221-6808 ext. 2245
Jmoccia@sw.wednet.edu
kmacarro@sw.wednet.edu
(360)-629-1213
mstanton@stanwood.wednet.edu
swhighschoolptsa@gmail.com

Coupeville School District

Jim Shank

Oak Harbor School District

Dr. Lance Gibbon

South Whidbey School
District
Stanwood/Camano School
District
South Whidbey High
School PTSA

ü

ü

South Whidbey Elementary
PTA
Readiness to Learn

Contactable on FB only

Langley Middle School PTA

danielledklein@gmail.com

Skagit Valley Community
College
Utsalady Elementrary
School

rtlearnfoundation@gmail.com

ü

Leah Eberle

Leah.eberle@skagit.edu

ü

Colleen Keller
Principal

ckeller@stanwood.wednet.edu

ü

ü

Environmental Groups
Organization

Name

Title

Contact Info

Email Link

Interviewed

(360)-678-4708
wicd@whidbeycd.org
(425)-335-5634
outreach@snohomishcd.org

ü

ü

ü

ü

Whidbey Conservation
District
Snohomish Conservation
District

Karen Bishop

District Manager

Bobbi Lindemulder

District Operations
Program Manager

Island County Marine
Resources Committee

Anna Toledo

Coordinator

(360) 678-2349
a.toledo@co.island.wa.us

ü

Whidbey-Camano Land
Trust

STEPHANIE
WIEGAND

(360) 222-3310
stephanie@wclt.org

ü

Sound Water Stewards

Janet St. Clair

Community
Engagement
Director
Executive Director

(360) 678-4401
info@soundwaterstewards.org
director@soundwaterstewards.org

ü

ü

Contact Info

Email Link

Interviewed

Camano Contacts
Organization
Stanwood-Camano Area
Foundation

Name

Title

Bev Pronsishan

Bev@s-caf.org

Carol Jensen

Cajensen39@gmail.com

ü

Organization

Name

Title

Carolyn Ketter

Contact Info
cmketter@hotmail.com

Email Link

Interviewed

ü

Chiquetta Cornett

chiquettacorett@yahoo.com

Gaylen Brule

Gaylen.brule@gmail.com

Janet McWatt

jmcwatt@co.island.wa.us

ü

Jim Reinhardt

jreinhardt@camanofire.com

ü

Julie Melville

juliemelville@gmail.com

Nancy Brown

nancypriscillabrown@gmail.com

Naomi Wark

naomiwark@gmail.com

Real Estate Agents/Builders/Lenders
Organization

Name

Title

Contact Info

Email Link

Interviewed

Keller Williams Whidbey
Realty and Westgate
Homes

Jim Woessner

Real Estate Agent
and Site
Development

(360)-929-2302
mckenzie@kwwhidbey.com

ü

ü

Waldron Construction

Steve Waldron

Owner

(360)-679-1827
waldronc@live.com

ü

ü

Clifton View Homes

Ted Clifton

Owner

(360)-678-7000
cvh@whidbey.net

ü

ü

Organization

Email Link

Interviewed

ü

ü

(360)-639-4781
avarcak@envoymortgage.com
(425)-210-5493
rabstanwood@gmail.com
(360)-629-9803
Email

ü

ü

Windermere Camano

camanois@windermere.com

ü

Remax Camano

info@remaxnorthwestern.com

ü

Eagle Building Company

Name
Bill Criswell

Title
Owner

Contact Info
(360)-331-7813
info@eaglebuildingcompany.org

Envoy Mortgage

Scott Fromme

Remax Realty

Renae Kettler

Premier Loan
Officer
Owner

Heritage Bank
Stanwood/Camano

Robert Wickstrom

Branch Manager

ü
ü

ü

Community Organizations
Organization

Name

Title

Contact Info

Email Link

Oak Harbor Garden Club

http://www.oakharborgardenclub.
org/contact-us.html

ü

Goosefoot

360-321-4145
info@goosefoot.org

ü

The Old Goats

roseteam@whidbey.com

Interviewed

ü

Farmers and Food Organizations
Organization

Name

Title

Contact Info

Email Link

Interviewed

cwflt@comcast.net
ddsherm@frontier.com

ü

Whidbey Island Friends of
Food & Farming

cwilliam@whidbey.com

ü

Slow Food Whidbey Island

whidbeyislandwa@slowfoodusa.org

ü

Whidbey Island Nourishes

(360) 221-7787
winourishes@whidbey.com

ü

Island County Farm
Bureau

Don Sherman

Island County
Secretary

Tourism
Organization

Name

Title

Island County Tourism

Contact Info

Email Link

https://whidbeycamanoislands.com/
info@whidbeycamanoislands.com

ü

Contact Info

Email Link

Interviewed

Business
Organization

Name

Title

Langley Chamber of
Commerce

360 221 6765
langley@whidbey.com

ü

Clinton Chamber of
Commerce

360 341 3929
info@discoverclintonwa.com

ü

Oak Harbor Chamber of
Commerce

360 675 3755
info@oakharborchamber.com

ü

Camano Chamber of
Commerce

360 331 1980
chamber@camanoisland.org

ü

Interviewed

Organization

Name

Title

Contact Info

Email Link

Interviewed

ü

Freeland Chamber of
Commerce

360 678 5434

Coupeville Chamber of
Commerce

director@coupevillechamber.com
coupevillechamber@gmail.com

ü

Island County Economic
Development Council

icedc@whidbey.net

ü

freeland@whidbey.com

Youth Organizations
Organization

Name

Oak Harbor Youth
Coalition

Ronald Lawler

Ryan’s House for Youth

Lori Cavender

Title

Director

Big Brothers, Big Sisters
of Island County
Boy Scouts – Island
Scouting
Girl Scouts

Blake Jones

District Executive

Contact Info

Email Link

ronaldlawler@comcast.net

ü

ryanshouseforyouth@gmail.com
360 331 4575

ü

(360) 279-0644
ed@bbbsislandcounty.org

ü

Blake.jones@scouting.org

ü

Can’t find overall Island County district
details. Any idea of an executive for this
area?

Interviewed

ü

Parent Associations
Organization

Name

Title

Contact Info

Island Birth Association

admin@islandbirth.com

Homeschoolers on
Whidbey

newcontacts@howonline.org

Whidbey Island Macaroni
Kid (online parent news)

Amy Hannold
amyhannold@macaronikid.com

Email Link

Interviewed

ü

Email bounced
ü

Church Groups
Organization

Name

Title

Contact Info

Email Link

The Island Church of
Whidbey

360.221.6980
office@islandchurchofwhidbey.org

ü

Christian Life Center

(360) 331-5778
office@clcwhidbey.com

ü

Whidbey Island Quakers

whidbeyquakers@gmail.com

ü

ü

Life Church – Oak Harbor
office@life-church.co

South Whidbey Assembly

swag@whidbey.com

ü

Interviewed

Organization

Name

Title

Contact Info

Email Link
ü

Trinity Lutheran Church –
Freeland

robin@trinityfreeland.org

St Hubert’s Catholic
Church - Langley

No email address provided or could be found

Methodist Church Oak
Harbor

ohfumc@frontier.com

ü

Helping Hand of South
Whidbey

rmartin@aol.com

ü

Camano Chapel

info@camanochapel.org

ü

Camano Lutheran Church

camanoclc@wavecable.com

ü

St Aidens Church

SaintAidansChurch@hotmail.com

ü

Island Baptist Church

pastorrickmitchell@gmail.com

ü

River of Life Church

billy@riveroflife.cc

ü

Interviewed

Organization

Name

Title

Contact Info

Email Link

Drews List

dkampion@whidbey.net

ü

Good Cheer Thrift Store

foodbank@whidbey.com

ü

Camano Library

bbolte@sno-isle.org

ü

Camano Library Friends

camlibfriends@gmail.com

ü

Interviewed

APPENDIX B:
OVERALL PROJECT TIMELINE

HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE

3-Sep 10-Sep 17-Sep 24-Sep
WEEK

1

2

3

Draft
Plan to
IC

Engagement Plan

Public
Engagement

4

Stakeholder Meetings
Survey

1-Oct
5

8-Oct
6

15-Oct 22-Oct 29-Oct
7

Material
BOCC
s
Due
Draft Material
StakeSum to
s
holders
IC
Due

8

9

10

11

19-Nov 26-Nov

3-Dec 10-Dec 17-Dec 24-Dec 31-Dec

12

13

14

15

Draft
Sum to IC

Material
s
Due

BOCC

PC

16

17

18

7-Jan

14-Jan

19

20

21-Jan 28-Jan
21

22

4-Feb 11-Feb 18-Feb 25-Feb 4-Mar 11-Mar 18-Mar 25-Mar 1-Apr 8-Apr 15-Apr 22-Apr 29-Apr 6-May 13-May
23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

PC

Survey
Closed

Draft Materia
Memo to
ls
BOCC
Due
IC

Draft
Material
Report to
s
IC
Due

BOCC

Draft Material
Memo
s
to IC
Due

Task 5: Resources and
Barriers

PC

BOCC

Draft
to IC

Material
s
Due

Task 6: Housing Element

PC

Draft to
IC

Material
s
Due

PC

BOCC

Review Period

Materials Due
Meeting Date

10-Jun 17-Jun

40

41

Draft to
IC

Material
s
Due

PC
Hearing

42

1-Jul

8-Jul

43

44

Final Element

BOCC
Hearin
g

Draft

60 Day Review
9/20

10/4

10/25

10/2

11/22

10/16
10/9

12/13

11/6

12/4
11/13

10/23

1/3
12/29

12/11

3/7
1/15

1/8

DRAFT

Agenda Items Due

3-Jun

39

Comment Period
Policies

Send to Commerce

Send
Legal

6/4
3/19

1/22

6/11

3/26

Send
Legal

ORDINANCE

BOCC
Schedule

38

Caman
o - Tues
Whidbe
y - Sat

SEPA Published

Comment Period

Legal

20-May 27-May

Send to
Paper

Send DNS to Paper and
Agencies

Materials Due
Meeting Date

37

BOCC
Draft Element

Agenda Items Due

36

PC

Draft Policies

Planning
Commission
Schedule

35

PC

Task 4: Housing Needs
Analysis

Department
of Commerce

34

Meeting Dates TBD

Task 3: Baseline Review

SEPA

33

BOCC

Pulbic Outreach

Analysis &
Deliverables

32

PC

Survey
Open

Draft Qs

5-Nov 12-Nov

10/3

10/17
10/11

11/14
10/25

10/18

1/2
11/29

11/1

1/16
1/8

12/6

3/20
1/31

1/17

Send
Changes

3/28
2/7

4/4

7/10

ISLAND COUNTY
PLANNING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

ISLAND COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Darin Hand, Chairperson
PHONE: (360) 679-7339  from Camano (360) 629-4522  from S. Whidbey (360) 321-5111
FAX: (360) 679-7306  P. O. Box 5000, Coupeville, WA 98239-5000
Internet Home Page: http://www.islandcounty.net/planning/

~ FINDINGS OF FACT AND LEGISLATIVE INTENT ~

TO:

Board of Island County Commissioners

FROM:

Island County Planning Commission

DATE:

June 25, 2018

REGARDING:

