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BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

The Housing Element requirements of the Growth Management Act were substantially amended in 
2021 by HB 1220, requiring a much more detailed analysis of future housing needs by income level 
as well as considerations of racially disparate impacts, exclusion, and displacement in housing. As 
outlined in the Department of Commerce’s Guidance for Updating Your Housing Element, the updated 
requirements for a housing element include the following:

	• Housing needs assessment (HNA): An inventory and analysis of existing and projected 
housing needs by income level as provided by the Department of Commerce that identifies the 
number of housing units necessary to manage projected growth.

	• Goals, policies and objectives: A statement of goals, policies, objectives and mandatory 
provisions for the preservation, improvement and development of housing, including policies for 
moderate density housing options in urban growth areas. 

	• Residential land capacity analysis: Analysis to identify sufficient land to accommodate 
projected housing needs by income level. 

	• Provisions for all economic segments: Adequate provisions to address existing and projected 
needs of households at all income levels, including documenting programs and actions needed 
to achieve housing availability, consideration of housing locations in relation to employment 
locations and consideration of the role of accessory dwelling units (ADUs) in meeting housing 
needs.

	• Address racially disparate impacts, exclusion, displacement and displacement risk: 
Identify policies and regulations that result in racially disparate impacts, displacement and 
exclusion, and implement policies and regulations that begin to undo these impacts. Also, 
identify areas that may be at higher risk of displacement and establish anti-displacement 
policies. 
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PSRC VISION 2050 and King County Countywide Planning Policies 

Planning Policies.  Some key themes incorporated in the new goals and policies to better align with 

PSRC and King County policies include: 

• Specifics of planning for future housing unit targets by income band. 

• Additions of specific middle housing types and ADUs, and policies to allow more housing types in 

neighborhoods. 

• Discussion of racially disparate impacts in past housing policy and future policies to address 

these historic inequities and mitigate future displacement risk. 

• Adjustments of language to acknowledge the need for some changes in housing types and 

locations, such as near future high-capacity transit. 

 

Shoreline has worked to meet all of these state, region, and county requirements in the updates to the 

comprehensive plan Housing Element are informed by the 

 point-in-time data. The City will continue to 

housing needs. 

Definition and Measure of Housing Affordability 
The  of affordability is for a 

household to pay no more than 30% of its annual income on housing. When discussing levels of 

Income (AMI). The 2024 AMI for King County (including Shoreline) was $147,400, based on a four-person 

household size. Therefore, a household with that income would be making 100% AMI; a household that 

made $75,350 would be classified at 50% AMI; a family making $45,200 would be classified at 30% AMI. 

-

have difficulty affording necessities, such as food, clothing, transportation, and medical care. The 

median household income in Shoreline as of 2022 was $106,184. 

 

For additional context, Figure 1 below shows sample salaries for major job sectors in Shoreline in 2023. 

$15.74. Shoreline has not adopted a higher minimum wage than 

the Washington State minimum. 
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Figure 1. Wages for Major Sectors in Shoreline, 2023 

 
Sources: Washington Employment Security Department; Leland Consulting Group. 

Growth Targets & Land Capacity 
Shoreline  growth targets for the 2044 Comprehensive Plan update are summarized below in Figure 2. 

A full reporting on the c Appendix I - Land 

Capacity Analysis and Adequate Provisions Checklist. As shown below, the 2044 growth target allocated 

to the City of Shoreline is 37,372 housing units and 26,932 jobs, and as described below in the Land 

Capacity Analysis section of this supporting analysis, the city has adequate land capacity to meet these 

citywide targets without making any changes to its current land use or zoning designations. However, 

the City is proposing changes to land use and zoning designations to comply with recent state legislation 

including House Bills 1220, 1110 and 1337. 
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Figure 2. Net New Housing and Job Targets in Shoreline 

 

 
 

The City also has targets for housing units by income band set by King County. These targets are set 

based on the C

the population, as determined by the Department of Commerce. Figure 3 below shows the 2044 housing 

targets by income band, as well as the number of existing units in each category. Shoreline has a 

shortage of housing across all income bands, particularly housing for people with incomes below 50% 

AMI. By 2044, the City has a target to add 6,327 non-permanent supportive housing units affordable to 
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Figure 3. Shoreline Housing Unit Targets by Income, 2019-2044 

 
 

Under current land use and zoning designations, Shoreline has adequate land capacity to meet each of 

these housing unit targets, except for those within the 120%+ AMI category. This is due to a lack of 

adequate land for single family detached homes, which are typically the most expensive housing units 

on the market. While the Washington State Department of Commerce does not require cities to show 

housing capacity that meets their targets at the 120%+ AMI income level, it is important to note that 

these targets represent a demand for housing within the Shoreline market by wealthier households, and 

the City should account for this demand through the supply of other housing types that may meet this 

demand in order to relieve pressure on the existing housing stock. 

 

Housing Needs Assessment 

Housing Inventory 
Shoreline can be classified as a historically suburban community that is maturing into a more self-

sustaining urban environment. Approximately 54% of the current housing stock was built before 1970. 

Just 14% of homes (both single family detached and multifamily) were constructed after 1999. 

 

Over the last decade, there has been significant new multifamily construction adjacent to the light rail 

station -use residential zones (MUR) and along Aurora Avenue within the 
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Housing Types & Sizes 
Single-family homes are the predominant type of existing housing in Shoreline and encompass a wide 

range of options, which range from older homes built prior to WWII to new homes that are certified 

through the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) program. Styles range from 

expansive homes on large view lots to modest homes on lots less than a 1/4 acre in size. 

 

As of 2022, there are 23,505 housing units within the City of Shoreline. About 70% of these housing 

units are single-family homes. Compared to King County as a whole, Shoreline has a higher percentage 

of its housing stock in single-family homes (see Figure 4 below). 

 

Figure 4. Number and Share of Dwellings by Type, 2022 

Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimate, Table DP04. 

 

Figure 5. Housing by Year Structure Built, 2022 

Year Built Units % 
Total housing units 23,505 23,505 

2020 or later 110 0.5% 

2010 to 2019 1,618 6.9% 

2000 to 2009 1,530 6.5% 

1990 to 1999 1,573 6.7% 

1980 to 1989 2,756 11.7% 

1970 to 1979 3,277 13.9% 

1960 to 1969 4,415 18.8% 

1950 to 1959 5,305 22.6% 

1940 to 1949 1,941 8.3% 

1939 or earlier 980 4.2% 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimate, Table DP04. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Type of Housing 
Shoreline 
(units) 

Shoreline 
(percent) 

King County 
(units) 

King County 
(percent) 

Single-family 16,567 70% 552,291 57% 
Duplex 373 2% 16,366 2% 
Triplex/4-plex 675 3% 37,768 4% 
Multifamily (5+ units) 5,781 25% 350,776 36% 
Mobile Homes 109 0.5% 14,820 2% 
Other (boat, RV, van, etc.) 0 0% 800 0.1% 
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Figure 6. Housing by Number of Bedrooms 

 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimate, Table DP04. 

 

Figure 7. Condition of Housing Stock  

Condition of Housing Units % 
Lacking complete plumbing 
facilities 

11 0.0% 

Lacking complete kitchen 
facilities 

220 1.0% 

No telephone service available 93 0.4% 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimate, Table DP04. 

 

In Shoreline, the average number of bedrooms per unit is 2.8. Only 15% of housing units have less than 

two bedrooms. This compares with nearly 25% of housing units in King County with less than two 

bedrooms. With larger housing units and a stable population, overcrowding has not been a problem in 

Shoreline, though it is becoming more common. The US Census reported 2.7% of housing units have an 
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the other half of the units are for people at or below 50% AMI. The King County Housing Authority also 

operates eight properties in Shoreline, all of which serve seniors and people with disabilities. Lake City 

Partners Ending Homelessness operates The Oaks Aurora Enhanced Shelter which serves 60 single 

adults with shelter and supportive services. Vision House operates a transitional housing program for 

permanent supportive housing and case management for 25 veterans. There are approximately 120 

licensed adult family homes operating in Shoreline.   

Community Profile 

Population Age 
As of 2022, 46% of residents are over 45, 

compared to around 38% countywide. In addition, 20% of residents are over 65, compared to 14% 

countywide. Since 2012, the share of residents over 65 has increased from 16% to 20% 

population, or an increase of almost 3,250 residents.  

 

The age composition of  residents has important implications for housing needs in the city. 

housing units. Older residents may also have specific housing needs such as accessible units or assisted 

living. 

 

Figure 8. Population Distribution by Age in Shoreline and King County, 2012-2022 

 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 & 2012 5-Year Estimates, Table S0101. 
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Race & Ethnicity 

The populations of both Shoreline and King County have become more diverse over the past decade. In 

2012, 30% of King County residents and 28% of Shoreline residents were Black, Indigenous, or People of 

Color (BIPOC). Since then, is now 

35% of the population. The population of Hispanic or Latino residents of any race has held relatively 

steady in both the city and the county  7% in Shoreline and 9% in King County as seen in Figure 9.  

 

When considering housing needs, race and ethnicity can present compounding challenges to housing 

affordability and accessibility. For example, in Shoreline, 76% of homeowners are white, although just 

64% of residents are white. Renters (x% of which are non-white) face greater housing instability than 

homeowners, and less opportunities for wealth-building. These types of reinforcing housing challenges 

are important to consider when planning for the housing needs of all residents in the city. 

 

Figure 9. Race and Ethnicity in Shoreline and King County, 2012-2022 

Source: US Census ACS 2022 & 2012 5-Year Estimates, Table DP05. 

 

Nearly three quarters of residents over five years old in Shoreline speak English at home, as shown 

below. Other than English, the most common languages spoken among Shoreline residents are various 

Asian and Pacific Island languages. The majority of residents that speak languages other than English 
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Figure 10. Languages Spoken by Shoreline Residents over Five Years Old, 2022 

 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimates, Table S1601. 

