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MAYOR’S QUALITY HOUSING TASK FORCE FINAL REPORT
Executive Summary
Housing is a necessity to creating diverse, equitable neighborhoods and is a 
major contributor to a well-functioning city. The City of Spokane recognizes 
that in order to drive economic and social benefits for the city and its residents, 
quality and affordable housing is essential. 

Quality and affordable housing is multifaceted; it is both multifamily and single 
family, owner occupied and renter occupied and it is both new developments 
and the rehabilitation of existing properties. Housing quality and affordability is 
interrelated and, when planned for, the outcome of addressing both can result 
in increased availability of housing for a mix of income levels and an increase in 
housing options available throughout the city and in every neighborhood.  

For this reason Mayor David Condon initiated a group of stakeholders to address 
housing quality and affordability in Spokane through a process called the 
Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force (HQT). The Task Force examined the two 
principal categories through a scope of six key areas of housing which included: 

•	 Substandard Properties, 

•	 Abandoned Homes, 

•	 Vacant Residential Lots, 

•	 Chronic Nuisance Properties, 

•	 Homes in Foreclosure and,

•	 Housing Affordability.  

Finding of facts have indicated that each of the six key housing areas addressed 
are complex, interrelated and costly.  This has placed an enormous strain on city 
resources in order to adequately address housing in Spokane and to bring those 
homes back to a basic level of quality and affordability.  

The result of this effort has concluded by identifying a list of priority 
recommendations which focus on creating new and improved policies and 
programs aimed at enhancing the quality and affordability of homes in Spokane. 
In addition, the recommendations aim to actively pursue state legislative 
action to expedite legal processes that have left homes and homeowners 
in a state of flux thus contributing to the degradation of housing quality 
within neighborhoods. Lastly, the recommendations look to encourage and 
empower community partnerships whose priority is to enhance the quality and 
affordability of housing across the Spokane community. 

Substandard 
Housing

Abandoned 
Homes

Homes in 
Foreclosure

Chronic 
Nuisance 

Properties

Vacant 
Residential  

Lots

Housing 
Affordability
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Introduction
Basic quality and affordable housing has been an important topic for many 
communities across the U.S. today.  The City of Spokane recognizes that 
understanding the current housing in Spokane, having the ability to providing 
solutions in returning homes to adequate levels of quality and affordability is 
a priority.  For this reason Mayor David Condon formed the Mayor’s Housing 
Quality Task Force in May 2016.  

Task Force members represented a wide variety of stakeholders in the Spokane 
community from local housing agencies and service providers, Spokane City 
Council, City staff, realtors, lending institutions, landlord and tenant groups, and 
citizen representation.

The Task Force was charged with aligning City investments, resources and 
policies to support safe, quality and affordable housing. The Task Force 
identified nineteen (19) priority recommendations to address housing across the 
Spokane community.

Report Structure
The report is arranged by first providing a comprehensive understanding of the six 
key areas of housing in Spokane.  This information was gathered by city staff that 
manages and implements the programs and policies addressing any one or more 
of the various types of housing.  Following the background section is a detailed 
overview of the Task Force process, the recommendation evaluation process, the 
matrix of the nineteen (19) priority recommendations and finally, the next steps 
to moving the recommendations and the work of the Task Force forward.
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Current Status of the Six Key Areas  
of Housing in Spokane
The HQT focused on six key areas of housing in order to develop the types of 
recommendations that can encompass a large multifaceted topic. The six areas 
of housing include:

-	 Substandard Housing

-	 Abandoned Homes

-	 Homes in Foreclosure

-	 Chronic Nuisance Properties

-	 Vacant Residential Lots

-	 Housing Affordability

An understanding of the current circumstance for each housing area is the 
foundation for which the Task Force used to build their recommendations. City of 
Spokane staff who practiced in managing the programs and the implementation 
of policies addressing these housing areas provided the background information 
needed to create a full understanding of current housing in Spokane. 

The presence of substandard, abandoned or foreclosed homes has an impact 
to not only the adjacent neighboring properties but also the immediate 
neighborhood and the City of Spokane as a whole. First, it will be helpful to define 
substandard, abandoned, and foreclosure for the purposes of this discussion. 

Substandard Housing

Substandard conditions refers to the 12 factors in Spokane Municipal Code (SMC) 
17F.070.400 used by the Building Official to determine whether the quantity and 
extent of conditions require the owner to repair or rehabilitate the structure. 
Among others, these factors include dilapidation, structural defects, unsanitary 
conditions, hazardous electrical conditions, and so on. This usage may be confusing 
when looking at housing stock that appears rundown. In fact the Building Official 
process targets structures that are unsafe or unfit for human habitation; it is the 
cumulative effect and extent of factors that lead to a substandard determination. 
The aim is to achieve rehabilitation to allow safe occupation.

The definition of abandoned property as it applies to substandard properties is 
found at SMC 17F.070.030 and reads, in part: giving indications that no one is 
currently in possession, such as by the disconnection of utilities, accumulation 
of debris, uncleanliness, disrepair, and other circumstances. The property may 
or may not be occupied, or have a known owner of record; it is the appearance 
of lack of control that triggers the “abandoned” finding in the Building Official 
hearing process.

Foreclosure and “zombie” properties as defined by SMC 17F.070.520 requires 
that lenders or responsible parties register a property once a notice of default 
is issued to an owner. This notice may not lead to a foreclosure completion, but 
during the Great Recession, it often led to the distressed owner walking away 
from the property. Many properties then entered the cycle of abandonment 
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and deterioration. The zombie foreclosure refers to a foreclosure that was 
started and never finished, with the owner frequently unaware that they are still 
owner of record and responsible for property preservation and code violations. 
Nationally, RealtyTrac estimates that one in five properties in foreclosure is 
sitting vacant.1

Homes that fall into the categories of substandard, foreclosed or abandoned 
are not clear upon first glance, however the long term presence of these types 
of properties have negative impacts to the community that can take years 
to recover from. When a home in foreclosure intersects with substandard, 
abandonment or vacant conditions, they may become a chronic nuisance – a 
hot spot for crime, increased risks to health, safety, plunging property values 
and escalating municipal costs. This greatly raises the stakes for resolving the 
conditions, as overall neighborhood decline and disinvestment is accelerated.2 
In order to understand how substandard, abandoned and foreclosed homes 
are affecting the Spokane community, staff from the Office of Neighborhood 
Services & Code Enforcement provided viable background data regarding the 
number of foreclosed homes in Spokane and their impact across the community.

Substandard Housing – Building Official Hearing Process

The Building Official hearing process is complaint driven, meaning that 
notification of these types of properties are received by the city through a 
complaint by a citizen. The complaint is addressed through investigation by Code 
Enforcement, review by the Building Official, and if warranted, an administrative 
hearing. As noted above, the Building Official uses 12 factors from SMC 
17F.070.400 in the review.

When a property enters in to the Building Official process and is deemed 
substandard or unfit for human habitation it is then required that the owner repair 
or rehabilitate the building. However, there can be many barriers which prevent 
rehabilitation which include, naming a few: a deceased owner; involvement in a 
bankruptcy; a situation in which an owner has walked away from the property; 
or difficult to track loan servicers who may change frequently – a legacy of the 
Recession. All of these things make identification of responsible parties very 
difficult. If conditions are severe, or the property has become unsecure and 
unsafe due to vandalism, the building may be ordered to be boarded up. Once in 
the Building Official process, the property is regularly monitored by the city. This 
includes investigation and site visits, notifications and hearings, and boarding and 
re-securing. This does not include cases where fire or police response is needed. 
All of the costs associated with the monitoring of properties are a cost to the 
community which are recovered through fees and liens.

1	 RealtyTract. 2014. “Zombie Foreclosures: The Vacant Dead”
2	 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 2014. “Vacant and Abandoned 

Properties: Turning Liabilities Into Assets”
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Case Study: 4808 N. Martin
This house and garage came into the Building Official process in 2015 as a result 
of complaints to Code Enforcement that the owner and several other people were 
living in the fire-damaged house without water or power. The Deputy Building 
Official determined that the quantity and extent of conditions in the building 
property did qualify as a Substandard Building under the following conditions.

•	 Dilapidation

•	 Unsanitary conditions of solid waste, garbage, debris, and combustible 
materials , throughout the home, garage, and yard.

•	 Spliced wire, holes in the sheetrock, broken windows, exposed wiring

•	 No water, power or functional sanitation

•	 Inadequate heating system. Propane for use in cooking, lighting. 
Fireplace for heat. 

•	 Defects that increased the hazards of fire, accident, or other calamity.

•	 Fire damage

In addition to the substandard conditions of the house and garage, there were 
people living in a 5th wheel recreational vehicle, in a car behind the garage and 
in a makeshift tent made of plastic. Complaints and police reports of people 
coming and going from the property at all times of day and night, crime, and 
drugs were received. The large accumulation of garbage and solid waste spilled 
into the alley and attracted additional dumping.

The property had numerous calls to police and fire due to people accessing 
the building and due to a fire that occurred in the home. Not only do the calls 
to police and fire accrue costs to the community but so do costs by Code 
Enforcement. Using an average of 2 Police Officers per call, at a low estimate 
of $110.00 per officer per hour plus the cost of Code Enforcement staff time 
to board and re-securing the building, abating solid waste, site visits/hearing/
notices and monitoring the costs to keep this home boarded up and safe for the 
community is;

•	 Police Response in 2015 – 37 Calls, 21 Responses: $4,620

•	 Code Enforcement 2015-2016:

o	 Boarding & Re-securing (5X) : $1,288

o	 Site Visits/Hearings/Notices: $1,500

o	 Monitoring: $300

Not only has N. Martin qualified as a substandard building and been accruing 
costs but the property owner has been delinquent on paying utilities, taxes and 
property liens and thus was in danger of a tax foreclosure. The cost for utilities, 
taxes and property liens are;

•	 Utilities: $1,806

•	 County Taxes & Liens: $11,827

TOTAL: $21,341
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Building Official Cases 2011-2015

Homes in Foreclosure

In Washington State, the average timeframe for completing the foreclosure 
process takes approximately four years. During that time, the home in foreclosure 
may sit abandoned for years because the owner has walked away thus leading 

to the array of negative impacts to 
the community. Neighborhoods are 
responding to the growing problem of 
abandoned foreclosure or “zombie” 
properties and the associated 
nuisance conditions which impact 
the comfort, solitude, health and 
safety of the community. Citizens file 
complaints with Code Enforcement, 
Police and Fire and reach out to 
neighborhood groups and City 
Council members for resolution 
because these conditions reduce 
their property values and attract 
other nuisances.3 In some instances, 
neighbors have confronted squatters 
and boarded properties themselves 
out of frustration and fear.

The Office of Neighborhood Services 
& Code Enforcement and City Council 
members recognized that homes 
in foreclosures in general played a 
significant role in the substandard 
building process (comprising 60% of 
the active properties) and chronic 
nuisance homes. Since 2012 there 
has been a steady increase in the 
number of cases entering into the 
Substandard Building Process. This 
increase is partially attributed to 
the growing number of un-cared for 
foreclosure properties in Spokane, 
thus resulting in an increase in 
dilapidated properties. In order to 
address and reduce the number of 
homes that were making their way in 
to the substandard building process 

they began research on policies and programs nationwide. As a result, the city 
would go on to establish an, “Abandoned Property Registry.” The Spokane 
City Council enacted the ordinance in October 2014, and later amended to 
“Foreclosure Property Registry” (SMC 17F.070.520). The goal of the registry 

3	 Wittstruck, Melissa. “Substandard, Abandoned, & Foreclosed Properties” Powerpoint. City of 
Spokane, 2016.
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4	 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 2014. “Vacant and Abandoned 
Properties: Turning Liabilities Into Assets”

is to engage mortgage lenders in 
taking responsibility for property 
maintenance and security in a 
proactive way. An outcome of the 
registry is increased protection for the 
community from the risks of vacant 
and abandoned properties, such as, 
increased transient activity, illegal 
dumping, graffiti and overall safety. 

In order to accomplish such a 
difficult task the City contracted with 
Community Champions, a company 
that works with municipalities by 
helping them manage registries 
electronically. Through this effort it 
was found that approximately 1,374 
properties in Spokane were at some 
stage in a foreclosure process. When 
the Foreclosure Property Registry 
came online in 2015, a total of 316 
lien holders voluntarily registered 

their properties(s) but this number is only a drop in the bucket when addressing 
the problem as a whole. Studies attempting to quantify the spillover effect of 
foreclosures on surrounding property values found that foreclosures depress the 
sales price of homes that reside within 1,000 feet by as little as 0.9 percent to as 
much as 8.7 percent.4 There are 31,000 homes that reside within 1,000 feet of 
a home in foreclosure in Spokane. To quantify the loss in home sales based on 
Spokane’s median home value of $160,000 the loss in revenue at 0.9 percent is 
$448,074,000 on the low end, on the high end at 8.7 percent $4,331,382.00 is 
lost in home sales.

Not all distressed homeowners going through foreclosure walk away and 
abandoned the property, however the number of foreclosures is a reflection 
of the impact from the recent recession and economic hardships of the 
community. The Foreclosure Property Registry and concurrent site monitoring 
are tools that can aid in heading off the deterioration of properties and keeping 
them from becoming attractive nuisances. However, this does not insulate 
neighborhoods from the problems of abandoned foreclosure properties and the 
associated nuisance conditions, which impact the comfort, health and safety of 
that neighborhood. 

Chronic Nuisance Properties

The City of Spokane is committed to protecting citizens from the dangers of 
abandoned and vacant properties, where unsafe conditions exist or where crime 
repeatedly occurs. Such properties are called “nuisance properties” because 
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of their adverse impact on the quality of life of Spokane’s citizens. Additionally, 
when owners, financial institutions and persons in charge fail to take responsible 
action to secure and care for these properties, they deteriorate and become 
“chronic nuisance” properties.5

Chronic nuisance properties are a financial burden because of the nuisance 
activities that repeatedly occur or exist on such property. From 2014 to May 
2016 there have been approximately 23,100 calls relating to nuisance activity at 
just 3,802 properties. These properties have generated an average of six calls for 
service since 2014. On average, a Spokane Police officer will spend 36 minutes 
responding to a criminal nuisance call. Taking the senior officer – plus-overhead 
–rate of $68.53 and multiplying it by the estimated 13,860 hours spent on these 
calls, the City of Spokane has spent an estimated $1 million dollars in responding 
to problem properties since 2014. This is a conservative estimate as multiple 
officers often respond to these criminal nuisance calls.6 

Spokane Municipal Code 10.08A.010 defines chronic nuisance as;

1.	 a property on which nuisance activity is observed on three or more 
occasions during any sixty-day period or on which nuisance activity is 
observed on seven or more occasions during any twelve-month period, or

2.	 a property where, pursuant to a valid search warrant, evidence of drug-
related activity has been identified two or more times, or

3.	 any abandoned property where nuisance activity exists.

The term "abandoned property" as defined in the Chronic Nuisance SMC 
is different from the definition used for by the Building Official for Substandard 
Properties. Abandoned property, for the purposes of defining a chronic nuisance, 
means a property over which a person in charge no longer asserts control due to 
death, incarceration, or any other reason, and which is either unsecured or subject 
to occupation by unauthorized individuals. This is an important distinction as the 
identification of abandoned homes is subject to its definition. At a broad level, 
the housing area of abandoned homes encompasses both chronic nuisance 
properties and substandard properties.

To be qualified as a nuisance activity includes a myriad of qualifying factors 
including but not limited to;

1.	 Any civil code violation as defined by state law or local ordinance 
occurring around or near the property, and;

2.	 Any criminal conduct, include the attempt and/or conspiracy to commit 
any criminal conduct, as defined by State or local ordinance occurring 
on, around, near or having a nexus to a property.

A single 
block with an 
abandoned 
property can 
expect 

•	3.2 times the 
drug calls

•	1.8 times the 
theft calls

•	2 times the 
violent calls

Chronic Nuisance

Nuisance Abated

Return to Productive Use 5	 City of Spokane. 2016. Spokane Municipal Code 10.08A.010 Chronic Nuisance Properties.
6	 Matt Folsom. 2016. “Chronic Nuisance Properties” 2.
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The Civil Enforcement Units in partnership with the Spokane Police Department and 
City Attorney’s Office works to address chronic nuisance properties and bring them 
back into compliance by abating the criminal activity that is driving the presence of 
the chronic nuisance property. The presence of a chronic nuisance activity closely 
correlates with the abandonment of property ownership and care. These types of 
properties are being classified under another term called, “zombie properties” 
which are associated with nuisance conditions that impact the comfort, solitude, 
health and a safety of neighbors. Zombie properties may occur for a variety of 
reasons that include:

-	 foreclosure notice filed by a lender

-	 May have been involved in a bankruptcy, the death of the owner, or an 
owner that has walked away from the property.

-	 No indications that ‘care taking’ of the property is occurring including 
keeping it secure, maintenance of the building, upkeep of the yard; this 
situation attracts other nuisance activity AKA ‘broken window theory.

-	 Some properties languish for four or more years in foreclosure 
processes.

-	 Downstream loan servicers may change frequently making identification 
of responsible party very difficult.

The result of zombie properties is an endless cycle of increased crime, deterioration 
of the property and disinvestment not only by the “property owner” but also in the 
immediate neighborhood. 
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Vacant Residential Lots

The purpose for including vacant residential lots as one of the six focus areas of 
housing is to better understand where new development may occur on parcels 
with no development(s) or underutilized lands. The information can be used to 
target areas for new residential development, areas where rehabilitation may 
occur or aggregate land in order to create larger housing projects. Furthermore, 
the information can assist dramatically when overlaying vacant residential 
lot information with an identified geographic area of significance for the 
rehabilitation of foreclosed, abandoned and chronic nuisance properties to 
create a greater impact on the community. 

In 2015 the City of Spokane Planning Department produced a report titled, 
“2015 Land Quantity Analysis Result and Methodology.” The report estimated 
the amount of land available in the City of Spokane and the capacity of that 
land to support residential and non-residential growth.7 The outcome of the 
methodology resulted in a description of two categories;

1.	 Population capacity for the City of Spokane in 2015, Table 1.0 
(Residential Zoned Parcels), and

2.	 Underutilized Land classified as land that contains a single dwelling 
unit, duplex, triplex, or quadraplex on a property that is zoned for more 
intense usage.

Table 1.0 demonstrates the 2015 population capacity for the City of Spokane by 
property type and housing type. 

7	 City of Spokane Planning Department. 2015. “City of Spokane 2015 Land Quantity Analysis 
Result and Methodology.” 1.

Table 1.0: City of Spokane Population Capacity Summary

Property Type/
Parcels 

Single- Family 
Dwelling Units 

Multi-Family 
Dwelling Units 

Single Family 
Population  
@2.5 Persons per 
Household 

Multi-Family 
Population  
@1.6 Persons per 
Household Total Population 

Residential Zoned Parcels
Large Vacant 
Parcels 1,514 1,189 3,785 1,902 5,687 

Partially Used 1,607 678 4,018 1,085 5,102 

Vacant Lots 2,250 706 5,625 1,130 6,755 

Mixed Use 0 1,112 0 1,779 1,779 

Sub-Category 
Total 5,371 3,685 13,428 5,896 19,324 

Source: 2015 Land Quantity Analysis Results and Methodology
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Underutilized Land is defined as land that contains a single dwelling unit, duplex, 
triplex, or quadraplex on a property that is zoned for more intense usage. The 
importance to including underutilized land is due to the importance of including 
underutilized land and population capacity in conjunction with vacant residential 
lots is to fully understand where growth can occur and at what capacity. The 
following table summarizes underutilized land in the City and includes the 
total acres and total number of parcels by zoning category. Although these 
underutilized land areas are not included in the overall Population Capacity 
Summary in the table above, they are listed here as possible areas where 
residential use could be intensified.8 Two points of clarification;

1.	 Single-Unit Underutilized Acres = single unit on a parcel zoned for a 
higher intensity usage.

2.	 Multi-Unit Underutilized Acres = two to four unit on a parcel zoned for a 
higher intensity usage.

8	 City of Spokane Planning Department. 2015. “City of Spokane 2015 Land Quantity Analysis 
Result and Methodology.” 7.

City of Spokane Underutilized Land Summary

Single-Unit 
Zoning 

Single-Unit 
Underutilized 
Acres 

Count of Single-
Unit Parcels Multi-Unit Zoning 

Multi-Unit 
Underutilized 
Acres 

Count of Multi-
Unit Parcels 

GRAND TOTAL 428.62 3,092 Grand Total 160.58 992 

Furthermore, a separate effort lead by the Infill Development Steering 
Committee was initiated in 2016 to promote a greater understanding of the 
tools and resources available to developers to address infill development within 
the City of Spokane’s municipal boundaries and adjacent areas designated for 
urban growth. The steering committee’s purpose was to identify development 
tools for vacant and underdeveloped lands in developed areas and to create:

-	 Desirable mixture of affordable housing options to people  
of all income levels,

-	 Sustainability realized density objectives,

-	 Consistency with adopted plans, and

-	 Consistency with neighborhood character.

The outcome of this process led to identifying a list of recommendations in order to 
improve infill development among developers in the community. This effort closely 
mirrored that of the HQT and the following themes between the two groups emerged;



	 Page | 14

Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force
Task Force Report & Recommendations	 November 22, 2016

Housing Diversity
•	 More options for ownership and development on smaller sites within 

small and mid-size developments.

•	 Changes to zoning in neighborhoods to allow for greater diversity in 
development types.

•	 Public/private partnerships to target areas for home rehab, infill, etc. 
Address neighborhoods in distress by providing incentives for focused 
private investment. Incentivize private companies, agencies and 
nonprofits to invest in the targeted areas. Couple this recommendation 
with incentives and/or Land Banking.

