


ORDINANCE NO. C35310

AN ORDINANCE amending the text of the City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan
chapter 3, Land Use, adopting a new policy entitled “LU 1.X Mobile Home Parks.”

WHEREAS, in compliance with the Washington State Growth Management Act,
chapter 36.70A RCW (the “GMA"), the City of Spokane adopted a Comprehensive Plan
on May 21, 2001; and

WHEREAS, the GMA requires continuing review and evaluation of the
Comprehensive Plan and contemplates an annual amendment process for incorporating
necessary and appropriate revisions to the Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 36.70A.070(2)(c), the GMA requires jurisdictions
to identify sufficient land for manufactured housing; and

WHEREAS, according to a June 2007 publication by the Washington State
Housing Finance Commission (“Manufactured Housing Community Article”),
manufactured housing communities are one of the largest sources of unsubsidized
affordable housing in Washington State and provide affordable housing for about
500,000 people, or approximately 8 percent of Washington’s residents, many of them
elderly; and

WHEREAS, according to the Manufactured Housing Community Article, in
Washington State, approximately 143 communities have closed in the 15 years prior to
2007, displacing more than 4,000 families, and between May 2006 and December
2007, another 38 communities closed, displacing another 1,400 households; and

WHEREAS, for a majority of the residents displaced by manufactured home park
community closures, residents may likely lose their homes because many older “mobile
Homes” cannot be moved and must be demolished at the homeowner’s expense; and

WHEREAS, even when a mobile home can be moved, the homeowners often
cannot find another park with room for their home; and

WHEREAS, while these communities continue to close in Washington, it is
believed few are opening to take their place; and

WHEREAS, no new mobile/manufactured home parks have been proposed in
Spokane for over a decade; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to GMA’'s requirement to identify sufficient land for
manufactured housing, the City Council previously adopted Resolution 2014-0103
requesting a Comprehensive Plan Amendment in 2015 that would establish a policy of




preserving manufactured housing as an affordable housing option in the City of
Spokane; and

WHEREAS, following the City Council's adoption of Resolution 2014-0103, the
City Council submitted an application seeking to amend Comprehensive Plan Chapter
3, Land Use, to add a new policy to designate appropriate areas for the preservation of
mobile and manufactured home parks; and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendment does not seek to designate any particuiar
mobile or manufactured home park or property for preservation but instead will establish
a forum for exploring feasible methods for ensuring a sufficient supply of land for mobile
and manufactured home parks in the future and for preserving mobile and
manufactured home parks as an affordable housing option in the City of Spokane; and

WHEREAS, an annual survey of manufactured home parks conducted by the
City of Spokane reported a total of 1,174 units in 19 manufactured home parks inside
the City in 2015; and

WHEREAS, the 2015 Spokane area 80 percent median income limit used by the
U.S. Housing and Urban Development Department to define a low-income, two-person
family is $41,300 annually; and

WHEREAS, the Spokane County Assessor’s office reported in 2015 that 279
households within manufactured home parks in the city of Spokane participated in a
homeowner property tax relief program for seniors and persons with disabilities with
annual household incomes of less than $35,000; such household income is less than
the defined limit for area low-income families of any size; and

WHEREAS, the rate of participating households in property tax relief for seniors
and persons with disabilities per residence type, based on the total of 1,174 units in the
city’s manufactured home parks, is more than three times the rate reported for other
owner-occupied housing types in the city; and

WHEREAS, the high use of property tax relief by occupants in manufactured
home parks in the city of Spokane indicates that those occupants are more likely to be
seniors or disabled and have lower household income than people within the general
population of the city; and

WHEREAS, manufactured home parks are a source of affordable single-family
and senior housing to low-income households in Spokane; and

WHEREAS, the Washington Department of Commerce reported in March 2015
that the Manufactured Housing Relocation Fund was sufficient to reimburse only 89 low-
income applicants statewide; and



WHEREAS, under current funding levels for the Washington Manufactured
Housing Relocation Fund, increases in manufactured home park closures elsewhere in
the state could increase the time by which local homeowners affected by a park closure
would wait for reimbursement in the event of a park closure in the city of Spokane; and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendment is consistent with GMA’s requirement that
jurisdictions subject to the GMA must have a Comprehensive Plan that “...identifies
sufficient land for housing, including, but not limited to, government-assisted housing,
housing for low-income families, manufactured housing, multifamily housing, and group
homes and foster care facilities;” [RCW 36.70A.070(2)(c)]; and

WHEREAS, the amendment is consistent with planning Goal #4 of the Growth
Management Act: “Housing. Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all
economic segments of the population of this State; promote a variety of residential
densities and housing types; and encourage preservation of existing housing stock.”
[RCW 36.70A.020]; and

WHEREAS, the amendment is consistent with Goal H 1, Affordable Housing, of
the City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan to provide sufficient housing for the current
and future population that is appropriate, safe, and affordable for all income levels; and

WHEREAS, the preservation of manufactured home parks will help to maintain a
sufficient amount of manufactured homes and other types of affordable housing units for
the current and future population; and :

WHEREAS, the State Housing Trust Fund has diminished in size; and

WHEREAS, the number of vacant affordable rentals available to low-income
families reported by the Spokane Low Income Housing Consortium among its member
housing providers has declined since 2011, the number of vacant units decreasing from
162 to 74 over that period, despite an increase in the combined number of occupied and
vacant units offered by these providers, from 2,413 units to 3,210 units (2,371 of which
are located in the city of Spokane); and