 

Additional demographic information relating to race and ethnicity can be found in the Racially Disparate 

Impacts portion of this document. 

Household Characteristics 
As of 2022, there were 22,706 households in Shoreline, up from around 21,218 in 2012 (an increase of 

just over 7%). The majority of households in Shoreline (65%) are family households, defined as a 
householder and one or more other people living in the same household who are related to the 
householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. A family household may also contain people not related to 
the householder. 1 Of these, just over half are married couples. About 27% of Shoreline households 

have children under 18. The city has a higher share of family households than King County, but the share 

of family households and families with children under 18 is similar to the statewide figures. 

 

The other 35% of Shoreline households are non-family households, which includes individuals living 

alone or any arrangement of unrelated residents. The majority of these households (77%) are residents 

living alone. Of these, 2,844 households are individuals over 65 living alone. This is a smaller share of 

older householders living alone than the county but is in line with the state. The average household size 

in the city is 2.58, higher than the King County average of 2.44 and a slight increase from Shoreli  

2012 average household size of 2.51. 

 

This data shows a need in Shoreline for both larger units to accommodate families and smaller units to 

accommodate residents living alone.  

 

 

 
1 US Census ACS, Households and Families: 2020, 2020 Census Briefs 

English Only, 74%

Spanish, 5%

Other Indo-
European 

Languages, 5%

Asian / Pacific 
Island 

Languages, 
11%

Other Languages, 
5%



Shoreline 2044 | Supporting Analysis | Housing 
 
 
 

 Housing Supporting Analysis | Page 272 

Figure 11. Selected Household Characteristics in Shoreline, King County, and Washington, 2022  
Shoreline King County Washington  
Total % Total % Total % 

Total Households 22,706 
 

916,270 
 

2,979,272 
 

Family Households 14,770 65% 537,292 59% 1,910,770 64% 

Married-couple family 11,871 52% 429,956 47% 1,482,230 50% 

Other family 2,899 13% 107,336 12% 428,540 14% 

With own children under 18 years 6,028 27% 238,482 26% 814,890 27% 

Nonfamily households 7,936 35% 378,978 41% 1,068,502 36% 

Households living alone 6,125 27% 279,263 30% 803,383 27% 

Householder 65 years and over 2,844 13% 81,239 9% 313,547 11% 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimates, Table S2501. 

 

Household size 

Shoreline

share of one-person households than the county. Overall, the largest number of households are two-

person households, at nearly 35%. Shoreline also has a higher share of three-person households than 

the county or state.  

 

Figure 12. Share of Households by Size in Shoreline, King County, and Washington, 2022 

 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimates, Table S2501. 

 

Household tenure 

Approximately two thirds of Shoreline households are homeowners, a larger share than King County and 

the state overall, as shown below. This is consistent with current zoning in the city, in which 77% of the 

land is zoned for single-family residential development. 

27.0% 30.5% 27.0%

34.6%
34.0%

35.3%

17.6% 15.0% 15.3%

20.7% 20.5% 22.4%

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

80.0%

90.0%

100.0%

Shoreline King County Washington

4+-person household

3-person household

2-person household

1-person household



Shoreline 2044 | Supporting Analysis | Housing 
 
 
 

 Housing Supporting Analysis | Page 273 

Figure 13. Housing Unit Tenure in Shoreline, King County, and Washington, 2022 

 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimates, Table S2501. 

 

Figure 14 

has increased slightly for both renter and owner households, a trend seen nationally as increasing 

housing prices have caused more people to share housing. The share of households with children in the 

city has remained constant, while single-person households have decreased. The share of senior single-

person households has increased over the past decade. 

 

Figure 14. Selected Household Trends in Shoreline, 2012-2022 

  2012 2022 

Total Households 21,218 22,706 

Average Household Size: Owner-Occupied Units 2.59 2.63 

Average Household Size: Renter-Occupied Units 2.13 2.23 

Family Households with One or More Persons Under 

18 28% 28% 

Family Households 62% 65% 

Non-Family Households 38% 35% 

Single Person Households 29% 27% 

Single Person Households, Age 65 or Over 11% 13% 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimates, Tables DP04 and S2501. 

 

Renters also tend to have smaller household sizes in the city, as shown in Figure 15Error! Reference s

ource not found. below. About 41% of renter households are one-person households, compared with 

20% of owner % have two people.  
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Figure 15. Shoreline Household Size by Tenure, 2022 

 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimates, Table S1901. 

 

Household income 

The median household income in Shoreline is below the King County median, but higher than the 

median statewide. The 2022 median household income as reported by the Census is $106,184, up from 

$66,160 in 2012. This represents a 60% increase over that time.  

 

Figure 165. Median Household Income in Shoreline, King County, and Washington, 2012-2022 

 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimates, Table S1901. 
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over $200,000, over one fifth of Shoreline households are in that top income bracket. In Shoreline, 

nearly 65% of households make $75,000 per year or more while just 23% make less than $50,000. 

 

An analysis of household income required to afford housing at various price points is found later in this 

report, in the Housing Affordability section.  

 

Figure 176. Household Income Bands in Shoreline and King County, 2022 

 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimates, Table S1901. 
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Figure 7. Age and Household Income in Shoreline, 2022 

 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimates, Table S19037. 

 

 

Figure 19. Age and Tenure of Households in Shoreline (2022) 

 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimates, Table S25007. 
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Peer Communities 
When considering housing and household dynamics, it is important to understand how the city 

compares to neighboring or like sized communities in the region, particularly when it comes to 

household income and prevalence of poverty, as both impact housing demand and affordability, and 

help to explain local challenges relative to the region. For this purpose, Shoreline has been compared to 

the following cities: Burien, Puyallup, Marysville, Federal Way, Kirkland, Lake Forest Park, Bothell, and 

Edmonds. 

 

As shown in Figure 20Error! Reference source not found. below, the median household income in S

horeline is higher than in peer cities including Burien, Puyallup, Marysville, and Federal Way, but is 

lower than in Kirkland, Lake Forest Park, Bothell, and Edmonds. The share of households in Shoreline 

making over $200,000 per year is twice that of Puyallup, Marysville, or Federal Way.  

 

Figure 208. Median Household Income in Shoreline and Peer Cities, 2022 

 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimates, Table S1901. 

 

As shown in Figure 21 below, although Shoreline has the fifth highest median income among peer cities, 

it also has the third highest poverty rate at 8.2 percent. Just Burien and Federal Way have higher 

poverty rates. The wide variety of incomes among Shoreline residents is reflected in the need for 

housing units serving those making less than 50% AMI and those making more than 120% AMI. 
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Figure 219. Poverty Rates in Shoreline and Peer Cities, 2022 

 
Source: US Census ACS 2022 5-Year Estimates, Table S1701. 

Special Needs Housing 
According to the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), a quarter of the households 

in Shoreline have a member with one or more disability (note that the total share of households in 
Figure 22 below is above 100 percent, indicating that there are households in which household members 
have multiple disabilities). The most common type of disability reported is an ambulatory limitation. The 

high share of households that include a disabled member indicate that there is likely a need for a wider 

variety of accessible housing types in Shoreline. Although many disabled and older residents would 

prefer to remain in the community, there may also be a need for assisted living facilities to assist those 

who need more consistent care.  

 

Since 2020, when this data was recorded, the COVID pandemic has increased rates of disability 

nationwide (since February 2020, there has been a nearly ten percent increase in the disabled 

population over 16 years old nationwide). In addition, the large Baby Boomer generation is now entirely 

over the age of 60. Shoreline should assume that these trends make it likely that there is now a larger 

share of households with a disabled member than in 2020. 

 

Figure 2210. Disability Status among Shoreline Households, 2020 

Disability Status Number of 
Households 

Share of 
Households 

Household member has a cognitive limitation             2,195  10% 

Household member has a hearing or vision impairment             2,385  11% 

Household member has a self-care or independent living limitation             2,440  11% 

Household member has an ambulatory limitation             2,680  12% 

Household member has none of the above limitations            16,395  75% 
Source: US Department of Housing and Urban Development, CHAS 2016-2020  Table 6. 
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Workforce Profile 

Local Workforce Characteristics 
According to the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) covered employment estimate, as of 2022 there 

were 15,851 jobs in Shoreline, with the highest concentration of jobs in the high-level industries of 

services, retail, and education. Shoreline employment has remained relatively flat over the past two 

decades before declining at the beginning of the COVID pandemic, with some recovery shown through 

2022. 

 

Figure 23. Covered Employment in Shoreline by Sector, 2002-2022 

 
Source: PSRC Covered Employment Estimate. 

 
 

As of 2021, just under 30 percent of jobs in Shoreline required at least a  degree, while 18 

percent required just a high school degree (or equivalent). Nearly 59 percent of jobs paid at least $3,333 

per month (approximately $40,000 per year), an income far below the median household income 

required to afford (rent or own) most homes in Shoreline. This indicates people who work in Shoreline 

may not be able to afford to live in Shoreline and would need to commute to the city or endure greater 

housing cost burden if they do live in the city. 
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Jobs to Housing Ratio 
According to PSRC, as of 2022, there were 23,505 housing units and 15,851 jobs in Shoreline, a ratio of 

0.67 jobs per housing unit. PSRC has stated a region goal for cities to move towards a ratio of 1.0. This 

indicates that in order to align with regional policy goals, Shoreline should focus on increasing the 

number of jobs in the city.  proximity to Seattle with its significant 

oversupply of office space in Downtown Seattle, will likely make it challenging for the city to maintain a 

one-to-one ratio of jobs and housing, as low regional unemployment, and high demand for new housing 

is high. In addition, developers and investors have significantly slowed down new office construction in 

reaction to the increase in hybrid and remote work. However, two new LINK light rail stations planned 

for Shoreline could make it an attractive location for business growth. 