Education & Information
•	 Identify properties suitable for development. Create an inventory or 

registry of available lands for infill with incentives in place for development; 
include a requirement for developing affordable housing when applicable. 

•	 Education to public to dispel myths associated with affordable housing, 
workforce housing and infill development.

•	 Educate the public (city wide) on successful developments or areas of 
development, i.e. Perry Street.

Financial Incentives & Partnerships
•	 Expand Multifamily Tax Exemption to additional sites and to additional 

economic segments of the population.

•	 Restructure utility connection fees and rates.

•	 Land Banking to help aggregate properties for more substantial 
development projects. 

•	 Identify funding for the Incentives 2.0 Permit Fee/Impact Fee Waiver 
Program.

•	 Create an inventory or registry of available lands for infill development 
with incentives in place for development. 

Neighborhood Context
•	 Foreclosure properties – pursue legislative action to identify and 

develop tools to expedite and complete the foreclosure process.

•	 Find tools to re-use or redevelop foreclosed properties and work 
in partnership with other agencies.

•	 City should define and establish a minimum housing quality standard.

•	 Standard should consider the form based characteristic of housing 
with neighborhoods and should include community process 
element during their development.

•	 Enhance the ability of code enforcement to respond to complaints and 
develop other possible solutions to incentivize the rehabilitation of 
degrading properties and unmaintained vacant properties/lands.
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Infill development will play a major role in addressing housing quality and 
affordability as recommendations begin to take effect within the development 
community and in conjunction with the Task Force’s recommendations. The 
paralleled themes between HQT and infill provide the validity to move them 
forward into action. As both sets of recommendations move into the next 
phases of planning and implementation, area(s) of impact will play a major role 
in changing the community fabric of housing quality and affordability. 

Housing Affordability

The housing market in the United States in recent 
years has had its downside for many citizens who 
have faced escalating rents and home prices coupled 
with little to no income growth. Understanding 
the dynamics of Spokane’s population, economy, 
housing characteristics and trends are fundamental 
to understanding the larger housing picture and for 
developing strategies to target and address the city’s 
aging stock and affordable housing needs.9 Affordable 
housing was long thought to be an issue only for 
low-income and unemployed individuals; the need for 
affordable housing is affecting more and more of the 
workforce across many income levels.

Population & Income

Population growth is a major underlying factor for 
the demand of housing and without new supply of 
dwellings; it pushes up the prices for both renting and 
purchasing dwellings. The resultant fall in affordability 
is a problem that is compounded in many cities by 
the change of living preferences that has resulted 
in a decline in household occupancy rates.10 The 
growth of Spokane’s population has been limited 
since early 2000. From 2004-2009 the annual growth 
rate for Spokane County was 1.5 percent per year 
or 6,600 people. In subsequent years from 2009-
2012 the annual growth rate dropped to .5 percent. 
Growth contributes to housing demand, but so does 
household income. While Spokane is a major urban 
center for Eastern Washington, Northern Idaho 
and serves as a regional center of services for the 
surrounding rural population, the area was impacted 
by a sharp job loss from 2009-2011 at a rate of 2.3 
percent per year. Even though non-farm payrolls 

rebounded, by 2012 Spokane’s median income is significantly lower than 
national, state and county levels and more individuals live in poverty in Spokane 
than that reported for these other geographies.

9	 Owen, Melissa. 2013. “Spokane Aging Housing Strategies” 1.. 
10	 Karantonizs, AC. 2008 “Population growth and Housing Affordability in the Modern City.” 1.

1992-2016 HUD Median Family Income (MFI)
Spokane 4-Person Household

$0

$10,000

$20,000

$30,000

$40,000

$50,000

$60,000

$70,000

30% MFI

50% MFI

80% MFI

100% MFI

3-Bedroom Apartment HUD Affordable Rent
Fair Market Rent $1,143
50% MFI $838
30% MFI $489

2013 Alice 4-person survival budget 
Income:$48,814 Rent: $778

Average monthly costs to housing for renter-
occupied and owner-occupied housing:

 * American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2010-2014



	 Page | 16

Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force
Task Force Report & Recommendations	 November 22, 2016

Below poverty level
US 15.8%
Washington State 14.1%
Spokane County 17.1%
Spokane City 21.2%
*2013 American Community Survey, 1yr estimate DP03

Income is the primary factor that determines housing affordability; housing is 
the single biggest expenditure for low and middle-income families.

Housing - Ownership vs. Rental

According to American Community Surveys 2010-2014 five-year estimates the 
City of Spokane’s total housing units is 95,394; single-family housing makes 
up the bulk of this number and includes 65,521 total homes. Below is the 
breakdown of housing stock:

Housing Stock Average in Spokane
Single-family 65,521
Duplex 3,140
3-4 units 5,112
5 or more units 20,994
Mobile Homes 1,691
Total Housing Units 95,394
* Data from U.S. Census Data (2010-2014 ACS 5-year estimates)

Home ownership rates in Spokane are much lower than national, state and county 
levels where rental tenancy does not exceed 38%. The current housing tenancy 
in the City of Spokane for owner-occupied housing is 56.2% and renter-occupied 
housing is 43.8%.11 Single family rentals are relatively high as a portion of all rentals, 
representing 38% of the total rental units in the city’s housing market, while at the 
national, state and county levels, that figure is 34%, 35%, 38% respectively.

Housing Condition & Age

The Spokane County Assessor provides data on property conditions. Their 
assessment is based solely on the exterior condition of structures and is 
evaluated using a five-point scale;

•	 Very Poor: undesirable, unoccupied

•	 Poor: Un-attractive; excessive turnover

•	 Average: Still somewhat attractive & desirable

•	 Good: Quite attractive and desirable

•	 Excellent: Extremely attractive & highly desirable

11	 US Census. 2010-2014. American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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In order to simplify this information a map was 
created which utilized only three out of the five-point 
scale. A limitation of this data is that it can be out of 
date by several years due to the inspection cycles; 
however, it should be generally accurate. For instance, 
if a significant remodel were to improve the condition, 
it would presumably be noted when the remodel 
triggers a physical inspection by the assessors. 
According to the assessor, the majority of housing 
(66%) is evaluated to be of an average condition for 
single and 2-4 units housing.

Housing age is another important contributing factor 
to affordable housing. Older homes often need 
significant repairs to major amenities (i.e. installation 
of insulated windows, new furnace, new roofing…etc.) 
which fall to the homeowner to make repairs. Major 
system repairs such as this are costly and, at times, 
creates an emergency situation. Spokane’s housing 
stock is relatively old in comparison to the National 
and Washington State housing age data. Based on 
the American Community Survey (ACS), while nearly 
60% of the City of Spokane’s housing stock was built 
over forty years ago, only 40% of the nation’s housing 
stock, 33 % of Washington’s stock and 42% of Spokane 
County’s structures are of that age.12 

The conventional public policy indicator of housing 
affordability in the United States is the percent 
of income spent on housing.13 As defined by the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
affordable housing is, housing for which the 
occupant(s) are paying no more than 30 percent of 
his or her income for gross housing costs, including 
utilities.“ Families who pay more than 30 percent of 

their income for housing are considered cost-burdened and may have difficulty 
affording necessities such as food, clothing, transportation, medical care, not 
to mention, affording replacement to major systems in the home. The median 
family income (MFI) for a 4-person household in Spokane between 1992-2016 at 
50% of MFI is $838 dollars spent on rent.

12	 US Census. 2013. American Community Survey, 1-Year Estimates.
13	 Schwarze, Mary & Wilson, Ellen. 2013. “Who Can Afford To Live in a Home?: A look at data 

from the 2006 American Community Survey.” 1. US Census Bureau

City of Spokane GIS

Single and 2-4 Unit Housing
Year Structure Built

1930 and Prior

1931 to 1960

1961 to 1990

1991 to Current

Source: County Assessor Data
Business Analytics - 2/23/16

City of Spokane GIS

Single and 2-4 Unit Housing
Exterior Conditions

Source: County Assessor Data (8-2015)
Business Analytics - 2/23/16

Below Avg. (10% of total)
Average (66%)

Above Avg. (24%)
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According to the 2015 Washington State Housing Needs Assessment, 40% 
of households in the Spokane area are burdened by the cost to own, rent 
and maintain their homes. The ALICE Report was produced in partnership 
with Spokane County United Way. ALICE stands for Asset Limited, Income 
Constrained, Employed. The project provides a framework, language, and 
tools to measure and understand the struggles of the growing number of 
households in the Spokane community who do not earn enough to afford 
basic necessities. ALICE families earn above the Federal Poverty Level (FPL), 
but not enough to afford basic household needs of housing, childcare, food, 
transportation, and health care. The ALICE report identified that in Washington 
State 13% of households14 lived in poverty and 19% were ALICE.15 In Spokane 
37% of households (186,456 households) qualify as ALICE. Information from the 
Washington State Housing Needs Assessment and the Alice report indicate that 
there is a need for affordable, safe and quality housing in Spokane. 

14	 Total number of households in Washington State 2,648,033, at 13% of households affected 
by ALICE equals 343,878 households affected. 

15	 United Way of the Pacific Northwest. ALICE Report, A Study of Financial Hardship. 2016
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Task Force Overview
In response to the housing needs addressed in the six focus areas the Task Force 
developed a broad scope of recommendations to begin improving access to 
safe, quality and affordable housing in our city. The Mayor’s Housing Quality 
Task Force (HQT) was convened in May 2016 to develop recommendations that 
promote quality and affordable housing in neighborhoods.

Task Force members represented a wide variety of stakeholders in the Spokane 
community; there were 40 Task Force members in total. Members were divided 
into two sub-committees that further focused on housing quality and housing 
affordability. The Task Force process was established as a short and condensed 
five-month timeframe. 

Housing Quality Sub-Committee
-	 City Council –Amber Waldref

-	 Director of Neighborhoods & Business Services – Jonathan Mallahan

-	 City Attorney – Nancy Isserlis

-	 Planning Department – Lisa Key

-	 Planning Department – Melissa Owen

-	 Neighborhood Services, Code Enforcement  
& Parking Services – Heather Trautman 

-	 Neighborhood Services & Code Enforcement – Melissa Wittstruck

-	 Spokane Police Department – Craig Meidl 
(Alternate: Traci Meidl)

-	 Spokane Realtor Member – Marilyn Amato

-	 Inland Northwest Landlords Association – Steve Corker

-	 Spokane Regional Health District Representative – Rowena Pineda

-	 Spokane Fire Department – Mike Miller

-	 Northeast Community Center – Jean Farmer

-	 Plan Commission – Patricia Kienholz

-	 Spokane Community Land Trust – Chris Venne

-	 SNAP – Loretta Cael

-	 Umpqua Bank – Cara Coons

-	 Empire Health Foundation – Lindsey Lanham

-	 Windermere Services Mountain West – Scott Wetzel

-	 American Indian Center – Deborah Gunther

-	 Richard Allen Apartments, East Central – Lonnie Mitchell

-	 Northwest Justice – Joes Trejo

-	 Community Assembly/Neighborhood Representative – Sara Tosch 
(Alternate: Mindy Muglia)
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Housing Affordability Sub-Committee
-	 City Council – Karen Stratton

-	 Spokane City Planning Department – Nathan Gwinn

-	 Community, Housing & Human Services – Dawn Kinder 

-	 Community, Housing & Human Services – Paul Trautman

-	 Spokane Home Builders Association – Michael Cathcart

-	 Community Assembly/Public Safety Representative – Julie Banks

-	 Northwest Fair Housing Alliance – Marley Hochendoner

-	 Spokane Low Income Housing Consortium (SLIHC) – Kay Murano

-	 Former SLIHC rep: Cindy Algeo

-	 Spokane Mortgage Lenders Association – Cory Oberst

-	 Spokane Housing Authority – Pam Tietz

-	 Transitions – Edie Rice-Sauer

-	 Mayor’s Advisory Committee on Multicultural Affairs – Bob Cepeda

-	 Community, Housing & Human Services Board Member – Amme Paluch

-	 Spokane Housing Venture – Fred Peck

-	 THEZONE Project – Andre Wicks

The two initial all convene meetings in May included the background 
information regarding the six key areas of housing that was presented by City 
staff. The information included an overview of current policies and programs, 
number of homes within the current process and costs associated with the 
program/policy. Two round table focus meetings convened in June and focused 
on industry specific input from Bank/Financial Institution representatives and 
Real Estate/Developer representatives. The all convene meeting at the end of 
June was dedicated to providing the roundtable information and feedback to the 
task force members and incorporating this information into their work on the 
specific recommendations as necessary. The sub-committee meetings from June 
to July were dedicated to the sub-committee working groups which focused 
their efforts on developing recommendations that address housing quality and 
affordability separately. 

The housing quality sub-committee, included the housing focus areas of: homes 
in foreclosure, substandard and abandoned homes, chronic nuisance properties 
and vacant residential lots. Meanwhile, the housing affordability sub-committee 
focused on recommendations that would address affordable housing only. The 
sub-committee meetings allowed for a deeper dive into the research regarding 
each recommendation and once a base of knowledge was established regarding 
each of the recommendations, further refinement of the recommendations 
occurred; this process included prioritizing and/or combining recommendations 
into one. 

Each sub-committee followed a list of objectives as provided in the Mayor’s Housing 
Quality Task Force Charter to develop their recommendations. The matrices and 
other documentation to develop the recommendations are listed in the appendix. 



	 Page | 21

Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force
Task Force Report & Recommendations	 November 22, 2016

Housing Quality Sub-Committee

The focus of the Housing Quality Subcommittee was to gather a baseline of 
information from previous reports/plans, studies, and policies for Spokane and 
to document the current state of housing in Spokane by doing the following:

•	 Review current expenditures/costs related to substandard, abandoned 
and foreclosed homes.

-	 Evaluate impact of chronic nuisance, substandard, abandoned and 
foreclosed homes on surrounding neighborhood quality of life, 
health, property values and crime rates.

•	 Identify resources and gaps for housing providers and tenants.

•	 Develop policy recommendations for response to chronic nuisance 
conditions.

•	 Evaluate risk/reward for response to poor housing conditions.

•	 Establish process for interagency response to housing conditions (Police, 
Fire, Code Enforcement, Mental Health Care, Health District, etc…)

•	 Evaluate barriers to creating mixed income neighborhoods (e.g. 
regulations, available land, affordability, etc…)

Housing Affordability Sub-Committee

The focus of the Housing Affordability sub-committee was to gather a baseline 
of information regarding housing affordability from previous reports/plans, 
studies, and policies for Spokane by doing the following:

•	 Identify mechanisms for supporting the development of affordable 
housing.

•	 Identify and recommend policies or strategies to provide a variety of 
funding mechanisms to support and assist public/private sectors in 
developing affordable housing, which can include first-time homebuyers 
or renters.

During the sub-committee meeting timeframe a community forum was held 
and two online community surveys. The information collected at the community 
forum and surveying was shared with the task force members. Recommendations 
of significance were selected by the task force members and listed below. All of 
the input and feedback from the community forum is listed in the appendix. 
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Community Forum

The community meeting included the participation of 60 community members 
and the meeting followed up with an online survey for those who could not 
attend. The purpose of the community meeting was to provide an overview of 
the six key areas of housing to the community and ask four primary questions in 
order to engage the public in the process:

1.	 What is the definition and standard of housing quality?

2.	 What is the definition and standard of housing affordability?

3.	 What are the barriers to housing quality and affordable housing?

4.	 What are the solution to addressing housing quality and affordable 
housing?

All public input was provided to the task force members. Specific items from 
the public input process were recognized by the task force sub-committees as 
recommendations of significant importance. The specific public input items of 
significance are listed below:

•	 Program that enables a family to improve home quality without 
charging rent, a type of sweat equity program that would substitute for 
rent. 

•	 Finding a way to implement a universal screening/rental application. 
Provide a consistent location for rental applications and screenings that 
would be accessible to landlords.

•	 Connecting people with job skills.

•	 Better enforcement, better education, better outreach to landlords re: 
rentals 

o	 Review current laws and educate people on what laws currently 
exist. 

o	 Researching rent control should be reviewed under current laws.

o	 Education of landlords and tenants.

•	 Encourage more housing options, change zoning.

o	 Look at the zoning/development code to identify other ways that 
can be developed.

•	 Centralize a location for people to call and complain on rentals. Partner 
with Spokane Housing Authority to improve information and outreach. 

o	 Housing hotline.

o	 Educational program to help people find sources; City to set up 
website page that would include housing resource information. The 
resource page should be user friendly and may include video snap 
shots of the program available. 

•	 Low or no cost mediation services for landlord/tenant disputes and 
credit counseling.

•	 Expand access to responsible renters programs.
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•	 Pre-purchase education about costs of repair/maintenance to first time 
home buyers.

•	 Adopt a plan with benchmarks for Affordable housing. The City of 
Hayden, ID is an example, city incentivized development of affordable 
housing such as density bonuses.

o	 Specify City’s housing needs in development/rehab of affordable 
housing (ie. Seattle developers only building studios instead of 
providing affordable housing for families)

•	 Address and eliminate no cause evictions.

•	 Definition of housing quality to include FHA requirements.

•	 Raising money for developing quality housing; raising public funds for 
housing.

•	 Lists of landlords/tenants who have successfully completed rental and/
or homeownership training programs.

•	 Change the term affordable/low income housing to mixed-income 
housing.

•	 More clearly define what healthy housing is.

o	 Enforcing standards is going to require a definition of housing 
quality/affordability. This is a need at the City level.

-	 Need specific definitions.

•	 Need to revisit equity issues and recommendations. Access to transit, 
housing, services…etc. needs to be considered in the equity of housing 
quality.

o	 Community identified equity issues as barriers to affordable and 
quality housing

•	 Develop list of resources to inform the public of programs that are 
already available, especially those that address equity and access to 
housing.

•	 Provide equitable access to the built environment.

•	 Expand the definition of affordable housing beyond HUD definition.

o	 Group decided on general definition but recommended a more 
specific recommendation in the implementation phase.

•	 Identify what programs and funding for target areas already exists with 
finance partners and aligning those strategies with existing inventory.

Roundtable Focus Groups:

As part of educating the task force members on the current state of the six areas 
of housing it was recognized an understanding of the barriers and solutions by 
bank/financial institutions and local realtors/developers was needed. In order 
to respond to this need two roundtable focus meeting were held. One of the 
meetings invited financial institutions, which consisted of lenders and mortgage 
holders, and the second roundtable invited local real estate agents and 
developers. The purpose of those meetings was to gather information from each 
industry, to gain a more thorough understanding of not only the barriers and 
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solution to addressing homes that lie within the six focus areas, but also of ways 
to incentivize those agencies to becoming partners who could help to mobilize 
the solutions. Each of the focus groups identified recommendations for the HQT 
to further look into and develop. See the Roundtable notes for Real Estate/
Developers and for the Bank/Financial meetings to see all recommendations.

Real Estate/Developer Recommendations:
•	 The City should invest in better infrastructure (paved roads and 

sidewalks) to encourage more investment by property owners and 
developers. This would add curb appeal to properties.

o	 Include bike and pedestrian infrastructure with improvements.

•	 Grant program to improve foreclosed homes, for first time homebuyers. 
Target certain areas of town. First time homebuyer would have to meet 
income qualifications to not benefit developers or wealthy buyers. 
Criteria would be placed on the program for the types of suitable 
improvements. Improvements should be focused on things that bring 
health and safety to the property and exterior improvements (curb 
appeal).

o	 Program to research and implement: The Avista energy savings 
improvement program (new doors, insulation). City to create similar 
program to incentivize smaller investors and owners to make 
improvements. Program could include grant dollars available to the 
property owner, landlords, and developers.

•	 Partner with Real Estate agencies on their lending programs to create 
a package of benefits to encourage people to purchase property in 
a target area. This could include focusing on foreclosed/abandoned 
properties in that area.

•	 Two suggested focus efforts: 

o	 Areas where there is high number of foreclosures, substandard, 
abandoned and vacant property. 

o	 Areas where there is a “tipping factor” that when improvements 
begin to happen then other neighbors begin to also make 
improvements thus improving the overall neighborhood. (Small 
improvements inspire other people in the neighborhood to invest.)

•	 Paving dirt roads/create sidewalks/infrastructure.

•	 Zoning to promote infill.

•	 Allowing for more affordable retail to be developed in the 
neighborhoods or by utilizing/demolishing foreclosed, substandard, 
vacant, and abandoned property. This helps to create a sense of place 
for neighborhoods. Some developers who receive local and state 
funding rank higher on the list for approval if they can locate new 
development near schools, grocery stores, transit, jobs…etc. 

•	 Legislative Recommendation:

o	 Expedite Foreclosure process.
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Financial Institutions Recommendations:
•	 Demolishing an area or blocks that have several substandard homes 

with significant structural damages. The homes would have to have 
enough structural damages to outweigh the cost to demolish. Partner 
with local commercial developers and financial agencies to rebuild 
the homes. New homes would then be back on the market. Other 
qualifications for inhabitants could be placed around the home, such as, 
must have a housing voucher, must meet specified income level…etc.

o	 Need a program for demolishing the homes. Cost to demolish a 
come is approximately $15,000-$30,000 for a home with asbestos. 
Tipping costs to dump materials is approx. $5,000.

o	 Need partners for reconstruction and a program for home 
ownership. 

•	 Neighborhood Revitalization: vehicle for non-profits or municipality to 
purchase homes or vacant land to rehabilitate.

o	 Tax Credit Financing – loans to purchase vacant lands for new 
developments.