Review and Update of the Housing Element of the Island County
Comprehensive Plan

SUMMARY
The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that cities and counties adopt
comprehensive plans consisting of a minimum of nine “elements” that each cover a different
topic of land use. These elements include maps, and descriptive text covering objectives,
principles, and standards. Housing is one of the nine elements that the GMA requires to be
included in a comprehensive plan (RCW 36.70a.070). The Housing Element is intended to
ensure the vitality and character of established residential neighborhoods by:
• inventorying and analyzing existing and projected housing needs;
• determining goals, policies, objectives, and mandatory provisions to preserve, improve,
and develop housing;
• identifying sufficient land for housing, including, but not limited to, government-assisted
housing, housing for low-income families, manufactured housing, multifamily housing,
group homes and foster care facilities; and
• making adequate provisions for existing and projected needs of all economic segments
of the community.
During the 2016 periodic review process, Island County conducted a minor update of the
Housing Element (Chapter 4 of the Island County Comprehensive Plan). In 2017 Island County
began a larger update, based on a more in-depth study of the County’s existing housing
conditions and a more comprehensive look at the County’s policy approach to housing. In

developing proposed amendments, it was the County’s objective to: not only revise the County’s
housing policies; but to also better understand the current and future housing needs in the
County; to identify barriers to housing production and affordability; and to create a strategy to
address the variety of housing issues through a comprehensive and consistent approach.
The Housing update approach focuses on three important areas:
• understanding dynamics in the housing market;
• engaging the community on housing issues; and
• delivering policy and implementation guidance to meet the county’s diverse needs.
The Housing Element update has utilized technical data and analysis to better understand the
county’s housing conditions, identify key issues, and provide context for crafting appropriate
policies and action to address those issues. Engagement with residents and other key
stakeholders allowed the County to receive information about housing needs and opportunities,
which in conjunction with the technical analysis, has helped develop informed policy changes
and to create implementation actions.
Ultimately, the Housing Element serves as a guiding document and resource for the County to
utilize in the development of regulatory updates, programmatic updates, public outreach, and in
the development of new housing related County initiatives. It unifies the many County
departments behind a common approach and philosophy to housing by establishing goals and
policies and identifying actions that the County can take to meet the housing needs of our
community.

FINDINGS
1. Island County conducts planning activities in accordance with RCW 36.70, the Planning
Enabling Act.
2. Island County is required to plan under RCW 36.70A, the Growth Management Act
(GMA).
3. State law requires periodic updates of GMA comprehensive plans.
4. RCW 36.70A.070 requires counties and cities to develop a housing element ensuring
vitality and character of established residential neighborhoods, and requires that the
housing element contain:
a. An inventory and analysis of existing and projected housing needs;
b. A statement of the goals, policies, and objectives for the preservation,
improvement, and development of housing, including single-family residences;
c. Identification of sufficient land for housing, including, but not limited to,
government-assisted housing, housing for low-income families, manufactured
housing, multifamily housing, group homes and foster care facilities.
5. On December 13th 2016 Island County adopted amendments to the Island County’s
Comprehensive Plan in accordance with the GMA’s 2016 Periodic Update.

6. On February 28th 2017, via Resolution C-21-17, the Board of Island County
Commissioners approved the Housing Element Update to be placed on the annual
Docket for 2017.
7. On November 7th 2017, via Resolution C-110-17, the Board of Island County
Commissioners approved the Housing Element Update to be continued on to the 2018
annual Docket.
8. The 2017-18 update of the Housing Element has focused on understanding dynamics in
the housing market, engaging the community on housing issues, and delivering policy
and implementation guidance to meet the county’s diverse needs.
9. To achieve the goals of the update, the project approach has involved significant public
outreach to include stakeholder interviews, a community survey, a baseline review of
existing programs and efforts, a housing needs analysis, identification of barriers and
resources and finally drafting of goals and policies.
10. On March 22, 2018 the draft goals and policies were sent to the Department of
Commerce for 60 day review, and on May 17, 2018 Planning and Community
Development received comments stating that the Department of Commerce was,
“…impressed that Island County has devoted time to delve more deeply into each
element of the Comprehensive Plan. For example, the County’s work on the Housing
Element to include more detailed planning, and encourage the continuance of work.”
11. On April 25, 2018, Planning and Community Development issued a Determination of
Non-Significance (DNS) in accordance with the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)
for a full review and update of the Housing Element of Island County’s Comprehensive
Plan, determining that this non-project proposal does not have a probable significant
adverse impact on the environment.
12. On March 29, 2018 the draft goals and policies were posted to Planning & Community
Development’s website and between the months of April and May a series of outreach
events and presentations were then conducted on the draft, to generate further public
review and refinement.
13. In consideration of all public discussions and information gathered regarding this
Housing Element update, the Planning Commission finds that it is in the best interest of
the community to:
a. Promote fair access to housing and shelter for all persons;
b. Promote the development of different workforce housing types, such as rentals
and manufactured homes, to meet the needs of all demographic segments of the
population, housing tenure choices, and income levels, in appropriate locations
where infrastructure, public transit, and community services are readily
accessible or planned in the near future;
c. Encourage preservation of existing housing stock capacity, subsidized affordable
housing units, and the character of existing communities;
d. Promote policies that facilitate the reduction in the share of cost burdened
households by increasing the supply of subsidized affordable housing; and
e. Collaborate with other jurisdictions and housing organizations to address countywide housing issues.

CONCLUSION
The Island County Planning Commission has held a public hearing to review the proposed
amendments to the Island County Comprehensive Plan and hereby recommends that the Board
of Island County Commissioners adopt the updated Housing Element enclosed hereto as
Exhibit “A”.
Respectfully submitted through the Island County Planning Department to the Board of Island
County Commissioners, pursuant to RCW 36.70.430, this _____ day of __________, 2018 by,

____________________________________
Darin Hand
Chair, Island County Planning Commission
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Cc:
Subject:
Date:
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Meredith Penny
Tara Dyer
Beverly Mesa-Zendt
Follow-up on Planning Commission"s Housing Questions
Friday, May 4, 2018 8:33:00 AM
Subsidized Low Cost Housing in Island Co-.pdf

Tara,
Do you mind forwarding this message to the Planning Commission? During their meeting where I
presented the Housing Element goals and policies, the Planning Commission had requested some
further information on short-term/transitional housing and how many folks are on the wait list
currently for housing. Joanne provided me with that info below, also attached is a list of subsidized,
low-cost housing in Island County.
Currently 99 households on Housing Interest List at Housing Support Center.
19 Households losing their housing
80 Households literally homeless
18% are families with children
79% Single men or women
5% 2 or more adults
1.

Night to Night Shelter (HAVEN) – 30 beds for men and women (rotates every 90 days to
other churches in Oak Harbor)

2.

Short Term Stay shelters (up to 90 day stay)
a) Marjie’s House-Shared by CADA and Opportunity Council
CADA-3 bedrooms Opportunity Council-3 bedrooms
b)Whidbey Homeless Coalition – House of Hope in Langley – 5 bedroom home, can
house up to 15 at any given time.
c)Opportunity Council – Whidbey House – 1 bedroom house in Oak Harbor
3.

Transitional Housing (up to 2 years stay)
a)Marjies House-Shard by CADA and Opportunity Council
CADA-4 bedrooms Opportunity Council-4 bedrooms
b)COMPASS Health – two/2 bedroom rental apartments – one for 2 males and one for 2
females
- 5 one bedroom cottages in Oak Harbor

4.

Permanent Supportive Housing – Permanent housing for chronically homeless
a)COMPASS Health
-O’Leary House-5 bedroom home
-Ft. Case Home-4 bedroom home
-Islander Apartments – COMPASS master leases from Housing Authority – 9
apartments
5.

Ryans House for Youth- Housing for 18-24 year olds

Emergency shelter beds (90 day stay) – 12 beds
Transitional Housing – up to 2 years stay – 18 beds
Thanks,

Meredith Penny

Long Range Planner | (360)-678-7807
m.penny@co.island.wa.us
Island County Planning
PO Box 5000
Coupeville, WA 98239
www.IslandCountyWA.gov

DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

November 29, 2017
Beverly Mesa-Zendt and Meredith Penny
Beth Goodman, Korinne Breed, and Erik Rundell
ISLAND COUNTY HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS

Introduction
A community’s housing needs are continually changing depending on changes in the broader
economy, local demographics, and the regulatory environment. In addition, housing is
complicated because it represents a bundle of services that people are willing to pay for,
including shelter and proximity to other attractions (job, shopping, recreation); amenities (type
and quality of home fixtures and appliances, landscaping, views); prestige; and access to public
services (quality of schools, parks, etc.). It is difficult for households to maximize all these
services and minimize costs, and, as a result, households make tradeoffs between the services.
In addition, housing markets function at a regional scale, which makes it a challenge for
individual jurisdictions to adequately address issues related to their housing supply—both
market-rate and public-supported housing.
This housing needs analysis evaluates current housing conditions in Island County and
estimates future housing needs to inform the update of the County’s Housing Element and
potential changes to the existing goals and policies to address the County’s housing needs. This
housing needs analysis estimates the type and mix of housing needed and the existing and
projected need for affordable housing based on the existing supply and future demand.
This memorandum is organized into three main sections:
▪

Housing Inventory: summarizes the existing housing supply, including the number of
units by type, recent development trends, and housing vacancies.

▪

Factors Affecting Housing Need: evaluates the factors affecting demand for housing in
Island County, including demographic changes and the cost of housing.

▪

Housing Need in Island County: projects future growth and the type of housing
needed to accommodate future housing demand.

Housing Inventory
The existing supply of housing reflects past growth, market demand, and regulations in Island
County. This section summarizes Island County’s existing housing stock, including the number
of units by type, location, and year built. This section also considers recent development trends
and housing vacancy in Island County.
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Housing Units by Type
There are approximately 41,500 housing units in Island County as of 2016. The majority of those
units (78 percent) are single-unit homes. Multifamily housing (buildings with two or more
units) represents 11 percent of the total housing stock with most of the multifamily housing
stock within Oak Harbor. Mobile homes (as defined by the Office of Financial Management and
American Community Survey) are over 11 percent of total housing stock.
Exhibit 1. Housing Units by Type and Jurisdiction, 2016
Single-Unit

2+ Units

Mobile Homes

Total

City of Oak Harbor
Town of Coupeville
Town of Langley
Unincorporated

5,866
659
522
25,170

3,284
194
216
823

581
123
2
4,023

9,731
976
740
30,016

Island County

32,217

4,517

4,729

41,463

Source: Island County Assessor, ECONorthwest.

The housing stock in Island County is a mix of ages. One-third of the housing stock has been
built in the last twenty-five years (1992 through 2016). However, the number of units built since
2010 is relatively small compared to previous years. Since 2010, just 1,200 new units have been
built, and only 56 unit of those have been multifamily units. The lingering effects of the
recession in 2008 likely contributed to the decreased number of homes built. Since 1992, the
County has averaged 600 new units a year.

Annual
Change
in1992-2016
Housing Units
Exhibit 2. Housing Units by Type
and Year
Built,
1,000
800
600
400
200
0

Mobile Homes

2+ Units

1 Unit

Source: Washington Office of Financial Management.
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Building Permit Trends
The number of new residential building permits issued by Island County (which only includes
unincorporated areas of the County) has increased steadily since 2012. At the beginning of
November 2017, the County has issued over 350 permits, which exceeds the total for 2016. The
vast share of permits issued by the County are for single-family homes (Residential – SFR –
New). The number of permits for manufactured or mobile homes has also increased over the
same period.
Exhibit 3. New Construction Residential Building Permits, 2012–2017*
400
350
300

Housing Units

250
200
150
100
50
0
2012
Residential - SFR - New

2013

2014

2015

Manufactured/Mobile Home Placement

2016

2017

Residential - SFR - Guest

*Note: Through the beginning of November 2017.
Source: Island County.