Housing Market Conditions 

Multifamily Rental Housing Trends 
A summarized in Figure 24 since 2003, 3,264 new multifamily housing units have been built in 

Shoreline. There are currently 2,839 units under construction and 2,904 proposed units expected to be 

completed by 2026. In total, there are approximately 6,650 multifamily units in Shoreline, nearly half of 

which have been built since 2003. 

 

Figure 24. Multifamily Construction and Development Pipeline, 2003-2026 

 
Source: CoStar. 

 

Rents have risen consistently in Shoreline over the past several years, reaching an average of $1,911 per 
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0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2011 2012 2013 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2023 2024 2025 2026

U
n

it
s 

in
 M

u
lt

if
am

ily
 B

u
ild

in
gs

Existing Under Construction Proposed



Shoreline 2044 | Supporting Analysis | Housing 
 
 
 

 Housing Supporting Analysis | Page 281 

three-bedroom units for $2,597.  As shown in Figure 25 between 2004 and 2024, rent grew by nearly 

73% in Shoreline  an average of 2.8% per year.  

 

Figure 25. Market Asking Rent by Unit Type in Shoreline, 2004-2024 

 
Source: CoStar. 

 

Market asking rents in Shoreline are similar to statewide rents but below the rents in King County, on 

average. Rents in Shoreline were relatively static between 2022 and 2023 as county- and state-wide 

rents continued to grow. Historically, rents in Shoreline have been higher than rent statewide. Since 

2004, rents in King County have grown by 81% while rents statewide grew by 83.5%. 
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Figure 26. Market Asking Rent per Unit in Shoreline, King County, and Washington, 2004-2024 

 
Source: CoStar. 

 

As seen in Figure 27 since 2004, the vacancy rate in Shoreline has been a bit more volatile than the 

vacancy rate in King County and Washington, likely due to the fact that it is a smaller housing market. 

The construction of new housing units since 2017 has also likely resulted in spikes in the vacancy rate. In 

2023, when the vacancy rate in Shoreline reached 13%, 1,022 new multifamily units were added to the 

 As these new units get absorbed, the vacancy rate is likely to settle to a level 

closer to the county and statewide rates. A vacancy rate of 5-6% percent typically indicates a balanced 

rental market, with enough vacant units to enable  freedom of movement. 
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Figure 27. Multifamily Vacancy Rates in Shoreline, King County, and Washington, 2004-2024 

 
Source: CoStar. 

Single Family Home Trends 
According to the US Census Bureau, between 2002 and 2022, 4,615 housing units were permitted in 

Shoreline. Of these, 1,358 were single family homes (29%). Between 2012 and 2015, nearly all of the 

units permitted were single family homes. However, multifamily permitting has risen significantly since 

then as the city has expanded its housing supply. In 2022, just 1% of units permitted in Shoreline were in 

single family structures. 

 

Figure 28. Permitting Activity in Shoreline, 2012-2022  
Total Units Permitted Single Family Units Permitted Single Family Share of Total 

2012 25 23 92% 

2013 62 62 100% 

2014 53 51 96% 

2015 47 47 100% 

2016 369 76 21% 

2017 204 90 44% 

2018 364 89 24% 

2019 575 108 19% 

2020 182 152 84% 

2021 983 160 16% 

2022 1,121 16 1% 
Source: US Census Bureau Building Permit Database. 
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Over the past few years, there has also been a rise in permitting activity for middle housing that is 

attached or clustered housing that falls in the middle of the housing spectrum between detached homes 

and mid-rise apartment buildings. Between 2018 and 2022, 14 buildings between two and four units 

were permitted in Shoreline, for a total of 44 units. The majority of these units (86 percent) were in 

three- or four-unit buildings. Permitting activity for these types of structures is likely to continue to 

increase as the City implements policies aligning with new state middle housing requirements. 

 

Figure 11. Units Permitted in Single Family and Middle Housing Structures, 2002-2022 

 
Source: US Census Bureau Building Permit Database. 
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Figure 30. Typical Home Values in Shoreline, 2004-2024 

 
Source: Zillow Home Value Index (ZHVI). Note: the ZHVI reflects the value of homes in the 35th to 65th percentile range in a given 
market. 

 

fell 

had the lowest typical home value at just over $550,000 while Kirkland had the highest at nearly $1.2 

million. An annual household income of over $200,000 would be required to purchase the typical house 

in Shoreline.  

 

Figure 31. Typical Home Values in Shoreline and Peer Cities, 2024 

 
Source: Zillow Home Value Index (ZHVI). Note: the ZHVI reflects the value of homes in the 35th to 65th percentile range in a given 
market. 
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Housing Affordability 
Housing Affordability has become a major concern for renters and homeowners nationwide, especially 

in markets like the Seattle metro area that have seen significant job growth and in-migration that has 

outpaced housing construction. Figure 32 below shows home value, rent, and household income growth 

since 2010. While the typical home price has risen 129% and the median gross rent has grown 89% since 

2010, median household income in Shoreline has risen just 58%. In other words, increases in housing 

costs have outpaced income growth for many Shoreline residents. 

 

Figure 32. Growth of Household Income and Housing Costs in Shoreline, 2010-2022 

 
Source: Zillow Home Value Index (ZHVI); US Census Bureau 5-Year ACS, Tables S2503 & B25064.  

 

Figure 33 below outlines this discrepancy of income versus home prices further, showing that a 

household earning the median household income of $106,000 annually earns approximately half of the 
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Figure 33. Housing Affordability in Shoreline 

 
Source: Zillow Home Value Index (ZHVI); US Census Bureau 5-Year ACS, Table S2503; Freddie Mac; Leland Consulting Group.  

 

Household Cost-Burden  

As discussed previously, a household is considered cost-burdened if they spend more than 30% of their 

income on housing costs (including rent or mortgage and utilities). A severely cost-burdened household 

spends more than 50% of their income on housing costs. The following charts display data related to 

tenure, income, and cost-burden that indicate the overall challenge facing many Shoreline residents 

when it comes to housing costs, and a potential disparity in housing affordability for BIPOC populations 

due to the higher rate of renting versus home ownership amongst these populations.  

 

In Shoreline, renters tend to have lower incomes than homeowners, with 59% of renters making less 

than 80% AMI compared with 27% of homeowners  cost burdened renters are at higher risk of 

displacement as rents increase. 
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Figure 34. Income Bands by Tenure in Shoreline 

 
Source: Shoreline Racial Equity Analysis. 

 

33% of all households in Shoreline are considered cost-burdened, with over a quarter of renters in 

Shoreline severely cost-burdened, and 49% cost-burdened, overall. This compares to 9% of households 

that own their home being severely cost-burdened and 25%, overall.  

 

Figure 35. Cost Burden by Tenure in Shoreline 

 
Source: Shoreline Racial Equity Analysis. 

 

Unsurprisingly, lower income households experience higher rates of cost burden. 
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Figure 36. Cost Burden by Income Band in Shoreline 

 
Source: Shoreline Racial Equity Analysis. 

 

As shown below in Figure 37, Hispanic, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and Black/African American 

households are significantly more likely to rent than own, which could potentially increase the risk of 

displacement for these groups.  

 

Figure 37. Tenure by Race and Ethnicity in Shoreline 

 
Source: Shoreline Racial Equity Analysis. 
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However, despite these divides, rates of cost burden are relatively similar across racial groups, with 

white households slightly less cost burdened than households of color in Shoreline. Among households 

of color, 41% are cost burdened, compared with 32% of white households. Hispanic/Latino households 

have the highest rate of cost burden, at 46%. Among Black/African American households in Shoreline, 

30% are severely cost burdened. 

 

Figure 38. Housing Cost Burden by Race and Ethnicity in Shoreline 

 
Source: Shoreline Racial Equity Analysis. 

 

Gap Analysis 
Figure 39 below indicates the gap of available rental units in Shoreline based on the most recent US 

Housing & Urban Development Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) dataset.  

 

This estimates that as of 2019, there was a shortage of 955 rental units below 30% AMI and 1,215 units 

above 80% AMI. This supports the analysis shown in the following section of this document on 

Land Capacity Analysis nd primary housing needs 

being at the upper and lower ends of the market. This analysis assumes that renter households typically 

seek out housing that is priced appropriately for their income. However, if some of the households in 

Shoreline making more than 80% AMI are living in lower-cost homes, this could have an impact on the 

surplus of homes priced at 50% to 80% AMI, putting further price and availability pressures onto these 

homes. 
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Figure 39. Shoreline Renter Households by Income Compared to Rental Units by Affordability, 2019 

 
Sources: US HUD, 2015-2019 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) (Table 15C) & US HUD, 2015-2019 Comprehensive 
Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) (Table 14B) 

 

Land Capacity Analysis Summary 
HB 1220 requires jurisdictions to analyze their housing capacity by what household income level the new 

units can serve. Each county establishes income-based targets for each city within the county, and the 

cities must then demonstrate that they have sufficient land capacity for the number of units allocated in 

housing units for the 2019-2044 period are shown below in Figure 40. 
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Figure 40. Shoreline Existing and Target Housing Units by Income Band, 2019-2044 

 
 
Source: King County 2021 Countywide Planning Policies (as amended in 2023) 

 

The full methodology and detailed results of this analysis are found in Appendix I. As shown below in 

Figure 41, this analysis shows that Shoreline has sufficient overall housing capacity to meet its growth 

targets. The GMA requires that cities show sufficient capacity for low- and moderate-income households 

 the 0-80% AMI and 80-120% AMI categories. Shoreline has a significant surplus in both of these zone 

categories, satisfying the requirements of HB 1220.  