•	 Legislative recommendation:

o	 Legislative: Foreclosure Fairness Act 

-	 Retention option 

-	 State/federal codes that deal with foreclosure 

o	 Develop a lease program or agreement that addresses keeping 
people either in their home or a new home during the foreclosure 
process so that homes are not vacant. The program could follow 
something similar to a rental lease.

A third roundtable focus meeting was held in August after sub-committee 
work had concluded. Members from both previous roundtable discussions 
were invited back to learn about the HQT recommendations at that point 
in the process. Roundtable members were asked to provided their industry 
specific guidance on the feasibility of the recommendation, provide words for 
improvement and/or opportunities for partnerships. 

The two meetings in August were all convene working meetings focused on 
bringing the two sub-committees back together to discuss their individual 
recommendations. During this time, the all convene meetings worked to create 
synergy between the two lists of recommendations by modifying, combining 
and/or eliminating recommendations. Once complete, the task force engaged in 
an exercise of prioritizing the final recommendations. 
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Timeline:

Recommendation Evaluation Process
Once the task force received all of the background information provided by 
city staff they began identifying recommendations. The initial list included 48 
recommendations, through a series of sub-committee meetings the task force 
members focused on research and refinement of those recommendations. The 
initial list included the name, the type of tool (policy/program/strategy), summary 
of the recommendation, outcome, examples from other communities and 
identification of which area(s) of housing would be addressed and any barriers. 

During the sub-committee meetings each group continued the refinement process 
which included combining or removing recommendations and providing additional 
research. Sub-committees found that when categorizing the recommendations 
into like groupings there were many recommendations that were better suited to 
be combined. 

During this phase of the evaluation the sub-committees worked on defining 
and setting standards for housing quality and housing affordability. The 
housing quality sub-committee determined that the definition and standards 
of housing quality would need to come forward as its own recommendation. 
The sub-committee determined that a larger process and community input was 
necessary to determine the most appropriate definition and standard for the 
Spokane community.
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The housing affordability sub-committee utilized the following definition and 
set of standards for housing affordability which is modeled from the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development’s definition.

Housing Affordability

Definition:

-	 In general, housing for which the occupant(s) is/are paying 30% of his 
or her income for gross housing costs (i.e. insurance and taxes) and 
including utilities, insurance & taxes.

-	 Housing is affordable if they have income to pay for other essential 
needs, i.e. transportation, health (medical), food, childcare, taxes, 
clothing…etc.

Housing Affordability: Additional Elements

A.	 Accessibility to Vibrant Neighborhoods – Economic Development

-	 Transportation

-	 Childcare

-	 Groceries

-	 Quality Education

-	 Schools

-	 Disability Accessible Unites

-	 Recreational Opportunities

-	 Walk-ability

-	 Safety

-	 Diverse

-	 Employment (including training)

-	 Funding Reserves (i.e. a savings account and/or emergency funding)

B.	 Mixed-Income

C.	 Mixed-Use

The third sub-committee meeting focused on research for each recommendation 
to determine the Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time (SMART) 
information specific to each recommendation. There was a lot of valuable 
researched information collected during this exercise, parts of this information 
has been incorporated into the priority recommendations list and all of the 
researched materials can be found in the appendix.

At the final two all convene meetings the task force worked through two processes 
to prioritize recommendations and evaluate a timeframe for development and 
implementation. The prioritization exercise included a matrix which evaluated 
the impact and feasibility on a low and high scale for each recommendation. 
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Feasibility is rated according to the following criteria:

•	 How likely is the recommendation to be accomplished/implemented?

o	 Financial feasibility: Does the recommendation require new financial 
investment? Will it be possible to fund it?

o	 Operational & legal feasibility: Is the recommendation legally and 
practically feasible?

o	 Political & social feasibility: Are there political considerations 
that would prevent the recommendation from being viable? Is it 
sustainable in the event of a major leadership change?

o	 Social feasibility: Would the recommendation be supported by the 
public?

o	 Community partners: Are there community partners who will 
willing/able to collaborate?

Impact is rated according to the following criteria:

•	 Does the recommendation give us the desired impact?

o	 How well does the recommendation address our objectives:

-	 Create neighborhoods with more housing options

-	 Create mixed-income neighborhoods

o	 How well does the recommendation address one or more of the six 
areas of housing?

o	 How well does the recommendation address one or more of our 
measures of success?

-	 Homes are returned to the housing market quickly.

-	 Increased property values

-	 Decrease crimes

This exercise was conducted as a group dot exercise where task force 
members determine the level of feasibility and impact. Further conversation 
and discussion of this exercise commenced. The second step in this process 
for prioritization included more discussion focused primarily on select 
recommendations that were determined by the group to spread across the 
various levels of feasibility and impact. It was classified that those matrices 
that clearly did not present a unified decision on feasibility and impact needed 
further research, clarification and discussion. Once all of the recommendations 
were consolidated into specific levels of feasibility and impact, the Task 
Force then determined for each category what time frame it would take for 
implementation of the recommendation. The Task Force determined time 
frames for each level in the matrix. Additionally they determined that select 
recommendations needed to be addressed in a phased approach, where 
development would occur initially and implementation would occur secondarily. 

The outcome of all of these processes led to the final priority recommendation 
matrix.
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Priority Recommendation Matrix

Recommendation Recommendation Elements & Notes

Addressed Housing Area
Substandard Housing
Abandoned Homes

Homes in Foreclosure
Chronic Nuisance Properties

Vacant Residential Lots
Affordable Housing

HQT Evaluation
Impact
Does the 

recommendation 
give us the desired 

impact?

Feasibility
How likely is the 

recommendation 
to be 

implemented?

Estimated Implementation: 0-1 years
City should define and establish a minimum 
housing quality standard.

Recommendation Elements
-	 Standard should apply to owner and renter occupied housing. 
-	 Include baseline, goals and benchmarks.
-	 Include enforcement and incentives.

Substandard Housing
Abandoned Homes

Homes in Foreclosure
Chronic Nuisance Properties

High Low

City to identify city owned property that is not 
in use or is underused to be liquidated. The 
property could be transferred with condition 
to develop affordable housing. 

Recommendation Elements
-	 Inventory the current amenities on the property and include information such as location that would factor into whether it makes it more affordable. Require an 

affordable housing component to developing the property. 
-	 The city would market the property for sale; provide incentives to the developer for the development of affordable housing. 
-	 The City could investigate options to providing a program where the property could be transferred to new ownership rather than selling the property, this would still 

include development of affordable housing. 

Affordable housing, Vacant Residential 
Lots High High

Partner with local real estate organizations to 
identify vacant, abandoned, and substandard 
homes.

Recommendation Elements
-	 N/A Abandoned Homes, Substandard homes 

& Homes in Foreclosure Low High

Partner with organizations to provide an 
annual program to educate homeowners 
and potential homebuyers on purchasing, 
maintenance, rehabilitation programs 
available. 

Recommendation Elements
-	 Better coordination between agencies is needed for implementation.

Substandard Housing
Abandoned Homes

Homes in Foreclosure
Chronic Nuisance Properties

Affordable housing

Low-Moderate High

The City should re-evaluate the Multi-Family 
Tax Exemption (MFTE) Incentive for all aspects 
of the incentive.

Recommendation Elements
-	 Revisit how the MFTE works and see if it works in today’s market. Through this process identify what needs to be removed from the incentive, what needs to be added, 

identify barriers as to why developers are not using this incentive and identify challenges to achieving the incentive.
-	 Make the MFTE less restrictive.
-	 Reevaluate the renewal process.
Notes: Encourages multifamily development and redevelopment in compact mixed-use areas where housing and affordable housing options are deficient. Through the 
MFTE a jurisdiction can incentivize dense and diverse housing options in urban areas lacking in housing choices or affordable units. MFTE can apply to rehabilitating the 
existing properties and redeveloping vacant or underused properties. Cities planning under the Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70a) that have designated urban centers 
with a deficiency of housing opportunities are eligible to implement this tool. Cities must designate eligible areas that contain urban centers. Urban Centers – in the context 
of MFTE enabling legislation – have a particular meaning. Based on state law, designated districts are commercial or business districts with some mix of uses.

Abandoned Homes, Chronic Nuisance 
Properties, Substandard Properties & 

Affordable Housing
Low High

Re-evaluate/amend the existing 
Discrimination Ordiance.

Recommendation Elements
-	 Re-evaluate what exists currently.
-	 Re-evaluate how to enforce

o	 Rental assistance 
o	 Nondiscrimination against tenants with criminal history.
o	 Identify funding to have a proactive enforcement program
o	 Review/audit group homes ordinance in the city. 

-	 Identify funding to have a proactive enforcement program.
o	 HUD provides funding for enforcement of this program and it should be investigated. 

-	 Add nondiscrimination against Section 8 Voucher holders and/or other subsidized ways to pay for relocation and nondiscrimination against tenants with a criminal 
history.

Affordable Housing Moderate-High High

HIGH

FEASIBILITY

LOW

Quick wins: "Low Hanging Fruit" 
with relatively small demands that 
may be worth pursuing

No Brainer – biggest bang for your 
buck

To be avoided: Difficult to 
implement with little impact, rarely 
worth pursuing

Tough, but worthwhile

LOW                 IMPACT                 HIGH
Evaliuation of impact and feasibility made use of the matrix above and the criteria described under 
the Goals and Evaluation Criteria section, above.
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Recommendation Recommendation Elements & Notes

Addressed Housing Area
Substandard Housing
Abandoned Homes

Homes in Foreclosure
Chronic Nuisance Properties

Vacant Residential Lots
Affordable Housing

HQT Evaluation
Impact
Does the 

recommendation 
give us the desired 

impact?

Feasibility
How likely is the 

recommendation 
to be 

implemented?

Estimated Implementation: 1-2 years
Create a plan that provides relocation 
assistance for displaced or involuntary 
termination of resident(s).

Recommendation Elements
-	 Tenants being displaced will have some financial assistance to relocate and will be less likely to become homeless. The City and social services agencies won’t have to 

bear the costs.
Affordable Housing Moderate-High Low

Create a registry of affordable housing/units 
available in Spokane.

Recommendation Elements
-	 Add an expiration date to when the home is listed for affordable home listings.
-	 City establishes a city wide rental registry program/rental inspection program.

o	 Rental inspection program that would enforce and incentivize minimum housing quality standard(s).
-	 If you are utilizing incentives for development of affordable units/housing then you should be required to list your property on a centralized webpage that the city could 

maintain and/or listing on the HousingSearchNW.org which is an affordable rental housing search website.
-	 Creating an application and/or a location on the cities website that identifies where affordable housing units are located. i.e. Zillow. Would include identifying units that 

accept housing vouchers, are below market value for affordability…etc.
-	 Educating the public on how to find and use the website.
-	 City investigates a program to incentivize improvements to housing quality.
-	 Rental inspection program that would enforce and incentivize minimum housing quality standard. 

Affordable Housing
Rental Registry aspect addresses Housing 
Quality for Substandard Housing, Chronic 

Nuisance, Abandoned Homes and in 
some cases Homes in Foreclosure

Moderate-High High

Identify funding for the Incentives 2.0 Permit 
Fee/Impact Fee Waiver Program, this should 
include and identify all/any additional fee 
waivers that may be included.

Recommendation Elements
-	 Incentives 2.0 program provides reimbursement of permit/impact fees after development.
-	 Create a category that supports and has a focus on affordable housing development. 
-	 Provide incentives to the developer for the development of affordable housing. 

Affordable Housing High High

Identify incentives for landlords to bring 
housing up to a standard of housing quality. 
Address the barriers to enforcement of 
existing laws.

Recommendation Elements
-	 Need a housing quality definition to base this upon.
-	 City would need to dedicate funding to attorney fees/relocation fees. 
-	 Make the program voluntary for landlords and once achieved the landlord would be certified as achieving the housing standard.
-	 There should be more research done on rental programs i.e rental inspection and/or rental business licensing programs that would best fit the Spokane community. 
-	 Identify ways to make it affordable for landlords to bring their rentals up to a housing quality standard.

Substandard Housing
Abandoned Homes

Homes in Foreclosure
Chronic Nuisance Properties

Affordable housing

High Moderate-High

City pursues legislative action to identify and 
develop tools to expedite and complete the 
foreclosure process.

Recommendation Elements
-	 Tools should be expanded. Homes in Foreclosure High Moderate-Low

The City should establish a Housing Trust 
Fund; identify regional partners and a funding 
source.

Recommendation Elements
-	 Collaborate with regional partners to establish a Housing Trust Fund for affordable housing development. Affordable Housing Moderate-High Low

City to work with non-profits to apply for 
appropriate programs/grants that would 
apply to neighborhood revitalization to assist 
with home ownership or rentals. Funding 
would include revitalization/rehabilitation of 
foreclosed and substandard properties (i.e. 
NeighborWorks or NeighborhoodLift)

Recommendation Elements
-	 N/A
Notes: NeighborWorks received $122.5 million as a result of the Dept. of Justice settlement with Bank of America. NeighborWorks will be implementing Project Reinvest 
to provide housing counseling, neighborhood stabilization, & foreclosure prevention. Funding for these activities will be made available through an open and competitive 
process to nonprofits and qualified organizations, with intent to maximize benefit for communities and individuals impacted by the foreclosure crisis. 

Substandard Housing
Abandoned Homes

Homes in Foreclosure
Chronic Nuisance Properties

Vacant Residential Lots
Affordable housing

Low-Moderate High
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Recommendation Recommendation Elements & Notes

Addressed Housing Area
Substandard Housing
Abandoned Homes

Homes in Foreclosure
Chronic Nuisance Properties

Vacant Residential Lots
Affordable Housing

HQT Evaluation
Impact
Does the 

recommendation 
give us the desired 

impact?

Feasibility
How likely is the 

recommendation 
to be 

implemented?

Phased Recommendations: Development & Implementation
A. Create an aggressive program from 
subarea planning in and around centers and 
corridors to identify properties suitable for 
commercial/mixed use development that 
include mixed income and family housing, 
and identify transition zoning needs to ensure 
neighborhood compatibility in neighborhoods 
throughout the City of Spokane. 

B. Implement zoning modification and 
incentives as appropriate for successful 
development. Mixed use includes family 
housing. 

Recommendation Elements
A. N/A

B. 
-	 Provides access to jobs, services, amenities to provide quality housing within neighborhoods.
-	 Neighborhoods need to be engaged about what they would like to see in developments. 
-	 Neighborhoods and citizens should be involved throughout the process.
-	 Mixed use includes family housing.

Substandard Housing
Abandoned Homes

Homes in Foreclosure
Chronic Nuisance Properties

Vacant Residential Lots
Affordable housing

Moderate-High Moderate-Low

Develop and define public/private 
partnerships to target areas for home rehab, 
infill…etc. Address neighborhoods in distress 
by providing incentive for focused private 
investment. Incentivize private companies, 
agencies and nonprofits to invest in the 
targeted areas.

Recommendation Elements
-	 Use the city’s economic development model.
-	 Implement Target Investment Pilot (TIP) strategy in the housing arena. Identify the target areas where financial partners are already focusing (find areas where there is 

overlap between city and private financial partners)
-	 Focus on hardest hit areas that may be overlooked
-	 Provide incentives to the developer for the development of affordable housing. 
Notes: Find areas of focus that would demolish or rehabilitate homes within several blocks. The program could focus in neighborhoods with high abandonment, 
foreclosures, chronic nuisance, and substandard homes. By focusing on 3-7 homes in one area would;
1. Incentivize local developers to partner with the city. 
2. Help in creating a "tipping point" neighborhood where other property owners in the area would also improve their properties. 
3. Look into possibility of including vacant residential lots in the area for building new homes. 
Could place other parameters on new home owners, i.e. must qualify for Section 8 Housing Vouchers, income level specific. 
Identify potential of utilizing CDBG dollars.

Substandard Housing
Abandoned Homes

Homes in Foreclosure
Chronic Nuisance Properties

Vacant Residential Lots

High Moderate-High

Explore and report the effectiveness of 
establishing a Just Cause Eviction Ordinance 
in Spokane and in partnership with landlords 
and tenants.

Recommendation Elements
-	 Create metrics. 
-	 Eliminate 20 day no cause terminations; landlords can still evict for enumerated causes. Ordinance creates stability for renters and reduces barriers to housing. Affordable Housing Moderate-High Low

City to create an inventory or registry of 
available lands for infill with incentives in 
place for development.

Recommendation Elements
-	 Incentives would include developing affordable housing/unit. Vacant Residential Lots High High

Acquisition rehab program for bank-owned 
REO properties with the city as the facilitator 
and to include an educational program. 

Recommendation Items:
-	 City acquires Real Estate Owned properties from lenders at low price and sells to buyers using a 203k loan to rehabilitate property. City could remove liens.
-	 Include an education component for potential homeowners and developers
Notes: Rehab dollars would be used to show obvious visible changes in targeted areas. This is the only way to stimulate further investment. It is well known that when owner 
two houses on a block are improved, other improvements follow. Investment begets further investment. This reality should inform how we spend home rehab dollars.

Homes in Foreclosure
Substandard Housing
Abandoned Homes

Chronic Nuisance properties

Low High

Create a community land bank with the power 
to acquire, hold, and dispose of property 
including vacant and distressed properties, 
and dispose of the property for community 
benefit. (Power to acquire foreclosures, 
chronic nuisance properties, substandard 
properties, demolish properties, accumulate 
properties to create bigger lots…etc)

Recommendation Elements
-	 Needs initial funding to get off the ground and running. Funding is the biggest barrier. 
-	 Notes: Reduce blight. Create a better process for addressing foreclosures. Can acquire properties quickly when they are available. Allow timely action when demolition 

is called for. Make properties available for commercial and residential re-development

Homes in Foreclosure
Substandard Housing
Abandoned Homes

Chronic Nuisance properties
Vacant Residential Lots

Affordable Housing

High Moderate-Low
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Conclusion & Next Steps:
The final recommendations were presented to Mayor David Condon at the final 
meeting of the Housing Quality Task Force. The following additional items were 
included as part of the next step process.

A.	 Mayor Condon recommended establishing a steering committee to 
address implementation of the HQT recommendations. The steering 
committee could produce multiple work programs of varying duration 
(e.g., 1-, 2-, or 3-years) for potentially separate, specializing workgroups, 
such as:

o	 A taskforce for State and Federal legislative action, to reduce the 
timetable for the necessary recommended changes.

o	 A workgroup around planning issues, Growth Management Act and 
policy framework, strategic locations with a high propensity for 
growth, and individual standards.

o	 A workgroup that would focus on economic development incentives 
and grant research and development to encourage private 
investment and both for and non-profit development.

B.	 The proposed implementation steering committee and/or workgroups 
described above should include representation from the following:

o	 City Council

o	 Tenants 

o	 Landlords

o	 Banks/Lending Institutions

o	 Real Estate Developers

o	 Homeowners

o	 Spokane City Planning Department

o	 Planning Commission 

o	 Infill Housing Committee 

o	 Non-profit Organizations 

o	 Housing Finance Commission 

o	 Neighborhood Councils/Community members

o	 Communications expert

o	 CHHS Board representative

C.	 Councilwoman Amber Waldref recommended that the Infill Housing 
Task Force and the Mayor’s Quality Task Force work together during the 
implementation process

D.	 Mayor Condon suggested that the next Housing Task Force meeting will 
be held in March 2016 to follow up on the implementation of the HQT 
recommendations.
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Mayor’s Housing Quality Task 
Force 



Spokane’s Housing Context 

Population trends 
 Limited growth since early 2000  
 

Jobs and Income 
 7,000 new jobs since 1999 
 

Home ownership 
Householders continue to shift toward 

renting 



Housing Affordability 

How do you define Housing Affordability? 
 
• Rent 
• Utilities 
• Renter’s Insurance 
• Mortgage 
• Home Equity 

Loans 
• Real Estate Taxes 
 

• Home Owner’s 
Insurance 

• Maintenance 
• Condo Fees 
• Mobile home costs 

and utilities 
• Transportation! 



 
Standard Definitions of Housing Affordability 

Pay 30% and  
“have enough left over for other nondiscretionary spending” 

 
 Homeowners: Principle, Interest, Taxes & Insurance 
 
 Renters: rent and tenant-paid utilities 
 

Pay more? That’s considered “Cost Burdened”. 
Moderate Cost Burden: 30% – 49.9% of income 
Severe Cost Burden: 50% or more of income 

 
Reference: 2006 Census publication “Who can afford to live in a home?” 





1992-2016 HUD Median Family Income (MFI) 
Spokane 4-Person Household 
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Income:$48,814 Rent: $778 



Monthly Housing Costs 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 *American Community Survey 5-year Estimates 2010-2014 
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The ALICE Report 

 Asset Limited, Income Constrained, Employed, 2013 
 Earn above the Federal Poverty Level (FPL) of $23,550 
 Less than the basic cost of living for a family of four $52,152 

 ALICE basic cost of living includes housing, childe care, food, 
health care, and transportation. 

 Washington State: 
 32% of households  
struggle to afford basic  
needs. 

 



Household Income 

 Median Household Income: 
 City of Spokane $42,814 

 23% of households live below poverty 
 26% of households are ALICE  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     *American Community Survey 5-year Estimates, 2010-2014 
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OFFICE OF NEIGHBORHOOD 

SERVICES AND CODE 
ENFORCEMENT 

 

Substandard, Abandoned, & 
Foreclosure Properties 



Interactions 
 Substandard, Abandoned, Foreclosure 

Substandard 
Properties 

150 15 

Homes in Foreclosure 
1,374 

Foreclosure 
Registry  

316 

Abandoned 
vacant 
unfit 

dilapidation 
unsecure 
squatters 

hazardous 
unsafe 
crime 

Chronic Nuisance – Violence  
stolen goods, prostitution  

knives 
drugs 
noise  
guns 

 

2011-2015 

2015 Numbers 



Substandard Buildings SMC 17F.070.400 

 To determine whether a building is substandard or unfit for human habitation so as 
to require its owner to repair and rehabilitate the building, the building official 
considers the number and extent of twelve factors.  
 Dilapidation: Exterior decay, water damage. 
 Structural defects: Foundation, wall and roof framing. 
 Unsanitary conditions: Waste accumulation, health hazards. 
 Defective/inoperable plumbing. 
 Inadequate weatherproofing: Siding, roofing and glazing. 
 No activated utility service for one year. 
 Inoperable or inadequate heating system. 
 Hazardous electrical conditions. 
 Structure has been boarded more than one year and no approved rehabilitation 

plan. 
 Structure used in the manufacture of methamphetamine or any other illegal 

drugs and has been condemned by the Spokane county health district and the 
owner has failed to abate the nuisance condition. 