Within the unincorporated areas of the County, Camano Island has the largest amount of new
residential building permits issued in the last five years, with 494 permits (33 percent). The vast
share of new housing permits (84 percent) issued in unincorporated areas have been for singlefamily homes. Just 72 permits have been issued for accessory dwelling units (Residential SFR –
Guest) since 2012.
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Permits4.byNew
Geography
Exhibit
Construction Residential Building Permits, 2012–2017*
Accessory
Single-Family
Unincorporated Location Mobile Home
Total
Dwelling Unit
Home
CAMANO ISLANDCamano Island
OAK HARBOR Oak Harbor
FREELAND
Freeland
COUPEVILLE Coupeville
CLINTON
Clinton
LANGLEY
Langley
GREENBANK Greenbank

Unknown

Not Cited
Total

29
85
13
19
4
13
2
0
165

22
7
9
7
12
10
5
0
72

443
223
162
131
132
119
58
4
1,272

494
315
184
157
148
142
65
4
1,509

*Note: Through the beginning of November 2017.
Source: Island County.

Housing Vacancy
The percentage of units that are vacant in Island County is higher relative to Washington State.
Based on the Census’ 2011-2015 average, about 18 percent of housing units in Island County are
vacant, which is double the vacancy rate for Washington State. The most common reason for
vacancies is that homes have seasonal, recreational, and occasional uses, which is the reason for
over 60 percent of vacant units in Island County. At the same time, apartments have relatively
low vacancies, at less than 5 percent. Apartment vacancies have declined over the last ten years
as well.

Island County has
higher vacancy rates at
18 percent than the
Washington State
average.
South Whidbey and
Camano Island both have
vacancy rates above 25
percent.
North Island County has a
lower vacancy rate than
the other planning areas.

Exhibit 5. Vacancy Status, Island County, Washington State, and
Planning Areas, 2011-2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011-2015 ACS 5-Year Estimate

Washington

9%

Island County

18%

North

9%

Central

21%

South

27%

Camano

26%

0%
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62 percent of vacancies
in Island County were
due to seasonal,
recreational, or
occasional uses.

Exhibit 6. Vacancy Reason, Island County and Washington State,
2011-2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS 5-Year Estimate, Table B25004.

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use

Excluding vacancies for
seasonal, recreational, or
occasional uses, Island
County’s average vacancy
rate in 2011–2015 was
about 7 percent.

Other vacant
For rent
For sale only

For rent vacancies in
Island County are just 1.3
percent of all housing
units.

Rented, not occupied
Sold, not occupied
For migrant workers
0%
Island County

Apartment vacancies in
Island County are on the
low end.
As of 2017, the vacancy
rate is 4.4 percent, which
is a decrease from 2008
and 2009 when vacancy
rates were near 6 percent.
Generally, 5 percent is
considered normal in
typical market conditions.

20%

40%

60%

80%

Washington

Exhibit 7. Apartment Vacancy Rate, Island County, 2008–2017
Source: CoStar
Vacancy Rate
7%
6%
5%
4%
3%
2%
1%
0%
2008 2009 2010
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Factors Affecting Housing Need
Housing demand is determined by the preferences for different types of housing (e.g., singlefamily detached or apartment), and the ability to pay for that housing (the ability to exercise
those preferences in a housing market by purchasing or renting housing). Preferences for
housing are related to demographic characteristics and changes, in addition to personal
preferences. The ability to pay for housing is based on income and housing costs. The following
two sections analyze and discuss these factors.

Demographic Changes
This section focuses on demographic factors to assess how changes and recent trends may affect
the housing need in Island County over the next twenty years. Many demographic and
socioeconomic variables affect housing choice. However, the literature about housing markets
shows that the age of the householder, size of the household, and income are most strongly
correlated with housing choice.
• Age of householder is the age of the person identified (in the Census) as the head of
household. Households make different housing choices at different stages of life. This
chapter discusses generational trends, such as housing preferences of Baby Boomers
(people born from about 1946 to 1964) and Millennials (people born from about 1980 to
2000).
• Size of household is the number of people living in the household. Younger and older
people are more likely to live in single-person households. People in their middle years
are more likely to live in multiple person households (often with children).
• Income is the household income. Income is probably the most important determinant of
housing choice. Income is strongly related to the type of housing a household chooses
(e.g., single-family detached, duplex, or a building with more than five units) as well as
household tenure (e.g., rent or own).
An individual’s housing needs change throughout their life, with changes in income, family
composition, and age. The types of housing needed by a twenty-year-old college student differs
from the needs of a forty-year-old parent with children, or an eighty-year-old single adult. As
Island County’s population ages, different types of housing will be needed to accommodate
older residents. This cycle of changing housing needs by age is depicted in the diagram below.
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Housing needs and
preferences change in
predictable ways over
time, with changes in
marital status and size
of family.

Exhibit 8. Effect of Demographic Changes on Housing Need
Source: ECONorthwest, adapted from Clark, Willam A. V. and Frans M. Dieleman. 1996.
Households and Housing. New Brunswick, NJ: Center for Urban Policy Research.

Families of different sizes
need different types of
housing.

Population Growth
Island County’s population grew by 38 percent between 1990 and 2016, adding nearly 23,000
new residents. Over this period, Island County’s population grew at an average annual growth
rate of 1.2 percent. In comparison, the state grew at a slightly faster rate of 1.5 percent a year
over the same period. In the last 10 years growth has been slower with an average annual
growth rate of 0.65 percent. The majority of the population growth in the last 10 years was due
to in-migration. In-migration in 2016 was substantially higher that any of the previous 10 years
with over 2,000 people moving to the County. Island County’s future population growth will
drive demand for housing over the planning period.

ECONorthwest
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Oak Harbor’s population
has grown at a slower rate
(1.0 percent) than the
County (1.2 percent).
Although the County’s
population is concentrated
in the North, the faster
population growth has
2000-2016
been in the Central
region
and Camano Island.

Island County’s
population increase in
2016 was the largest in
the last ten years.
Most of this population
increase was due to inmigration into Island
County.

Exhibit 9. Population, Island County, Washington State, and Selected
Geographies 1990–2016
Source: U.S. Decennial Census 1990, 2000, 2010. Washington State Office of Financial
Management.

Population, Washington State, Island County, and Other Geographies, 1990 - 2016
1990
Washington State
Island County
Oak Harbor
Coupeville
Langley

Population
2000
2010

2016

Change 1990 to 2016
Number Percent
AAGR

4,866,692 5,894,121 6,724,540 7,183,700 2,317,008
60,195
71,558
78,506
82,910
22,715
17,176
19,795
22,075
22,410
5,234
1,377
1,723
1,831
1,905
528
845
959
1,035
1,135
290

48%
38%
30%
38%
34%

1.5%
1.2%
1.0%
1.3%
1.1%

Population, Regions of Island County, 2000 - 2010
Population
2000
2010
North
Central
South
Camano

34,737
10,812
12,662
13,347

36,757
12,458
13,630
15,661

Change 2000 to 2010
Number Percent AAGR
2,020
1,646
968
2,314

6%
15%
8%
17%

0.6%
1.4%
0.7%
1.6%

Exhibit 10. Annual Population Growth, Net Migration, and Natural
Increase, Island County, 2006–2016
Source: Washington State Office of Financial Management. April 2017.

2,500
2,000
Annual Change

Since 1990, Island
County’s population has
grown by roughly
22,700 people.

1,500
1,000
500
0
-500
-1,000

Net Migration

ECONorthwest
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Island County has adopted a 2036 population projection, shown in Table 1-4 of the County’s
Land Use Element. Exhibit 11 presents the forecast for Island County based on the forecast in
the Land Use Element.

Island County is
projected to grow by
5,047 people between
2016 and 2036, at an
average annual growth
rate of 0.57 percent.1
The majority of growth
from 2010-2036 is
forecast to occur in the
North Whidbey area, which
will account for about twothirds of the County’s
growth.

Exhibit 11. Forecast of Population Growth, Island County and
Planning Areas, 2036
Source: Island County Land Use Element, Table 1-4.

Island County

North Whidbey
Central Whidbey
South Whidbey
Camano Island
Island County

2036
2016
Population
Population Forecast
82,910
87,957

2010
Population
36,757
12,458
13,630
15,661
78,506

Change in Population 2016-2036
Percent
Growth
Change
AAGR
5,047

6%

0.57%

Change in Population 2010-2036
2036
Percent
Population
Growth Change
AAGR
Forecast
42,989
6,232
17%
0.60%
13,448
990
8%
0.29%
14,841
1,211
9%
0.33%
16,679
1,018
7%
0.24%
87,957
9,451
12%
0.44%

A portion of Island County’s population forecast is attributable to expected growth in
employment at the Naval Air Station Whidbey Island. As of 2017, the Naval Air Station has
8,250 military personnel and 2,000 civilian contract personnel. Table 1-5 in the Land Use
Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan shows that between 2012 and 2036, the Naval Air Station is
expected to add about 1,031 nonmilitary employees and 1,000 military employees, much of
which began in 2016. In total, the Naval Air Base is expecting a total of 8,600 military personnel
in the future.
The U.S. Navy commissioned a Housing Requirements and Market Analysis for the Naval Air
Station Whidbey Island, which was completed in September 2017. The report determined that
the community housing market is able to accommodate the total Military Family Housing
Requirement. The report did determine a community housing market shortfall of 914 units for
the total Unaccompanied Personnel Housing Requirement. However, the report did not include
additional potential growth in the number of Growler aircraft crews at the Air Station, which is
being studied in a separate environmental impact statement.

This forecast of population growth is based on Island County’s projected population developed by the Washington
State Office of Financial Management in May 2012. These are the latest projections available at the county level by the
Office.
1
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Population Age
The median age in Island County increased by seven years: from age 37 in 2000 to age 44 in 2015
(the 2011–2015 five-year average). In the 2011–2015 five-year average, Island County’s portion
of people aged 60 and older was 9 percent higher than the Washington State average (29 percent
versus 20 percent, respectively). These factors indicate that Island County has an aging
population.
Population projections from the Washington State Office of Financial Management indicate that
from 2020 to 2040, Island County will see the largest increases in both those over 40 and youths
aged 20 and younger. During this period, people between 40 and 59 years old will add the most
individuals to the population, at over 3,300 people between 2020 and 2040. Projections also
indicate that 31 percent of population growth between 2020 and 2040 will be those aged 20
years and younger. This is an increase of over 3,200 young people. People aged 60 years and
older are projected to increase by over 2,000. This age group will continue to be the largest in
Island County. The share of people between 20 and 39 is projected to decrease from 2020 to
2040, although the absolute number of people in this age group will increase.

Island County’s
median age is greater
than that of
Washington State.

Exhibit 12. Median Age, Island County, Washington State, and
Selected Urban Areas2, 2000 and 2011–2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P013, 2011–2015 ACS Table
B01002.

60

The population is
youngest in Oak Harbor,
with a median age of 30
in 2011–2015.

50

Median Age

40
30
20
10
0
Washington
State

Island County

Oak Harbor
2000

2

Coupeville

Freeland CDP

Langley

2011-15

The Freeland Census Designated Place (CDP) is based on the pre-2016 Freeland Urban Growth Area boundary
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In 2011–2015, about
49 percent of Island
County residents were
aged between 20 and
59.

Exhibit 13. Population Distribution by Age, Island County and
Washington State, 2011–2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS Table B01001.