 

As shown above, Shoreline has a deficit of capacity in the 120% AMI category. Statute does not require 

that this deficit be addressed through zoning, and as noted previously, there is an overall surplus of 

zoned capacity for housing. However, the targets reflect an expectation for a larger influx of higher-

income households into the city in the coming decades brought on by the increase in regional housing 

demand. Traditionally, these households have been served by single-family detached housing units at 

the higher end of the housing market. Due to the lack of available land for additional, new construction 

of single-family detached housing in Shoreline, these households may increase demand for existing 

housing stock that is currently serving lower-income levels, subsequently increasing their costs. In order 

to alleviate this cost pressure, and also due to the overall lack of single-family detached housing, 

households across the income spectrum may be forced to look to housing options in the other zone 

categories, such as duplexes, fourplexes, and higher-end apartments or condominiums, rather than in 

89 1,159 1,524

3,749
4,486

3,459

9,566

73
1,902

3,617 2,710

740

573

650

3,138

2,620

0-30% PSH 0-30% Non-PSH 30-50% 50-80-% 80-100% 100-120% 120%+ Emergency

Housing

New

Existing

Low-Income Moderate-Income High-Income 



Shoreline 2044 | Supporting Analysis | Housing 
 
 
 

 Housing Supporting Analysis | Page 293 

the more traditional single-family development patterns which have served higher-income households 

in the past.  

 

Figure 41. Shoreline Housing Targets and Capacity by Income Band 

Income 

Band Housing Types 

Housing 

Needs 

Aggregated 

Housing 

Needs 

Pipeline 

Units 

Remaining 

Housing 

Needs 

Total 

Capacity 

Surplus/ 

Deficit 

0-30 PSH 

Multifamily Units 

1,902 

8,969 1,791 7,178 14,501 7,323  

0-30 Non 

PSH 
3,617 

30-50 2,710 

50-80 740 

80-100 Triplexes, Fourplexes, ADUs, 

Condo Units, Higher-End 

Multifamily Units 

573 
1,223 6,171 -4,948 2,320 7,268  

100-120 650 

120+ 
Single-Family, Townhomes, 

Duplexes 
3,138 3,138 313 2,825 1,505 (1,320) 

 Total 13,330 13,330 8,275 5,055 18,326 13,271 

Source: Washington Department of Commerce, Leland Consulting Group 

Adequate Provisions 
In addition to this analysis by income band, HB 1220 also requires cities to show that their housing 

ousing production to the rate of 

housing production needed to meet housing targets by income band for low- and moderate-income 

households. The results of this analysis are shown below in Figure 42, using historic production data 

from the city, census build -Restricted Housing Inventory. Similar 

to the analysis above, the income levels are correlated with housing types based on the analysis of 

housing prices affordable to various income levels in Shoreline. As shown below, there is not an overall 

barrier to production of low- or moderate-income units in Shoreline. 

 

Figure 42. Historic and Target Housing Production Trends in Shoreline 

Income Band Yearly Need 

Historic Yearly 

Production Last 

10 Years 

Barrier 

Exists? 

0-30 PSH 

287 639 No 
0-30 Non PSH 

30-50 

50-80 

80-100 
-198 20 No 

100-120 
Source: King County, City of Shoreline, U.S. Census Building Permit Survey, PSRC Income-Restricted Housing Inventory  
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When there is no overall shortfall, Commerce also requires a sub-analysis of low-income housing 

production trends serving households earning below 50% AMI. The results of this analysis are shown 

below in Figure 43. As shown, there is a shortfall of unit production for 0-50% AMI housing and 

Emergency Housing in the city. 

 

Figure 43. Historic and Target Housing Production for Low-Income Households in Shoreline 

Income Level 

Projected Housing 

Need 

Annual Unit 

Production 

Needed 

Historic Average 

Annual Unit 

Production Barrier Exists? 

Emergency 

Housing/Shelter 2620 105 0 Yes 

0-30% PSH 1,902 76 32 Yes 

0-30% Other 3,617 145 11 Yes 

30-50% 2,710 108 15 Yes 
Source: King County, City of Shoreline, PSRC Income-Restricted Housing Inventory  

 

In order to address this shortfall, Commerce has developed a checklist for cities to address four 

categories of barriers to housing production: 

• Development regulations 

• Process obstacles 

• Limited land availability and environmental constraints 

• Funding gaps 

 

Cities should document how these barriers may be affecting the production of units at the income level 

specified using this checklist, and document the potential steps they could take to overcome the 

barriers. Note that cities do not need to implement these steps as part of the comprehensive plan 

update, but they can help guide goal and policy development and cities will be required to produce a 

report documenting their progress towards increasing housing production five years after the adoption 

of the comprehensive plan. 

 

The adequate provisions checklist and potential actions to remove barriers to housing production are 

found in Appendix I.
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Racially Disparate Impacts 

Introduction 
In 2021, the Washington State Legislature passed House Bill 1220 (HB 1220) as an amendment to the 

state Growth Management Act (GMA). HB 1220 requires that local governments plan for housing at all 

income levels and assess the racially disparate impacts (RDI) of existing housing policies. Conditions 

that indicate that policies have racially disparate impacts can include segregation, cost burden, 

displacement, educational opportunities, and health disparities. 

 

According to state guidance, there are five steps to understanding and addressing racially disparate 

impacts: 

• Step 1: Engage the Community 

• Step 2: Gather & Analyze Data 

• Step 3: Evaluate Policies 

• Step 4: Revise Policies 

• Step 5: Review & Update Regulations 

 

This report accounts for both Step 2 and Step 3  it includes a summary of findings based on data from 

the US Census Bureau, US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), and other sources. 

These findings then inform the policy evaluations and recommendations found at the end of the report. 

Key Findings 
• Shoreline has the second highest number of properties with racially restrictive covenants in 

King County, after Seattle. This legacy of exclusion continues to impact demographic patterns 

and property values in the city today. The western portion of the city, including Richmond 

Beach, Innis-Arden, and The Highlands, is still predominantly white. 

• Shoreline is less diverse than King County, with smaller shares of Asian and Hispanic/Latino 

residents. The shares of Black/African American and multiracial residents increased slightly 

between 2009 and 2021. 

• In Shoreline, 29 percent of residents have limited English proficiency. Among those who speak a 

language other than English, 43 percent speak an Asian or Pacific Island language. 

• Hispanic/Latino households have the highest level of cost burden among racial and ethnic 

groups in Shoreline, with 46 percent spending more than 30 percent of their income on housing, 

compared with 31 percent of white households. 

• Black/African American, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Other Race, and multiracial 

households are more likely to rent than own their homes, which increases displacement risks for 

these groups.  

• The renter cost burden in Shoreline is driven by a shortage of rental units at the high and low 

ends of the market. To meet current demand for rental units, the city needs to add 955 new 

units priced below 30 percent AMI and 1,215 new units priced above 80 percent AMI. This does 

not account for the future need driven by population growth. 
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• The Meridian Park neighborhood adjacent to Aurora Avenue has a high concentration of BIPOC 

households as well as a higher displacement risk than much of the rest of the city. However, 

PSRC considers it a moderate- to high-opportunity area. 

Historical Context 
Throughout the history of the United States, a combination of laws and practices have impacted where 

specific groups of people live, what opportunities they have access to, and their ability to build wealth 

through stable housing. Unfortunately, many of these policies explicitly or implicitly benefited white 

residents at the expense of all others. The legacy of policies like redlining, which used racial criteria in 

determining which neighborhoods were suitable for government-backed loans, highway development 

through predominantly Black neighborhoods, and racial covenants explicitly excluding certain groups 

from owning specific properties continues to impact non-white communities today. 

While many cities have acknowledged the harms of these policies, many of which are no longer legal, 

there are still policies in effect today that hold cities back from rectifying systemic harms. These can 

include policies that reference vague concepts like 

permit only the most expensive homes to be built, thus shutting lower-income residents out of high-

opportunity areas.  

 

This section contains a historic review of some of the known policies and programs that caused racially 

disparate impacts in Shoreline as a starting point in understanding present-day conditions. 

Throughout the United States, racial covenants were used to exclude certain races and religious groups 

from residing in specific neighborhoods, creating exclusive areas for white, Christian residents. Courts 

largely held that these deed restrictions could be legally enforced. Ultimately the passage of the Fair 

Housing Act in 1968 prohibited discrimination in housing based on race, religion, and national origin. 

According to the Washington State Racial Restrictive Covenants Project, Shoreline had the second 

highest number of racially restricted properties in King County, after Seattle, with a total of 2,951 

restrictive covenants.  While some neighborhoods that were subject to these racial restrictions have 

become more diversified, both racially and economically over time, other areas that have some of the 

highest residential property values, remain predominately white. See Figure 44 below.
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Figure 44. Racially Restricted Parcels in Shoreline and Surrounding Areas 

  
Source: Washington State Racial Restrictive Covenants Project. 
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Figure 45. Residential Property Values in Shoreline 

 
Source: City of Shoreline 
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Figure 46. Distribution of White Residents in Shoreline 

  
Source: US Census, City of Shoreline



Shoreline 2044 | Supporting Analysis | Housing 
 
 
 

 Housing Supporting Analysis | Page 300 

The combination of racially restrictive covenants and redlining impacted the ability of Black veterans to 

which enabled white veterans to buy housing and build wealth in the suburbs. Racial covenants have 

since been declared unconstitutional, and Fair Housing laws have been put into effect. However, as of 

2021 Shoreline is still less diverse than King County overall. 

 

Figure 47. Race and Ethnicity of Populations 

 
Source: US Census 2021 5-Year ACS, Table DP05. 
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Assessing Racially Disparate Impacts 
Between 2015 and 2020, Shoreline became slightly more diverse. The city gained nearly 1,500 Asian 

residents and over 600 Black/African American residents. At the same time, however, the number of 

American Indian/Alaska Native and Hispanic/Latino residents declined. Over the same period, King 

3 percent white to 58 percent white, with Asian, Hispanic/Latino, and 

multiracial residents seeing the biggest countywide gains. 