WHEREAS, the amendment is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy H 1.9,
Low-Income Housing Development, to support and assist the public and private sectors
in developing low-income or subsidized housing for households that cannot compete in
the market for housing by using federal, state, and local aid; and

WHEREAS, the amendment is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Goal H 2,
Housing Choice and Diversity, to increase the number of housing alternatives within all
areas of the city to help meet the changing needs and preferences of a diverse
population; and

WHEREAS, the preservation of manufactured home parks is consistent with
Comprehensive Plan Policy H 2.2, Senior Housing, in that it would retain manufactured




housing among other forms in the city’s housing stock as one alternative that allows
senior homeowners to age in place; and

WHEREAS, the amendment is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy 3.3,

_Housing Preservation, to encourage preservation of viable housing; and

WHEREAS, manufactured home parks in Spokane exist in areas designated for
residential, industrial and commercial use; and

WHEREAS, the preservation of manufactured home parks in certain areas may
not be appropriate due to the community’s expected transition of the property to other
uses, or for other reasons which may be determined; and

WHEREAS, Spokane Municipal Code chapter 17G.020 “Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Procedure” identifies terms and conditions for Comprehensive Plan
amendments; and

WHEREAS, staff requested comments from agencies and departments on
January 22, 2015, and a public comment period ran from March 9 to May 15, 2015; and

WHEREAS, the Spokane City Plan Commission held workshops regarding this
proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment on April 8, July 22, and August 26, 2015;
and

WHEREAS, stakeholder group meetings regarding the text amendment were
held on June 17 and July 9, 2015; and

WHEREAS, a State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Checklist and
Determination of Non-Significance were released on September 4, 2015 for the
Comprehensive Plan text changes. The public comment period for the SEPA
determination ended on September 23, 2015; and

WHEREAS, notice of the SEPA Checklist and Determination, the text
amendment, and announcement of the September 23, 2015 Plan Commission Public
Hearing were published in the Spokesman-Review on September 9 and 16, 2015: and

WHEREAS, the Washington State Department of Commerce and appropriate
state agencies were given the required 60-day notice on September 14, 2015, before
adoption of proposed changes to the Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, the City Plan Commission conducted a public hearing and
deliberated on September 23, 2015, for the Application Z1400065COMP and other
proposed amendments; and

WHEREAS, the Plan Commission voted 5 to 1 to recommend denial of
Application Z1400065COMP, and further recommended that a Plan Commission




housing review program should be put on the 2016 Plan Commission work program;
and

WHEREAS, the Spokane City Council held a public hearing on the proposed text
amendment on , to accept public testimony relating to this matter;
and

WHEREAS, after this amendment to the Comprehensive Plan is enacted by the
City Council, it is anticipated that the City will conduct a public process to determine
what implementation strategy to pursue, and whether or not that strategy will involve
any change to local development regulations; and

WHEREAS, the Plan Commission and City Council will both hold public hearings
on any future proposed amendments to the Unified Development Code; and

WHEREAS, the Spokane City Council, after considering all of the testimony and
evidence, finds the proposed text amendment Application Z1400065COMP supports the
health, safety, and welfare and is in the best interest of the residents of the City of
Spokane; and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendment does notdesignate any particular mobile
or manufactured home park(s) or property for preservation but instead establishes a
forum for exploring feasible approaches to ensuring a sufficient supply of land for mobile
and manufactured home parks in the future and for preserving mobile and
manufactured home parks as an affordable housing option in the City of Spokane; and

WHEREAS, the City Council adopts the recitals set forth herein as its findings and
conclusions in support of its adoption of this ordinance and further adopts the findings,
conclusions from the Planning and Development Staff Report for the same purposes; --
Now, Therefore,

The City of Spokane does ordain:
Section 1. That Application Z1400065COMP is approved.

Section 2. That the text of Chapter 3, Land Use, of the City of Spokane
Comprehensive Plan is amended to read as follows:

LU 1.X Mobile Home Parks
Designate appropriate areas for the preservation of mobile and manufactured

home parks.

Discussion: Manufactured and/or mobile home parks provide affordable housing
to many city residents. In many cases, they provide the opportunity of home
ownership to households which cannot afford to purchase other types of housing.
When existing manufactured home parks are redeveloped. many homeowners
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FINDINGS OF FACT:

>

B.

C.

D.

E.

Site Description: No locations are directly affected by the proposal. The city of
Spokane currently contains at least 19 existing mobile or manufactured home parks.
Since the amendment concerns preserving existing manufactured home parks, the
locations of existing mobile and manufactured home parks provide information about
potentially affected locations, but the locations that may be affected by a future
designation for manufactured home parks, or for incentives to preserve them, may
include fewer or additional areas than the inventory of parks shown in maps submitted
with the original application.

Project Description: As authorized by Spokane Municipal Code chapter 17G.020,
“‘Comprehensive Plan Amendment Procedure,” the applicant is requesting a
comprehensive plan text change to the Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 3, Land Use. The
changes would add text authorizing the designation of appropriate areas for preserving
mobile and manufactured home parks in Spokane, and supporting discussion (see
Section | above).

Existing and Proposed Text: The text would be a policy with all new language in Chapter
3 (Land Use) to support Land Use Goal 1, Citywide Land Use:

LU 1.X Mobile Home Parks

Designate appropriate areas for the preservation of mobile and manufactured home
parks. : .