Population by Age

About 22 percent of
Island County’s
population is under 20
years old, compared to
25 percent of the state’s
average.

20%

60+ years

Island County has a
larger share of people
aged over 60 years than
the state.

29%

27%

40 to 59

25%

28%

20 to 39

24%

25%

Under 20

22%
0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

Population
Washington State

Besides the 18–24 age
group, the number of
young people
decreased. The 5–17
age group saw the
largest decrease, with
about 2,600 people.
Washington State saw
similar relative growth in
older age groups, but
more growth in those
aged 17 and younger,
and the 25-44 age
range compared to
Island County.

Exhibit 14. Population Growth by Age, Island County, 2000 and 2011–
2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P012, ACS 2011–2015 B01001.

65 and over

45-64
Population by Age

Between 2000 and
the 2011–2015 time
period, the number of
people aged over 45
increased.

Island County

25-44

18-24

5-17

Under 5
0

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

25,000

Population
2000
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Thirty-one percent of
population growth in
Island County between
2020 to 2040 will be
people 20 years and
younger.

Exhibit 15. Forecasted Fastest-Growing Age Groups, Island County,
2020–2040

In 2040, those over the
age of 40 will still
account for slightly
more than half of the
population in Island
County.

Exhibit 16. Forecasted Population by Age Group, Island County, 2020–
2040

Source: Washington State Office of Financial Management, Island County Forecast, 2012.

Under 20

20-39 Yrs

40-59 Yrs

60+ Yrs

31%
3,279 People

16%
1,712 People

32%
3,368 People

20%
2,111 People

Forecasted Population by Age, 2020-2040

Source: Washington State Office of Financial Management, Island County Forecast, 2012.

60+

40 to 59
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5%

10%

15%
2020

20%

25%

30%
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Changes to the County’s age composition will have implications for future housing demand in
Island County. Island County currently has a larger share of older residents than the state
average. Demand for housing for retirees will grow over the planning period, as the Baby
Boomers continue to age and retire. The impact of growth in seniors in Island County will
depend, in part, on whether people already living in Island County will continue to live there as
they retire. National surveys show that, in general, most retirees prefer to age in place by
continuing to live in their current home and community as long as possible.3 In addition, Island
County is an attractive destination for retirees who decide to relocate to a new location.
Growth in the number of seniors will result in demand for housing types specific to seniors.
Senior households will make a variety of housing choices, including remaining in their homes
as long as they are able, downsizing to smaller single-family homes (detached and attached) or
multifamily units, or moving into group housing (such as assisted living facilities or nursing
homes). The challenges facing aging seniors who want to live in their community include
changes in healthcare needs, loss of mobility, the difficulty of home maintenance, financial

A survey conducted by the AARP indicates that 90 percent of people 50 years and older want to stay in their current
home and community as they age. See http://www.aarp.org/research.
3
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concerns, and increases in property taxes4. Thus, a range of housing options, such as small and
easy-to-maintain dwellings, assisted living facilities, or age-restricted developments, will be an
important component of the future housing stock.

Ethnic Diversity
Island County is becoming more ethnically diverse. The Hispanic and Latino population grew
from 4 percent of Island County’s population in 2000 to 6.6 percent of the population in the
2011–2015 period, adding 2,432 new Hispanic and Latino residents. The population of Island
County is less ethnically diverse than Washington State. Oak Harbor and Coupeville are more
ethnically diverse than the Island County average, with the Hispanic and Latino population
making up 11.8 percent and 18.8 percent of residents, respectively.

Island County’s Hispanic
and Latino population
increased by 3 percent
between 2000 and
2011–2015.

Exhibit 17. Hispanic or Latino Population as a Percent of the Total
Population, Island County, Washington State, and Selected Urban
areas, 2000 to 2011–2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P008, 2011–2015 ACS Table
B03002.

20%

Island County is less
ethnically diverse than
Washington State.

19%

18%
Percent Hispanic or Latino

16%
14%
12%
10%
8%

12%

12%

7%

6%

7%

7%

4%

4%

5%
3%

2%

3%
2%

2%
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State

Island
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Oak Harbor Coupeville
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Freeland
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Continued growth in the Hispanic and Latino population will affect Island County’s housing
needs in a variety of ways.5 Growth in first and, to a lesser extent, second- and third-generation
4

“Aging in Place: A toolkit for Local Governments” by M. Scott Ball.

The following articles describe housing preferences and household income trends for Hispanic and Latino families,
including differences in income levels for first, second, and third generation households. In short, Hispanic and
Latino households have lower median income than the national averages. First and second generation Hispanic and
Latino households have median incomes below the average for all Hispanic and Latino households. Hispanic and
Latino households have a strong preference for homeownership, but availability of mortgages and availability of
affordable housing are key barriers to homeownership for this group.
5
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Hispanic and Latino immigrants will increase demand for larger dwelling units to
accommodate the, on average, larger household sizes6. Households for Hispanic and Latino
immigrants are more likely to include multiple generations, requiring more space than smaller
household sizes. As Hispanic and Latino households integrate over generations, household size
typically decreases and their housing needs become similar to housing needs for all
households 7.

Household Size and Composition
Island County’s household size and composition show that households in Island County are
somewhat different from the statewide averages. Island County’s households are smaller on
average, and a smaller share of households are family households with children. Family
households without children (44 percent of households) compose the largest share of
households in Island County.

Island County’s average
household size is
smaller than that of the
state.
Island County’s average
household size decreased,
whereas Washington
State’s increased between
2010 and 2011-2015.

Exhibit 18. Average Household Size, Island County and Washington
State, 2010 and 2011–2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS Table B25010, 2010 Decennial Census Table H12.
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2.56
2.51
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The average household size for a Hispanic and Latino household was 2.84 persons per household according to the
2010 Decennial Census, above the overall average household size in Island County of about 2.35 persons per
household in 2010.
6

Pew Research Center. Second-Generation Americans: A Portrait of the Adult Children of Immigrants, February 7, 2012.
National Association of Hispanic Real Estate Professionals. 2014 State of Hispanic Homeownership Report, 2014.
7
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Island County has a
smaller share of
households with
children than
Washington State. It
has a larger share of
family households
without children than
Washington State.
About 23 percent of Island
County households have
children, compared with
28 percent of Washington
State households.

Exhibit 19. Household Composition, Island County and Washington
State, 2011–2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS, Table DP02.
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Income of Residents
Income is one of the key determinants in housing choice and households’ ability to afford
housing. Income for people living in Island County is lower than the state average.

ECONorthwest

100%

15

In the 2011–2015
period, Island County’s
median household
income was about
$2,000 less than that of
the state.
Island County’s median
household income was
$58,815. This is higher
than the median
household income in the
incorporated areas of
Island County. This
indicates that there are
households with higher
incomes living outside the
urban area boundaries.

Island County has a
similar income
distribution to
Washington State.
For the 2011–2015
period, about 42 percent
of Island County
households made less
than $50,000 per year,
compared with 41 percent
of the state. Island County
has a smaller portion of
households with an
income over $150,000
than does Washington
State with almost 8
percent compared to 12
percent, respectively.

Exhibit 20. Median Household Income, Island County, Washington
State, and Selected Urban Areas, 2011–2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS Table B25119.
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Exhibit 21. Household Income, Island County, and Washington State,
2011–2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS, Table B19001.
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Exhibit 22. Median Household Income, Island County, Washington
State, and Selected Urban Areas, 2000 to 2011–2015, InflationAdjusted
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, Table HCT012, 2011–2015 ACS Table
B25119, CPI Calculator 1999 to 2015 dollars.
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Commuting Trends
Island County is part of the complex, interconnected economy of the Northwest Washington
region. The County has a low jobs-housing balance, which indicates that a majority of residents
in the County have to seek jobs outside of the County. The low jobs-housing balance is reflected
in the County commuting trends. More than 18,700 residents of Island County commute out of
the County for work; over 50 percent of them work in King, Snohomish, and Skagit Counties; 16
percent of Island County residents commute to Seattle or Everett for work, specifically. Of the
approximately 9,700 people who work in Island County, about 28 percent of workers commute
to Island County from outside of the county, such as Snohomish, Skagit, and King Counties.

The jobs-housing
balance in the County is
tilted heavily toward
housing.
There are just 0.38 jobs
for each housing unit in
the County. Other counties
in the area are closer to a
1:1 ratio, and King County
has more jobs than
housing.
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Exhibit 23. Jobs to Housing Ratio, 2016
Source: Washington Office of Financial Management, Washington Employment Security
Department.
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Island County is part of
an interconnected
regional economy.

Exhibit 24. Commuting Flows, Island County, 2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census On the Map.

More people leave the
County for work than
commute into the County
or remain in the area.

About 72 percent of
people who work at
businesses located in
Island County also live
in Island County.
The remaining 28 percent
commute from
Snohomish, Skagit, King,
Whatcom, and other
counties.
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Exhibit 25. Top Five Counties Where Workers at Businesses in Island
County Lived, 2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census On the Map.
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66 percent of Island
County residents work
outside Island County.
Thirty-four percent of
Island County residents
also work in Island County.
Nine percent work in
Seattle. Seven percent
work in Everett.

Exhibit 26. Top Five Counties Where Island County Residents Were
Employed, 2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census On the Map.
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Housing Cost and Affordability
This section describes changes in sales prices, rents, and housing affordability in Island County
and Washington since 2000.

Changes in Housing Costs
In 2017, Island County had a median sales price of $320,000 through August 2017. Homes sold
for between $200,000 and $299,000 represent the largest share of homes sold (31 percent) in the
County. Exhibit 29 shows the distribution of homes sales by prices in the County. The median
sales price in places in Camano Island is higher than the other Planning Areas at $369,000.
North Whidbey had the lowest median sales price at $290,000 in 2017 through September.
Exhibit 28Error! Reference source not found. compares the median sales price in Island County
and the planning areas.
In total, 3,675 homes were sold in Island County in 2016 and 2017 (through August). The largest
share of these (39 percent) were in North Whidbey Island with 1,435 homes sold. Each of the
other planning areas had less than 900 homes sold over the same period. Central Whidbey
Island had the least home sales out of all of the regions with 644.
Since 2004, Island County’s housing prices moved in line with changes in housing prices
throughout Washington State. Prices declined after the recession in 2008, and since 2012, prices
have increased. However, on an inflation-adjusted basis, median sales prices in 2017 are below
the median sales price in 2007.
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Homes sales at all
prices are distributed
throughout Island
County.

Exhibit 27. Home Sales in Island County, 2016 and January–August
2017
Source: Property Radar.

Homes that sold for over
$500,000 tended to be
along the shoreline, while
homes that sold for less
than $300,000 are more
concentrated in Oak
Harbor or northern
Whidbey Island.

ECONorthwest

20

There are variations in
median sales price
across planning areas in
Island County
Camano has the highest
median home sales price
compared to other regions
of Island County with a
median of $369,000.

Exhibit 28. Median Sales Price, Island County and Planning Areas,
January–September 2017
Source: Property Radar.
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Exhibit 29. Distribution of Home Sale Prices, Island County, 2016
and January–August 2017
Source: Property Radar.
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Inflation-adjusted home
sales prices decreased
from about 2007 to 2012,
and have increased since
then. They have not yet
recovered to 2007 median
sales price.