 

Figure 48. Change in Population by Race/Ethnicity, Shoreline and King County 

 
 

Figure 49. Race and Ethnicity in Shoreline: All Groups Except White 

 
Source:  US Census Bureau, 2010-2021 ACS 5-Year Estimates, Table DP05. 

Shoreline King County

Race or Ethnic Category 2015 2020 Change 2015 2020 Change

American Indian and Alaska Native 490 281 -209 11,972 10,307 -1,665

Asian 7,200 8,657 1,457 317,214 405,835 88,621

Black or African American 2,782 3,400 618 123,350 141,566 18,216

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 4,718 4,394 -324 189,808 218,763 28,955

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 245 286 41 15,681 16,673 992

Other Race 78 277 199 3,756 9,449 5,693

Two or more races 2,363 2,946 583 99,291 127,070 27,779

White 36,898 36,594 -304 1,284,684 1,295,401 10,717

Total 54,774 56,835 2,061 2,045,756 2,225,064 179,308

Source: US Census Bureau, 2011-2015 and 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (Table 

DP05); Washington Department of Commerce, 2023
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Figure 50. Racial Composition of Shoreline and King County (2020) 

 
Source:  US Census Bureau, 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (Table DP05); Washington Department of 
Commerce, 2023. 

 

Among Shoreline households, 29 percent have limited English proficiency. The most commonly spoken 

non-English languages in Shoreline are Asian and Pacific Island languages and Other Indo-European 

languages. The share of residents with limited English proficiency aligns with the rest of the county. 

 

Figure 51. Languages Spoken Other Than English 

 
Source:  US Census Bureau, 2021 ACS 5-Year Estimates, Table S1601. 
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Shoreline is home to over 14,000 homeowner households and 8,000 renter households. Of the 

homeowner households, 25 percent are cost burdened, with 16 percent spending between 30 percent 

and 50 percent of their income on housing costs and nine percent spending more than half of their 

income on housing costs. By contrast, 49 percent of renter households in Shoreline are cost burdened, 

with 22 percent spending between 30 and 50 percent of their income on housing costs and 27 percent 

spending more than half of their income on housing costs. This sharp divide in stability between renters 

and owners can result in racially disparate impacts when renters are more likely to be people of color. In 

In Shoreline, White and Asian households have the highest rates of homeownership, with more than 

two-thirds of each group owning homes. Other racial and ethnic groups have lower rates of 

homeownership.  

 

Figure 52. Proportion of Owners and Renters by Race and Ethnicity 

 
Source:  US Census Bureau, 2021 ACS 5-Year Estimates, Table S2502. 

 

In Shoreline, white households are least likely to be cost burdened. Just 16 percent of white households 

spend between 30 and 50 percent of their income on housing, while 15 percent spend more than 50 

percent of their income on housing. In contrast, 46 percent of Hispanic/Latino households in Shoreline 

are cost burdened and 30 percent of Black/African American households are severely cost burdened. 
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Figure 53. Cost Burden for Shoreline Households by Race and Ethnicity 

 
Source: US HUD, 2015-2019 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) (Table 9); Washington Department of 
Commerce, 2023. 
 

Figure 54. Shoreline Households by Race, Ethnicity, Tenure, and Cost Burden 

 
Source: US HUD, 2015-2019 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) (Table 9); Washington Department of 
Commerce, 2023. 
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The renter cost burden in Shoreline is driven by a shortage of rental units at the high and low ends of 

the market (greater than 80 percent AMI and less than 30 percent AMI). Figure 55 below shows the 

current number of households compared with the number of units affordable to households in each 

income level. When there are shortages of units corresponding to a given income level, those 

households will rent units affordable to a different income level. For instance, the lack of housing at 

greater than 80 percent AMI indicates that there are likely renters at that income level renting units in 

the 50 to 80 percent range, making it harder for households in that income range to find housing. 

Alternatively, the shortage of housing units at the less than 30 percent AMI range indicates that 

households at that income level are likely cost burdened due to having to rent more expensive 

apartments.  

 

Figure 55. Shoreline Renter Households by Income Compared to Rental Units by Affordability, 2019 

 
Sources: US HUD, 2015-2019 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) (Table 15C) & US HUD, 2015-2019 
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) (Table 14B). 

 

Figure 56 below shows the PSRC Displacement Risk Map for the City of Shoreline. PSRC uses indicators 

including demographics, transportation, neighborhood characteristics, housing, and civic engagement 

to identify communities vulnerable to displacement. The western and southern portions of the city have 

a moderate displacement risk while the central portion along Aurora Avenue N has a higher 

displacement risk. The northwestern portion of the city, where there was a high concentration of 

restrictive covenants has the lowest displacement risk. 
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Figure 56. Department of Commerce Displacement Risk Map for Shoreline 

 
Source: Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) Displacement Risk Map. 

 

Figure 57 

measures of positive life outcomes, including education, economic health, housing and neighborhood 

quality, mobility and transportation, and health and environment. The dark blue areas are those with 

lighter green areas are considered lower opportunity. The Innis-Arden neighborhood is considered 

lower-opportunity because of housing and health metrics, while most of the Richmond Highlands 

neighborhood is higher opportunity due to strong economics, housing, health, and transportation 

metrics. 

 

Figure 57. PSRC Opportunity Index Map for Shoreline 

 
Sources: PSRC Opportunity Index. 
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In Shoreline there is racial divide in income distribution. Citywide, 51 percent of households make above 

100 percent AMI  this includes 53 percent of white households, 48 percent of Asian households, 40 

percent of Hispanic/Latino households, 37 percent of Black/African American households, and 19 

percent of Pacific Islander households. While just 15 percent of households make below 30 percent AMI, 

81 percent of Pacific Islander households and 26 percent of Black households fall into that category.  

 

Figure 58. Shoreline Count of Households by Income and Race 

 
Sources: US HUD, 2015-2019 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) (Table 1) & US HUD, 2015-2019 
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) (Table 8). 
 

Figure 59. Shoreline Distribution of Households by Income and Race or Ethnicity 

 
Sources: US HUD, 2015-2019 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) (Table 1). 
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Between 2015 and 2020, the percentage of households making above the median income in Shoreline 

increased from 47 percent to 51 percent. With the exception of households identifying as Other Race, 

the share of households making more than 100 percent AMI increased across racial groups. While 22 

percent of Black/African American households in Shoreline earned more than the median income in 

2015, 37 percent were above that income level in 2020. At the same time, the share of Black/African 

American households making less than 30 percent AMI decreased from 32 percent to 26 percent. 

 

Figure 60. Shoreline Percentage of All Households by Income Category and Race (2010-2014 vs. 2015-

2019) 

 
Sources: US HUD, 2015-2019 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) (Table 1). 
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Policy Evaluation 
Based on the above analysis, there is room for improvements to policies in Shoreline to reduce racially 

disparate impacts, and the data was used to inform the next steps of the racially disparate impacts 

assessment process  evaluating and revising policies that reinforce historical patterns of segregation, 

displacement, and inequitable outcomes. Taking a proactive approach in shaping policy to address these 

challenges will be beneficial as the City of Shoreline seeks to build a more equitable future. 

 

Based on guidance provided by the Washington State Department of Commerce, the following policy 

evaluation framework was used to evaluate  existing Housing Element policies from the 2012 

Comprehensive Plan: 
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

GOALS 

Goal H I                                                          
Provide sufficient development 
capacity to accommodate the 
20 year growth forecast and 
promote other goals, such as 
creating demand for transit 
and local businesses through 
increased residential density 
along arterials; and improved 
infrastructure, like sidewalks 
and stormwater treatment, 
through redevelopment. 

New 
Development 

This goal benefits developers 
and the City. This goal benefits 
community members if  
redevelopment is constructed 
for affordable housing 
programs as designated by 
community vetted needs.  

A This goal approaches supporting anti-
displacement policy by joining state growth 
forecasts with planning for adequate 
infrastructure to serve existing and new 
households within a service area. This goal only 
approaches supporting anti-displacement policy 
by using vague terminology and not connecting 
infrastructure improvements to anti-
displacement measures.   Recommendation:  To 
make this goal more actionable and 
implementable for anti-displacement regulatory 
purposes, goal language should use consistent 
desired housing type verbiage  to ensure the 
benefits of housing development are distributed  
equitably.  

Revised Goal (H I): Provide sufficient 
development capacity to meet 2044 
regional growth and address other 
housing goals, such as creating demand 
for transit and local businesses through 
increased residential density along 
arterials; and improved infrastructure, 
like sidewalks and stormwater 
treatment, through redevelopment and 
inclusionary zoning.                                                                        
New Goal (In addition to H I): Implement 
anti-displacement regulations, with 
consideration given to the preservation 
of historical and cultural communities as 
well as investments in low, very low, 
extremely low, and moderate-income 
housing; equitable development 
initiatives; inclusionary zoning; 
community planning requirements; 
tenant protections; land disposition 
policies; and consideration of land that 
may be used for affordable housing. 

Changed language from "promote other Goals" to 
"address other housing goals" in order to 
describe the goal's intent more accurately and to 
distribute the benefits of the policy more 
equitably. "Inclusionary zoning" was included at 
the end of the goal to enforce the intention to 
include permanent affordable units within new 
residential development along arterials .  

Ensure the benefits 
of investment and 
development are 
equitably 
distributed.  

Goal H II                                                                                                              
Encourage development of an 
appropriate mix of housing 
choices through innovative use 
and well-crafted 
regulations.                                                                                                              

New 
Development 

This goal benefits  community 
members and developers.  