 Fire-damaged structure. 
 Defects increasing the hazards of fire, accident or other calamity. 
 

 



Substandard Property 

 4808 N. Martin 
 



Situation Conditions 

 “People living in the 
house and behind the 
garage” 

 “People coming and 
going” 

 “People living in an RV” 
 “Garbage all over” 

 

 Dilapidation 
 Clothing, debris 

throughout home and 
property 

 Spliced wires, holes in the 
sheetrock, exposed wring 

 No water, power or 
functional  bathrooms 

 Propane for use in 
cooking, lighting. 
Fireplace for heat. 
 

4808 N. Martin - Owner 



4808 N. Martin 

Unsanitary conditions 

Defects that increase 
the hazards of fire, 
accident, or other 
calamity,  

Inadequate heating 
system 

No water for sanitation 

Fire damage 

 



Using an average of 2 Police Officers per call at a 
low estimate of $110.00 per officer per hour plus 
Code Enforcement process costs of: 
 

$ boarding and re-securing  
$ abating solid waste 
$ for site visits/hearing/notices  
$ for monitoring 

Calculating Costs to the Community 



 
4808 N. Martin 

Costs to the Community  

 Police 2015 - 37 calls, 21 responses 
$4620 

 Code Enforcement 2015 – 2016 
 $1288 in boarding and re-securing 

(5x) 
 $1,500 for site visits/hearing/notices  
 $300 for monitoring 
TOTAL  $7708 

 Current unpaid: 
 Utilities $1806 
 County taxes & liens $11,827 
 In danger of going to tax foreclosure 

 
 



Abandoned SMC 17F.070.030 

 Giving indications that no one is currently in 
possession, such as by the disconnection of utilities, 
accumulation of debris, uncleanliness, disrepair, and 
other circumstances. 
 
 Non-responsive 
 Absentee 
 Deceased 
 Incarcerated, etc 

 
 



Abandoned Property 

 2016 W. Gardner 



Situation Conditions 

 “Transients sleeping on 
the property” 

 “Transients in the 
building” 

 “No power or water” 
 “SFD reports attempt to 

start fire” 
 Boarded in 2013 

 
 

 Dilapidation and 
unsecured  bldgs. 

 Clothing, debris 
throughout home and 
property 

 No water, power, or 
functional bathrooms 

 Defects increasing the 
hazards of fire, accident or 
other calamity. 
 
 

2016 W. Gardner – Owner, multi-unit 



2016 W. Gardner 

Unsanitary conditions 

No activated utility 
services for one year. 

Fire-damage 

Boarded more than 1 
year – no 
rehabilitation plan 

Defects increasing the 
hazards of fire, 
accident or other 
calamity. 

 



2016 W. 
Gardner 

Dilapidation: Exterior 
decay, water damage. 

Defective/Inoperable 
plumbing. 

 



 
2016 W. 
Gardner 

Costs to the Community 
 Police 2015 - 9 calls, 7 responses: 

$1540 
 Code Enforcement 2013-2016: 
 $1695 in boarding and re-securing 

(6x) 
 $4,500 for site visits/hearing/notices  
 $900 for monitoring 
 
TOTAL: $8635 

 
 Current unpaid: 
 Utilities $2832 
 County taxes & liens $14,522 
 In danger of going to tax foreclosure 
 



2015 Active Building Official Cases 



Building Official Cases 
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Foreclosure Property Registry  
SMC 17F.070.520 

 Establishes a Foreclosure Property registration program as one 
tool to proactively identify such properties, hold the lienholder 
responsible to prevent deterioration, and where possible, divert 
default properties from entering the Building Official hearing or 
Chronic Nuisance process. 
 

 Protect the community from the deterioration, crime, and decline in value in 
Spokane’s neighborhoods caused by properties in various stages of the 
foreclosure process.  

 Requires that the lender or other responsible party(ies) of properties that are 
in the foreclosure process to register those properties with the City in order 
to protect the neighborhoods from the negative impacts of absentee 
ownership and lack of adequate maintenance and security for properties in 
the foreclosure process. 



Zombie Property Problems 

Neighborhoods are responding to the growing problem of 
abandoned foreclosure or “Zombie’” properties and the 
associated nuisance conditions which impact the comfort, 
solitude, health and safety of neighbors. These conditions 
reduce property values and attract other nuisances. 
 A 2009 study of vacant and abandoned structures in Baltimore 

estimated that each abandoned home required $1,500 of police services 
annually. 

 A GAO study found an .9 to 8.7 percent decrease in property values 
around vacant and abandoned lots/structures. 

 In Chicago, neighborhoods with the most abandoned lots saw a 48 
percent increase in crime during the same period where the City as a 
whole experienced a 27 percent drop in crime.  

 



More about “Zombie” Properties 

 All have a foreclosure notice filed by a lender 
 May been involved in a bankruptcy, the death of the owner, or 

an owner that has walked away from the property. 
 No indications that ‘care taking’ of the property is occurring 

including keeping secure, maintenance of the building, upkeep 
of the yard; attracts other nuisance activity AKA ‘broken 
window theory’. 

 Some properties languish for 4 or more years in foreclosure 
processes. 

 Downstream loan servicers may change frequently making 
identification of responsible party very difficult. 



Foreclosure or Zombie Property 

 518 E Augusta 



Situation Conditions 

 “Transients breaking in” 
 “Transients in the 

building” 
 “No power or water” 
 “12/15/15  SFD 

responds to fire – 2 
firefighters injured” 

 Boarded in 2014 
 
 

 Dilapidation and unsecured  
bldgs. 

 Clothing, debris throughout 
home and property 

 No water, power or function 
bathrooms 

 No activated utility services 
for one year. 

 Defects increasing the 
hazards of fire, accident or 
other calamity. 
 
 

518 E Augusta – Foreclosure 



518 E Augusta 

Unsanitary conditions 

Defective/inoperable 
plumbing 

Hazardous electrical 

Boarded more than 1 
year – no 
rehabilitation plan 

Fire damage 

Defects increasing the 
hazards of fire, 
accident or other 
calamity 

 



518 E Augusta 

Dilapidation: Exterior 
decay, water damage. 

Fire damage 

Structural defects 

 



 
518 E. Augusta 

Costs to the Community 
 Fire 2015 Response 12/14/15 
 Police 2015 – 5 calls, no responses.  
 
 Code Enforcement 2014-2016: 
 $637 in boarding and re-securing (3x) 
 $3,000 for site visits/hearing/notices  
 $600 for monitoring 
 
TOTAL  $4237 

 
 Current unpaid: 

 Utilities $1631 
 County taxes & liens $2538 

 Paid by loan servicer Home Select 
 No plans to rehabilitate, no trustee sale 

information 



1408 W Euclid - Foreclosure 



Situation Conditions 

 “Lots of people coming 
and going, believe it 
should be vacant” 

 “Patrol currently working 
a stabbing” 

 “Several motorcycles 
nightly, believes gang 
affiliation” 

 “People have a BBQ Inside 
of the house” 

 “No power or water” 
 

 Dilapidation and unsecured  
bldgs 

 Clothing, debris throughout 
both units and property 

 Spliced wires, holes in the 
sheetrock, exposed wring 

 No water, power or function 
bathrooms 

 Syringes through units  
 Propane and candles for use 

in cooking and drugs 
 

1408 W Euclid 



1408 W. Euclid 

Dilapidation and 
Unsecured 

No water, no 
power 

Hazardous 
electrical 

 



1408 W Euclid 

Defects increasing 
the hazards of fire 
accident or other 
calamity 

Living area created 
out of carport, 
signs of burning 
debris in the 
structure 



 
1408 W Euclid 

Costs to the Community 
 Police 2015 – 22 responses (in 4 months)  

$4840 
 
 Code Enforcement 2015 
 $1,890 in boarding and re-securing (5x) 
 $1,254.00 abating solid waste 
 $1,500 for site visits/hearing/notices  
 $300.00 for monitoring 
 
TOTAL  $9784 

 
 Utilities $13,426 – paid March 24, 2016 
 County taxes & liens area current $753 

 Paid by Nationstar 
 Looks like it sold late March, no rehabilitation 

plan 
 



Understanding the Costs of ‘Zombie’ Property 

 Decreased  
 Property values of adjacent properties  
 Property tax revenue from nonpayment of taxes 
 Property tax revenues from declining property values of adjacent 

properties 
 Utility billing collections* 

 Increased  
 Cost of Police for surveillance and response 
 Incident of arson and cost for Fire 
 Costs for Code Enforcement response and maintenance 
 Costs of judicial actions 

Source: Center for Community Progress, 2015 Land Banks and Land Banking 2nd 
Edition 



Foreclosure Property Registry 

In 2014 the City of Spokane adopted the  Abandoned 
Property Registry; in 2015 it was renamed and 
updated as the Foreclosure Property Registry under 
SMC 17F.070.520 that required: 
 Registration by Lenders – contact information 
 Property must have notice of foreclosure filed at the County 
 Lender and City will monitor site conditions (pending) 
 Lenders are responsible for conditions: graffiti, solid waste, 

junk vehicles, and unsecure building(s) 
 Trespass authorization and abatement authorization 
 Respond in 10 days to resolve nuisance conditions 
 Fee $350.00 



Foreclosure Property Registry 

Manual Registry currently has over 300 entries. 
Information is used by Code Enforcement, Police, Fire, and 
Utilities. 
 Is it a foreclosure? Do we have contact information for notification of 

substandard conditions, trespass, hazardous conditions, or 
delinquent accounts? 

 Property preservation information – who will clear fire hazards, 
secure property, etc 

 Tracking ability when property is transferred to a new lender or new 
owner. 

 Speed response time to violations or hazardous situations. 

Estimated 1374 active foreclosures in the City.  



Foreclosure Property Registry 



Loss in property sales 

 Spill over effect of sale losses when they are located 
within 1,000 feet of a home in foreclosure. 

 31,000 homes in Spokane are located within 1,000 
feet from the homes listed in the Foreclosure 
Property Registry. 

 Median value of owner-occupied housing in 
Spokane: $160,600 

 Low value (.9%) in lost sales:$448,074,000 
 High value (8.7%)  in lost sales: $4,331,382,000 

 



Active Foreclosures in Spokane 
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HQT Next Meeting 

Date: Wednesday, May 18th 
 Chronic Nuisance Properties 
 Vacant Residential Lots 
 Housing Affordability 
 Introduction to policy/program to improve housing 

Time: 2-3:30PM 
Location: City Conference Room 4B 

 



Mayor’s Housing Taskforce, 2016 

 

Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force Meeting Minutes 

Date: Monday, May 2nd 
Time:  2-3:30PM 

Location: City Conference Room 5A 
Meeting 1: Convene All 

 
Introductions, Sandy Williams 
 
Housing Quality Task Force Charter, Mayor Condon 
HQT Charter 

 Mayor Condon provided an overview of the Housing Quality Task Force Charter. Emphasizing 
that no solution is too big or too small and that the task force should be open to a variety of 
programs, policies, legislative actions to solve housing in Spokane as it relates to the six areas of 
housing. 

 
Web page overview, Alicia Ayars 
Work Plan 
Timeline 
Task Force Members 

 Alicia will email website link to the task force members.  

 Task force members are asked to view the web page and related materials before the next 
meeting. If there are questions, comments, suggestions email them to Alicia at 
(Apowell@spokanecity.org)  

 
Presentations: 
Spokane’s Housing – Overview, Alicia Ayars 

 Presentation of the City of Spokane’s housing stock from single family to mobile homes. 

 Year Structure Built slide, 39% of the homes in Spokane were built between 1931-1960. How will 
the HQT address this aging housing stock? What programs/policies can be implemented to 
prevent housing from continuing to age? 

 Assessors Exterior Conditions Data based on inspections by appraiser. 
Substandard, foreclosed, & abandoned homes, Melissa Wittstruck 

 Presentation outlines the overlap of the three housing types and their impacts to the 
community. 

 
Discussion 

 How long do buildings remain in the foreclosure process in Spokane? 
o How does this compare to other jurisdictions? 

 Is there a program that could be implemented where the City purchases properties and resells 
them? This way the profits can be captured to re-pay liens, fees, police/staff time…etc? 

o This would be a resource for people to “move one” and would allow the City to help 
people move forward. 

 Over lay maps for comparison: 
o Year structure built slide & BO Cases, Foreclosure map. 
o Include the council district overlay map. 

 

https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/projects/mayors-housing-quality-task-force/housing-task-force-charter-2016-04-29.pdf
https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/projects/mayors-housing-quality-task-force/housing-quality-task-force-work-plan.pdf
https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/projects/mayors-housing-quality-task-force/housing-quality-task-force-timeline-2016-05-02.pdf
https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/projects/mayors-housing-quality-task-force/stakeholder-members-2016-04-29.pdf
mailto:Apowell@spokanecity.org


Mayor’s Housing Taskforce, 2016 

 

Closing: 

 Task force members review online materials. 
o Email Alicia Ayars any comments, suggestions, questions to Apowell@spokanecity.org 

 Begin thinking about programs, policies, strategies to improving the six areas of housing.  
o Email suggestions to Alicia. 

 
Next Meeting Topics:    

 Continue conversation on six areas of housing.  Presentations will include: 
o Chronic Nuisance Properties 
o Vacant Residential Lots 
o Housing Affordability 

 Introduction to policy/program research  
 
Next Meeting: (Wi-Fi will be available at the meeting for electronic devices) 
Wednesday, May 18th 
10:30AM-12PM 
Council Briefing Center, located in the lower level of City Hall 
Meeting 2: Convene All 
   

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

mailto:Apowell@spokanecity.org


Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force, 2016 

Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force Meeting Minutes 
 

Date: May 18, 2016 
Time: 2-3:30PM 

Location: Spokane Public Library 
Meeting 2: Convene All 

 
Introductions:  Sandy Williams 
 
Meeting Recap Alicia Ayars 

Overview Handout 
 

Presentations: 
Chronic Nuisance Properties 

 Task Force requests to see maps of criminal activity overlaid over other maps; foreclosure, 
substandard, chronic nuisance properties.  

 Overlay maps that show schools with high dropout rates. 
Housing Affordability 
Vacant Residential Lots 

 Task Force identified that the six areas of housing are only the tip of the ice burg when dealing 
with substandard housing in Spokane. 

 How do we affect foreclosure laws and shorten the time frame that homes are in foreclosure? 

 Focus efforts in tipping point neighborhoods. Meaning where we can affect change or show 
improvements to several homes in one area find a way to do so. In affecting positive change will 
encourage neighbors to do the same. 

 Land Quantity Analysis (LQA) map is being created and will be posted online. 
o Prioritize vacant areas/lots. Where are vacant lots concentrated? 

 
Discussion: 

 How do we have a community response to chronic nuisance? 

 Vacant land around I-90 – strategy to release this land to build affordable housing 

 Lack of rental properties and low inventory of housing for sale, low increase in our population.  
What is driving pressure on the market?  

 Why are foreclosures not being sold in the housing market? The time it takes to sell the home is 
high (2+ years).  Protection by federal loans are not allowing for homes in foreclosures to be 
sold. 

 Where can we build more housing? Where is space available and how do we factor in 
transportation? 

 Section 8 Vouchers need to be considered in addressing housing. 
Questions/Issues to address to Banker & Real Estate Roundtable Groups: 

 Reform to the foreclosure process while protecting people.   Challenge banker reps. to address 
inner city needs. i.e. Portland product – designed to address rehabilitation of homes in the inner 
city.  What can banks do to design lending products that help them and people with appraisal 
issues. 

 Reinvestment Community Act dollars – how can we utilize these dollars in working with banks?  
What types of housing can these funds address? 

https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/projects/mayors-housing-quality-task-force/meeting-presentations/2016/05/may-2nd-2016-meeting-recap.pdf
https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/projects/mayors-housing-quality-task-force/housing-task-force-housing-background.pdf
https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/projects/mayors-housing-quality-task-force/meeting-presentations/2016/05/chronic-nuisance-properties.pdf
https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/projects/mayors-housing-quality-task-force/meeting-presentations/2016/05/housing-affordability-presentation-2016-05-18.pdf
https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/projects/mayors-housing-quality-task-force/meeting-presentations/2016/05/vacant-residential-lots-presentation.pdf


Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force, 2016 

 How can we focus programs to rehabilitate homes when the cost to rehabilitate is more 
expensive then the property itself? 

 
Homework: Due back no later than Friday, June 3rd 
Policies & Programs Worksheet 

 List all program and/or policies that your agency would recommend the Task Force consider as 

part of the HQT.  

 Come prepared to discuss the work sheet at the HQT meeting on June 7th . 

 

https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/projects/mayors-housing-quality-task-force/hqt-programs-and-policies-worksheet.pdf


Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force 
Bankers Roundtable 

 
Date: Monday, May 23rd  

Time: 2-3:30PM 
Location: City Conference Room 5A 

 
Present: Cory Oberst (Spokane Mortgage Lenders Association), Kim McCulley (Wells Fargo Home 
Mortgage), Damian Fischer (Bank of America), Cara Coon (Umpqua Bank), Ken Plank (Numerica), Darren 
McNannay (Spokane Teachers Credit Union), Loretta Cael (SNAP), Sandy Williams, Alicia Ayars, Jonathan 
Mallahan, Heather Trautman, Melissa Wittstruck. 
 
Presentation: 

 Housing Quality Task Force Background 
Presentation located on the HQT webpage 

 
Discussion/Notes: 

 Wells Fargo has a Renovation Program (loan). 
o One loan to purchase a home and make renovations or repairs. 
o Conventional or FHA 203(K) options. 

 Down Payment Assistance Program (Wells Fargo) or NeighborhoodLIFT Program 
o To support sustainable homeownership and advance neighborhood stability, the Wells 

Fargo LIFT programs look to the future by delivering down payment assistance and 
financial education to homebuyers in collaboration with NeighborWorks® America and 
local nonprofit organizations. (Link: https://www.wellsfargo.com/mortgage/lift/)  

 The Oregonian, Wells Fargo offers $15,000 down payment assistance grants to 
Portland homebuyers 

 Tukwila, WA, Wells Fargo’s NeighborhoodLIFT and CityLIFT Programs 

 Legislative action needs to happen in order to see change happen. The City can set the annual 
agenda, items from the task force need to be on the agenda. 

 Group recommended that the task force address people not wanting to purchase single-family 
homes. 

 Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) 
o Bank size affects the percentage of reinvestment dollars they receive 
o Cara Coon – Contact Umpqua CRA rep on how to create a neighborhood focus in using 

the CRA funds.  How can CRA dollars be utilized? 

 Federally-regulated commercial banks and financial institutions hold appraisal dollars in their 
portfolios. 

o What percentage of dollars can be focused in an area to revitalize in Spokane? 

 Pooling funds: 
o Grants/sponsorships – sponsor demolition of homes. 
o Foundation of banks to pool dollars 

 What are the laws at the state level that have extended the time that homes are in foreclosure? 

 The foreclosure process is different from the perspective of every bank or credit union. 

 Identify the top lien holders in Spokane. 

 Invite commercial developers to the Real Estate discussion. 
 

https://my.spokanecity.org/projects/mayors-housing-quality-task-force/
https://www.wellsfargo.com/mortgage/lift/
http://www.oregonlive.com/front-porch/index.ssf/2013/11/wells_fargo_offers_15000_downp.html
http://www.oregonlive.com/front-porch/index.ssf/2013/11/wells_fargo_offers_15000_downp.html
http://mortgageboon.com/Tukwila-WA/downpaymentassistance


RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 Demolishing an area or blocks the have several substandard homes with significant structural 
damages.  The homes would have to have enough structural damages to outweigh the cost to 
demolish.  Partner with local commercial developers and financial agencies to rebuild the 
homes. New homes would then be back on the market. Other qualifications for habitants could 
be placed around the home, such as, must have a housing voucher, must meet specified income 
level…etc.  

o Need a program for demolishing the homes. Cost to demolish a come is approximately 
$15,000-$30,000 for a home with asbestos. Tipping costs to dump materials is approx. 
$5,000.   

o Need partners for reconstruction and a program for home ownership. 

 Neighborhood Revitalization: vehicle for non-profits or municipality to purchase homes or 
vacant land to rehabilitate 

o Tax Credit Financing – loans to purchase vacant lands for new developments.  
Legislative recommendations: 

o Legislative: Foreclosure Fairness Act 
 Retention option 
 State/federal codes that deal with foreclosure 

o Develop a lease program or agreement that addresses keeping people either in their 
home or a new home during the foreclosure process so that homes are not vacant. The 
program could follow something similar to a rental lease.  

 Cara Coon – to follow up with Umpqua representative in Portland regarding Portland’s Housing 
project.   