Exhibit 30. Median Sales Price, Island County and Washington State
2004–2017, Adjusted for inflation to September 2017 dollars
Source: Zillow for 2004–2015, Property Radar for 2016-2017, Bureau of Labor Statistics CPI
Inflation Calculator.
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The median value of a
house in Island County
was 3.71 times the
median household income
in 2000 and 4.95 times
the median household
income by the 2011–
2015 period. This change
shows that housing prices
grew faster than incomes.
The decrease in housing
affordability was greater in
Island County than
Washington State as a
whole.

Exhibit 31. Ratio of Median Housing Value to Median Household
Income, Island County, Washington State, and Selected Urban
Areas, 2000 to 2011–20158
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, Tables HCT012 and H085, and 2011–
2015 ACS, Tables B25119 and B25077.
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This ratio compares the median value of housing in Island County and other places to the median household
income. Inflation-adjusted median owner values in Island County increased from $239,128 in 2000 to $290,900 in
2011–2015. Over the same period, median household income decreased from $64,420 to $58,815.
8
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Changes in Rental Costs
Rental costs in Island County are higher than statewide averages. The following charts show
gross rent (which includes the cost of rent plus utilities) for Island County in comparison to
cities within the County and Washington State.

The median gross rent
in Island County for
2011-2015 was
$1,076.

Exhibit 32. Median Gross Rent, Island County, Washington State,
and Selected Urban Areas, 2011–2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS Table B25064.
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Thirty-one percent of
Island County’s renters
pay $1,250 or more in
gross rent per month,
about the same as renters
in Washington State on
average. Langley has the
highest portion of renters
paying $1,250 or more in
gross rent, at 42 percent
of renters.

Exhibit 33. Gross Rent, Island County and Washington State, 2011–
2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011-2015 ACS Table B25063.
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Housing Affordability
The typical standard used to determine housing affordability is that a household should pay no
more than a certain percentage of household income for housing, including payments and
interest or rent, utilities, and insurance. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30 percent of their
income on housing are “cost burdened” and households paying more than 50 percent of their
income on housing are “severely cost burdened.”
About 36 percent of Island County’s households are cost burdened. Fifty percent of renter
households are cost burdened, compared with 29 percent of homeowners. Lower-income
households are disproportionately cost burdened. For example, about 26 percent of Island
County households have an income of less than $35,000 per year. These households can afford
rent of less than $875 per month or a home with a value of less than $87,500. Over 70 percent of
these households are cost burdened.

Renters are more likely
to be cost burdened
than homeowners.
Cost-burden rates are
higher among renters in
Island County than among
homeowners. In the
2011–2015 period, about
50 percent of renters were
cost burdened, compared
to 29 percent of
homeowners.

Exhibit 34. Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Island County, 2011–
2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS Tables B25070 and B25091.
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North Island County has
slightly higher cost
burden rates than the
other planning areas.
Of the urban areas in the
County, Freeland and
Langley have the highest
cost burden rates.

Exhibit 35. Housing Cost Burden by Planning Area and Select Urban
Areas, 2011–2015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS Tables B25070 and B25091.
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Exhibit 36. Illustration of Cost Burden If All of Island County’s Households Were 100 Residents
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS Table S2503.

The illustration above explains cost-burden rates by viewing Island County as 100 residents.
Homeowners are represented by green squares, and renters are represented by blue squares;
the majority of residents live in an owner-occupied home. The graphic also breaks homeowners
and renters into two groups based on income. The darker shade are those people in households
with middle to higher incomes and lighter shades represent people in households with lower
incomes. The white dots indicate the number of people that are considered cost burdened.
A higher portion of lower-income people earning less than $35,000 a year are cost burdened.
However, a small share of those living middle or upper income households are cost burdened
as well. In addition, renters are more likely to be cost burdened than homeowners.
While cost burden is a common measure of housing affordability, it does have some limitations.
Two important limitations are:
▪

A household is defined as cost burdened if the housing costs exceed 30 percent of
their income, regardless of actual income. The remaining 70 percent of income is
expected to be spent on nondiscretionary expenses (such as food or medical care)
and on discretionary expenses. Households with higher incomes may be able to pay
more than 30 percent of their income on housing without impacting the household’s
ability to pay for necessary nondiscretionary expenses.

▪

Cost burden compares income to housing costs and does not account for
accumulated wealth. As a result, the estimate of how much a household can afford
to pay for housing does not include the impact of a household’s accumulated wealth.
For example, a household with retired people may have relatively low income but
may have accumulated assets (such as profits from selling another house) that allow
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them to purchase a house that would be considered unaffordable to them based on
the cost-burden indicator.
Cost burden is only one indicator of housing affordability. Another way of exploring the issue
of financial need is to review housing affordability at varying levels of household income.

In 2017, the Fair
Market Rent for a twobedroom apartment in
Island County is $984.

A household must earn
at least $18.92 per
hour to afford a
two-bedroom unit in
Island County.

ECONorthwest

Exhibit 37. HUD Fair Market Rent (FMR) by Unit Type,
Island County, 2017
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
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Exhibit 38. Affordable Housing Wage, Island County, 2017
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
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Households in Island
County must earn at
least $35,424 in order
to afford a two-bedroom
apartment and not be
considered cost
burdened.
This means that about 27
percent of Island County
residents cannot afford a
two-bedroom apartment.

Exhibit 39. Financially Attainable Housing, by Median Family Income
(MFI) for Island County ($66,400), 2017
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 2017
U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS Table 19001.
Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD.
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Exhibit 40 compares the number of households by income with the number of units affordable
to those households in Island County. Island County currently has a deficit of housing
affordable to households earning less than $50,000 (about 80 percent of Area Median Income).
When lower-cost housing (such as government subsidized housing) is not available, these
households pay more than they can afford in housing costs. As a result, a number of households
are living in housing that is not considered affordable, which is reflected in the Census’ costburdened statistics.
Exhibit 40. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level for Island County, 2017
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011–2015 ACS. HUD Fair Market Rents and MFI, 2017.
Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for Island County.

Summary of Factors Affecting Housing Need
Based on the evaluation of the housing supply and demand factors, there are several key issues
likely to affect housing needs in Island County over the next 20 years. The following is a
summary of key issues:
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▪ Island County’s housing stock is relatively homogenous. The large share of housing
are single-family homes. Only 11 percent of all housing units are multifamily housing,
which is mostly concentrated in Oak Harbor.
▪ The annual number of housing units built since 2010 is considerably lower than in
previous decades. Since 2010, just 1,200 new units have been built. Only a small share
(5 percent) of these new units are multifamily housing units.
▪ A relatively high percent of the housing stock is used for second homes or vacation
purposes. Over 10 percent of housing in Island County is vacant because it is used for
seasonal, recreational, or occasional purposes.
▪ Growth in housing will be primarily driven by growth in population. Island
County’s population is projected to grow at a moderate pace through 2036. However,
sharp increases in growth, like that experienced in 2016, can create housing shortages
because housing supply lags increases in demand. Future demand for homes used as
second or vacation homes will also impact the demand for new and existing housing.
▪ The aging population will affect the future housing supply and future demand for
new types of housing. Many seniors will choose to age in place, which keeps those
housing units off the market. Seniors who are not able to stay in their current homes or
seniors that choose to move to more accommodating housing will generate a need for
new housing types, such as smaller single-family homes or assisted living facilities,
which are not readily available in Island County. As the millennial generation ages,
they will continue to form households and have families and generate demand for
ownership and rental housing that accommodates larger households.
▪ Housing affordability will continue to be a challenge in Island County. Over onethird of households in Island County are cost burdened, and half of renter households
are cost burdened. In addition, there is a deficit of housing units available that are
affordable to households earning less than $50,000 a year.
In summary, a homogenous existing housing stock, an aging population, increasing housing
costs and affordability concerns, and other variables will affect future housing needs and types
of housing that will need to be built. The next section details the likely amount and types of
housing needed based on these factors.
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Housing Need in Island County
The results of the housing needs analysis are based on: (1) the official population forecast for
growth in Island County over the twenty-year planning period, (2) information about Island
County’s housing market relative to Washington State, (3) expected growth at Naval Station
Whidbey, and (4) the demographic composition of Island County’s existing population and
expected long-term changes in the demographics of Washington State.

Growth Forecast
This section describes the key assumptions and presents an estimate of new housing units
needed in Island County between 2016 and 2036, shown in Exhibit 41. The key assumptions are
based on the best available data, as described below.
▪

Population. A twenty-year population forecast (in this instance, 2016–2036) is the
foundation for estimating needed new dwelling units. Island County will grow from
82,910 persons in 2016 to 87,957 persons in 2036, an increase of 5,047 people,
consistent with the information in Exhibit 11.

▪

Persons in Group Quarters. Persons in group quarters do not consume standard
housing units: thus, any forecast of new people in group quarters is typically derived
from the population forecast for the purpose of estimating housing demand. Group
quarters can have a big influence on housing in cities with colleges (dorms), prisons,
or large elderly populations (nursing homes). In general, any new requirements for
these housing types will be met by institutions (colleges, government agencies,
health care corporations) operating outside what is typically defined as the housing
market. Nonetheless, group quarters require residential land. They are typically built
at densities that are comparable to that of multifamily dwellings.
The 2011–2015 American Community Survey shows that 6.1 percent of Island
County’s population resided in group quarters. For the 2016–2036 period, we
assume that 6.1 percent of the new population, 309 people, will be in group
quarters.

▪

Household Size. According to the 2011–2015 American Community Survey, the
average household size in Island County was 2.33 people. For the 2016–2036 period,
we also assume an average household size of 2.33 persons. This is because the
forecasted population by age shows increases for those over 40, which indicate a
decreasing household size, and increase in the share of those under 21, which
indicate an increasing households size. These trends may result in an insignificant
change in the overall average, which is why the historical average is used as an
assumption.

▪

Vacancy Rate. The Census defines vacancy as "unoccupied housing units [that] are
considered vacant,” and vacancy status is determined by “the terms under which the
unit may be occupied, e.g., for rent, for sale, or for seasonal use only."
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Vacancy rates are cyclical and represent the lag between demand and the market’s
response to demand for additional dwelling units. Vacancy rates for rental and
multifamily units are typically higher than those for owner-occupied and singlefamily dwelling units.
According to the 2011–2015 American Community Survey, Island County’s vacancy
rate was 7.0 percent, excluding housing vacant for seasonal, recreational, or
occasional uses. For the 2016–2036 period, we assume a vacancy rate of 7.0 percent.

Island County will have
demand for 2,176 new
dwelling units over the
twenty-year period, with
an annual average of
109 dwelling units.

Exhibit 41. Forecast of Demand for New Dwelling Units, Island
County, 2016–2036
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest.

Change in persons
minus Change in persons in group quarters
equals Persons in households
Average household size
New occupied DU
times Aggregate vacancy rate
equals Vacant dwelling units

Total new dwelling units (2017-2037)
Annual average of new dwelling units

5,047
309
4,738
2.33
2,033
7.0%
141
2,174
109

Housing Needs
Exhibit 41 presents a forecast of new housing in Island County during the 2016–2036 period.
This section determines the needed mix for new housing developed over this twenty-year
period in Island County.
Exhibit 42 shows that, in the future, the need for new housing developed in Island County will
include more housing in general, as well as housing that is more affordable. This assumption is
based on the following findings in the previous chapters:
• Demographic changes suggest moderate increases in demand for both attached singlefamily housing and multifamily housing. The key demographic trends that will affect
Island County’s future housing needs are: (1) the aging of the Baby Boomers, (2)
Millennials having families, and (3) continued growth in Hispanic and Latino
populations. Growth of these groups has the following implications for housing need
in Island County:
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Baby Boomers. Growth in the number of seniors will have large impacts on
demand for new housing through demand for housing types specific to seniors,
such as assisted living facilities or age-restricted developments. These households
will make a variety of housing choices, including remaining in their homes as
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long as they are able, downsizing to smaller single-family homes (detached and
attached) or multifamily units, moving into age-restricted manufactured home
parks (if space is available), or moving into group housing (such as assisted living
facilities or nursing homes), as their health declines. Minor increases in the share
of Baby Boomers who downsize to smaller housing will result in increased
demand for single-family attached and multifamily housing. Some Baby Boomers
may prefer housing in walkable neighborhoods, with access to services.