A This goal approaches addressing exclusion in 
housing by encouraging development of a mix of 
housing types. Allowing additional permitted uses 
in the city's single family housing regulations 
reduces exclusion when different family sizes, 
incomes, disabilities, and needs have housing 
choices on the market available to them. 
However, the term "appropriate" is vague and 
broad. Who will the housing be appropriate for?                                                    
Recommendation: To make this goal more 
actionable and implementable for anti-
displacement regulatory purposes, goal language 
should use consistent housing type verbiage  to 
ensure the benefits are distributed  equitably 
amongst different income level households.  

Revised Goal (Goal H II): : Encourage 
development of a wider variety of 
housing types at all affordability levels 
through innovative land use, well-crafted 
regulations, and marketable 
development incentives.            

Changed "an appropriate mix of housing choixes" 
to "a wider variety of housing types" to describe 
the goal's intent more accurately and to 
distribute the benefits of the policy more 
equitably.  

Ensure the benefits 
of investment and 
development are 
equitably 
distributed.  

Goal H III                                                                                      
Preserve and develop housing 
throughout the city that  
addresses the needs of all 
economic segments of the  
community, including 
underserved populations, such 
as  households making less than 
30% of Area Median Income. 

New 
Development 

This goal benefits community 
members of all economic 
segments. This goal may burden 
developers if affordable housing 
incentives are not created or 
marketed by the city.  

S This goal supports anti-displacement policy by 
encouraging development for all economic 
segments of the community, and specifically 
identifying households making less than 30% of 
Area Median Income. Identifying this income 
bracket will help guide subsequent policies that 
specifically address affordable housing 
production at this income bracket.  

    Increase affordable 
housing production.  
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

Goal H IV                                                                                               

residential neighborhoods so 
they retain identity and 
character, yet provide 
amenities that  enhance quality 
of life. 

Amenity 
Access 

This goal benefits existing 
neighborhoods and households 
if "protecting" and "retaining" 
the character of residential 
neighborhoods includes 
equitable distribution of 
amenities.   

A This goal approaches supporting anti-
displacement policy by protecting residential 
neighborhood character and providing amenities 
that enhance quality of life. Protecting residential 
character can help homeowners and renters 
retain housing stability and preventing 
displacement. Although, preservation and 
"identity" language must be evaluated carefully 
to ensure the narrative of the policy does not 
enforce exclusionary practices towards BIPOC 
populations or specific income levels .                                                                     
Recommendation:  The Washington State 
Department of Commerce guides cities to adopt 
incentives, strategies, actions, and regulations 
that encourage equitable development and 
mitigate displacement. Policies that encourage or 
promote development of new amenities should 
include "equitable distribution" language to 
ensure that the benefits of new development are 
planned with equity in mind.  

they maintain scale and form and 
character based on community needs, 
yet provide equitable distribution of 
amenities that  enhance quality of life.                                                                                              

the 
intent more accurately and to distribute the 
benefits of the policy more equitably.  Changed 

policy clearer and avoid an exclusionary narrative 
pertaining to maintaining specific  "household" 
types like single family residential in a 
community.  

Ensure the benefits 
of investment and 
development are 
equitably 
distributed.  

Goal H V                                                                                                                  
Integrate new development 
with consideration to design 
and scale that complements 
existing neighborhoods, and 
provides effective transitions 
between different uses and 
intensities. 

Design 
Standards 

This goal benefits existing 
neighborhoods and households 
by considering how the design, 
scale, and form of new 
development may impact 
existing households and 
neighborhoods.  This goal may 
burden developers if design 
guidelines increase the overall 
construction costs of the 
project.  

A This goal approaches supporting anti-
displacement policy by considering how design 
and scale of new development may impact 
existing neighborhoods. However, this goal does 
not specify how redevelopment can also impact 
existing neighborhoods by increasing 
displacement risk through rising housing costs. 
This goal also does not consider the impact of 
new development on the general needs of the 
community, such as amenities, facilities, and 
green space. Complimentary designs and impact 
analyses could be required by the City to protect 
the function and form of existing neighborhoods.                                                 
Recommendation: Add language to clarify 
applicable factors to be reviewed during new 
development or redevelopment projects.  

Revised Goal (H V): Integrate new 
development and redevelopment with 
consideration to design and scale that 
complements and maintains the needs of 
existing neighborhoods, and provides 
effective transitions between different 
uses and intensities. 

Included "and maintains the needs of existing 
neighborhoods" to clarify that new development 
and redevelopment could impact amenities, 
facilities, green space, home values, and 
communal space of existing neighborhoods. 
Included "redevelopment" to clarify that 
redevelopment projects will also need to be 
examined for  unintentional impacts to existing 
neighborhoods.  

Protect Existing 
Communities. 
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

Goal H VI                                                                                         
Encourage and support a 
variety of housing opportunities 
for those with special needs, 
specifically older adults and 
people with disabilities. 

Older Adults 
and Special 
Needs 

This goal benefits communities 
at higher risk of displacement, 
especially those communities 
that  rely on fixed incomes and 
require additional 
accommodations.   

A This goal approaches supporting anti-
displacement policy by supporting actions to 
create or maintain housing opportunities 
specifically for those with "special needs". Older 
adults and people with disabilities are often more 
vulnerable to displacement risks due to 
sometimes unpredictable economic and physical 
pressures. This goal encourages the city to keep 
implementing and monitoring "special needs" 
housing at the forefront of housing planning 
priorities. However, language of the goal does not 
specify what type of housing opportunities should 
be supported. This lack of specification may make 
it harder to prioritize and select the most 
efficient housing programs and projects related 
to senior and disability needs.                                                          
Recommendation: Add language to include key 
housing opportunity categories for the City to 
prioritize.   

Revised Goal (H VI): Encourage a variety 
of healthy, safe, and affordable housing 
opportunities for those with special 
needs, specifically older adults, and 
people with disabilities. 

Included "healthy, safe, and affordable" to make 
the intent of the goal clearer and more 
actionable.  

Protect existing 
communities.  

Goal H VII                                                                                
Collaborate with other 
jurisdictions and organizations 
to meet housing needs and 
address solutions that cross 
jurisdictional boundaries.  

Public and 
Private 

This goal benefits the 
community by creating 
platforms to share specific 
wants and needs of City 
residents. This goal also 
benefits the City by pooling 
resources, funding, and 
technical assistance.  

A This goal approaches supporting anti-
displacement policy by encouraging collaboration 
of multiple parties to pool resources, funding, 
and technical assistance across borders. 
Developing partnerships and frequent 
communication lines with surrounding 
jurisdictions will inform the City of adjacent 
housing decisions, projects, and programs that 
may affect housing within Shoreline's borders. 
However, collaboration should not stop at other 
jurisdictions and organizations. Community 
organizations, landowners, developers, and non-
profits will also be vital partnerships to meet 
housing needs and identify housing solutions.                                                                   
Recommendation: Add language to include all 
applicable and important partnerships to meet 
housing needs.  

Revised Goal (H VII): Collaborate and 
partner with community organizations, 
other jurisdictions, landowners, 
developers, and non-profits to meet 
housing needs and address solutions that 
cross jurisdictional boundaries. 

Replaced "collaborate with other jurisdictions 
and organizations" with "collaborate and partner 
with community organizations, other 
jurisdictions, landowners, developers, and non-
profits" to capture the full spectrum of public and 
private partnerships required to meet the 
community's housing needs.  

Ensure the benefits 
of investment and 
development are 
equitable 
distributed. 

Goal H VIII                                                                           
Implement recommendations 
outlined in the Comprehensive 
Housing Strategy. 

Regulations This goal benefits community 
members and developers for 
recommended policies under 
the Housing Element include 
benefits and incentives to both 
parties.  

A This goal approaches supporting anti-
displacement policy by implementing all 
recommendations outlined in the Housing 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan, but it does 
not account for the implementation and 
monitoring procedures required to ensure the 
success of the recommendations.                                                   
Recommendation: Add language to reference 
policies that support using specified measures to 
track implementation and performance of 
policies. Ensure policies are working as intended 
to address racially disparate outcomes, exclusion, 
displacement, and displacement risk. 

New Goal (to replace H VIII): Develop 
implementation strategies, performance 
measures, and on-going monitoring 
procedures that account for all city 
housing action plans to ensure the 
success of recommendations outlined in 
the Comprehensive Housing Strategy. 

New goal language clarifies the need for 
implementation strategies and on-going 
monitoring. Continuation of monitoring, 
implementation, and community engagement will 
capture how the City continues to change and 
grow, and will help continue to address 
Shore
challenges.  

Begin to undo 
racially disparate 
impacts, exclusion, 
and displacement. 
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

Goal H  IX                                                                                      
Develop and employ strategies 
specifically intended to attract 
families with young children in 
order to support the school 
system. 

Public 
Facilities 

This goal benefits demographics 
that currently have higher 
percentages of families with 
young children. This policy 
burdens other household family 
sizes that may not inherently 
benefit from proposed 
strategies.  

C This goal challenges supporting anti-
displacement policy because the language is 
exclusionary to other household sizes.                                                                         
Recommendation: This goal should be moved to 
the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
to remain consistent with Land Use goals 
pertaining to public facilities (i.e., school system). 
A new goal should replace H IX to support all 
types of household sizes and encourage a variety 
of amenities associated with healthy 
neighborhoods.  

New Policy (To replace H IX): Increase the 
availability of healthy, equitable, and 
affordable housing for people in all 
demographic groups and at all income 
levels. Promote a balance of housing and 
amenities needed by residents at the 
neighborhood level, such as childcare, 
availability of fresh food, education, 
recreational opportunities, and medical 
care. 

New goal language now encompasses more of the 
recommended policies and policy topics below.  

Ensure the benefits 
of investment and 
development are 
equitably 
distributed. 

POLICIES 

H1 
Encourage a variety of 
residential design alternatives 
that increase housing choice. 

Design 
Standards 

This policy benefits all 
community members and 
developers.  