Discussion: Manufactured and/or Mobile Home Parks provide affordable housing
to_many City residents. In many cases, they provide the opportunity of home

ownership to house-holds which cannot afford to purchase other types of housing.
When_existing manufactured home parks are redeveloped many homeowners are
unable to move to their homes to other sites. Additionally, redeveloped mobile and
manufactured home parks are generally not replaced by new parks within the City,
resulting in a net loss of this type of housing.

Applicable Municipal Code Regulations: SMC 17G.020, Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Procedures.

Procedural Requirements:

Application was submitted on October 31, 2014;
Notice of Application was posted and published on March 9, 2015, which began a 60-
day public comment period;

e A SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance was issued September 4, 2015, following
the end of the public comment period May 15, 2015;

e Notice of Plan Commission Public Hearing was posted and mailed by September 9,
2015;

¢ Notice of Public Hearing was published in the Spokesman Review on September 9
and 16, 2015;

¢ Plan Commission Public Hearing Date is scheduled for September 23, 2015.

DEPARTMENT REPORTS and PUBLIC COMMENT

Notice of this proposal was sent to City departments and outside agencies for their review.
No department or agency comments were received.

Written public comment has been received regarding this proposal. As of the date of the staff
report, 147 comment letters and emails have been received, with 28 in support of the
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Goal: LU 8 URBAN GROWTH AREA

Provide an urban growth area that is large enough to accommodate the expected population
growth for the next 20 years in a way that meets the requirements of the [countywide planning
policies].

¢ Policy LU 8.1 Population Accommodation: Accommodate the majority of the county’s
population and employment in urban growth areas in ways that ensure a balance
between livability, preservation of environmental quality, open space retention, varied
and affordable housing, high quality cost-efficient urban services, and an orderly
transition from county to city jurisdiction.

From Chapter 6, Housing

Vision
“Affordable housing of all types will be available to all community residents in an environment

that is safe, clean, and healthy. Renewed emphasis will be placed on preserving existing
houses and rehabilitating older neighborhoods.”

Goal: H1 AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Provide sufficient housing for the current and future population that is appropriate, safe, and
affordable for all income levels.

* Policy H 1.1 Regional Coordination: Coordinate the city’s comprehensive planning with
other jurisdictions in the region to address housing-related needs and issues.

® Policy H 1.2 Regional Fair Share Housing: Participate in a process that monitors and
adjusts the distribution of low-income housing throughout the region.

® Policy H 1.5 Housing Information: Participate in and promote the development of
educational resources and programs that assist low and moderate-income households
in obtaining affordable and appropriate housing.

e Policy H 1.7 Socioeconomic Integration: Promote socioeconomic integration
throughout the city.

¢ Policy H 1.9 Low-Income Housing Development: Support and assist the public and
private sectors in developing low-income or subsidized housing for households that
cannot compete in the market for housing by using federal, state, and local aid.

* Policy H1.10 Low-Income Housing Funding Sources: Support the development of low-
income housing development funding sources.

s Policy H 1.15 New Manufactured Housing: Permit manufactured homes on individual
lots in all areas where residential uses are allowed.

® Policy H1.16 Partnerships to Increase Housing Opportunities: Create partnerships with
public and private lending institutions to find solutions that increase opportunities and
reduce financial barriers for builders and consumers of affordable lower-income
housing.

Goal: H2 HOUSING CHOICE AND DIVERSITY

Increase the number of housing alternatives within all areas of the city to help meet the
changing needs and preferences of a diverse population.

® Policy H 2.1 Distribution of Housing Options: Promote a wide range of housing types
and housing diversity to meet the needs of the diverse population and ensure that this
housing is available throughout the community for people of all income levels and
special needs.
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e Policy H 2.7 Taxes and Tax Structure: Support state consideration of property tax
reform measures that provide increased local options that contribute to housing choice
and diversity.

Goal: H3 HOUSING QUALITY
Improve the overall quality of the City of Spokane’s housing.

* Policy H 3.2 Property Responsibility and Maintenance: Assist in and promote improved
and increased public and private property maintenance and property responsibility
throughout the city.

* Policy H 3.3 Housing Preservation: Encourage preservation of viable housing.

Policy H 3.5 Housing Goal Monitoring: Provide a report annually to the City Plan
Commission that monitors progress toward achieving the housing goals and includes
recommended policy change if positive direction toward achieving the housing goals is
not occurring.

From Chapter 8, Urban Design and Historic Preservation
Goal: DP 6 NEIGHBORHOOD QUALITIES

Preserve, improve, and support the qualities of individual neighborhood areas.

® Policy DP 6.2 Access to Housing Choices. Encourage building and site design that that
allows a variety of housing forms while being compatible with the character of the
immediate surrounding area, thereby generating community support for development
at planned densities.

From Chapter 10 Social Health
Goal: SH 4 DIVERSITY

Develop and implement programs that attract and retain city residents from a diverse range of
backgrounds and life circumstances so that all people feel welcome and accepted, regardless of
their race, religion, color, sex, national origin, marital status, familial status, age, sexual
orientation, economic status, or disability.

® Policy 4.1 Socioeconomic Mix. Ensure that all neighborhoods contain a mixture of
housing types in order to provide an environment that allows for socioeconomic
diversity.