 



Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force 
 Real Estate/Developers Roundtable 

 
Date: June 2, 2016 

Time: 3:30-5PM 
Location: City Conference Room 3B 

 
Present: Chris Bornhoft (Windermere Commercial Real Estate), Geoff Asan (US Bank), Troy Sims (Opes 
Advisors), Marilyn Amato (Century 21 Beutler), Tom Weldon (Ideal-X), Lisa Key (City of Spokane), Kaitlin 
Larson (City of Spokane), Steve Hildahl (Windermere Real Estate/Cornerstone) 
 
Presentation: 

 Housing Quality Task Force Background 
Presentation located on the HQT webpage 

 
Discussion/Notes: 
 
Foreclosures, Substandard, Abandoned: 

 Foreclosure process is onerous. Tightened lending requirements. Most properties purchased by 
investors and sold at higher prices. Difficult for first time home buyers to enter market. 

o There is not enough housing inventory to accommodate all of the first time home 
buyers. Subsidized lending products do not allow purchase of substandard properties, 
and most first time buyers don’t have money to make improvements 

o The problems associated with foreclosure and/or substandard properties are too 
onerous for first time home buyers. 

o Group suggested making a list of repairs to the substandard housing and making fixes to 
the home. The cost of the repairs would be places as a lien on the home. 

 Expedited foreclosure process (legislation from Ohio applies to vacant properties). 

 Stockton, CA program. Grants for improvements tied to property as a lien.  

 Counselling is offered to foreclosed homeowners but many don’t take advantage, owners tend 
to bury head in sand rather than communicate with lender or attempt to sell. Much more could 
be resolved and keep people in their homes if homeowners would communicate with the 
lenders. 

 Incentives to demolish and rebuild vacant homes: 
o Incentivize the owner to repair the home by offering small grants that address health and 

safety and curb appeal. 
o Developing entire blocks is more attractive, focusing on an area for improvements is more 

appealing to the developer 
o On individual lot basis, would program to subsidize tipping fees encourage development? 

 No ability to get value 
 Higher density such as cottage style would be the only way to make it worth the 

investment for developers 
 
Affordability: 

 To a landlord, affordable housing = low rent = no interest in investing because there is little 
profit.   Affordable homes must still be profitable.  Affordable housing is not desirable to build 
because it is not profitable to the developer while there if funding available at the City to 

https://my.spokanecity.org/projects/mayors-housing-quality-task-force/


develop affordable homes understanding how to apply for the funding and meet the 
criteria/guidelines is onerous for a small developer. 

 5+ units = commercial lending / >5 units = residential lending 

 Is affordable housing a stigma or an actual challenge? There needs to be a balance between 
increased rents to allow landlords to maintain properties vs. providing enough affordable 
housing. 

 If you open up a rental property to allow for affordable by accepting subsidized housing dollars 
then you must accept subsidies for all properties and make all “affordable” for people, thus 
resulting in a loss of income for landlord. 

 Would low interest improvement loans to landlords be of interest to landlords? Yes, but process 
for obtaining lending is onerous. (Incentives to landlords to borrow money for improvements 
would be attractive at a cheaper rate and easier to obtain money than from banks). 

 Affordable housing has different meanings. Sometimes includes working professionals like 
teachers and firefighters. Some options to increase units include rezoning, placing housing in 
places that are not traditional (ie container homes). These properties are not what most people 
would look at and consider affordable housing. 

Zoning: 

 Zoning regulations make it difficult to build various types of homes in a neighborhood because 
of the restrictions. 

o Zoning restrictions do not allow for density. 
o Solution: provide a zoning overlay in select areas to include other types of zoning 

allowances so that development may occur. 
o Residential compact zoning is attempting to provide options for infill but regulations still 

need to be reduced. 
o Most housing developments are building large unit complexes or single family. Medium 

sized/infill development is restricted by zoning/costs/land available in urban areas. Land 
is more readily available around the periphery of the municipal boundary however the 
roads are not paved and not desirable to the developer and the buyer. 

 Would a zoning overlay (targeted investment area) to increase density allow for more 
investment? Yes. A focus in historic neighborhoods would be a solution to have more 
development in urban areas. 

 
Other  

 Ownership is more desirable but market is dictating that many people rent but as millennials 
reach about 35 years old they begin to buy.  Inventory is limited for first time home buyers. 

 Re foreclosures. Program to transfer title in lieu of foreclosure (deed in lieu). But still damages 
consumer’s credit. 

 Term: White elephant = A property that is so much better than other homes in the 
neighborhood, but the value is diminished because of condition of the surrounding properties. 
This type of development is not desirable because of the cost to build is lost by the depreciating 
value of homes that reside next door/surrounding area. 

 Code enforcement is an area where the city could play a big role, make it more aggressive and 
easier to do outreach to SNAP, Habitat, the Arc and Community Frameworks (the agencies 
helping first time homebuyers – to see what they need to help people buy housing) 

 Compile and maintain a list of vacant/poor quality properties for infill developers 
o As I mentioned, my agency has had a difficult time finding infill sites for redevelopment. 



 Utilize neighborhood plans and planning process, neighborhoods should capitalize on its 
strengths and be empowered to fix things with city help.  Positive branding alone is a big deal for 
a neighborhood. 

 
 
Recommended Strategies: 

 The City should invest in better infrastructure (paved roads and sidewalks) to encourage more 
investment by property owners and developers.   This would add curb appeal to properties. 

o Include bike and pedestrian infrastructure with improvements. 

 Grant program to improve foreclosed homes, for first time homebuyers. Target certain areas of 
town. First time home buyer would have to meet income qualifications so as to not benefit 
developers or wealthy buyers. Criterial would be placed on the program for the types of suitable 
improvements. Improvements should be focused on things that bring health and safety to the 
property and exterior improvements (curb appeal). 

o Program to research and implement:  The Avista energy savings improvement program 
(new doors, insulation). City to create similar program to incentivize smaller investors 
and owners to make improvements. Program could include grant dollars available to the 
property owner, landlords, and developers. 

 Partner with Real Estate agencies on their lending programs to create a package of benefits to 
encourage people to purchase property in a target area. This could include focusing on 
foreclosed/abandoned properties in that area. 

 Two suggested focus efforts: 
o Areas where there is high number of foreclosures, substandard, abandoned and vacant 

property. 
o Areas where there is a “tipping factor” that when improvements begin to happen then 

other neighbors begin to also make improvements thus improving the overall 
neighborhood. (Trickle-down effect of small improvements, inspiring other people in 
neighborhood to invest) 

 Paving dirt roads/create sidewalks/infrastructure 

 Zoning to promote infill 

 Allowing for more affordable retail to be developed in the neighborhoods or by 
utilizing/demolishing foreclosed, substandard, vacant, and abandoned property. This helps to 
create a sense of place for neighborhoods.  Some developers who receive local and state 
funding rank higher on the list for approval if they can locate new development near schools, 
grocery stores, transit, jobs…etc. 

 
Legislative Recommendations 
Expedite Foreclosure process (See, Ohio bill) 
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Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force Meeting Notes 
 

Housing Quality Sub-Committee 
Date: June 14, 2016 

Time: 10:30AM-12PM 
Location: City Hall, Council Briefing Center 

 
Defining Housing Quality: 
In order to define Housing Quality a task force member reviewed various housing studies that 
deal with housing quality. Many definitions define housing affordability rather than housing 
quality. 

 New Zealand study, 2015: 
o Various definitions involved; Housing Affordability definition has elements that 

deal with very low/low/moderate-income households, grants, providing homes 
for all. 

o Housing Quality definitions from the study related to the interior and exterior 
conditions of a home.  Definitions of housing quality vary. 

o Definition of Housing Affordability is similar to HUD’s definition.  
o Housing quality and housing affordability should be kept separate because they 

are different things. Another definition to consider is Housing Adequacy.  
Housing Adequacy deals with specific housing protective qualities i.e. 
“protection from cold, damp, heat, rain, wind, structural hazards, disease vectors 
and other threats to health.” 

 Adequate Housing: Protection from various elements and disease and 
other impacts to health.   

 Information taken from the studies included: 
o How to develop the process to dealing with Housing Quality? 
o What is the definition of Housing Quality and Housing Affordability? 
o How are definitions used across other countries? 

 There is a lack of data gathering and a lack of available data in regards to the 
availability of quality, affordable housing in Spokane. 

o Work with various organizations (i.e. Avista) to help in gathering/assessing the 
housing quality and affordability data. 

o Define the definitions in order to define the recommendations. 
o Lack of data regarding rental needs and ownership needs is a barrier. 
o Rental housing and affordable needs of Spokane has not been measured and 

needs to be. 
o The Land Quantity Analysis measures: (owner vs. rentals is not addressed in this 

process) 
1. What lands are available for housing 
2. Is there an adequate supply of land available to meet future projections 

Overview of Housing Quality Definition: 
Elements of the definition: The definition is an approximate guide line/rule of thumb for 
decision making. 
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 Definitions should include internal and external conditions. (internal vs. external) 

 Housing Structure and environmental sustainability.  

 Impacts of geography.  What kind of objective standard will we use to define this?  
Housing quality standards: 

o Standards of the housing quality definition will overlap with housing affordability 
and should be taken into consideration as the two working together will spur 
development and/or change. 

o HUD does not have a definition of housing quality but has a bare minimum set of 
housing quality standards (Lisa Key). 

o Elements of performance measures that relate to housing quality directly impact 
housing affordability. 

Definitions and performance measures: 
o After making the definition the group should define the performance measures. 
o Basic definition of Housing Quality may include affordability as there are 

elements that crossover in to both, such as walk ability…etc. 
 HUD has bare minimum housing quality standards that apply nationwide. 
 Minimum standards/Element of Housing Quality include: Safe, efficient, 

access to other amenities, no peeling paint, hot and cold running water. 
Adequate and functioning structure and systems to provide a safe and 
healthy structure for residents. 

 Housing Quality Definition: Adequate and functioning structure and systems to provide 
a safe and healthy environment for residents. 

o The OECD provides an example of how to define housing quality. 
o OECD definition includes health and environment.  

 OECD recommends the definition should measure the physical 
characteristics of the dwelling and the broader environment 
characteristics of the area. 

 The OECD has identified the following areas as crucial to understanding 
housing quality internationally: Health and well-being. 

 number of bedrooms (as they provide a better measure than the 
number of rooms and a better indication of personal living space) 

 Provision of electricity, water supply, indoor toilets, cooking 
facilities.  

 Quality of construction materials and the extent to which they 
have been maintained  

 Indoor air quality, thermal insulation (energy efficiency), 
dampness and mold (associated with asthma) exposure to noise, 
indoor air quality.  

 Performance measures of housing quality 
o Identifying standards, housing standards by the RCW 59.18 

 (2)(a) If a landlord fails to fulfill any substantial obligation imposed by 
RCW 59.18.060 that substantially endangers or impairs the health or 
safety of a tenant, including 

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=59.18.115
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=59.18.060
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I. structural members that are of insufficient size or strength to 
carry imposed loads with safety 

II. exposure of the occupants to the weather 
III. plumbing and sanitation defects that directly expose the 

occupants to the risk of illness or injury 
IV. lack of water, including hot water 
V. heating or ventilation systems that are not functional or are 

hazardous 
VI. defective, hazardous, or missing electrical wiring or electrical 

service 
VII. defective or inadequate exits that increase the risk of injury to 

occupants, and  
VIII. conditions that increase the risk of fire, 

 There is a big discrepancy between the RCW 59.18 and how Code 
Enforcement defines housing quality. 

o 24 CFR 982.401 – Housing Quality Standards (code citation).  
 Homework: review the Housing Quality Standards Code and report back 

if this is a definition we can use and what other standards/elements need 
to be included. 

  Questions to consider for the homework: 

 What else beyond this list does the group consider to be 
appropriate to add to the standards for our community? 

 Consider enforceability as the group is determining the 
standards/recommendations.  Avoid duplication of efforts 
between agencies. 

 How does the group feel about making this code citation the base 
line of the housing quality definition/standard? 

 What is missing and what does not apply to the Spokane 
community? 

 How does the definition include the quality of other homes 
surrounding a home or in a neighborhood as they impact one 
another? 

 By adopting Housing Quality Standards as part of the definition, which 
are applied nationwide, then the definition of Housing Quality would be 
more cohesive in applying across Spokane and would not absorb an 
unreasonable definition from another community.   

 HQS Inspection from HUD – Sarah will forward materials. 

 12% decrease in home values when they fall within 300 ft. of a 
substandard home. 

 Barriers:   
o Address the six areas of housing. 
o Create neighborhoods with mixed-income neighborhoods and various housing 

options. 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/24/982.401
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 Abandoned/Foreclosure homes: 
o Abandoned home issue correlates with the foreclosure process during the tax 

sale of the property.  
o Homes in the foreclosure process is too long, the process needs to be expedited. 
o Right of Redemption RCW 6.23: In some states, mortgagors (the person who 

gets a mortgage from a lender) have a right of redemption that allows them to 
get back foreclosed property. If the original mortgagee (party that lends) owns 
the property, mortgagors may exercise the right by paying the bank the unpaid 
balance of their mortgage. If the property was already resold at 
auction, mortgagors must pay the purchaser whatever he or she paid for 
it. Rights of redemption only last for a limited time, which varies by state. 

o Timing: Once mortgagees begin the foreclosure process, it may take them six 
months or more to get clean title to the mortgage land, depending on the state, 
foreclosure type, and type of mortgage. 

o Types of Foreclosure: There are two types of foreclosure: judicial foreclosures, 
which require a court order, and non-judicial foreclosures, which do not. 
In judicial foreclosures, the mortgagee must go to court and prove that it owns 
the mortgage and has the right to foreclose on it. Non-judicial foreclosures allow 
a mortgagee to foreclose without going to court. This is cheaper and quicker 
than a Judicial Foreclosure.  

 Non-judicial foreclosures may only be used where the mortgage has 
a power-of-sale clause. These clauses most often appear in deeds of 
trust, a type of real estate secured lending instrument similar to 
a mortgage. The power-of-sale clause allows the trustee to conduct a 
non-judicial foreclosure – that is, sell the property without first getting a 
court order. 

 Non-judicial foreclosure process does not enter into the right of 
redemption. 

 Judicial foreclosure process does enter into the right of redemption. 
o In Washington, lenders may foreclose on deeds of trusts or mortgages in default 

using either a judicial or non-judicial foreclosure process. (Washington 
Foreclosure Law Summary)  

o No awareness to what options people have in mitigation of the foreclosure 
process. 

o Homes fall in to disrepair because people have walked away from the home 
before and during the foreclosure process. 

 Barrier: Home owners are not aware as to what resources are available in the 
community to help them out of the foreclosure process for owner occupied.  Property 
owners do not have the resources to pay off their taxes to reclaim their property. 

 For every homes that reaches there foreclosure there are numerous other homes that 
are on their way to foreclosure. For homes that reach foreclosure there are limitations 
to improvements and limitations for people to keep their homes. 

 Barrier: Homes are aging in the neighborhoods that surround the downtown core of 
Spokane. Many of the homes are older than 50 years of age, older homes take 

http://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=6.23&full=true
http://topics.law.cornell.edu/wex/mortgagor
http://topics.law.cornell.edu/wex/right_of_redemption
http://topics.law.cornell.edu/wex/mortgagee
http://topics.law.cornell.edu/wex/mortgagor
http://www.foreclosurelaw.org/Washington_Foreclosure_Law.htm
http://www.foreclosurelaw.org/Washington_Foreclosure_Law.htm
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maintenance.  People have a hard time due to cost to repairing their homes when they 
have a home that is aging due to the cost of the type of maintenance.  

o People have to make tough decisions as to which repairs they will finance. 

 Aging housing stock and owners cannot afford to maintain. Area around the downtown 
core has the highest density of aging housing.  

 2013 ACS, Melissa Owens report, forward to group. 
o The City of Spokane has over twice as much housing than the national rate for 

homes that were built before 1939.  Spokane has two times as much housing 
that was built in 1940-1949. Not until you get up to 1960 does Spokane get 
closer to national averages for the quantity of housing built per time period. 

o Aging housing stock is a barrier to improve housing.  

 Barrier: Very little resources available for the aging rental properties. This was evident in 
the Target Investment Pilot area (TIP) where there are many rentals.  In considering a 
definition and standards to “housing quality” the group should also consider thinking 
about quality renter communities.  

 Barrier - Mixed-income neighborhoods - Option of schools.  Housing age is concentrated 
in areas of Spokane. Property/housing values vary due to schools and quality of the 
school. There is a barrier to diversifying housing and creating mixed income 
neighborhoods due to the quality of schools.  

 There are political divisions between the city and the county that is causing people to 
move outside of the city boundaries and build homes. 

 Barrier to housing is that the tax base is too low and cannot address housing quality.   

 Housing reinvestment (West Central) visible changes to home improvement.  

 Physical inspection of housing is costly. 

 Housing quality to inform people or to improve housing stock, (add to Housing Quality 
definition) 

o Informing people vs. Improving housing stock. 
o Self reporting (voluntary) vs. reported or expert review (costly, includes a staff 

person to evaluate). 
o Making a policy that cannot be enforced and is something to avoid. 
o Defining housing quality vs. adequacy. 

 Real Estate (Barriers and solutions). 
o 1st Time Home Buyers: Availability of housing stock for this type of buyer.  Fixer 

upper homes are not desirable for the 1st Time Home Buyer due to the barrier to 
fixing the homes. 

o How the quality of housing stock can diminish the value of a home. Identifying 
“tipping” neighborhoods where targeted investments may occur to improve the 
overall neighborhood.  Target investments to improving housing.  

 Help to avoid or provide high consideration to gentrification in 
neighborhoods.  How to add curb appeal and interior improvements.  

 How do we focus the recommendations to raise the tide of the 
neighborhood?  

 How to focus efforts, investment and strategies: 
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o Focus investment on high density areas of foreclosure, chronic nuisance, 
abandonment…etc or 

o Focus investment on tipping point neighborhoods. 
o Market based strategies that are city wide. 

 What tools are available to the city that has not been utilized? 
o HUD tools; Revitalization area (blight) – the tools should be utilized and not take 

them off the table. Focus tools already available in one of the 3 focus areas. 
(Melissa O.) 

 Identify tools that are available currently.  

 Grants 
o Flexibility of investments  
o Look for grants that can address larger tools to address 

housing.  

 HUD Tools  
o Where do they apply? 
o Where have they not been as useful? 

 Should there be a change in the tool? 

 Urban Renewal 

 Blight/Revitalization Areas 

 Consolidated Action Plan (CHHS)  

 Tight targeting of neighborhood rehab. 

 Chronic Nuisance (abandonment properties) Barrier to finding who owns the property 
and who maintains the property (SNAP).  Proactive action to maintain homes in 
foreclosures.  Language that is a win win for the lending agencies and the communities.  
The lending agencies can sell the property in a “timely manner” not well defined. 

 Vacant Residential Lots:  
o Infill Housing Task Force addressing this directly. 
o In areas where there is a high aging housing stock it is typically found that the lot 

size is much more compact and there for does not allow for the space 
requirement that the zoning code calls for.  Infill Housing Task Force is looking to 
change those standards as it relates to residential development within 
historically compact neighborhoods 

 Substandard Housing: Bankers Roundtable - Demolition process, once demolition 
occurs then the property is available for new development.  This opportunity may create 
larger lots available for development.   Condemnation & demolition.  

 Community Land Banking – tool to addressing many of the housing areas. Premiere 
example is Genesee County, Michigan and Flit, Michigan Holds properties and resells 
them for redevelopment.  The homes repay for themselves after several years of 
redevelopment because they sell the properties for more than the cost for acquiring 
them. This tool buys tax foreclosure properties.   Wide range of solutions.   

o Create partnerships with other nonprofits for redevelopment.  
 
 

http://www.thelandbank.org/
http://www.thelandbank.org/
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Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force Meeting Notes 
 

Housing Affordability Sub-Committee 
Date: June 15, 2016 

Time: 10:30AM-12PM 
Location: City Hall, Council Briefing Center 

 

Defining Housing Affordability: HUD’s definition includes not paying more than 30% of gross 

income on housing including utilities.  Housing is affordable if they have income to pay for other 

essential needs i.e. transportation, health (meds.), food, child care, taxes, clothing…etc.  

 Basic definitions 

 Areas of opportunities – desirable attributes to housing 

 Need to consider all aspects of affordable housing so that when strategically 

focusing recommendations all aspects are considered. 

 Review broad sweeping data when considering definitions.  Review of a sliding scale 

of what affordable housing is when considering the definition. Definitions can vary 

from place to place (neighborhood to neighborhood).  

 Important to align with HUD’s definition of housing affordability in order to 

implement recommendations through CHHS and other organizations.  

 Desirable attributes to housing: 

o Accessibility: Vibrant Neighborhoods – economic development 

 Transportation 

 Child Care 

 Groceries  

 Quality Education 

 Schools 

 Disability accessible units 

 Recreational opportunities 

 Walk ability  

 Safety 

 Diverse 

 Employment (training) 

o Mixed-income 

o Mixed-use 

Barriers to: 

Vibrant Neighborhoods 
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o Zoning 

o Neighborhood Councils (NIMBY-ism) 

o Lack of infill development 

o Parking requirements 

 Lack of funding to implementing recommendations 

 Lack of infrastructure, streets/sidewalks 

o Stormwater infrastructure 

 Not taking  housing vouchers 

 Income discrimination 

 Criminal background 

 Evictions – accessibility 

 Lack of housing for people with disabilities 

 Credit history 

 Low wages (economic development) 

 Lack of training opportunities, lack of jobs 

Barriers to creating housing for people that meet 30% LMI: 

 Funding for construction, capital costs 

 Lack of available housing b/c landlords can discriminate against people.   Housing stock 

is low. 

 Available & appropriately zoned lots = development in areas on the periphery of the 

city, no accessibility to other necessities   

 Need to address zoning 

 Regulatory barriers 

Abandoned homes: 

Homes in foreclosure:  

 Foreclosure process is too long.  