A This policy approaches addressing exclusion in 
housing by encouraging a variety of residential 
design alternatives. Having an alternative menu 
of permitted residential designs, such as middle 
housing types, will provide housing for different 
family sizes and incomes. However, language of 
this policy is unclear as "residential design 
alternatives" is not defined and the desired 
location of these alternative designs is not 
specified. 
 
Recommendation: To make the policy more 
actionable, additional language should use 
consistent desired housing type verbiage and 
desired location specifications to ensure the 
benefits of development are distributed 
equitably. 

Revised Policy (H1): Allow and incentivize  
a wider variety of housing types at all 
affordability levels in all residential 
areas. 

Changed "encourage a variety of residential 
design alternatives" to "allow and incentivize a 
wider variety of housing types at all affordability 
levels" to describe the policy intent more 
accurately and to distribute the benefits of the 
policy more equitably.                                                                    
The housing market and developers are inclined 
to build affordable housing when they receive 
value and  profit from the project. The word 
"incentivize" is included to off-set value lost when  
developers integrate affordability on their own 
(i.e., grants available to affordable housing 
developers, density bonuses, etc.)  

Ensure the benefits 
of investment and 
development are 
equitably 
distributed. 

H2                                                                                               
Provide incentives to encourage 
residential development in 
commercial zones, especially 
those within proximity to 
transit, to support local 
businesses. 

Amenity 
Access 

This policy benefits developers 
who can expand housing 
construction opportunities in 
commercial areas or public 
transit areas. This policy 
benefits households that can 
afford the costs of homeowner 
or rental units near amenities. 
This policy may burden existing 
neighborhoods within or near 
new construction and 
redevelopment areas.  

C 
ability to meet housing needs from the 
unequitable distribution of benefits and burdens 
to neighborhoods adjacent to new residential 
development in commercial zones. New 
residential development can gentrify existing 
neighborhoods and increase home values near 
highly desired amenities, such as transit and local 
businesses. As discussed in Appendix C, new 
residential development near amenities can 
increase the likelihood of economic displacement 
risk.  
 
Recommendation: Anti-displacement policies will 
be needed to mitigate and reduce the impacts of 
redevelopment and upzoning in existing 
neighborhoods, especially for BIPOC communities 
and low-income households.  

New Policy (To replace H2): Encourage 
the development of a wider variety of 
housing types in areas with existing 
infrastructure capacity, services, and 
transit, while balancing the need to 
address disinvestment in historically 
disinvested neighborhoods. 

Clarified that a "wider variety of housing types" is 
appropriate in areas with existing infrastructure. 
Acknowledged that underinvestment in existing 
neighborhoods also needs to be addressed. This 
policy would require consistency with capital 
facilities element policies to increase 
infrastructure capacity in historically disinvested 
neighborhoods where greater density and 
housing diversity is needed.  

Ensure the benefits 
of investment and 
development are 
equitably 
distributed. 
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

H3                                                                            
Encourage infill development on 
vacant or underutilized sites. 

New 
Development 

This policy benefits landowners 
and developers. However, 
redevelopment has the 
potential to burden existing 
neighborhoods and  increase 
average City rental prices.  

A Removing barriers to development of affordable 
housing will help increase affordable housing unit 
accessibility and attainability in the City. At the 
same time, this policy does not specify the type of 
infill development that is encouraged. This policy 
could be supporting more market rate housing or 
single-family residences in existing 
neighborhoods, which in turn increases the 
likelihood of economic displacement (i.e., 
increased property taxes and home values in the 
surrounding areas).  
Recommendation: An accompanying anti-
displacement policy could be adopted to ensure 
building scale and form are consistent in 
neighborhoods.    

Policy Revision (H3): Encourage infill 
development on vacant or underutilized 
sites by working with developers, state 
agencies, regional partnerships, and non-
profits to identify locations, funding 
opportunities, and implementation 
strategies.                                                      
New Policy (In addition to H3): In 
neighborhoods of naturally occurring 
affordability, maintain the scale and 
form of buildings in established 
residential neighborhoods through 
adoption of context-sensitive 
regulations. 

The revised policy now includes action items 
(partnerships) to provide a pathway to achieve 
infill development on vacant or underutilized 
sites. The new policy provides a building design 
solution to infill development, tailored to the 
needs of the community, and supports allowing 
existing residents to stay in their homes as much 
as possible. 

Protect existing 
communities.  

H4                                                                                             
Consider housing cost and 
supply implications of proposed 
regulations and procedures. 

Regulations This policy benefits existing 
community members by 
reviewing potential regulatory 
changes for unintended 
impacts. This policy could 
burden developers, applicants, 
and landowners if proposed 
regulations and procedures 
reduce cost burdens for the 
homeowner or renter, but 
increase development cost 
burdens for the applicant.  

A This policy encourages an additional process 
toward evaluating the potential impacts of policy 
changes, such as allowing specific types of units 
within a neighborhood, before implementing new 
regulations and procedures. Considerations for 
the regulatory ef
displacement risk is important to preserve 
neighborhood stability. This policy approaches 
supporting anti-displacement policy by 
encouraging a cost/benefit analysis of proposed 
regulations and procedures, but it does not 
specify the kinds of implications considered.  
Recommendation: An additional anti-
displacement policy could be considered to 
provide a specific anti-displacement and 
equitable regulatory lens to a proposed 
regulations and procedures cost/benefit analysis.  

Policy Revision (H4): Review broader 
housing market impacts, housing costs, 
and housing supply implications of 
proposed regulations and procedures.                                                                     
New Policy (In addition to H4): Use 
measures to track implementation and 
performance to ensure policies are 
working as intended to address racially 
disparate outcomes, exclusion, 
displacement, and displacement risk. 

The revised policy acknowledges the effect the 
private side of development has on the housing 
landscape. The new policy compliments H4 by 
providing a follow-up procedure to ensure that 
implications considered have resulted in 
expected outcomes.  

Begin to undo 
racially disparate 
impacts, exclusion 
and displacement. 

H5                                                                                            
Promote working partnerships 
with public and private groups 
to plan and develop a range of 
housing choices.  

Public and 
Private 

This policy benefits all 
community members and 
developers but could burden 
specific racial communities if 
they are not included in 
promoted partnerships.  

A This policy approaches supporting anti-
displacement policy by promoting public and 
private partnerships that would expand the City's 
resource base and pool housing solutions. This 
policy only approaches supporting anti-
displacement policy because it is repetitive of 
other policies in the Housing Element. Repeating 
policy narratives reduces the opportunity to 
address a wider range of City housing equity 
concerns and solutions.        
                                                                                     
Recommendation: This policy is similar to H20. To 
reduce repetitive policy language in the next 
Comprehensive Plan periodic update, this policy 
can be replaced to include more actionable, anti-
displacement prescriptive language.  

New Policy (To replace H5):  Adopt 
incentives, strategies, actions, and 
regulations that increase the supply of 
housing for households with extremely 
low-, very low- and low-incomes by 
private or public developers. 

Expanded policy language with specific income 
levels and actions to make the policy more 
actionable.  

Increase affordable 
housing production.  
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

H6                                                                                             
Consider regulations that would 
allow cottage housing in 
residential areas,  and revise 
the Development Code to allow 
and create standards for a 
wider variety of housing types.  

Cottage 
Housing 

This policy benefits all 
community members and 
developers.  

A Allowing cottage housing in residential areas may 
provide more affordable housing options for low-
income households. However, creating standards 
for a wider variety of housing types seems non-
related and secondary to cottage housing.  
 
Recommendation: This policy could be split into 
two different policies (from where the comma 

policy should be specific to what type of housing 
types the City should pursue (i.e., missing middle 
housing).  

Policy Revision (H6): Adopt regulations 
that would allow cottage housing in all 
residential areas.                                             

The second section of the policy has been 
removed to make the intent of the policy clearer. 
Additional policies have been recommended to 
encourage new regulations that support diverse 
housing types (see H1).                                           

Increase affordable 
housing production.                                              

H7                                                                                               
Create meaningful incentives to 
facilitate development of 
affordable housing in both 
residential and commercial 
zones, including consideration 
of exemptions from certain 
development standards in 
instances where strict 
application would make 
incentives infeasible. 

Affordable 
Housing 
Incentives 

This policy benefits community 
members who will have more 
access to affordable housing 
options, and for developers who 
will be able to gain affordable 
housing incentives through 
development standard 
exemptions. This policy may 
burden existing neighborhoods 
if new development is exempted 
from development standards 
that protect existing 
neighborhoods.  

A Zoning and regulations can restrict the types of 
homes built in a community. Minimum lot size 
requirements, prohibitions on multi-family units, 
and building height limitations are just some 
examples of regulatory restrictions. Research has 
connected zoning to racial segregation, creating 
disparities in housing outcomes. Amending 
zoning standards to allow more housing types 
and expand affordable housing choices is an 
important planning tool to undo past 
harm.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
Recommendation: To make this policy more 
supportive of anti-displacement housing policies, 
the City could consider drafting a new policy that 
ensures exempted development standards are 
not protecting disproportionately impacted 
communities from housing exclusion and 
displacement.  

New Policy (In addition to H7): Explore 
establishing a development standard 
exemption review process that examines 
proposed exemptions for potential harms 
to communities already being 
disproportionately impacted. New Policy 
(In addition to H7): Use measures to 
track implementation and performance 
to ensure policies are working as 
intended to address racially disparate 
outcomes, exclusion, displacement, and 
displacement risk. 

New policies create a procedure for cities to 
review and monitor housing policies, and 
specifically development standard exemption 
considerations when affordable housing 
developers would like to utilize an 
established/promoted City housing incentive.   

Increase affordable 
housing production.  

H8 
Explore a variety and 
combination of incentives to 
encourage market rate and 
non-profit developers to build 
more units with deeper levels of 
affordability. 