From Chapter 11 Neighborhoods
Goal: N2 NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT

Reinforce the stability and diversity of the city’ s neighbor hoods in or der to attract long-term
residents and businesses and to insure the city’ s residential quality and economic vitality.

e Policy N 2.4 Neighborhood Improvement. Encourage rehabilitation and improvement
programs to conserve and upgrade existing properties and buildings.

* Policy N 2.6 Housing Options. Provide housing options within neighborhoods to attract
and retain neighborhood residents, consistent with the neighborhood planning process.

Staff concludes that this criterion is met.

F. Regional Consistency.
All changes to the comprehensive plan must be consistent with the countywide
planning policies (CWPP), the comprehensive plans of neighboring jurisdictions,
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applicable capital facilities or special district plans, the regional transportation
improvement plan, and official population growth forecasts.

Relevant facts: Countywide Planning Policy Topic 7, Policy 5 provides for development
regulations to facilitate rehabilitation, restoration and relocation of existing structures of
affordable housing. The proposal does not conflict with facilities identified in the
Citywide Capital Improvement Program.

G. Cumulative Effect.
All amendments must be considered concurrently in order to evaluate their cumulative
effect on the comprehensive plan text and map, development regulations, capital
facilities program, neighborhood planning documents, adopted environmental policies
and other relevant implementation measures.

1. Land Use Impacts.
In addition, applications should be reviewed for their cumulative land use impacts.
Where adverse environmental impacts are identified, mitigation requirements may
be imposed as a part of the approval action.

2. Grouping.
Proposals for area-wide rezones and/or site-specific land use plan map
amendments may be evaluated by geographic sector and/or land use type in order
to facilitate the assessment of their cumulative impacts.

Relevant facts: The text changes do not impact the land use plan map or
development regulations at this time. Implementation of the changes may occur
through eventual changes to the land use plan map or development regulations and,
if so, will be subject to SEPA review at that time. This application is being reviewed
as part of the annual cycle of comprehensive plan amendments.

Staff concludes that this criterion is met.

H. SEPA.
SEPA review must be completed on all amendment proposals.

1. Grouping.
When possible, the SEPA review process should be combined for related land
use types or affected geographic sectors in order to better evaluate the
proposals’ cumulative impacts. This combined review process results in a single
threshold determination for those related proposals.

2. DS.
If a determination of significance (DS) is made regarding any proposal, that
application will be deferred for further consideration until the next applicable
review cycle in order to allow adequate time for generating and processing the
required environmental impact statement (EIS).

Relevant facts: The application is being reviewed in accordance with the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) that requires that the potential for adverse
environmental impacts resulting from a proposal be evaluated during the decision-
making process. On the basis of information contained with the environmental
checklist, the written comments from local and State departments and agencies
concerned with land development within the city, and a review of other information
available to the Director of Planning and Development a Determination of Non-
Significance (DNS) was issued on September 4, 2015.

I. Adequate Public Facilities.
The amendment must not adversely affect the City’s ability to provide the full range of
urban public facilities and services (as described in CFU 2.1 and CFU 2.2) citywide at
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the planned level of service, or consume public resources otherwise needed to support
comprehensive plan implementation strategies.

Relevant facts: All affected departments and outside agencies providing services on
the subject facilities have had an opportunity to comment on the proposal, and no
agency or department offered comments suggesting the proposal would affect the
City’s ability to provide adequate facilities or services or consume public resources
otherwise needed to support comprehensive plan implementation strategies. Staff
concludes that this criterion is met.

J. UGA.
Amendments to the urban growth area boundary may only be proposed by the city
council or the mayor of Spokane and shall follow the procedures of the countywide
planning policies for Spokane County.

Relevant fact: This criterion is not applicable.
K. Consistent Amendments.

1. Policy Adjustments.
Proposed policy adjustments that are intended to be consistent with the
comprehensive plan should be designed to provide correction or additional
guidance so the community’s original visions and values can better be achieved.
The need for this type of adjustment might be supported by findings from feedback
instruments related to monitoring and evaluating the implementation of the
comprehensive plan. Examples of such findings could include:

a. growth and development as envisioned in the plan is occurring faster, slower
or is failing to materialize;

b. the capacity to provide adequate services is diminished or increased;
land availability to meet demand is reduced:;

population or employment growth is significantly different than the plan’s
assumptions;

e. plan objectives are not being met as specified;

f. the effect of the plan on land values and affordable housing is contrary to
plan goals;

g. transportation and/or other capital improvements are not being made as
expected;

h. a question of consistency exists between the comprehensive plan and its
elements and chapter 36.70A RCW, the countywide planning policies, or
development regulations.

Relevant facts: The proposed amendment to the text of the comprehensive plan is
discussed under subsection “E. Internal Consistency” above. Staff concludes that
these text changes will better achieve the community’s original vision and values
through the identification of areas for the preservation of existing housing, that they
provide additional guidance, and that they are consistent with the comprehensive
plan.

2. Map Changes.
Changes to the land use plan map (and by extension, the zoning map) may only be
approved if the proponent has demonstrated that all of the following are true:
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a. The designation is in conformance with the appropriate location criteria
identified in the comprehensive plan (e.g., compatibility with neighboring
land uses, proximity to arterials, etc.);

b. The map amendment or site is suitable for the proposed designation;

c. The map amendment implements applicable comprehensive plan policies
better than the current map designation.

Relevant fact: This proposal is limited at this time to a text amendment to add a

new policy, not a Land Use Plan Map amendment. This criterion is not applicable
fo this proposal.