Chronic Nuisance lots: 

 Difficulty in remediating, improving the property and/or people (substandard and 

chronic nuisance)  Time and money to come to a solution/improvement  

Substandard Homes: 

 Absentee owners, cannot contact owners 

 Lack of income regulation and oversight to rentals.  Need minimum standards.  
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Vacant Residential Lots: 

 No availability of vacant residential lots 

o City needs an inventory to identify were the lots are located in the Urban Growth 

Area (UGA) that may be built on. 

 Zoning: Historical platting, historical use, and how to use it for infill.  

 Neighborhood Notification Ordinance: Process to appeal to development by 

neighborhoods. Deters developers because the neighborhood appeal process has the 

potential to shut down projects.   

 Negative perceptions to infill development, need more education of what infill is and its 

impacts.  
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Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force 
Community Meeting 

 
Date: June 28, 2016 
Time: 5:30PM-7PM 

Location: Spokane Public Library, downtown 
 

What is Housing Quality? 

- Safe, secure, free of pests, weatherized to keep utility costs low, accessible, working 

plumbing, working heat. 

- Accessible for people with disabilities and able bodies 

- Appropriate areas, residential areas not in commercial/industrial areas 

- Within reasonable reach of medical   

- Weatherizes, functional, insulated windows/walls 

- Meeting health and safety standards (national standards) 

- Meeting the family’s needs, offering good quality of life and quality of neighborhoods. 

- Updated electrical 

- Speaking to quality of neighborhoods, speaking to the character of the neighborhood 

(home and yard) 

- Access to transit and safe places to walk and bike, proximity to parks, community 

gardens 

- A minimum standard that applies to all housing  

- Housing quality leading to home ownership 

- Size of the home accommodates the people living there. 

- Giving people choice in the expectation of the home. (rental/ownership) 

- Safety; floors, doors, windows…etc. work as they are intended to. Structural things work 

as they are designed 

- Safe, affordable, clean neighborhoods with access to amenities  

- Indoor air quality, free of mold, asbestos and lead paint. 

- Freedom from harassment and discrimination 

- Yearly inspection of privately held non subsidized housing and rentals paid by landlord. 

- Enforcement of standards 

- Legislation of renters rights of quality housing 

-  Mechanism to enforce the standards 

-  Landlords may lose their bonding landlords by not complying 
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What is Housing Affordability? 

- 30% of their income and includes all housing costs, access to transportation and 

groceries stores. 

- Maintenance – major repairs are taken care of (owner occupied) 

- Affordability should mean renting and/or buying 

- Costs for maintenance and capital replacement, future costs 

- Utility costs (rental/owner) 

- Identifying what is a comfortable cost for rent vs. what is the standard 

- Funds available to help with maintenance and foreclosure prevention 

- Having a landlord that does not accept section 8 vouchers 

- Credit for making repairs to the rental 

- Residual Income approach – takes into account location/neighborhood specific costs 

- Disposable income to invest in the community  

-  Boost the local economy 

- Universal rental application and screening process (recommendation) 

-  Myscreeningreport.com 

- Affordable housing that allows for people to save 

- Encourage low to med income to encourage mixed use and low cost housing and 

incentivize tax increment financing 

- Family has enough money to have a good quality of life 

- Enable Just Cause eviction  

- No non refundable security deposit  

- Can afford a down payment 

- Make move-in costs more affordable or place a cap on move in costs 

- More options for middle income people in terms of down payments 

-  Define middle income 

- Have a housing stock (at various ages) that meets the needs and abilities of all people.  

 

What are the barriers to quality and/or affordable housing? 
- Getting owners to do maintenance 

- Ongoing credit counseling 

-  Property owners are not available and/or responsible to their properties 

- Lack of ordinance that compel affordability and quality housing 

- Low wages 

- Unreasonable landlord assoc.  – not responsible to the needs of tenants 

- Lack of enforcement of current codes and ordinances 

- High costs of lawyers  
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- Imbalance of power between landlord and tenants. 

- Less incentives of tax credit/structure for local companies to improve housing 

- Job skills to increase your income 

- Costs of safety inspections  

- Homes that are affordable in terms of costs do not pass inspection 

- Cost of deposits (pets, first/last income) 

- Political barrier – lack of awareness of availability of affordable housing 

-  Lack of orgs. To educate people on housing affordability 

-  Lack of organizational capacity for people who need legislation on their behalf 

and representation 

- Criminal history (felonies, sex offenders) 

- Not have a rental history 

- Ethnicity/discrimination 

- Lack of personal vehicle resulting in lack of finding home or meet other criteria 

- Rising cost for people who are on a fixed income 

- Lack of funding available for rehabilitation to bring quality up 

- Barriers to the zoning code to offer a variety of housing within a neighborhood (NIBY-

ism) 

- Education on how to maintain your home, education about home ownership 

- Limited ability to save money limits the ability to purchase a home 

- Limited ability to obtain better paying jobs (poverty) 

- Lack of knowledge of the existing laws dealing with rentals 

- Lack of enforcement and communication between departments 

- Lack of marketing and/or education for landlords about incentives 

- Reduction in federal rehab money 

- Having a disability 

- Historically low vacancy rates 

- Low housing stock 

- Reputation of neighborhoods resulting in people not choosing to live there 

- Agencies in the city are stretched too thin 

- Credit history 

- Median housing cost is too high 

- No profits for rehabilitating housing 

- Holding landlords accountable to following HUD guidelines  

- Gentrification to neighborhoods 

- People moving in from other locations driving up costs 

- People who have evictions 
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What are the solutions too quality and/or affordable housing? 

- Support something on the ballot (levy) to raise funds for housing 

- Making it mandatory to get counseling in order to get a mortgage.  

-  Includes mortgage notes 

- Change code enforcement from being complaints driven to proactive 

- Require a response from an agencies overseeing low income housing to respond in a 

reasonable amount of time  

- Require low income housing assistance for relocation 

- Address discrimination  

- Connect people to job skill training 

-  Increase skills to increase income 

- City wide affordable housing plan 

-  Set benchmarks 

- Comprehensive reform for the regressive state budget 

-  Fully fund the State trust fund 

- Program that enables a family to improve home quality without charging rent 

- Eliminate no cause of eviction and termination of rentals 

- Partnership w/ City and Spokane housing auth that directs funding at rehab of city 

owned properties and the building of new housing from low to moderate income with 

market rate units in affluent neighborhoods. 

- Require landlords to remove the background ban the box 

- Better fund Neighborhood Matters, keep programs in the community for longer periods 

of time 

- Increase in public school education RE: trades 

-  Rental inspections and registration 

- Enforcement against landlords that do not do repairs 

- Encourage more housing options, change zoning 

- Ordinance on blight 

- Enable local businesses to create more/diverse local economy 

- Balance between protecting tenants and landlords 

- Review current laws, ID what exists currently and education people 

- Enact requirements that include inclusionary zoning 

- Rent control of areas that are reasonable with cost of living 

- Land Banks – focused areas where money is already being focused 

- File fins and liens to recoup costs to the city that may be incurred by the property owner 

- Bad tenant list 

- Bad landlord list 

- Centralize a location for people call in complaints for rentals 



Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force Meeting Notes 
 

Housing Quality Sub-Committee 
Date: June 29, 2016 

Time: 10:30AM-12PM 
Location: City Hall, Council Briefing Center 

 
Defining Housing Quality & Setting Standards: 
Housing Quality is; 

 Adequate and functioning structures and systems to provide a safe and healthy environment for 
residents. 

o Adequate indicates that it meets each of the standards. 
 
Sub-committee determined not to use the definition above but to recommend that the City provide a 
follow up task force that would define, set standards, and performance measures for Housing Quality. 
 
Standards: 

 Housing Quality Standards 24 CFR 982.401 
Accessibility to; 

A. Sanitary facilities; 
B. Food preparation and refuse disposal; 
C. Space and security; 
D. Thermal environment; 
E. Illumination and electricity; 
F. Structure and materials; 
G. Interior air quality; 
H. Water supply; 
I. Free of lead based paint hazards; 
J. Access (ingress and egress); 
K. Site and neighborhood; 
L. Sanitary conditions; and 
M. Smoke and CO2 detectors. 

 

 The City of Spokane Substandard Building definition 17F.070.400 
o The cities standard of Substandard Buildings is much lower than HUD’s definitions 

and set of standards.  
o The Substandard Building definition is of homes that are below inhabitable.  
o Cities standards are life and safety vs. community expectation for select elements. 

 
Recommendation: The City looks into defining Housing Quality and its standards. The definition should 
consider the cities current housing codes, insurance and lending standards. 
HW: Recommendations will be emailed in from the group RE: Housing Quality definitions and standards. 
(Alicia – send out HQS definition and standards) 
 

 What is defined as quality housing doesn’t have to be the same thing as what the legal threshold 
is for telling someone they have to tear down their house or start a proceeding to rehabilitate 
their home. 



 There are many homes (rental and owner-occupied) that are on the borderline of being 
substandard. By imposing a standard to quickly will affect many people immediately.   

 Define housing quality and its standards over phased periods so as to not make the requirement 
burdensome on homeowners, renters, and landlords.  

o Creating strategies to defining and setting standards to what Housing Quality is.  

 What would the city recommend be the minimum expectation for people? This may be a 
process in order for people to have resources to address issues and to have the ability to meet 
standards.  

 The City does not have a method to identifying homes that are above the Substandard Building 
threshold and those that do not meet the minimum standard of HUD’s definition of housing 
quality. This is due to the fact that there is not a process/ordinance/code…etc. that allows for 
identification/tracking of interior housing quality, there is no authority given for interior home 
inspections.  There are assumptions that may be made of housing quality on an individual base 
when using together the information on housing age and the Spokane County Assessor’s 
exterior housing conditions ratings.  

 Housing quality and the effort by the group in looking a housing quality must go way beyond the 
lifesaving/safety and health issues. While life and safety issues are the most obvious and are 
important when you look around the community there are many homes that one would say, just 
by using common sense, that there are serious quality issues present but they do not raise to 
the level of being un-inhabitable or not having utilities services.  If the group is going to make an 
impact on housing quality with what they are imposing they must address the next level of 
housing quality after what the city proposes is a substandard building.  

o Two lists;  
1. Housing standards 
2. Housing quality standards 

 Regarding insurance of homes there is a much higher level of quality that must be achieved in 
order to be insured. The standards of housing quality need to include the ability to be insurable. 
What programs could be recommended that allow for homes to remain at a level the keeps 
them insured?  

o The issue around this concept is when there are emergencies like fire the home is not 
insured and therefore there are no funds to rehabilitate and/or rebuild. This leads to; 
1. People living in the home no longer have a home. 
2. People living in the home currently have financial hardships and emergency to 

housing is not something they can financially fix. 
3. The home will not be repaired thus resulting in a blighted property. 

 Recommendation by the HQ sub-committee; 
o  The City should further review HUD’s Housing Quality Standard (HQS) in order to clearly 

define housing quality for the Spokane community. 
o The City should look into the minimum standards used by the insurance and banking 

industry for loaning and insuring property. Using those minimum standards as part of 
the definition and standards set forth in the definition of housing quality by the City. 

o The City should identify and include housing quality performance requirements. 

 Loretta (SNAP) identifies a set of standards from an insurance company to be included as a 
starting point to identifying those minimum standards. 

o The City should consider the municipal code for Substandard Buildings (17F.070.400) 
and the building code, and state law when identifying a definition and standards of 



Housing Quality. The definition should rise well able the substandard definition but 
meet minimum standards set forth by HUD’s HQS. 

o Additional elements to be include in the consideration of housing quality and standards  
1. Slip/fall/trip hazards 
2. Municipal water & sewer connections 
3. Pest free 

 
 
Prioritizing Recommendations: 

 Identifying available properties and resources (new recommendation) 
o Land banking 
o Urban Renewal 

 Housing inspection program that identifies substandard properties (new recommendation): 
o Purpose: identify substandard properties and establish criteria that determine that the 

home cannot be occupied and determines that the home can rise to a level that can be 
occupied.  

 Combination Recommendations; (* = the lead program) 
o  *4, 8, 10, 14, 15, 16, 17  

 Public/private partnership in neighborhood revitalization, Home Rehabilitation 
Program, Neighborhood LIFT Program, Financial Institution funding 
pool/foundation, small grants to property-owners and/or landlords, rental 
housing rehab grants/loans, low-moderate income owner occupied housing 
rehab grants/loans, and utilizing CDBG, HOME, and/or other home funding to 
provide housing rehabilitation of the purchasing of homes in foreclosure 

o Realigning policies relating to how we spent public money primarily 
CDBG, allowing its use for rental properties, emphasizing public and 
private partnerships in order to match grant funding/leverage dollars 
with a bank loan, use a grant to buy down an interest rate in a bank 
loan. 

o *6, 24, 25, 27 

 Create a Community Land Bank, Review of properties that may allow re-
investment or redevelopment in line with community needs of lots and blocks 
for housing – consider mechanism and funding such as land banking, CDBG 
funding, or zoning incentives, target home demolition and/or rehabilitation, 
Identifying blockades to development and ways to fix them. 

o Land Bank Policy – Program to focus on acquiring, hold, and resell 
property include demolition if needed for neighborhood and public 
benefit.  

o *9, 17, 26  

 Education program for developers on how to utilize CDBG and HOME funding 
to build new housing Utilize CDBG, HOME, and/or other home funding to 
provide housing rehabilitation or the purchasing of homes in foreclosure, 
provide definitions for housing quality and affordability.  

o Education, Communication, and Public Information 
o *12, 10, 11, 18  



 Apply for NeighborhoodWorks Funding, NeighborhoodLIFT Program, and 
Partnership with local real estate agencies, 1st time homebuyer housing 
rehabilitation grant. 

o  Funding for foreclosure prevention and funding for home ownership 
opportunities. The focus would be to create funding for down payment, 
rehabilitation and revitalization. 

o 11 

 Partnership with local real estate agencies 
o Borden this strategy by including nonprofits, financial institutions…etc. 

making it a city wide opportunity to encourage development in targeted 
zones by incentivizing people improve housing and to encourage 
neighborhoods to get fixed up. Incentivize developers by offering tax 
abatements or others to spur development.  

o Include in this strategy incentives to homebuyers to want to move into 
targeted areas by partnering with institutions who would offer 
funding/loan programs. 

o 13, 14,15, 16 –  

 Grant programs should be lumped together 
o Identify grants/grant programs that target funding to improving 

housing.  
o Grant programs are available from before you purchase a home to 

home rehabilitation. A broad spectrum of programs should be identified 
in order to help homeowners at different stages in ownership.  The City 
should seek out these opportunities and fully understand the spectrum 
of what is available. 

o Recommendation 14 – should be broadened to include other entities.  
o 20 

 Align the court system with the foreclosure process including timely filings and 
follow up hearings. 

o Include in the recommendation to look at not only the court systems 
but legislation that has come out this year at the state level. Examining 
Washington State 2016 legislation that will help with the foreclosure 
process as well as improvements to the process. The objective would be 
to avoid zombie properties from happening. Further research from what 
happened in 2009/2010 in the foreclosure process in order to learn 
what the state/city did to abate foreclosures in order to reverse the 
negative impacts of the abatements.  

 



 

Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force Meeting Notes 
 

Housing Affordability Sub-Committee 
Date: June 29, 2016 

Time: 10:30AM-12PM 
Location: City Hall, Council Briefing Center 

 

Defining Housing Quality & Setting Standards: 
HUD’s Definition: 

 In general, housing for which the occupant(S) is/are paying no more than 30 percent of 
his or her income for gross housing costs (i.e. insurance and taxes) and including 
utilities. 

 Housing is affordable if they have income to pay for other essential needs i.e. 
transportation, health (medical), food, child care, taxes, clothing…etc. 
 

Housing Affordability: Accessibility 
A. Accessibility to Vibrant Neighborhoods – Economic Development 

o Transportation 
o Child Care 
o Groceries 
o Quality Education 
o Schools  
o Disability Accessible Unites 
o Recreational Opportunities 
o Walk-ability 
o Safety 
o Diverse 
o Employment (including training) 
o Funding Reserves (i.e. a savings account and/or emergency funding) 

B. Mixed-income 
C. Mixed-use 

 
Housing Affordability sub-committee accepted the above definition of Housing Affordability 
and the list of standards. 
 

 The definition is general enough to consider other essentials people need and that 
should be include in defining affordability. The second paragraph indicated that there 
are other standards that need to be considered and that for some people 30% may be 
too high in order to have access to additional necessities/standards i.e. health care, child 
care…etc. 



 The definition incorporates the idea of raising people’s employment skills in order to 
have the ability to seek/obtain better jobs to get to a better standard of living. 

 Doing further research in order to define what affordability means for varying family 

sizes. 

Prioritizing Recommendations: 

 1 – Inclusionary Housing (look into a targeted area approach) 

 2 – Development of registry which tracks affordable housing units developed 

 3 – Affordable Housing Impact Statement 

 5 – Enact relocation assistance ordinance for tenants displaced by development 
Combined Recommendations: 

 4, 6, 7, 8 (three groups combined this set of recommendations in to one 
recommendation) 

o Prohibit Discrimination (refusal to rent) against Section 8 Voucher holders, 
Enact Just Cause Eviction Ordinance, Source of income protection; minimizing 
eviction impact; minimizing felony impact, prohibit discrimination against 
people with criminal histories that don’t impact safety. 

 The recommendation would focus on providing a broader protection to 
renters regarding discrimination. 

 15, 16 
o Establish local Housing Trust Fund that would make funds available for 

developing affordable housing and Housing Trust Fund would support by the 
City to increase state funds available for affordable housing. 

 The recommendation would support the state Housing Trust Funds and 
would include a local conversation regarding housing affordability. 

 1, 20 (two groups combined this set of recommendations into one recommendation) 
o Inclusionary Housing, Spokane City should be aggressive to make its own 

properties available to increase housing density. 
 If the City was selling a city of property and/or requesting for an 

improvement to a city property then it should be tied to inclusionary 
zoning because in most cases city wide inclusionary zoning is not 
palatable but there may be opportunities on a property by property 
basis. An example would be to focus inclusionary zoning on areas that 
have accessibility to other amenities/transportation in order to create 
affordable housing opportunities and more density. This would result in 
the ability of offering market value housing and affordable housing or 
mixed-incomes. 

 12, 14, 15, 16 (two groups recommended this combination) 
o Multi-family Tax Exemption, Waiving permit fees for affordable housing 

projects, Establish local Housing Trust Fund, and City support to increase state 
funds available for affordable housing (this item to provide the funding for 
implementation).  



 Currently the City can offer the Multiple-family Housing Property Tax 
Exemption to developers however developers don’t typically apply for 
the exemption because the process for remaining tax exempt is too 
burdensome for the developer. Recommendation to evaluate the 
renewal process and consider removing the renewal process in order to 
encourage affordable housing development.  Another recommendation 
would be to include additional incentives for the developer beyond the 
Tax Exemption to build affordable housing. If the developer chooses to 
participate in the Tax Exemption process then they become eligible for 
other incentive, the requirement would be the developer must develop 
affordable housing.  

 Item 12 currently exists, need more information.  

 10, 11 (two groups recommended this) 
o Rental Registration Program/Rental Inspection Program and/or Rental 

Business License. 
 A recommendation would be to identify a program where the fees for 

landlords to receive a Rental Business License would fund the Rental 
Inspection Program.  

 10 
o Focusing this recommendation solely on the Rental Registration Program 

and/or Rental Business License 
 Group felt that the Rental Registration and/or the Rental Business License 

would be a quick win whereas the Rental Inspection Program would take 
more time to implement.  

 14 
o Permit Waivers – Need to find out if this is something that is already in 

place/practice. 

 16 
o Housing Trust Fund – Recommend that the City get behind what the State 

Commerce program is doing in order to ask for increased funding locally.  

 17 
o Water/Sewer tap notice when repaving – Already being implemented. 

 21, 22 
o Spokane City should be aggressive to make its own properties available to 

increase housing density, Consider other uses for infill; parks, stores, 
libraries…etc. 

 
Not currently on the list: Additional Recommendations 
Land Trust – City owned property that could go into the land trust for affordable housing. 

Making the land/property permanently affordable.  

Land Banking vs. Land Trust 



Land Banking – purchasing property and developing at a later time.  Acquiring various 

properties and develop at a later date. The Washington State Housing Finance Program allows 

people to borrow money to land bank properties for 4-8 years and develop later. Additionally, 

this allows for people to purchase properties next door to one another until they’ve acquired 

several parcels that will be eventually developed.  

Land Trust – place the land into a trust to make it more affordable for development. In doing 

this it removed the cost of purchasing the land by leasing the land to the developer over a 

period of time. The City has the potential to fund a Land Trust by using the funds from City land 

sold to fund the Trust.  

Recommendation to revive/resume the Spokane Community Land Trust. 

Community Meeting Feedback: 

 50+ people in attendance 

 Various groups attended the meeting (i.e. neighborhood people, landlords, tenants, 
developers…etc.) 

 Questions asked at the meeting: 
o What is Housing Quality? 
o What is Housing Affordability? 
o What are the barriers? 
o What are the solutions? 

 Good overlap in recommendations made by the community and the sub-committees 

 

 

 

 



 

Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force Meeting Notes 
 

Housing Quality Sub-Committee 
Date: July 12, 2016 
Time: 3:30PM-5PM 

Location: City Hall, Council Briefing Center 
 

 Priority matrix will be sent forward to the mayor with recommendations but the group may 

consider that certain recommendations may not be feasible. 

 The group may still decide to put forth a recommendation that it does not consider feasible. 

 Questions for group:  

1. Are there recommendations from the community that should be incorporated into the 

priority recommendations? 