Millennials and younger population. Over the next twenty years, Millennial
households will continue to form households and have families. In addition, the
generation after the Millennials (people born after 2000) will begin to form
households and to have families. Growth of these age groups in Island County
will be affected by growth at the Naval Air Station. Growth in these age groups
will result in increased demand for both ownership and rental opportunities, with
an emphasis on housing that is comparatively affordable. Some households may
prefer to locate in traditional single-family detached housing and some will prefer
more affordable options, such as townhouses or rental multifamily housing.
Hispanic and Latino populations. Growth in the number of Hispanic and Latino
households will result in increased demand for housing of all types, both for
ownership and rentals, with an emphasis on housing that is comparatively
affordable. Hispanic and Latino households are more likely to be larger than
average, with more children and possibly with multigenerational households. The
housing types that are most likely to be affordable to the majority of Hispanic and
Latino households are existing lower-cost single-family housing, single-family
housing with an accessory dwelling unit, and multifamily housing.

• The number of cost-burdened households indicates more affordable housing is needed.
About 36 percent of Island County’s households have affordability problems. Fifty
percent of Island County’s renters have affordability problems. In 2016 through mid2017, about 80 percent of housing sales were to households with income above 120
percent of MFI. These factors indicate that Island County needs more affordable
housing types, especially for renters. A household earning a median household income
(about $66,000) could afford a home valued up to about $250,000, which is below the
median sales price for single-family housing of about $320,000 in Island County.
In addition, Island County has a very small supply of multifamily housing, which
accounts for 11 percent of the County’s housing stock. The majority of Island County’s
multifamily buildings are in the City of Oak Harbor.
Continued increases in housing costs may increase demand for denser housing (e.g.,
multifamily housing or smaller single-family housing) or locating in less expensive
areas within Island County. To the extent that denser housing types are more
affordable than larger housing types, continued increases in housing costs will increase
demand for denser housing.
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Overall, these findings suggest that Island County’s needed housing mix is for a broader range
of housing types than are currently available in Island County’s housing stock. The types of
housing that Island County will need to provide developmental opportunities for over the next
twenty years include smaller single-family detached housing (e.g., cottages or small singlefamily detached units), manufactured housing, “traditional” single-family detached housing,
townhouses, duplexes and quadplexes, accessory dwelling units, and apartment buildings.
Exhibit 42 shows a forecast of needed housing in Island County during the 2016–2036 period.
The projection is based on the following assumptions about housing mix:
• Seventy percent of projected new housing demand will be single-family detached and
attached housing. Exhibit 1 shows that 78 percent of Island County’s housing is currently
single-family detached and attached housing.
• Ten percent of projected new housing demand will be manufactured housing. Exhibit 1
shows that over 11 percent of Island County’s housing is currently mobile or
manufactured housing.
• Twenty percent of projected new housing demand will be multifamily with two or more
units. Exhibit 1 shows that 11 percent of Island County’s housing is currently multifamily
housing with two or more units.

Island County will have
demand for 2,174 new
dwelling units over the
20 years, 70 percent of
which will be singlefamily housing.

Exhibit 42. Forecast of Demand for New Dwelling Units, Island
County, 2016–2036
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest.

Needed new dwelling units (2017-2037)

2,174

Dwelling units by structure type
Single-family detached and attached
Percent single-family DU
equals Total new single-family DU

70%
1,522

Mobile and Manufactured
Percent mobile and manufactured DU
equals Total new mobile and manufactured DU

10%
217

Multifamily – 2+ du/structure
Percent multifamily 2+ du/structure
equals Total new multifamily 2+ DU

Total new dwelling units (2016-2036)

20%
435
2,174

The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This
analysis does not factor those units in the projected demand; it assumes they will be replaced at
the same site and will not create additional demand for residential land.
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Implications for Housing Element Update
The housing needs identified in this analysis will inform the update of Island County’s Housing
Element. However, no amount of analysis or data source is likely to make the distant future
completely certain: the purpose of the housing forecasting in this study is to get an approximate
idea about the future so policy choices can be made today. That said, the implications of
housing needs analysis raise several questions related to housing and land use policies. These
questions include:
▪

How can the County accommodate a broader mix of housing to meet current needs and
changing future demand?

▪

Where is the best location for the broader mix of housing types likely needed in the
County?

▪

What are the barriers to creating more multifamily housing in the County?

▪

What are the options available to increase the number of affordable home ownership
options?

▪

How can the County best support the need for more affordable housing, subsidized and
unsubsidized, throughout the County?

Subsequent work in Task 5, Resources and Barriers, will help identify how these questions can
be addressed and inform the update of housing goals and policies in Task 6.

ECONorthwest
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206.709.9588
andrea@broadviewplanning.com
www.broadviewplanning.com

10 June 2018

To:

Meredith Penny, Beverly Mesa-Zendt; Island County

From:

Andrea Petzel, Valerie Pacino; Broadview Planning

Cc:

Erik Rundell, Morgan Shook; ECONorthwest

Re:

Summary of the Final Public Outreach Process for the Housing Element Update Draft
Goals + Policy Recommendations

This memo aims to memorialize the final phase of the year-long public
engagement process for Island County’s Housing Element Update draft
goals and policy recommendations.
The project launched in September 2017, and engagement was quickly
underway with a community survey, stakeholder interviews, background
research, and data analysis. The final phase of engagement began in April
2018 when a draft policy was ready for public review. This phase included
the following presentations and events:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

City of Langley Planning Commission
Coupeville Lions Club
District 1 officials
Camano Library drop-in session
Coupeville Farmers Market
Camano Rotary
Community Open House at the Oak Harbor Senior Center
Bayview Farmers Market

Events were publicized via emails to the project’s listserv, on social media
(Facebook and Twitter), and on the project website. In addition to public
comments received at events, the public was encouraged to submit
feedback via email at: CompPlan@co.island.wa.us.
Based on public comments, revisions to the draft policy are currently
underway, and a final public hearing is scheduled next month. A final
policy is anticipated to be adopted in July 2018.
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Key Themes
The public comments during this final phase of engagement and outreach largely echo what we have
heard through previous phases. Appendix A contains a compiled list of all comments received.
Themes from this phase of engagement include:
•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•

There is a lack of diversity of housing types in Island County and a particular lack of multifamily
development.
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are a compelling housing option that would allow residents
more flexibility in housing choices, give older folks an opportunity to age in place, and would
diversify housing types across the county.
People continue to have questions about the data used in the needs analysis, who was reached
through engagement, whose voices weren’t included, and other sources of data.
Renters are particularly cost-burdened and struggle to find available housing options.
As the county prioritizes more housing and a diversity of affordable housing options across
income levels and other demographics, it must also continue to develop the infrastructure to
accommodate more people.
Workforce housing, particularly farmworker housing, requires strategies specific to these
demographics.
Policies to explore subsidized affordable housing are encouraged.
This is not a challenge Island County can tackle alone – there are organizations and other
jurisdictions working on these issues, and a collaborative approach will be necessary to see any
progress.

Evaluation
•
•
•
•
•

•

As people were generally positive about the overall process and receptive to the draft goals
and policies, engagement during this phase was successful.
Meetings and events during this phase were focused and productive.
Attendance at the open house (~35 people) was less than the target, but all in attendance were
engaged and actively participated in the meeting.
Most people who participated in this phase of the process learned about events through emails
to the listserv.
The first phase of the engagement process included a wide-reaching community survey. The
final phase did not reach as many people. Were budget and resources available, it would have
been ideal to reconnect with everyone who participated in the first phase to report back on the
draft policy and demonstrate about how their input was used to shape recommendations.
This process piloted social media as a strategy of engagement. While not wildly successful, it
was a good first step.
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Recommendations for Next Steps
•

•

•

People are ready for action. They feel positive about the engagement process for the Island
County Housing Element Update, and there’s generally support for the draft goals and policy
recommendations.
Do not squander this support. Instead, continue to communicate next steps via the listserv;
provide regular updates, and enlist the support of your constituents as you begin to implement
policy recommendations.
More and more, people use social media as a way of engaging with their local governments,
providing input, and learning about surveys and events. That’s not the norm in Island County
yet, but that does not mean social media should be abandoned as a channel for conversations
between residents and officials. If you continue with social media, make it countywide and post
on a consistent basis with information that is relevant and compelling.
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Appendix A
Public Comment Matrix—Island County Housing Element Update
Date
Event
Name
Topic
Comment
Version
2
4-13-18 Camano Island Library Open House

ADUs, compostable
toilets

1. Actually promote ADUs on Camano via emails and public meetings, and reasons
that would prevent devleopmenmt.
2. Why no compostable toliets

4-13-18 Camano Island Library Open House

Data Requests

1. Updated population numbers for Camano
2. How do you get estimate for grants?
3. Transient population

4-13-18 Camano Island Library Open House

Volunteer Opportunities Carolyn Spector, volunteer opportunities

4-13-18 Camano Island Library Open House

Traffic Impacts,
Development

Slow down development, unless you provide for a redundant way for folks to get on
and off the island—traffic is already very bad, only two lanes

4-13-18 Camano Island Library Open House

Senior Housing,
Farmworker Housing

4-13-18 Camano Island Library Open House

Landlord education

1. PBRS—to leverage affordable housing for seniors
2. large rural property; open space and affordable workforce housing
3. Farm Worker housing on rural parcels
Put landlord notifications into property tax mailers or reach out to property
management companies, there's a level of gaurentee with vouchers.

4-13-18 Camano Island Library Open House

Landlord education

1.Make a greater effort to help landlords understand the BENEFITS of HUD, Dept. of
As housing vouchers
2. Work with groups like the Salvation Army on vouchers

4-13-18 Camano Island Library Open House

Fair Houisng

I OPPOSE a so-called "Fair Housing Ordinance." HUD and the federal Dept. of
Agriculture make use of Housing vouchers. There is no need for Island County to
inovled itself. Anti-dicrimination laws are already in effect at the state and federal
level.

4-4-18 Coupeville Lions Club
4-4-18 Coupeville Lions Club

Data Requests
Data Requests

4-4-18 Coupeville Lions Club

Zoning

Did you survey people in the cities/town?
What is considered acceptable for housing costs?
Is the county going to be doing a lot of rezoning to more urban to encourage housing
to be built?

4-4-18 Coupeville Lions Club
4-4-18 Coupeville Lions Club
4-4-18 Coupeville Lions Club

Vouchers
Housing Cost
Navy

Do vouchers count towards someone’s income in your study?
Have you looked at the causes of high housing cost?
Does the Navy bare any responsibility?

4-4-18 Coupeville Lions Club

Data Requests

Is this a current target or more long term?

4-4-18 Coupeville Lions Club

Misc

Are you taking into account business opportunities?

4-4-18 Coupeville Lions Club

Fair Houisng

Are you planning to increase subsidized housing?