Rezones, Land Use Plan Map Amendment.

Corresponding rezones will be adopted concurrently with land use plan map
amendments as a legislative action of the city council. If policy language changes
have map implications, changes to the land use plan map and zoning map will be
made accordingly for all affected sites upon adoption of the new policy language.
This is done to ensure that the comprehensive plan remains internally consistent
and to preserve consistency between the comprehensive plan and supporting
development regulations.

Relevant fact: This proposal is limited at this time to a text amendment to add a

new policy, not a Land Use Plan Map amendment. This criterion is not applicable
to this proposal.

L. Inconsistent Amendments.

1.

Review Cycle.

Because of the length of time required for staff review, public comment, and plan
commission’s in-depth analysis of the applicant's extensive supporting data and
long-term trend analysis, proposals that are not consistent with the comprehensive
plan are addressed only within the context of the required comprehensive plan
update cycle every seven years pursuant to RCW 36.70A.130(4)(C) and every
other year starting in 2005.

2. Adequate Documentation of Need for Change.

a. The burden of proof rests entirely with the applicant to provide convincing
evidence that community values, priorities, needs and trends have changed
sufficiently to justify a fundamental shift in the comprehensive plan. Results
from various measurement systems should be used to demonstrate or
document the need to depart from the current version of the comprehensive
plan. Relevant information may include:

b. growth and development as envisioned in the plan is occurring faster, slower
or is failing to materialize;

c. the capacity to provide adequate services is diminished or increased;
d. land availability to meet demand is reduced;

e. population or employment growth is significantly different than the plan’s
assumptions;

f. transportation and/or other capital improvements are not being made as
expected,;
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SPOKANE CITY PLAN COMMISSION FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATION ON THE PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TEXT
AMENDMENT FOR MOBILE AND MANUFACTURED HOME PARK PRESERVATION
FILE NO. Z1400065CONMP

A recommendation from the City Plan Commission to the City Council to deny proposed
Comprehensive Plan Amendments to add a new policy, LU 1.X Mobile Home Parks, to the
text of Chapter 3, Land Use.

FINDINGS OF FACT:

A. The Washington State Legislature passed the Growth Management Act (GMA) in 1990,
requiring among other things, the development of a Comprehensive Plan (RCW 36.70A).

B. The City of Spokane adopted a Comprehensive Plan in May of 2001 that complies with the
requirements of the Growth Management Act.

C. Spokane Municipal Code (SMC), Title 17G, Administration and Procedures, chapter
17G.020 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Procedure was used to prepare this proposed
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan.

D. SMC chapter 17G.020 “Comprehensive Plan Amendment Procedure” identifies terms and
conditions for Comprehensive Plan amendments.

E. City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Chapter, Goal LU 1, Citywide Land Use
states: Offer a harmonious blend of opportunities for living, working, recreation, education,
shopping, and cultural activities by protecting natural amenities, providing coordinated,
efficient, and cost effective public facilities and utility services, carefully managing both
residential and non-residential development and design, and proactively reinforcing
downtown Spokane’s role as the urban center.

F. City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Chapter, Goal LU 7, Implementation
states: Ensure that the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan are implemented.

G. City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Chapter, Policy LU 7.1 Regulatory
Structure states: Develop a land use regulatory structure that utilizes creative mechanisms
to promote development that provides a public benefit.

H. City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan, Housing Chapter, Goal H 1, Affordable Housing
states: Provide sufficient housing for the current and future population that is appropriate,
safe, and affordable for all income levels.

l. City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan, Housing Chapter, Goal H 2, Housing Choice and
Diversity states: Increase the number of housing alternatives within all areas of the city to
help meet the changing needs and preferences of a diverse population.

J. City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan, Housing Chapter, Goal H 3, Housing Quality states:
Improve the overall quality of the Cily of Spokane’s housing.

K. City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan, Housing Chapter, Policy H 3.2 Property
Responsibility and Maintenance states: Assist in and promote improved and increased
public and private property maintenance and property responsibility throughout the city.

L. City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan, Housing Chapter, Policy H 3.3 Housing Preservation
states: Encourage preservation of viable housing.
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M. City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan, Housing Chapter, Policy H 3.5 Housing Goal
Monitoring states: Provide a report annually to the City Plan Commission that monitors
progress toward achieving the housing goals and includes recommended policy change if
positive direction toward achieving the housing goals is not occurring.

N. City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan, Urban Design and Historic Preservation Chapter,
Goal DP 6 Neighborhood Qualities states: Preserve, improve, and support the qualities of
individual neighborhood areas.

O. City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan, Urban Design and Historic Preservation Chapter,
Policy DP 6.2 Access to Housing Choices states: Encourage building and site design that
that allows a variety of housing forms while being compatible with the character of the
immediate surrounding area, thereby generating community support for development at
planned densities.

P. City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan, Social Health Chapter, Policy SH 4.1 Socioeconomic
Mix states: Ensure that all neighborhoods contain a mixture of housing types in order to
provide an environment that allows for socioeconomic diversity.

Q. City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan, Neighborhoods Chapter, Policy N 2.4 Neighborhood
Improvement states: Encourage rehabilitation and improvement programs to conserve and
upgrade existing properties and buildings.

R. Staff requested comments on the Environmental Checklist from City Departments and
outside agencies on January 22, 2015. The comment period ended on February 5, 2015.
No comments were received from agencies or departments.