2. How does the group incorporate recommendations from the community? 

 Add the community meeting notes into the final recommendations report as 

community/citizen input. 

 Breakout sessions, reviewing community feedback and identifying recommendations 

 Recommendations from community feedback: 

Include the Community meeting notes as citizen input. Address items that were suggested by the 

group to be included in the recommendations. 

1. Low or no cost mediation services for landlord/tenant disputes and credit counseling 

2. Expand access to responsible renters programs 

3. Pre-purchase education about costs of repair/maintenance to first time home buyers 

4. Adopt a plan with benchmarks for Affordable housing. The City of Hayden is an example, 

city incentivized development of affordable housing such as density bonuses. 

 Specify city’s housing needs in development/rehab of affordable housing (ie. 

Seattle developers only building studios instead of providing affordable housing 

for families) 

5. The City address and eliminate no cause evictions 

6. Definition of housing quality to include FHA requirements 

7. Raising money for developing quality housing; raising public funds for housing 

8. Lists of landlords/tenants who have successfully completed rental and/or 

homeownership training programs 

9. Change the term affordable/low income housing to mixed use housing 

10. More clearly define what healthy housing is 

 Enforcing standards is going to require a definition of housing 

quality/affordability. This is a need at the City level. 

 Need specific definitions 



11. Need to revisit equity issues and recommendations. Access to transit, housing, 

services…etc. needs to be considered in the equity of housing quality. 

 Community identified equity issues as barriers to affordable and quality housing 

12. Develop list of resources to inform the public of programs that are already available, 

especially those that address equity and access to housing 

13. Provide equitable access to the built environment 

14. Expand the definition of affordable housing beyond HUD definition 

 Group decided on general definition but recommended a more specific 

recommendation in the implementation phase 

15. Identify what programs/funding/target areas already exist with finance partners and 

aligning those strategies with existing inventory. 

 Recommendation: Tools for and finding our partners in order to leverage 

change. Align the programs in the target areas and funding available for those 

areas.  Identifying what already exists in target areas with finance programs 

and/or partners. 

 Recommendations from group: 

1. Acquisition rehab program for bank-owned REO properties with the city as a 

facilitator and to include an educational program. City acquires Real Estate Owned 

properties from lenders at low price and sells to buyers using a 203k loan to rehabilitate 

property. City could remove liens. 

 Include an education component for potential homeowners and developers 

2. City to work with non-profits to apply for appropriate programs/grants that would 

apply to neighborhood revitalization to assist with home ownership or rentals. 

Funding would include revitalization/rehabilitation of foreclosed and substandard 

properties (ie. NeighborWorks or NeighborhoodLift). 

3. Create a community land bank with the power to acquire, hold, and dispose of 

property including vacant and distressed properties, and dispose of the property for 

community benefit.  (Power to acquire foreclosures, chronic nuisance properties, 

substandard properties, demolish properties, accumulate properties to create bigger 

lots..etc) 

 Genessee community land bank a great model. 

4. Create an aggressive program to identify properties suitable for commercial/mixed 

use development in neighborhoods throughout the city and encourage zoning 

modifications for successful development. Requires modification to Comprehensive 

Plan to identify in advance whether existing infrastructure can support the 

development. 

 Provides access to jobs, services, amenities to provide quality housing within 

neighborhoods. 

 Neighborhoods need to be engaged about what they would like to see in 

developments.   

 Neighborhoods and citizens should be involved throughout the process. 



5. Public/private partnerships to target areas for home rehab, infill, etc. Address 

neighborhoods in distress by providing incentives for focused private investment.  

Incentivize private companies, agencies, and nonprofits to invest in the targeted 

areas. 

 Use the city’s economic development model. 

 Implement Target Investment Pilot (TIP) strategy in the housing arena. Identify 

the target areas where financial partners are already focusing (find areas where 

there is overlap between city and private financial partners) 

 Focus on hardest hit areas that may be overlooked 

6. City should establish and define a minimum housing quality standard 

 Standard should apply to owner and rental occupied housing 

 Use FHA standard as a baseline benchmark 

7. Establish a city-wide rental registry and inspection program that would enforce and 

incentivize the minimum housing quality standard to promote health and safety 

8. Partner with local real estate organizations to identify vacant, abandoned, and 

substandard homes. 

9. Partner with organizations to provide an annual program to educate homeowners and 

potential homebuyers on purchasing, maintenance, rehabilitation programs available. 

Homework: Fill out the matrix based on recommendations 



Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force Meeting Notes 
 

Housing Affordability Sub-Committee 
Date: July 13, 2016 

Time: 10:30AM-12PM 
Location: City Hall, Conference Room 5A 

 

Community Meeting Review: 

Identifying recommendations from the Community Meeting that are of importance to the task force. 

1. Program that enables a family to improve home quality without charging rent, a type of sweat 

equity program that would substitute for rent.  

2. Finding a way to implement a universal screening/rental application. Provide a consistent. 

location for rental applications and screenings that would be accessible to landlords. 

3. Connecting people with job skills. 

4. Better enforcement, better educational, better outreach to landlords re: rentals  

o Review current laws and educate people on what laws currently exist.  

o Researching rent control should be reviewed under current laws. 

o Education of landlords and tenants. 

5. Encourage more housing options, change zoning 

o Look at the zoning/development code to identify other ways that can be developed. 

6. Centralize a location for people to call and complain on rentals. Partner with Spokane Housing 

Authority to improve information and outreach.  

o Housing hotline 

o Educational program to help people find sources; City to set up website page that would 

include housing resource information. The resource page should be user friendly and 

may include video snap shots of the program available.  

7. Housing Affordability sub-committee recommended including all of the Community Meeting 

notes in the final report.  

Recommendations: 

1. Creating a registry of affordable housing/units available in Spokane.  

8. If you are utilizing incentives for development of affordable units/housing then you 

should be required to list your property on a centralized webpage that the city could 

maintain and/or listing on the HousingSearchNW.org which is an affordable rental 

housing search website. 

9. Creating an application and/or a location on the cities website that identifies where 

affordable housing units are located. i.e. Zillow.  Would include identifying units that 

accept housing vouchers, are below market value for affordability…etc. 

10. Educating the public on how to find and use the website 



2. Identify incentivize landlords to bring the housing up to a standard of housing quality.  

Address the barriers to enforcement of existing laws. 

11. Make the program voluntary for landlords and once achieved the landlord would be 

certified as achieving the housing standard. 

12. There should be more research done on rental programs i.e rental inspection and/or 

rental business licensing programs that would best fit the Spokane community.  

13. Identify ways to make it affordable for landlords to bring their rentals up to a housing 

quality standard. 

3. City to identify city owned property and liquidate the property that is not in use. The property 

would be transferred with condition to develop affordable housing.   

- Inventory the current amenities on the property and include information such as location 

that would factor into whether it makes it more affordable. Require an affordable 

housing component to developing the property.   

- The city would market the property for sale; provide options to the developer for 

affordable housing development. The options to choose from may include incentives 

focused and/or pay a fee that would be made available for developing affordable housing 

across the City. 

- The City could investigate options to providing a program where the property could be 

transferred to new ownership rather than selling the property, this would still include 

development of affordable housing.  

4. All residential development would require a developer to;  

1. Include the development of a number/percentage of affordable housing at the site or 

2. The developer would be required to pay a fee that would fund other affordable housing 

development in Spokane via a local Housing Trust Fund. 

5. Identify funding for the Incentives 2.0 Permit Fee/Impact Fee Waiver Program, this should 

include and identify all/any additional fee waivers that may be included.  

- Incentives 2.0 program provides reimbursement of permit/impact fees after 

development. 

6. The City should identify funding sources to establish the Housing Trust Fund for affordable 

housing development. 

- Suggestions include funneling funding from development fees, or incentives like the 

Multi-Family Tax Exemption and other incentives available.  

7. The City should re-evaluate the Multi-Family Tax Exemption Incentive for all aspects of the 

incentive. 

- Revisit how the MFTE works and see if it works in today’s market. Through this process 

identify what needs to be removed from the incentive, what needs to be added, identify 

barriers as to why developers are not using this incentive and identifying challenges to 

achieving the incentive. 

- Make the MFTE less restrictive.  

- Re-evaluate the renewal process.  



8. The City develops an Affordable Housing Impact Statement that includes goals, benchmarks, 

and incentives to developing affordable housing. Impact Statement would address the need of 

affordable housing based on AMI across the city. 

- Includes;  

a. Review of the Housing/Housing Affordability chapter of the Comprehensive Plan to 

create alignment between the two documents.  

b. Identification of what incentives are not being utilized and why they were not used. 

- Impact Statement would include a closer look at 30, 50, 60 (this is the limit for tax credit 

units) and 80 percent AMI. 

- Identify incentives that would focus on specific AMI affordable housing development and 

identify targeted areas. 

- Include this recommendation in the Affordable Housing Inventory recommendation (#1). 

9. Create a plan that provides relocation assistance for very low income residents. 

10. Establish and enact a Just Cause Eviction Ordinance.  

11. Re-evaluating/amending the existing Discrimination Ordinance. 

- Add nondiscrimination against Section 8 Voucher holders and/or other subsidized ways 

to pay for run and nondiscrimination against tenants with a criminal history. 

12. City to create an inventory or registry of available lands for infill with incentives in place for 

development.   

- Incentives would include developing affordable housing/unit. 
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Mayor's Housing Quality Task Force 
 

Financial, Real Estate & Developers Roundtable Meeting Notes 
Date: July 14th, 2016 

Time: 2-3:30PM 
Location: Spokane Public Library, downtown 

 
Present: Alicia Ayars (Project Lead), Sandy Williams (Facilitator), Elizabeth Schroder (Washington Trust 
Bank), Julie Banks (Community Assembly/Public Safety), Marilyn Amato (Spokane Realtors), Cara Coon 
(Umpqua Bank), Lorie Hanson (Washington Trust Bank), Marcia Dorwin (Inland Northwest Bank), Cory 
Oberst (Spokane Mortgage Lenders Association), Lori Hays (Spokane Housing), Steve Hildahl 
(Windermere Cornerstone), Michael Dotson (Banner Bank), Pete Rayner (Beacon Hill Properties), Mike 
Cathcart (Spokane Home Builders Association), Jose Trejo (Northwest Justice Project), Mike Palmer 
(Wheatland Bank), Ken Schultz (Boeing Credit Union), Manny Hochheimer (Numerica Credit Union), Kay 
Murano (Spokane Low Income Consortium), Loretta Cael (SNAP), Louis Hurd (Spokane’s Superior 
Solutions), and Traci Couture (District Director for Congresswoman Cathy McMorris Rogers), Lisa Key 
(Planning & Development), Dawn Kinder (Community, Housing, & Human Service), Jonathan Mallahan 
(Neighborhoods & Business Services), Neil Johnson (Coldwell Bank Northwest), Will Ericson (Spokane’s 
Superior Solutions), Jacob Evans (Spokane’s Superior Solutions), Abigail Franklin (Global Credit Union). 
 
The recommendations from the Housing Quality and Affordability sub-committees were presented to 
the group. The group then discussed the recommendations, voiced concerns, suggestions, and more 
information to include in the recommendation(s). 
 
Comments to the Housing Quality Recommendations: 

 Regarding rental inspection programs, tenants have complained that inspections are to invasive 
and occur too frequently. 

 FHA housing quality standards should be included in the definition of housing quality to create 
consistency. 

 Regarding the recommendation to create a community land bank, the group felt that this 
recommendation would be the easiest to implement.  Banks and developers could play a role in 
redevelopment and/or rehabilitation of neighborhoods where this could be targeted.  They had 
advised to also develop properties in to new businesses. 

 What would it take to get a home that is in foreclosure out of foreclosure?  
o Must change the state regulations/laws.  The Financial Protection Bureau will be 

implementing new regulations to protect the borrower. 

 Properties that are vacant should be registered on a registry and a fee should be collected to 
recoup costs. 

 Can Neighborhoods maintain exterior vegetation/trash of vacant and/or abandoned homes?  
Can the lender give permission to the Neighborhood to maintain vacant/abandoned homes? 

o No, the lenders are required to hire a licensed and bonded property management 
company to maintain the property. 

 Priority should be given to preserving the quality and character of a neighborhood.  When 
implementing the recommendations consideration should be given to not integrating people 
into new areas too quickly as it could change the character of the neighborhood. 
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o Additional considerations and items to address: roads as they relate to increased traffic 
and parking needs and schools as they relate to overcrowding and safety. These issues 
are very important when considering population growth. 

 
Comments to the Housing Affordability Recommendations: 

 Seattle requires that developers account and build affordable housing. The culture in Seattle 
accepts the responsibility to build affordable housing/units. Changing the Spokane culture to 
accept and build more affordable housing takes time. 

 More requirements placed on developers to develop specific types of housing will result in a loss 
of development due to being too burdensome.  

 Any developer can qualify for affordable housing incentives if they include affordable housing 
units in their development.  Incentives are not only reserved for select developers. 

 There minimal vacant lots available in the city that allow for new development.  Furthermore, 
zoning is too restrictive and neighborhoods are too restrictive (NIMBY). Neighborhoods are 
shutting down projects due to NIMBY-ism. 

 The Planning Dept. through the Infill Development Task Force is finding that there is no “one 
size fits all” practice for applying zoning across the city.  Zoning needs to change from 
neighborhood to neighborhood to accommodate the type of development and character of that 
neighborhood. 

 Infill housing is looking to develop new regulations and zoning. 

 Identify several properties to implement a pilot project that would decrease development 
restrictions and build affordable housing. This should be implemented on a small scale and can 
be carried across the city later. 

 The City should hold up the success of other mixed use/mixed income areas in Spokane (i.e. 
Perry Street and West Central in the area of Indaba Coffee, Kendal Yards for mixed use) Educate 
people in Spokane of these places and what is happening there on a mixed 
income/development level.  Include education of the projects.  Include neighborhood citizens in 
the development process. 

o Partner with developers on small deals to build new or rehabilitate homes. Publicize this 
information out to the public and educate them on the projects, consider having the 
Mayor narrate the information through a video.  This will help build momentum in the 
community, include incentives available for developers and encourage partnerships. 

 City should look into opportunities that may exist near the new North South/I-90 freeway 
connection as there will be additional properties available for purchase during/after the 
connection is built. 

 Access to transit is huge for new development. 

 Multi-Family Tax Exemption is being utilized more.  This may be due to the high vacancy rate in 
the city currently. 

 Government incentives for home rehabilitation should include replacement of expensive 
systems inside of a house (i.e. furnaces, plumbing, electrical) and/or roofs…etc. 

 City should consider mobile homes as an affordable housing option. 

 Large culture shift in Spokane to increase low income housing in neighborhoods.  A low income 
neighborhood/individual does not equal a poor neighborhood or poor qualities; it is a 
circumstance of their income. 

 There should be increased access to cafes and parks within neighborhoods.  Incentives people to 
move into neighborhoods, educate them on why they should live there. 



3 | P a g e  
Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force, 2016 

 Accountability on perceptions and people moving into neighborhoods needs to be held to a set 
of standards based on the culture of the neighborhood. 

 Provide one location that lists all of the incentives available to developers. 
o i.e. City of Bellingham 

 Accountability on the perception and of people moving into neighborhoods needs to be held to 
a set of standards based on the culture of the neighborhood. 

 Support services support the housing. 

 How do you incentivize high/low income to more into any neighborhood? 
o Citywide awareness of pilot programs (Perry Street, West Central), create a visions for 

pilot areas. 
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Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force Meeting Notes 
 

Date: August 17, 2016 
Time: 10:30AM-12PM 

Location: Spokane Public Library 
 

Task Force voted to add two items to the final report:  

 Public Safety Committees – Final Report for the Rental Housing Research Stakeholder Group.  

 SMART homework from July 12th & 13th sub-committee meetings. 
 
Task Force participated in dot exercise to prioritize recommendations. Matrices listed below.   
Group discussion of matrices/recommendations: 
 
Recommendations 
1. Creating a registry of affordable housing/units available in Spokane. 
 Feasibility is high/Feasibility seems low: 

- Level of bearucracy to maintain this 
o Voluntary/incentivize the landlords 

- If development has a % of affordable units then the developers would need to add it to the 
resource area. 

- Registries that exist are not in one location. They exist for different agencies but not in one 
location. 

- Difficulty in maintaining resource page, who would verify. 
- Quality control of maintaining, verification, and process to update. 
- This would help in planning where affordable housing units are located and where various 

affordable housing is located based on AMI. 
- Does not expand the supply but when you communicate what is available then the accessibility 

to affordable housing is greater. 
- If funding is identified then it is more feasible. 
- Scope would need to be narrowed down over types of housing to include. 
- Qualified inspectors to perform the work is limited. 
- Voluntary registration may be hard to achieve. 

 
2. Incentivize landlords to bring housing up to a standard of housing quality.  Address the barriers to 
enforcement of existing laws. 
Impact is low  

- A process to address surplus city property is happening at the city/council. 
o They have included an affordable housing component. 

- Monitor progress at the city. 
- Keep the affordable housing component. 
- Identify city property that is suitable for residential/or mixed use property housing and liquidate 

property suitable for housing affordable. 
- Add residential or mixed use to the definition. 
- Set aside posters that have the majority of dots in one quadrants as a high priority. 
- Push out last recommendation meeting with the Mayor and hold the August 31st meeting as a 

working meeting for 22 hours.  
- Are there more recommendations that need to be made.  
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Task force voted to have another working meeting on August 31st and extend the meeting time to two 
hours (10am-12pm) 
 
Matrices for each recommendation listed below. 
 
Next meeting: 
Wednesday, August 31st 
10AM-12PM 
Downtown Spokane Public Library 
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Recommendation 7: no change to the wording     Timeframe:  0-1 yr. 
Notes: 
- MFTE will be reviewed by council by the end of 2017 
 
Recommendation 13: no change to the wording.    Timeframe: 2 years total (1st year 
to develop; 2nd year to implement.) 
Notes: 
- This recommendation will take a significant budget allocation. Some aspects of the 
recommendation may be implemented within 1 year 

3 



Recommendation 20: no change to the wording Timeframe: 0-1 yr. 

4 



Recommendation 1: no change to the wording Timeframe: 1-2 years 
Add to sub-bullet(s) for the recommendation: 
- Add an expiration date to when the home is listed for affordable homes 
- City establishes a city wide rental registry program/rental inspection program. 

 
Recommendation 14: no change to the wording Timeframe: 2-3 years to 
implement 
 
Recommendation 21: no change to the wording Timeframe: 0-1 yr. 
Add to sub-bullet(s) for the recommendation: 
-  Better coordination between agencies is needed for implementation. 

5 



Recommendation 12: no change to the wording  Timeframe: 0-1 yr. – 
create inventory or registry of available lands; 1-2 years to refine the incentives 
Notes: 
- This recommendation is similar to one from the Infill Development Group. 

 
Recommendation 5: no change to the wording Timeframe: 1-2 years to 
implement 
Add to sub-bullets for the recommendation: 
- Create a category that supports and has a focus on Affordable Housing 

development. 
Notes: 
- Need to identify a funding source 
 
Recommendation 11: no change to the wording Timeframe: 0-1 yr. 
Add to sub-bullets for the recommendation: 
- Re-evaluate what exists 
- Re-evaluate how to enforce 

1. Rental Assistance 
2. Nondiscrimination against tenants with criminal history (timeframe 1-2 

years) 
3. Identify funding to have a proactive enforcement program 
4. Review/audit group homes ordinance in the city. How does the City deal  

6 



with this? 
Notes 
-   Difficult to enforce/no capacity to implement.   WA stat is working on this and/or 
has worked on this but it has not passed.  HUD has funding for enforcement of this 
program and it should be investigated.  Need to identify a way to allow private 
attorney’s to help with enforcement. 
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Recommendation 2: Wording has changed, see below Timeframe: 0-1 yr. 
Identify incentives for landlords to bring housing up to a standard of housing quality.  
Address the barriers to enforcement of existing laws.  
- Need a housing quality definition to base this upon. 
- City would need to dedicate funding to fund attorney fees/relocation fees. 
 
Recommendation 17: Wording has changed, see below 
Develop and define public/private partnerships to target areas for home rehab, infill, 
etc.  Address neighborhoods in distress by providing incentive for focused private 
investment. Incentivize private companies, agencies, and nonprofits to invest in the 
targeted areas.  
Timeframe: 1-2 years to begin process; 2+ years the program will continue to be 
implemented and redefined. 
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Recommendation 16: Wording has changed, see below.  Timeframe: 16A could be 
accomplished in 1-2 years, 16B could be accomplished in 3-5years 
16A.  Create an aggressive program for subarea planning in and around centers and 
corridors to identify properties suitable for commercial/mixed use development that 
include mixed income and family housing, and identify transition zoning needs to 
ensure neighborhood compatibility in neighborhoods throughout the City. 
  
16B.  Implement zoning modifications and incentives as appropriate for successful 
development. 
 
Add to sub-bullets for the recommendation: 
- Mixed use includes family housing. 
Notes: 
- Recommendation not specific enough. 
- Need to review the Comprehensive Plan to see how this recommendation aligns or 

does not align with the goals and objectives.  
- Comprehensive plan help in creating an aggressive program that would start the 

process. 
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Recommendation 4: Eliminate this recommendation but fold the language into 
recommendations 5 & 17 and include language around incentives. 

9 



Recommendation 15: no change to the wording Timeframe: 0-1 year to 
set up structure; 1-2 years to get funding. 
Notes: 
- Needs initial funding to get off the ground. Funding is the biggest issue. 