4-26-18 Email

Beth Munson

Langley Planner Rental Housing

4-18-18 Open House

Access to Housing

4-18-18 Open House

Airbnb

4-18-18 Open House

ADUS

4-18-18 Open House

ADUs, Zoning

4-18-18 Open House

Affordable housing

4-18-18 Open House

Landlord education

4-18-18 Open House

Data Requests

4-18-18 Open House

Zoning

Are there any policies related to the conversion of rental units to condos?
Goal 1: Estabilsh goal of new low income housing units in Island County to support
Human Services
---Coordinate funding from federal and state funs to purchase or build housing units.
---Use Low Income Housing Institute (LIHI) and Community Psychiatric Clinic in
Seattle and Compass Health in Everett to operate.
---Most severe need is dual diagnosed mentally ill, and cluster houses have been
very successful with sponsorship of NGO/church.
Goal 1 (cont.): Airbnb, etc. exacerbates housing affordability and Island County
should establish a new tax and use funds to purchase and build low-income housing.
Goal 2: Please explore regulatory barriers of accessory dwelling units on/in
---Sites less than one acre
---RA Zone
---Caretaker units with kitchen
Goal 4: Consider to be allowed on RA zoning of sites less than one acre:
---Accessory Dwelling Units
---Guest Cottages
---Caretaker Units
---There's an issue with two kitchens
---Immediatley creates incentives for owners to double affordable housing units easily
on a private basis
Goal 4 (continued): Goosefoot owns property at Bayview Center zones Rural Center
RAID and we are very interested in affordable housing.
Engage with real estate investors interested in providing properties that will fill the
need for decent priced rentals. We have a ton of real estate agencies on Whidbey
Island as well as property management firms who may be able to facilitate some
awareness of the benefit of owning rentals.
As a private real estate investor I can see several options that could assist in solving
these issues. It’s good to see the studies and statistics – it does affirm the need. But
we need an action plan with target completion dates also. Accountability will help get
stuff done.
Does the County intend to increase the allowable density on the north end of the
island to accomplish affordable housing goals or is the intent to have Oak Harbor,
with its infrastructure, be the place this type of development takes place?? You can’t
create affordable housing when the density is 1-or 2-units per 5 acres.
---Maybe the County should allow Oak Harbor to expand the UGA somewhat so more
land could be available. More land becoming available means the price could go
down and a lower price = more affordably priced housing.

4-18-18 Open House

Data Requests

4-18-18 Open House
4-18-18 Open House

Incentives
Data Requests

4-18-18 Open House

Data Requests

4-18-18 Open House
4-18-18 Open House

Accountability
Data Requests

4-18-18 Open House

Accountability

4-18-18 Open House

Airbnb

4-18-18 Open House
4-18-18 Open House

Incentives
Data Requests

4-18-18 Open House

Incentives

4-18-18 Open House
4-18-18 Open House

Data Requests
Emergency Housing

4-18-18 Open House

Data Requests

4-18-18 Open House

Data Requests

4-18-18 Open House

Camano

4-18-18 Open House

Zoning

4-18-18 Open House

Infrastructure

4-28-18 Bayview Farmers Market

Cost

4-28-18 Bayview Farmers Market

4-28-18 Bayview Farmers Market
4-11-18 Email

ADUs, Tiny Homes

Emergency Housing
Coyla Shephard ADUs, Tiny Homes

2016 Comp Plan update entailed a population projection, which determines future
housing needs…
---Has the actual versus projected numbers for 2017 and 2018 year-to-date been
analyzed to assess accuracy and/or the need for revision? Projections are
preliminary in natural [sic] but a small under projection could be exacerbated due to
populations being modeled by exponential equations, leading to a larger
shorter/tighter market.
Establish a definite timeline, as part of a goal, to adopt ordinances as allowed under
RCW 36.70A.040 – Affordable Housing Incentive Program:
---Density Bonus
---Fee Waivers
---Expediated permitting
What’s the goal for building affordable housing units this year?
Why are more permits issued in Camano than in Oak Harbor?
---How many applications are there in Oak Harbor?
When adopted, are there any plans for deadlines and accountability? What are you
going to do next?
Are the forty recommendations from the Task Force available somewhere?
Why don’t we set deadlines for action?
Air BNB -are they taxed and can we direct funds from that tax where it’s needed for
housing?
Is there an expectation on the County’s part to create housing incentives to build
actual units? Are you exploring any partnerships?
How many affordable housing units were built in Island County last year?
How can we encourage/incentivize property owners who have low-income housing
that’s expiring to keep it in place? What’s the County doing?
What happens when low-income housing units reach their maturity date? Does the
property go out to bid?
Lack of emergency housing/shelters – homeless can be hidden
Any multifamily projects for Camano Island planned?
Concerns about the effect on property taxes if a manufactured housing project gets
constructed
Camano does not get the same resources as Whidbey – homeless, housing
Someone wanted to put in 55+ years manufactured home park but told no zoning on
Camano Island allowed it.
Can do septic systems for Multifamily that reduce space needs – Amy Moe,
Greenworks Septic
-Reduce cost of construction (septic, foundations etc.) especially for smaller houses,
will make housing more affordable for homeowners, landlords, and tenants. Could
provide alternative waste management strategies for tiny homes under x square feet

-Even if it is already allowed, it is somewhat of a gray area, and we need a clear and
streamlined process/section of code for alternative housing (tiny homes, yurts, and
RVs)
-Every time a development is built, they should have to build extra housing/an extra
building on site, so if someone who lives in that development can’t make payments
and becomes homeless, they have shelter without having to move/be displaced until
they can get back on their feet
Map showing Zoning on Langley Road from 525 beside Ken’s Korner New regulations
and zoning for mobile home parks. Notification of county meetings dealing with
zoning issues for multiple family residences especially for tiny house communities
offering affordable housing. Our website is THINCwhidbey.org. The letters stand for
Tiny Houses In Name Christ. Our non profit, Tiny Houses In the name of Christ, is
composed of a board of members of 7 South end churches who care for those for
whom the inflated housing market has left many struggling to find affordable
housing. It is getting harder everyday for The Help (those who wait on us as clerks
and restaurant workers, those who clean and mow and labor among us) to live here,
due to the increase in rents. Without them, our large retirement community and
summer residents will have to leave and move elsewhere. I think of my own family
here in Whidbey. Not everyone has a family member that can buy them a mobile
home as Chich did for her grand daughter, nor do many family members even have
space to park one legally on their property, thus providing free parking. Airbnb’s
have taken over most apts in homes that used to be affordable rentals for local
workers. When I served on the board for the Whidbey Homeless Coalition I became
acuity aware of the shortage of affordable housing. Whole families were happy to
share just 1 BR with their kids in a house w rooms for 4 families, all sharing 1 small
kitchen- just to have a roof over their heads. Please take a peak at our website and
let us know how we can help move the agenda for affordable housing forward.
Together, we can make a difference in our community. When our local churches
band together, we are the largest company in our area. And we are given the
command to reach out and help. Deuteronomy 15:11 There will always be poor
people in the land. Therefore I command you to be open handed toward your
brothers and toward the poor and needy in your land.

Island County
Human Services
Housing Support

Human Services
Overview
29 Employees – Policy and Direct Services
 Developmental Disabilities
 Veteran’s Services
 Prevention Coordination
 Behavioral Health Coordination
 Housing and Coordinated Entry
 Opioid Outreach
 1/10th Programs

Human Services – Housing
Homeless and Affordable Housing
 Lead - Department of Commerce/Housing Division
 Serve on Statewide Committees
 Manage Funds and Contracts
 Staff Housing Advisory Board
 Staff Housing Provider Network
 Initiate Forums, Task Forces, Community Conversations, Affordable Housing
Developers
 Homelessness
 Housing Support Center – Island County Coordinated Entry
 Annual Homeless Point in Time Count
 Data Input and Collection
 Haven – Night-to-Night Shelter

Funding
Homelessness and Affordable Housing
Document Recording Fees
In 2005, responding to rising homelessness, WA State Legislature passed “Housing & Assistance
Act” that included legislation for local governments to collect a modest fee paid to file Real
Estate related documents.
2017 Document Recording Fee Totals
 Affordable Housing: $102,329

($10)

 Homeless Housing $539,156 ($40)
Document recording fees are Washington State and Counties primary source for funding
homelessness services.
Other Funding

Housing Support Center

Island County Coordinated Entry and Crisis Response System
 2014 Washington Legislature all Counties Implement Coordinated Entry
 6 Month Community Planning Process - System Restructure
 Opened August 2016
 Housing Navigator – Deia Brower
 Prescreen to Qualify & Assessment for Referral
 Traffic
 New Households Screened - 838 households/1704 individuals
 643 unsheltered, living in tent, car, place not meant for habitation or at risk of homelessness
 154 Household living in crisis (doubled up or multiple families together)
 Difference due to Unqualified Households or Lost Contact

 427 referred to housing and services
 67 remain with no housing available (Housing Interest List)

 Data/HMIS

Housing Support Center
Housing Interest List - Barriers to Housing
 Lack of affordable housing

 Lack of income

 Steep rent increases

 Poor credit – eviction history

 Lease Termination & no where to go

 Disabled

 Lack income = to 2x-3x amount of
rent

 No where to park RVs

 Lack of employment opportunities
 Stagnate wages, $11.50 minimum
wage

 Not enough housing programs
 Not enough permanent supportive
housing for chronically homeless

 Domestic violence/family break up

 Inability to connect to services while
homeless

 Criminal background

 Lack of supportive services

 Mental health and substance
abuse issues

 Lack of life skills, generational
poverty

Annual Homeless Point In-Time Count
 2006 Homeless Housing and Assistance Act Mandate
 Longest Running Data on Homelessness
 Island County has implemented PIT Count since 2016
 Snapshot – Trends
 2014 – Human Services Restructure Strategy
 Four Regions with Regional Leads
 Trained Volunteers
 Survey
 Data

2018 Annual Point In-Time
Homeless Count
 82 Unsheltered – 88% singles/12% families
 Includes 4 minors
 Includes 10 Veterans
 Includes 37 chronically homeless

 89 Sheltered
 Living in The Haven, Emergency Shelter Housing and Transitional Housing

 171 - Total 2018 Point In-Time Homeless Count

5-Year Homelessness Trends
Five Year
Comparison
Sheltered
Unsheltered
Total
2017/2018 Change
5-Year Trend

2014

2015

2016

Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total
34
29%
38
26%
69
31%
85
71%
109
74%
153
69%
119
147
222

2017

2017

2018

IC PIT Number % of Total Number % of Total
55
48
38%
89
52%
154
79
62%
82
48%
209
127
171
-38 (-18%)
+44 (+35%)
+52 (+43%)

Five Year Comparison of Point In-Time Data
222

171
153

147
119

127
109

85

79

69

34

38

2014

2015

89
82

48

2016
Sheltered

Unsheltered

2017
Total

2018

Strengthening Partners – Building Capacity
 North Whidbey Affordable Housing Task Force Implementation
 Island County Land Purchase (7 acres), crisis stabilization and subacute
detox center and future affordable housing
 Low Income Housing Institute (LIHI), 51 unit affordable housing, Pioneer
Way, Oak Harbor
 Camano Island Service Delivery (Coordinated Entry)
 Recruiting Developers for Affordable Housing
 Collaborating with Island County Planning Department
 Served with Housing Group for Community Health Improvement Plan
 Leading Functional Zero Planning with Housing Partners

The Haven Shelter
 Operated by Whidbey Homeless Coalition
 Fully staffed every night plus one volunteer
 Night to Night Emergency shelter
 Weekly collaboration with Housing Support Center, Spin & Haven Staff
 Hosted by churches and shifts every 90 days
 Has provided shelter to 212 individuals including children.
 80% from Oak Harbor
 90% self report one or more disabilities
 45 calls to 911 or non emergency ICOM dispatch
 37- physical health related
 8- substance abuse and mental health related
 Some individuals had to be turned away due to severe behavioral health issues,
and/or medical needs prevented them from being able to care for themselves
in shelter.