S. Staff presented the proposal to the Community Assembly at its meeting on March 6, 2015.

T. Notice of the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment application and State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) review was sent to agencies, organizations and
neighborhood councils on March 9, 2015. This initiated a 60-day public comment period.
Notice was also published in the The Spokesman Review on March 9 and 16, 2015 and the
Official Gazette of the City of Spokane on March 4 and 11, 2015. Comments were provided
by interested parties.

U. The Spokane City Plan Commission held workshops to study the proposed amendment on
April 8, July 22 and August 26, 2015.

V. A Public Open House was held on April 15, 2015, in the Chase Gallery in the Lower Level of
City Hall, to receive public feedback and respond to questions about the proposal.

W. Stakeholder group meetings regarding the text amendment were held on June 17 and July
9, 2015. ’

X. A State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Determination of Non-Significance was issued on v
September 4, 2015 relating to this Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

Y. Announcement of the Plan Commission’s September 23, 2015 hearing was published in '
The Spokesman Review on September 9 and 16, 2015. Notice was also provided in the
September 9, 2015 issue of the Official Gazette.

Z. On September 14, 2015, the Washington State Department of Commerce and appropriate
state agencies were given the required 60-day notice before adoption of proposed changes
to the Spokane Comprehensive Plan. An acknowledgement letter from the Department of
Commerce was received by the City on September 15, 2015.
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AA. The City Plan Commission held a Public Hearing on September 23, 2015 to obtain
public comments on the proposed amendments; deliberations followed.

CONCLUSIONS:
A. The Plan Commission has reviewed all public testimony received during the public hearings.

B. The proposed amendments have been reviewed by the City Plan Commission, which
believes there is not enough information available to determine the proposal’'s conformance
with the goals and policies of the City's 2001 Comprehensive Plan.

C. The City Plan Commission questioned whether the proposal will achieve the desired mix of
housing, whether it furthers affordable housing goals, and whether the policy is needed if
other factors may be remedied.

D. The proposal will be more appropriately and effectively addressed through a complete
housing review of existing policies, as recommended by the Plan Commission subcommittee
that participated in the stakeholder meetings. The time needed for this review is outside the
2014/2015 comprehensive plan amendment cycle.

E. The City Plan Commission recognizes it has been some time since it has been briefed on
the progress toward achieving the City’s housing goals.

F. The City Plan Commission concurs with the subcommittee and believes the proposal may
be more appropriately studied as part of the work program in the year 2016, outside the
2014/2015 comprehensive plan amendment cycle.

G. For the reasons outlined in the subcommittee’s August 18, 2015 attached report, the Plan
Commission believes there is not enough information to make a decision on the merits of
the proposal at this time and that this proposal would be more appropriately addressed as

~ another part of the Plan Commission’s work program.

RECOMMENDATION:

By a vote of 5 to 1, the Plan Commission recommends to the City Council the denial of the
proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, and that a Plan Commission housing review
program be put on the 2016 Plan Commission work program.

=

Evan Verduin, Vice President
Spokane Plan Commission
September 23, 2015

PC Findings, Conclusions and Recommendation Z1400065COMP Page 3 of 3




MEMORANDUM

DATE: August 18, 2015

TO: City Plan Commission

FROM: Commissioners F.J. Dullanty, Jr., John Dietzman, and Gail Prosser
RE: Plan Commission Subcommittee Report

for Proposed Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment
File Z1400065COMP, Mobile and Manufactured Home Park
Preservation -

A subcommittee of the Plan Commission participated in discussions about
manufactured home parks with a number of stakeholders that represented both park
owners, industry consultants and tenants. The stakeholder group meetings were held
June 17, 2015 and July 9, 2015 to provide information to the subcommittee and staff
regarding issues surrounding manufactured home parks. This memorandum
summarizes the Plan Commission subcommittee’s consensus regarding suggested
action by the Plan Commission on the proposed text amendment. It was the consensus
of the subcommittee that the proposed Amendment Z1400065COMP should be sent to
the City Council with a recommendation of denial for these summarized reasons, and
for such other reasons the Plan Commission may adopt, if the Plan Commission cannot
reach a recommendation of approval.

The subcommittee believes the application materials for the proposed text amendment
offer insufficient evidence to support its adoption. The subcommittee feels that there is a
lack of information on the relation of manufactured home parks to the promoting of
increased densities in centers and corridors as well as affordable housing.

Plan Commission subcommittee members, however, developed an alternative to
adopting the proposed Amendment. A Plan Commission workshop on the Mobile and
Manufactured Home Park Preservation Amendment is scheduled for August 26, 2015.
Following the workshop, staff will request a public hearing on this and the other
proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments. The subcommittee asks that the Plan
Commission consider the following alternative if the Commission cannot support the
Amendment proposal. The Commission should then adopt the alternative into its
Findings & Conclusions to be forwarded to the City Council.




PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE:

The Amendment should be denied and a Housing Review of progress toward all
housing goals, including manufactured housing, should be conducted.

The subcommittee believes that the proposed Comp Plan Text Amendment
should be denied, and the Plan Commission should conduct a complete Housing
Review of existing housing goals and policies, including but not limited to,
mobile/manufactured homes and mobile/manufactured home parks. Input to this
Review will include City Comprehensive Plan Policy H 3.5, “Housing Goal
Monitoring,” which outlines instructions for Staff to produce a Monitoring Report
that will provide direction to the Plan Commission for recommended policy
change if progress toward the City's housing goals is not achieved. The Staff's
preliminary report of the status of mobile home parks provides a good start on
this effort. This Housing Review would necessitate further study outside the
timeframe of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan amendment cycle, so it should be
included as part of the Plan Commission’s 2016 Work Program.