 
 
Recommendation 22: Wording has changed, see below.  Timeframe: 1-2 years 
City pursues legislative action to identify and develop tools to expedite and complete 
the foreclosure process. 
Add to sub-bullets for the recommendation: 
- Tools should be expanded  
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Recommendation 6: Wording has been changed, see below  Timeframe: 
2+ years 
The City should establish a Housing Trust Fund and identify regional partners and 
funding source 
Notes: 
- Partner with the County and other for funding.  
- Collaborate with regional partners to establish a housing trust fund for affordable 

housing development.  
 

Recommendation 8: Eliminate this recommendation but goals and performance 
measures should be kept for all other recommendations.  
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Recommendation 19: Recommendation has been eliminated by breaking the 
wording into two subcategories and moved to recommendations number 1 & 19 
Two parts: 
1. City investigates a program to incentivize improvements to housing quality. 
2. Rental inspection program that would enforce and incentivize minimum housing 

quality standard.  
Notes: 
- Barriers: High cost, is this recommendation constitutional, Invasion of privacy of 

renters. 
 

Recommendation 9: Wording has changed, see below  Timeframe: 1-2 years 
Create a plan that provides relocation assistance for displaced or involuntary 
termination of resident(s). 

12 



Recommendation 10: Wording has been changed, see below. Timeframe: 
0-1 yr. for exploration and reporting of effectiveness; 1-2 years to implement. 
Explore and report the effectiveness of establishing a Just Cause Eviction Ordinance in 
Spokane and in partnership with landlords and tenants.  
- Create metrics. 
Notes: 
- Barrier: difficult to enforce because the duration of time for a rental contract can 

vary. 
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Recommendation 3:  Wording has changed, see below Timeframe: 0-1 yr. 
- City to identify city owned property that is not in use or underused to be 

liquidated. The property could be transferred with condition to develop affordable 
housing. 

Notes: 
- City Council and Asset Management are working on this currently. 

 
Recommendation 18: Wording has changed, see below Timeframe: 0-1 yr. 
City should define and establish a minimum housing quality standard. 
- Standard should apply to owner and renter occupied housing. 
- Include baseline, goals, and benchmarks. 
- Include enforcement and incentives.  
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 Mayor’s Housing Quality Task Force Meeting Notes 

 
Date: September 21, 2016 
Time: 10:30 AM-12:00 PM 

Location: Spokane Public Library, Downtown 

 

Welcome & Next Steps: Mayor Condon 
It’s critical for cities today to implement integration of solutions throughout city government. The 
integration of departments makes the city more efficient in the way they provide services through the 
community. Quality Housing throughout the City is Multifamily, single family, and affordable housing 
throughout the city and in every neighborhood. Everyone attending the meeting is part of the 
integration of community members and city departments to develop quality housing throughout the 
City and every neighborhood.  
 

Presentation- Final Recommendations: Loretta Cael 
 

0-1 year goals: 

1. Identify incentives for landlords to bring housing up to a standard of housing quality. 
Address the barriers to enforcement of existing laws. 

- Need a housing quality definition to base this upon.  
- City would need to dedicate funding to fund attorney fees/relocation fees. 
- Make the program voluntary for landlords and once achieved the landlord would be certified as 

achieving the housing standard. 

- There should be more research done on rental programs i.e rental inspection and/or rental 

business licensing programs that would best fit the Spokane community.  

- Identify ways to make it affordable for landlords to bring their rentals up to a housing quality 

standard. 
 

2. City to identify city owned property that is not in use or is underused to be liquidated. The 
property could be transferred with condition to develop affordable housing. 
 

- Inventory the current amenities on the property and include information such as location that 

would factor into whether it makes it more affordable. Require an affordable housing 

component to developing the property.   

- The city would market the property for sale; provide incentives to the developer for the 

development of affordable housing.  

- The City could investigate options to providing a program where the property could be 

transferred to new ownership rather than selling the property, this would still include 

development of affordable housing.  
 
 
 



3. City should define and establish a minimum housing quality standard. 

- Standard should apply to owner and renter occupied housing.  

- Include baseline, goals and benchmarks. 
- include enforcement and incentives. 

 

4. Partner with local real estate organizations to identify vacant, abandoned, and 
substandard homes. 
 

5. Partner with organizations to provide an annual program to educate homeowners and 

potential homebuyers on purchasing, maintenance, rehabilitation programs available.  

- Better coordination between agencies is needed for implementation. 
 

6. The City should re-evaluate the Multi-Family Tax Exemption (MFTE) Incentive for all 
aspects of the incentive. 

 
- Revisit how the MFTE works and see if it works in today’s market.  Through this process identify 

what needs to be removed from the incentive, what needs to be added, identify barriers as to 
why developers are not using this incentive and identify challenges to achieving the incentive. 

- Make the MFTE less restrictive. 
- Reevaluate the renewal process. 

 

7. Re-evaluate/amend the existing Discrimination Ordiance 
 

- Re-evaluate what exists currently. 
- Re-evaluate how to enforce rental assistance and nondiscrimination against tenants with 

criminal history. 
- Identify funding to have a proactive enforcement program. 
- Add nondiscrimination against Section 8 Voucher holders and/or other subsidized ways to pay 

for relocation and nondiscrimination against tenants with a criminal history. 
 

1-2 Year Goals: 
 

1. Create a registry of affordable housing/units available in Spokane. 
 
- Add an expiration date to when the home is listed for affordable home listings. 

- City establishes a city wide rental registry program/rental inspection program. 

- If you are utilizing incentives for development of affordable units/housing then you should be 

required to list your property on a centralized webpage that the city could maintain and/or 

listing on the HousingSearchNW.org which is an affordable rental housing search website. 

- Creating an application and/or a location on the cities website that identifies where affordable 

housing units are located. i.e. Zillow.  Would include identifying units that accept housing 

vouchers, are below market value for affordability…etc. 

- Educating the public on how to find and use the website. 
- City investigates a program to incentivize improvements to housing quality. 



- Rental inspection program that would enforce and incentivize minimum housing quality 

standard.  

2. Identify funding for the Incentives 2.0 Permit Fee/Impact Fee Waiver Program, this should 
include and identify all/any additional fee waivers that may be included. 

 

- Incentives 2.0 program provides reimbursement of permit/impact fees after development. 
- Create a category that supports and has a focus on affordable housing development.  
- Provide incentives to the developer for the development of affordable housing. 

 

3. Identify incentives for landlords to bring housing up to a standard of housing quality.  
Address the barriers to enforcement of existing laws. 
 

- Need a housing quality definition to base this upon. 
- City would need to dedicate funding to attorney fees/relocation fees. 

 

4. City pursues legislative action to identify and develop tools to expedite and complete the 
foreclosure process.  
 

- Tools should be expanded. 
 

2+ year Goals 
 

1. The City should establish a Housing Trust Fund; identify regional partners and a funding 
source. 

 

- Collaborate with regional partners to establish a Housing Trust Fund for affordable housing 
development. 

 

2. City to work with non-profits to apply for appropriate programs/grants that would apply 
to neighborhood revitalization to assist with home ownership or rentals. Funding would 
include revitalization/rehabilitation of foreclosed and substandard properties (i.e. 
NeighborWorks or NeighborhoodLift) 

 

Phased Recommendations: 
 
1. Create an aggressive program from subarea planning in and around centers and corridors 

to identify properties suitable for commercial/mixed use development that include mixed 

income and family housing, and identify transition zoning needs to ensure neighborhood 

compatibility in neighborhoods throughout the City of Spokane.  

2. Implement zoning modification and incentives as appropriate for successful development.  
Mixed use includes family housing.  
- Provides access to jobs, services, amenities to provide quality housing within neighborhoods. 
- Neighborhoods need to be engaged about what they would like to see in developments.   
- Neighborhoods and citizens should be involved throughout the process. 
- Mixed use includes family housing. 

 



3. Develop and define public/private partnerships to target areas for home rehab, infill…etc. 

Address neighborhoods in distress by providing incentive for focused private investment. 

Incentivize private companies, agencies and nonprofits to invest in the targeted areas.  

- Use the city’s economic development model. 
- Implement Target Investment Pilot (TIP) strategy in the housing arena. Identify the target areas 

where financial partners are already focusing (find areas where there is overlap between city 
and private financial partners) 

- Focus on hardest hit areas that may be overlooked 
- Provide incentives to the developer for the development of affordable housing.  

 

4. Explore and report the effectiveness of establishing a Just Cause Eviction Ordinance in 
Spokane and in partnership with landlords and tenants 

 

- Create metrics.  
 

5. City to create an inventory or registry of available lands for infill with incentives in place 
for development. 

 

- Incentives would include developing affordable housing/unit. 
 

6. Acquisition rehab program for bank-owned REO properties with the city as the facilitator 
and to include an educational program. 

 

- City acquires Real Estate Owned properties from lenders at low price and sells to buyers using a 
203k loan to rehabilitate property. City could remove liens. 

- Include an education component for potential homeowners and developers 
 

7. Create a community land bank with the power to acquire, hold, and dispose of property 
including vacant and distressed properties, and dispose of the property for community 
benefit. (Power to acquire foreclosures, chronic nuisance properties, substandard 
properties, demolish properties, accumulate properties to create bigger lots…etc) 

 

Recommendations: 
 
1. Jonathan Mallahan recommended pushing forward some of the 2+ year goals forward sooner since 

they are some of the highest impact ideas.  
2. The mayor recommends establishing a task force or steering committee that can look into 

implementing the listed goals.  
3. Amber Waldref encourages infill housing task force and the Mayors Quality Task Force work 

together through this process to develop affordable quality housing. 
4. Get rid of wording like “quick win” and the time frame in the heading to language that doesn’t stifle 

work until the designated time frame.  
5. The implementation task force should include: 

- Tenant and landlord representatives.  
- Bank Representatives 
- Developer representatives 



- Real-Estate representatives 
- Homeowner representative 
- Planning  
- Planning Commission 
- Infill Housing Committee 
- Non-profits 
- Housing Finance Commission 
- Neighborhood representatives 
- Communications expert 
- CHHS Board representative 

 
6. Mayor suggests moving the May meeting up to March. 
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To the Community Assembly: 

The Community Assembly expressed an interest in researching and understanding the current 
conditions for rental housing units. The Public Safety Committee established the goal for its 
work to identify issues associated with rental housing units, resources and existing policies, 
ordinances and organizations that are related to housing unit rentals and identify the gaps in 
issues and resources of rental housing. To accomplish this goal, the Public Safety Committee 
convened a Stakeholder Group comprising representatives from neighborhood councils, 
landlords and tenants.  
 
For the past 16 months the Stakeholder Group has heard presentations from the following 
agencies, organizations and professionals as their work pertains to the issues related to rental 
housing:  

 Spokane Regional Health District 

 City of Spokane Building Department 

 City of Spokane Department Code Enforcement 

 City of Spokane Fire Prevention Bureau 

 City of Spokane Attorney 

 Spokane Low Income Housing Consortium 

 Spokane Housing Authority 

 Attorneys Jose Trejo and Tom McGarry 
 
The final presentations the group heard were prepared by the Stakeholder Groups themselves, 
summarizing the issues and concerns from each of their unique perspectives. These 
presentations are here for your review.  
 
Through consensus, the Long‐term Stakeholder Group agreed to recommend their conclusions 
be reviewed and considered by this body for submission to the Mayor’s Housing Quality Task 
Force as additional data and recommendations to complement their work. 
 
Respectfully,  
 
 
Julie Banks, Public Safety Committee Chair 
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Landlord Stakeholder Presentation (Original Version) 

 

Disclaimer: The Landlord Stakeholder Presentation presented at the March 22, 2016 stakeholder meeting 

contained language that characterized individuals and groups, and was deemed offensive by some 

stakeholders.  In response, the Landlords submitted an alternate version revising the language that was 

deemed offensive.  At the July 28, 2016 stakeholder meeting, the stakeholders debated which version of 

the Landlord Stakeholder Presentation to forward to the Community Assembly. The stakeholders voted 

by a majority to forward both the original and revised versions; and to include this disclaimer with the 

presentations. 
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Landlord Stakeholder Presentation (Alternate Version) 

 

Disclaimer: The Landlord Stakeholder Presentation presented at the March 22, 2016 stakeholder meeting 

contained language that characterized individuals and groups, and was deemed offensive by some 

stakeholders.  In response, the Landlords submitted an alternate version revising the language that was 

deemed offensive.  At the July 28, 2016 stakeholder meeting, the stakeholders debated which version of 

the Landlord Stakeholder Presentation to forward to the Community Assembly. The stakeholders voted 

by a majority to forward both the original and revised versions; and to include this disclaimer with the 

presentations. 
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Intro to Spokane Neighborhood Longp g g
Term Rental Stakeholder group

Increasing the availability of healthy, safe 
and sustainable long-term rental housing 
improves the livability and economic viabilityimproves the livability and economic viability 
of the overall community. 

u1

29

Neighborhood Stakeholder Presentation, April 26, 2016



Characteristics of a Great Neighborhoodg
include:

H i t f f ti l tt ib t th t t ib t t id t’ d t� Has a variety of functional attributes that contribute to a resident’s day-to-
day living (i.e. residential, commercial, or mixed-uses)

� Accommodates multi-modal transportation (i.e. pedestrians, bicyclists, 
drivers)

� Has design and architectural features that are visually interesting

� Encourages human contact and social activities

� Promotes community involvement and maintains a secure environment� Promotes community involvement and maintains a secure environment

� Promotes sustainability and responds to climatic demands

� Has a memorable character

American Planning AssociationAmerican Planning Association

Neighborhoods Representedg p

� East Central – Ron Myers

� West Central - Sarah Tosch

E G fi ld J th M ti� Emerson-Garfield – Jonathan Martinez

� Chief Garry Park – Cathy Gunderson

� Hill d T S k� Hillyard – Tracy Swank

� Rockwood – Julie Banks
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Top issues regarding rental housing in p g g g
Spokane neighborhoods

1.Negative impacts of poorly maintained 
rental properties

Ab l dl d2.Absentee landlords

3.Transiency within neighborhoods

4.Lack of legal protection/recourse for 
neighbors

1. Negative impacts of the poorly1. Negative impacts of the poorly 
maintained rental properties

1.Health

2. Safety

3.Property value

4.Quality of life
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1. Negative impacts of the poorlyg p p y
maintained rental properties

1 Health (CDC)1. Health (CDC)
� Mold:

Triggers allergic responses 

Triggers immune responses (asthma congestion eye irritation coughing runny noseTriggers immune responses (asthma, congestion, eye irritation, coughing, runny nose,
infections, etc.)

� Cockroach infestations:

Triggers asthma and other respiratory conditions

� R t d i� Rats and mice:

Bites transfer parasites and disease

Feces transfer hantavirus

� Mosquitoes: spread a variety of diseasesq p y

� Lead: Respiratory diseases, brain damage and developmental disabilities – children 
are HIGHLY susceptible 

1. Negative impacts of the poorlyg p p y
maintained rental properties

2 Safety2. Safety
� Injuries due to structural damage

� Plumbing

� Electrical burns, shocks, fires

� Lack of egress for emergency escapes and access

� Mounting piles of yard debris
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1. Negative impacts of the poorlyg p p y
maintained rental properties

3. Property valuep y
� Neighborhoods that are littered (with solid waste) will soon start to 

experience other problems, such as graffiti, unkempt rights-of-way and a 
general decline of the physical appearance in the area. Property values in 
littered neighborhoods can be lowered by as much as 15 percent. Source:g y p
Gwinnett Clean & Beautiful

� Neighbors with “annoying pets, unkempt yards, unpleasant odors, loud music, 
dangerous trees and limbs, or poorly maintained exteriors, can lower home 
values by more than 5 to 10 percent” according to the Appraisal Institute.

� 61% of code complaints for solid waste over the last two years were from 
renter occupied houses. Source: Spokane Office of Neighborhood Services

� 68% of zoning violation complaints (outdoor storage, yard sales, recreational 
camping home business regulations signs residential fencing setback areacamping, home business regulations, signs, residential fencing, setback area,
accessory structures) over the last two years were from renter occupied 
houses. Source: Spokane Office of Neighborhood Services

1. Negative impacts of the poorlyg p p y
maintained rental properties

l f l f4. Quality of life
� Unsafe for children to play outside 

� Inability to enjoy one’s yard

� Lack of sense of security in one’s home

� Loss of sense of community:

Social ties among neighborhood residents, often referred to as “bonding social g g , g
capital,” contributes to the likelihood that individuals will move beyond their 
diverse self-interests toward mutually beneficial collective actions. 

When a group of neighbors informally keep an eye on one another's homes, that's 
social capital in action Harvard Kennedy Schoolsocial capital in action. Harvard Kennedy School
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2. Absentee landlords

I bilit t t t ibl ti� Inability to contact responsible parties

� No oversight

� Delayed response to property issues

� Neighborhood erosion due to lack of accountability

� Owner = manager?

Of the 820 sites identified as apartments in the Spokane Fire 
Department’s permit system, about 42% of the owners do not live in the 
city. Source: Fire Marshal Mike Miller, Spokane Fire Department 

3. Transiency within neighborhoodsy g

L t f i� Lots of moving

� Hard to get to know neighbors

� Loss of mutual trust between neighbors

� Lack of stability for children

� Loss of sense of neighborhood security and identity
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3. Transiency within neighborhoodsy g

F t d t d l d hild t i di ti i� Frequent and unwanted moves lead children to experience disruptions in
home life or educational instruction. (Astone and McLanahan. 1994. Family 
Structure, Residential Mobility, and School Dropout: A Research Note.) 

� The authors also speculated that residential mobility leads to a loss of social 
capital in children.

� Frequent (sic) residential mobility negatively affects education outcomes for 
low-income children and creates unstable school environments that adversely 
influence not only highly mobile children but their teachers and stableinfluence not only highly mobile children but their teachers and stable 
classmates as well. (Crowley, 2003. The Affordable Housing Crisis: 
Residential Mobility of Poor Families and School Mobility of Poor Children.)

4. Lack of legal protection/recourses for g p
neighbors

O l il bl i fili l i t ith C d E f t� Only recourse available is filing a complaint with Code Enforcement

� Only addresses external issues 

� Difficulty in identifying accountable party

� Fear of retaliation from filing complaint
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Conclusion:

� The #1 gap in mitigating the top issues regarding rental housing for 
neighborhoods is ACCOUNTABILITYneighborhoods is ACCOUNTABILITY.

� It is unclear who to hold responsible for poorly maintained rental properties.

� Without a local contact for absentee landlords there is no ability to resolve 
issues with rental properties.issues with rental properties.

� Frequent movers in and out of neighborhoods diminishes social capital for all 
generations.

� Neighbors have no resources, beyond Code Enforcement, to remedy negative 
impacts.

� Neighbors need a process for mediation with tenants and/or landlords to 
mitigate negative impacts.
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Rental Housing Research Stakeholder Group  
Public Safety Committee 

 
Project Materials Index 
All Project Materials below are available under Public Safety Committee at: 
https://my.spokanecity.org/neighborhoods/community‐assembly/standing‐committees/ 
 
Project Scope 
Stakeholder Group List 
Project Timeline 
Final Report to the Community Assembly 
 
Meeting Presentations 
2016 

 July 28 – Review of Final Report Materials 

 July 19 – Discussion re forwarding body of work to Mayor’s Housing Quality Taskforce 

 June 14 – Issues and Existing Programs Discussion 

 May 10 – Tenant Stakeholder Presentation 

 April 26 – Neighborhood Stakeholder Presentation 

 April 12 – Survey Resources and Rental Housing Research/Connecting Issues with Potential 
Solutions 

 March 22 – Landlord Stakeholder Presentations.  Disclaimer: The Landlord Stakeholder 
Presentation presented on March 22, 2016, contained language that characterized individuals 
and groups and was deemed offensive by some stakeholders.  In response, the Landlords 
submitted an alternate version revising the language that was deemed offensive.  At the July 28, 
2016 stakeholder meeting, the stakeholders debated which version of the Landlord Stakeholder 
Presentation to forward to the Community Assembly. The stakeholders voted by majority to 
forward both versions and to include this disclaimer. 

 Landlord Stakeholder Presentation (Original Version) 

 Landlord Stakeholder Presentation (Revised Version) 

 February 23 – Rental Issues for Landlords and Tenants 

 January 12 – Spokane Low Income Housing Consortium Presentation 
2015 

 November 10 – Spokane Fire Department Presentation 

 October 6 – Question Review and Discussion 

 September 1 – Building Department and Code Enforcement Presentation 

 August 4 – Spokane Regional Health District Presentation 

 July 7 – Spokane Police Department Presentation, Renter v. Owner Data and Maps 

 June 9 – General Renter v. Owner Data 

 May 26 – General Rental Housing Data 

 May 12 – Rental Housing Stakeholder Group Project Scope 
 
Meeting Minutes 
2016 

 July 28 

 July 19 
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 June 14 

 May 10 

 April 26 

 April 12 

 March 22 

 January 12 
2015 

 November 10 

 October 6 

 September 1 

 August 4 

 July 7 

 May 26 
 
Meeting Agendas 
2016 

 July 28 

 July 19 

 June 14 

 May 10 

 April 26 

 April 12 

 March 22 

 February 23 

 February 9 

 January 12 
2015 

 November 10 

 October 6 

 September 1 

 August 4 

 July 7 
 
Additional Materials 
2016 

 Landlord’s Rental Research Report 

 Just Cause Eviction Information Provided by Landlord Stakeholders 

 Just Cause Eviction Information Provided by Tenant Stakeholders 
2015 

 Presentation Recap – December 2015 

 Rental Housing Recap – December 2015 

 Combined List of Stakeholder Note Card Questions 

 City of Spokane Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2014 Update 

 Briefing Paper 2016‐06‐16 

 Stakeholder Survey Responses 

 Lead Testing Class Action Complaint 
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