North Whidbey Affordable Housing
Task Force
 Steering Committee, Commissioner Jill Johnson and Mayor Bob Severns
 November 18, 2016, first meeting
 Structure and Process
 27 Task Force Members/Four Work Groups
 1 Land Mapping and Land Banking & Transfer of Development Rights
 2 New Affordable Housing Resources & Financing and Funding
 3 Zoning and Housing Types & Construction and Timelines
 4 Tenant Access and Protections & Preserving Affordable Housing
 Preliminary recommendations from each work group
 Discussion, Deliberation and Formal Voting
 July 23, 2017, final suite of 40 recommendations presented to elected officials
 December 7, 2017, elected officials hosted a community outreach open house for
input and engagement
 Next Steps: elected officials considering implementation

Affordable Housing – The Basics
What is Affordable Housing?
 HUD defines affordable housing when a household pays 30% or less of their
income for housing costs (including utilities), leaving enough money for
food, transportation, medical costs, childcare and other basic life
necessities.
 Example: $2000.00 monthly income ($24,000 annually)
 $600.00 (30%) per month to spend on housing (rent & utilities)
 Current market rent for a one-bedroom apartment - $900.00

(55% = extremely rent burdened)

 Cost Burdened: HUD defines any household paying more than 30% of
household income on housing expenses as being “cost burdened”.
Example: Household earning $100,000 per year but spending more than
$30,000 for housing and utilities is considered cost-burdened.
 Severely Cost Burdened: HUD considers any household paying 50% or more
of income on housing expenses as severely cost burdened.

Affordable Housing – The Basics
What is Area Median Income?
 Each year, US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
calculates the median (Middle) income for every region in the country. It
determines the middle number of all incomes for the given area. Example:
50% of people in a region make more than that amount and 50% make less
than that amount.

Affordable Housing – The Basics
What is Area Median Income (AMI) by family size in Island County/2018
 100% of Area Median Income for a family of 4 is $77,300
 Current market rent for a 3-bedroom unit is $1400.00
 Current minimum wage for Washington $11.50/hour @ 40 hours = $1840/month
(rarely given 40 hours/week)

% of Area
Median Income
80%
60%
50%
30%

Annual
Income
$ 61,800
$ 46,380
$ 38,650
$ 23,190

Monthly
Income
$5,153.33
$3,865.00
$3,221.00
$1,932.50

Weekly Hourly
Income
Wage
$1,288.33 $32.20
$966.25 $24.15
$805.00 $20.13
$483.00 $12.08

Affordable
Monthly Rent @
30% of Income
$1,546.00
$1,159.50
$966.30
$579.75

Affordable Housing – The Basics
What is Area Median Income (AMI) by family size in Island County/2018
 100% of Area Median Income for a family of 2 is $60,400
 Current market rent for a 2-bedroom unit is $1200.00
 Current minimum wage for Washington $11.50/hour @ 40 hours = $1840/month
(rarely given 40 hours/week)

% of Area
Median Income
80%
60%
50%
30%

Annual
Income
$ 48,320
$ 36,240
$ 30,200
$ 18,120

Monthly
Income
$4,026.66
$3,020.00
$2,516.66
$1,510.00

Weekly Hourly
Income
Wage
$1,006.66 $25.16
$755.00 $18.88
$629.16 $15.72
$377.50
$9.43

Affordable
Monthly Rent @
30% of Income
$1,207.99
$906.00
$754.80
$453.00

Affordable Housing – The Basics
Income categories and definitions
 Extremely low income – 30% or less of the AMI
 Very Low Income – 30%-50% of AMI
 Low income – 50%-80% AMI
 Moderate Income – 80%-100% AMI
 Middle Income – 80%-120% AMI
 Upper Income – 120% or higher

Questions?

SUBSIDIZED AND LOW COST HOUSING IN ISLAND COUNTY
FOR SENIORS AND PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES:
Oak Harbor
Oak Manor
640 S.E. 8th Ave.
678-4181
1 (800)321-0686
Managed by Housing Authority of Island County
Golden Oaks
665 S.E. Glencoe St.
678-4181
1(800)321-0686
Managed by Housing Authority of Island County
Chelsea
280 NE Izett St
Managers:Amy/ Charles Towner (360)679-8552)
(office located on Newport Apts. side)
Quantum Management Company
Cambridge Cove
470 S.E. 4th Ave.
On site manager-Ted Duris(360)679-3227
Guardian Real Estate Services

6 efficiency units; 23 one bedroom; 1 two bedroom.
Rents based on 30% of adjusted monthly income.
All 30 units subsidized.
20 one bedroom units; 2 wheelchair accessible units.
Rents based on 30% of adjusted monthly income.

33 one bedroom, 7 two bedroom. Rents based on
30% of adjusted monthly income.

34 small one bedrooms($534) & large ($546), 2 two
bedrooms($571). Rents based on 30% of adjusted
monthly income. 27 of 36 apartments are subsidized.

Coupeville
Dean Manor
7 N.W. 6th St.
678-4181 1(800)321-0686
Managed by Housing Authority of Island County
Office onsite.
CamBey
50 N Main St.
On site manager-Kaci Cheyne (360) 678-4886
Managed by Senior Services of Island County

4 efficiency units; 15 one bedroom; 1 two bedroom.
No units configured for wheelchairs. Rents based on
30% of adjusted monthly income.
50 one bedroom units. Seniors 62 and older and
disabled adults. Rents based on 30% of adjusted
monthly income.

Langley
Brookhaven
150 4th St.
678-4181 1(800)321-0686
Managed by Housing Authority of Island County

12 efficiency units; 27 one bedroom; 1 two bedroom.
Rents based on 30% of adjusted monthly income.
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FOR FAMILIES AND SENIORS:
Oak Harbor
Commodore Apartments(mgr. at Oak Bay St.)
151 S Oak Harbor St.
Manager,Dorothy Johnson(360)240-9828
Minimum rents listed
Single people allowed
Guardian RE Services Management Co.
Seagate Apartments (mgr. at Oak Bay Station)
141 SW 6th Ave
Manager,Dorothy Johnson (360) 240-9828
Minimum rents listed
Single people allowed
Guardian RE Services Management Co.
Harbor Ridge
950 N Oak Harbor St.
On site manager-Heidi(360)679-0494
All units are rental assistance
Single people allowed
Guardian RE Services Management Co.
Fir Village
869 N Oak Harbor St.
On site manager-Pam Gomsrud(360)679-2333
Minimum rents listed
Single people allowed
Ad-West Realty Management Co.
Harbor Village
55 SW 6th Ave.
On site manager-Beverly(360)675-2877
Single people allowed
Quantum Management Company
Newport Apartments
280 NE Izett
On site mgr-Amy/ Charles Towner(360)679-8552
No singles unless over age 62 or with disability
Quantum Management Company
Oak Harbor Estates
191 NE Ernst St.
675-1222 On site manager
Minimum rents listed
Single people allowed
Mercy Housing Management Group
Southcenter Apartments
601 SE 8th Ave
On site manager-Yvonne VanCliff(360)679-1571
Minimum rents listed

4 one bedroom ($490),16 two bedroom($571), 6
three bedrooms ($632). 3 three bedroom
townhouses ($647). 29 total units, rental assistance
available on 12 units. Two of the one bedroom units
are configured for wheelchairs.
4 one bedroom ($419), 12 two bedroom ($454)
apartments. Rental assistance available on 3 units.
No wheelchair configured units.

6 one bedroom($633), 24 two bedroom ($658), 2
three bedroom apartments($688). Rent based on
30% of adjusted monthly income. 6-12 month wait for
rent assistance apts.
4 one bedroom($550), 20 two bedroom ($585),
5 three bedroom ($630). Rent assistance on 28 units.
Two of the one bedroom units are configured for
wheelchairs. 6 units set aside for homeless. Must
certify thru agency.
8 one bedroom($589), 12 two bedroom($739),
8 three bedroom apartments($968). 1wheelchair
configured unit. Rent based on 30% of adjusted
monthly income. All 28 units subsidized. (New
Owners. Total refurbishment going on)
11 two bedroom, 5 three bedroom apartments. One
of the two bedroom units is configured for
wheelchairs. Rent based on 30% of adjusted monthly
income. All units subsidized.
8 one bedroom ($551), 18 two bedroom ($584), 16
three bedroom ($640) apartments. Rental assistance
available on 35 units.

8 one bedroom ($550), 18 two bedroom ($575-$665),
2 three bedroom ($750-795) apartments. No rental
assistance available. 2 two bedroom units are
wheelchair accessible.
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Single people allowed
Island Property Management Co.
Harbor Heights Apartments
31 NW Crosby Ave
On site manager-Judy Gonzales (360)679-6671
Minimum rents listed
Single people allowed
Diamond Management Inc.
Madrona Manor Apartments
1006 Swantown Road
On site manager-Pam(360)240-1606 (or call Pam at
Lexy Manor – (360)279-2155)
Minimum rents listed
Manor Properties Management Co.
Lexy Manor Apartments
300 NE 7th Ave.
On site manager-Pam(360) 279-2155 (or call Pam at
Madrona Manor Apts. (360)240-1606)
Manor Properties Management Co.

4 one bedroom($550), 22 two bedroom ($610), and 9
three bedroom ($650) apartments. Rental assistance
available for 16 units. 1 of the one bedroom, and 1 of
the two bedroom units are configured for
wheelchairs.

Oak Bay Station Apartments
135 NE Barron Drive
On site manager-Dorothy Johnson(360)240-9828
Current rents listed
Guardian Management Company

13 one bedroom ($656), 39 two bedroom ($733), 30
three bedroom ($795) Rental assistance available on
26 units.

8 one bedroom ($615), 26 two bedroom ($695), 16
three bedroom ($770) apartments

1 bedroom/ 1+ person ($553), 2 bedrooms /3persons
($658), 3 bedrooms/4+ persons ($754)
Water/sewer/garbage included in rent. Open play
area for kids and close to city parks

Coupeville
Madrona Valley Apartments
204 N Main St.
On site manager,Cindy Young (360)678-3522
Minimum rents listed
Single people allowed
Quantum Management Services Inc.

6 one bedroom ($560), 14 two bedroom ($625) and 4
three bedroom ($705) apartments. Rental assistance
available for 16 units. 1 of the one bedroom and 1 of
the two bedroom units are configured for
wheelchairs.

Langley
Saratoga Terrace
350 Manchester Way
On site manager (D-3)- Michael Thompson
(360) 221-6911
Minimum rents listed
No single people allowed
Quantum Management Services Inc.

8 two bedroom flats, 12 two bedroom townhouses
($705) and 2 three bedroom ($800). Rental assistance
available on 16 units. 2 of the two bedroom units are
configured for wheelchairs.
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Freeland
Sunny View Village
1667 Scenic Avenue
On site manager
Minimum rents listed
Coast Property Management

5 one bedrooms ($600-739) 15 two bedrooms ($711878) and 5 three bedrooms ($815-1,008). 7 units
include vouchers for homeless persons.

2/18/2016 Island County Department of Human Services – Page 4