A component of a complete Housing Review would include review of
Development Standards for Mobile Home Parks (17-345.120) both as to site size
and current issues in manufactured housing as it may relate to affordable
housing, plus policy implementation measures to incentivize the maintenance of
current manufactured home parks and the creation of new parks. The current 10
acre minimum parcel size required for a new manufactured home park may
actually restrict park development in the City. Revising the SMC Section
17C.345.120 would possibly eliminate the need for new Comp Plan language.

For all types of housing citywide, part of the analysis should include housing
needs and housing location plus local job generation related to housing. A
complete review would also include citywide options to upgrade housing
infrastructure and affordable housing of all types as well as innovations such as
current use taxation or utility assessment programs.




(WAC 197-11-970)

SPOKANE ENVIRONMENTAL ORDINANCE
NONPROJECT DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE

FILE NO(S): Z1400065COMP — Mobile/Manufactured Home Park Preservation Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment

PROPONENT: City of Spokane

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: Amendments to the Spokane Comprehensive Plan Chapter 3, Land Use, are
proposed to insert a new policy and accompanying supportive discussion that states:

LU 1.X Mobile Home Parks
Designate appropriate areas for the preservation of mobile and manufactured home parks.

Discussion: Manufactured and/or Mobile Home Parks provide affordable housing to many City residents. In
many cases, they provide the opportunity of home ownership to households which cannot afford to purchase
other types of housing. When existing manufactured home parks are redeveloped, many homeowners are
unable to move their homes to other sites. Additionally, redeveloped mobile and manufactured home parks
are generally not replaced by new parks within the City, resulting in a net loss of this type of housing.

(Corrections to the attached checklist reflect changes from the original proposal. )
LOCATION OF PROPOSAL, INCLUDING STREET ADDRESS, IF ANY: This proposal is to adopt a text amendment to

the City's Comprehensive Plan. This proposal is limited to a community policy and does not directly change the land use
category or zoning regulations governing any property.

LEAD AGENCY: City of Spokane

The lead agency for this proposal has determined that it does not have a probable significant adverse impact on the
environment. An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c). This decision was
made after review of a completed environmental checkiist and other information on file with the lead agency. This
information is available to the public on request.

[1] There is no comment period for this DNS.

[1] This DNS is issued after using the optional DNS process in section 197-11-355 WAC. There is no further
comment period on the DNS.

x] This DNS is issued under 197-11-340(2); the lead agency will not act on this proposal for at least 14 days from
the date of issuance (below). Comments must be submitted no later than September 23, 2015 at 12:00 p.m. if
they are intended to alter the DNS.

"iii"ﬁ"ﬁ'i'i"t'ii'i*'ii'"i""i"i'i"'ii"iﬁ'i'i'ii

Responsible Official: Louis Meuler
Position/Title: Interim Director, Planning and Development Phone: (509) 625-6300

Address: 808 West Spokane Falls Boulevard, Spokane, WA 99201-3329

Date Issued: September 4, 2015  Signature: Lo %/‘—‘7

"'*'i*'*i'***t**'**i****'****i*i*'*i**'*'t***i'**ii***ti

APPEAL OF THIS DETERMINATION, after it becomes final, may be made to the City of Spokane Hearing Examiner, 808
West Spokane Falls Bivd., Spokane, WA 99201. The appeal deadline is fourteen (14) calendar days after the signing of
the DNS. This appeal must be on forms provided by the Responsible Official, make specific factual objections and be
accompanied by the appeal fee. Contact the Responsible Official for assistance with the specifics of a SEPA appeal.
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12. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information to a person to understand the
precise location of your proposed project, including street address, if any, and
section, township and range, if known. If a proposal would occur over a range of
area, provide the range or boundaries for the site(s). Provide a legal description,
site plan, vicinity map, and topographic map, if reasonably available. While you
should submit any plans required by the agency, you are not required to duplicate
maps or detailed plans submitted with any permit application related to this
checklist: This is a non-project proposal andHs-tirerefore-not-site-specific-at—
thamnmnnt.— hdw&W Hae locafhom (ji WW (home pa/lcs

u//mu;b1 21 is noled i g fa deed
13. Does he proposed action lie within the Aquifer Sensmve Area (ASA)? The General

Sewer Service Area? The Priority Sewer Service Area? The City of Spokane?
(See: Spokane County’s ASA Overlay Zone Atlas for boundaries): This is a non-
project proposal and is therefore not site specific at the moment; but
affected areas lie within the City of Spokane.

14. The following questions supplement Part A.
a. Critical Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA)/Aquifer Sensitive Area (ASA).

i. Describe any systems, other than those designed for the disposal of sanitary
waste, installed for the purpose of discharging fluids below the ground surface
(include systems such as those for the disposal of stormwater or drainage from
floor drains). Describe the type of system, the amount of material to be disposed of
through the system and the types of material likely to be disposed of (including
materials which may enter the system inadvertently through spills or as a result of
firefighting activities): This is a non-project action; thus this does not apply.

ii. Will any chemicals (especially organic solvents or petroieum fuels) be stored in
aboveground or underground storage tanks? If so, what types and quantities of
material will be stored?: This is a non-project action; thus this does not apply.

iii. What protective measures will be taken to insure that leaks or spills of any
chemicals stored or used on site will not be allowed to percolate to groundwater.
This includes measures to keep chemicals out of disposal systems This Is a non-
project action; thus this does not apply.

iv. Will any chemicals be stored, handled or used on the site in a location where a spill
or leak will drain to surface or groundwater or to a stormwater disposal system
discharging to surface or groundwater?: This is a non-project action; thus this
does not apply.

b. Stormwater RECEIVED
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i. What are the depths on the site to groundwater and to bedrock (if known)?: This Is
a non-project action; thus this does not apply.

ii. Will stormwater be discharged into the ground? If so, describe any potential
impacts: This is a non-project action; thus this does not apply.

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
Evaluation for

Agency Use
Only

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS
1. Earth

a." General description of the site (circle one): fiat, rolling, hilly,
steep, slopes, mountains, other: Current moblie home parks
exist in a variety of locations that encompass flat, rolling,
other, etc.

b. What is the steepest slops on the site (approximate percent
siope?: This is a non-project action; thus this does not

apply.

c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for
example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, muck)? If you know the
classification of agricultural soils, specify them and not any
prime farmland: Soil type is varied due to the fact that
current mobile parks exist in numerous places in the city.

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in
the immediate vicinity? If so, describe: This is a non-project
action; thus this does not apply.

e. Describe the purpose; type, and approximate quantities of
any filling or grading proposed. Indicate source to fill; This is a
non-project action; thus this does not apply.

f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or
use? If so, generally describe: This is a non-project action;
thus this does not apply.

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with
impervious surfaces after project construction (for example,

RECEIVED
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4. Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or Evaluation for
diversions? Give general description, purpose, and Agency Use
approximate quantities if known: This is a non-project action; Only
thus this does not apply.

5. Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain?: This is a
non-nroject action; thus this doas not apply.

6. Does the proposal involve any discharge of waste materials to
surface waters? If so, describe the type of waste and
anticipated volume of discharge: This is a non-project action;
thus this does not apply.

b. GROUND

1. WIill groundwater be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to
groundwater? Give general description, purpose, and
approximate quantities if known: This is a non-project action;
thus this does not apply.

2. Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground
from septic tanks or other sanitary waste treatment facility.
Describe the general size of the system, the number of houses
to be served (if applicable) and or the number of persons the
system(s) are expected to serve: This is a non-project action;
thus this does not apply.

¢.WATER RUNOFF (INCLUDING STORMWATER):

1. Describe the source of runoff (including stormwater) and
method of collection and disposal if any (include quantities, if
known). Where will this water flow? Will this water flow into
other waters? If so, describe: This is a non-project action;
thus this does not apply.

2. Could waste material enter ground or surface waters? If so,
general describe: This is a non-project action; thus this
does not apply.

d. PROPOSED MEASURES to reduce or control surface,
ground, and runoff water impacts, if any: This is a non-project
action; thus this does not apply.

4. PLANTS




Evaluation for
Agency Use

Deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other. Only

a. Check or circle type of vegetation found on the site:

Evergreen Tree: fir, cedar, pine, other.
Shrubs

Grass

Pasture

Crop or grain

Wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bulrush, skunk
cabbage, other.

Water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other.
Other types of vegetation.

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or
altered?: This is a non-project action; thus this does not

apply.

¢. Listthreatened or endangered species known to be on or
near site: No known threatened or endangered species on
or near site.

d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other

measures to preserve or enhance vegetation on the site, if any:
This Is a non-project action; thus this does not apply.

5. ANIMALS
a. Circle any birds and animals which have been observed on
or near the site that are known to be on or near the site:
Animais and birds on sites vary, but would not be

impacted beyond existing impacts due to the fact that this
is a non-project action.

RECEIVED
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b. List any threatened or endangered species known to be on Evaluation for
or near the site: No known threatened or endangered Agency Use
species on or near site. Only

c. Is the site part of a mitigation route? If so, explain: Not
applicable to this proposal.

6. ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

a. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, wood stove,
solar) will be used to meet the completed project’s energy
needs? Describe whether it will be used for hearing,
manufacturing, etc.: This is a non-project action; thus this
does not apply.

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by
adjacent properties? If so, generally describe: This is a non-
project action; thus this does not apply.

c. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in
the plans of this proposai? List other proposed measures to
reduce or control energy impacts, if any: This is a non-project
action; thus this does not apply.

7. ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including
exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of fire and explosion, spili, or
hazardous waste that could occur as a result of this proposai?
If so, describe: This is a non-project action; thus this does
not apply.

. Describe special emergency service that might be required:
Emergency services already provided for areas under
consideration in this proposal.

2. Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health
hazards, if any: This is a non-project action; thus this does
not apply.

b. NOISE:
















a. Would the project result in an increased need for public
service (for example: fire protection, police protection, health
care, schools, other)? If so, generally describe: No. Moblle

home parks under consideration already recelve public
services.

b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on
public services, if any: No measures necessary for this
proposal.

16. Utilities

a. Circle utilities currently available at the site: electricity,
natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer,
septic system, other:

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the
utility providing the service and the general construction
activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be
needed: Utllities already utilized at mobile homes on sites.

Evaluation for
Agency Use
Only




