Affordable 
Housing 
Incentives 

This policy could burden 
extremely low, very low, or low 
income households. 
Affordability to specific 
household incomes is not 
specified.  

C This policy challenges supporting anti-
displacement policy because the language is 

is or whose housing units are affordable. This 
policy may challenge City efforts to provide units 
that meet the needs of low-income households. If 
this policy is implemented without regard to 
other housing needs (i.e., non-single-family 
residences), this policy may serve as a barrier to 
meeting these needs. 
 
Recommendation: This policy could be revised to 

specific AMI brackets. This policy should also 
specify what types of units would be encouraged 
through City sponsored development incentives.  

Revised Policy (H8): Explore a variety 
and combination of incentives and 
mandates to encourage market rate and 
non-profit developers to build housing 
units that serve the diverse income 
needs of the City.                                                                                                                                           
New Policy (In addition to H8): Adopt 
incentives, strategies, actions, and 
regulations that reduce barriers and 
promote access to affordable 
homeownership for extremely low, very 
low, low-income, and moderate income 
households. 

Several recommended policy revisions include 
the terms, "extremely low-, very low- and low-
incomes". This policy uses the phrase "diverse 
income needs" to also include new housing 
considerations for moderate- and above-income 
households, as those families will also need long 
term housing options. The new policy also 
compliments revisions to H8 by reducing 
homeownership barriers to affordable housing 
units. 

Increase affordable 
housing production.  
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

H9                                                                                 
Explore the feasibility of 
creating a City housing trust 
fund for development of low 
income housing. 

Funding This policy benefits all 
community members and 
developers, if taxes that 
increase risk of displacement 
are not required to create the 
trust fund.  

A This policy approaches supporting anti-
displacement policy because housing trust funds 
help generate revenue for affordable housing 
production and preservation, thus increasing 
affordable housing options and availability for 
community members at higher risk of 
displacement in the City. However, the phrase 
"explore the feasibility" can promote the 
narrative that this policy is not urgent or does not 
need to be prioritized.                                                            
Recommendation: Remove "explore" and replace 
with "create" to make the policy more actionable.  

Revised Policy (H9): Create an Affordable 
Housing Trust Fund for development of 
low income housing. 

Changed "explore the feasibility" to "create an 
affordable housing trust fund" to make the intent 
of the policy more clear and actionable.  

Increase affordable 
housing production.  

H10 
Explore all available options for 
financing affordable housing, 
including private foundations 
and federal, state, and local 
programs, and assist local 
organizations with obtaining 
funding when appropriate. 

Funding This policy could burden the City 
for there are many actionable 
elements of the policy that may 
make it more difficult to 
measure its implementation 
success.  

A Incentives, strategies, actions, and regulations 
that finance affordable housing are essential for 
maintaining long term affordable housing 

a City priority or that consulting local 

action. This policy approaches supporting anti-
displacement policies because the verbiage may 
be exclusionary of the local community. Due to 
historic and present mistrust of government, 
BIPOC communities more commonly seek 
assistance through familiar social groups and 
cultural institutions. Gaining more active 
participation of the local community is key in 
reducing racially disparate impacts. In addition, 
this policy is similar to H27 and H28. Funding 
policies should have separate intents to cover 
more diverse housing goals and actions.     
                                                                                 
Recommendation: The City could consider 
including policy language that specifically 
encourages collaboration with local 
organizations, because these organizations are 
more likely to have more clear definitions of 
housing needs in their community groups. 

Revised Policy (H10): Explore all 
available options for financing affordable 
housing and assist and partner with local 
organizations to obtain funding.                                                            

Removed "including private foundations and 
federal, state, and local programs" and "when 
appropriate" to decrease repetitive language and 
make the intent of the policy clearer.  

Increase affordable 
housing production.  
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

H11                                                                            
Encourage affordable housing 
availability in all neighborhoods 
throughout the city, particularly 
in proximity to transit, 
employment, and/or 
educational opportunities. 

Amenity 
Access 

This policy does not inherently 
burden existing communities, 
but it could be strengthened to 
promote more benefits to 
communities through equitable 
affordable housing 
development.  

A This policy approaches supporting anti-
displacement policy by encouraging new 
affordable housing development in 
neighborhoods with proximity to transit, 
employment, and/or educational opportunities. 
However, this policy repeats verbiage found in 
H32. Anti-displacement policies should have well-
rounded verbiage that considers all components 
of equitable and desirable neighborhoods.    
                                                                                    
Recommendation: As discussed in Appendix E and 
Chapter 3: Patterns, new development can 
increase the risk of displacement and exclusion 
by reducing available green space, open spaces, 
and parks. These desired neighborhood elements 
could be included in housing policy to ensure new 
development is consistently preserving shared 
outdoor spaces that residents rely on for health 
and wellness.  

New Policy (To replace H11): Create and 
sustain affordable housing that provides 
equitable access to parks and open 
space, safe pedestrian and bicycle 
networks, clean air, soil and water, 
healthy foods, high-quality education, 
affordable and high-quality transit 
options and jobs. 

This new policy includes encouraging affordable 
development near transit, employment, and 
education, but also specifies the need for other 
important elements of an equitable and healthy 
neighborhood; parks and open space, safe 
pedestrian and bicycle networks, healthy foods, 
and clean air, soil, and water. The new policy 
strengthens the intent of H11. 

Ensure the benefits 
of investment and 
development are 
equitably 
distributed.  

H12                                                                          
Encourage that any affordable 
housing funded in the city with 
public funds remains affordable 
for the longest possible term, 
with a minimum of 50 years. 

Affordable 
Housing 
Incentives 

This policy benefits households 
at higher risk of displacement 
and homelessness.  

S This policy is supportive of anti-displacement 
policy by requiring a minimum affordability term 
of 50 years (as required by the State). The City 
also has a number of other affordable housing 
methods. For example, a ground lease of City-
owned property is available for subject affordable 
housing projects. The City can require the 
affordability requirement to be longer term in 
specific project agreements.  

    Increase affordable 
housing production.  

H13 
Consider revising the Property 
Tax Exemption (PTE) incentive 
to include an affordability 
requirement in areas of 
Shoreline where it is not 
currently required,  and 
incorporate tiered levels so that 
a smaller percentage of units 
would be required if they were 
affordable to lower income 
households. 

Affordable 
Housing 
Incentives 

This policy benefits low income 
households and developers that 
receive 8, 12, or 20 year tax 
exemptions on affordable unit 
development.  

A This policy supports increasing affordable 
housing covenants throughout the City, providing 
additional affordable housing accessibility to low-
income households. The policy also promotes a 
tiered implementation approach to encourage 
MFTE in Subarea Plans and other future impacted 
areas of the City to mitigate impacts from major 
development projects (i.e, Light Rail). However, 
this policy only approaches supporting anti-
displacement policy by using the term "consider". 
"Consider" implies that the City may not complete 
this action. If the action does not take place then 
affordable housing covenants will continue to be 
restricted to certain neighborhoods, excluding 
other neighborhood populations from their 
benefits.     
    
Recommendation: To make this policy more 
actionable, the City should remove the term 

 

Revised Policy (H13): Revise the Property 
Tax Exemption (PTE) incentive to include 
an affordability requirement in areas of 
Shoreline where it is not currently 
required,  and incorporate tiered levels 
so that a smaller percentage of units 
would be required if they were 
affordable to lower income households. 

Removed "consider" to make the policy more 
actionable.  Property Tax Exemption Programs 
are not available in most areas of the city. As 
discussed in Appendix C, the Hillwood and Echo 
Lake neighborhoods currently do not have 
apartments under a Property Tax Exemption 
program. In addition, there are several multi-
family developments outside the upcoming 
station areas that are interested in the MFTE 
program but can not register because they are 
not eligible based on the program's current 
requirements.  

Increase affordable 
housing production.  
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

H14 
Provide updated information to 
residents on affordable housing 
opportunities and first-time 
home ownership programs. 

Community 
Engagement 

This policy benefits the public 
by ensuring they receive 
continuous education for 
available housing resources. 
This policy may burden those 
who are not considered 
"residents" or who are not 
connected to traditional City 
outreach methods.  

A Establishing public outreach and education 
programs for available housing programs will 
help community members utilize resources 
available to them. This policy only approaches 
supporting anti-displacement policy by not 
providing clear actions to deliver updated 
information to residents. How will information be 
distributed? How has the community received 
and responded to information distributed 
through traditional outreach methods in the 
past? Who has reported that they have not 
received notification of affordable housing 
opportunities in the past?   
 
Recommendation: Establishing public outreach 
methods that reach the most people can be 
challenging for cities. The City could consider 
partnering with cultural institutions, 
neighborhood organizations, and community 
centers to reach more residents that could 
benefit from affordable housing resources, and 
those who have been excluded from resources in 
the past.  

Revised Policy (H14): Establish 
partnerships with cultural institutions, 
faith groups, neighborhood 
organizations, community centers, and 
other community resources to inform 
residents on affordable housing 
opportunities and first-time home 
ownership programs. 

Changed "provide updated information" to 
"Establish partnerships with cultural institutions, 
neighborhood organizations, community centers, 
and other community resources" to make the 
policy more actionable.  

Begin to undo 
racially disparate 
impacts, exclusion 
and displacement. 

H15 
Identify and promote use of 
surplus public and quasi-
publicly owned land for housing 
affordable to low- and 
moderate-income households. 

New 
Development 

This policy benefits community 
members who rely on 
affordable housing and 
developers who are interested 
in affordable housing projects.  

A Land disposition policies support the conversion 
of underutilized and surplus public land for other 
uses, guided by state law. State law has identified 
affordable housing as a public benefit and allows 
cities to sell or lease land at a reduced cost, or 
donate it altogether, for development of 
affordable housing. This policy supports 
increasing affordable housing production.                             
Recommendation: Add language to clarify first 
steps before lands are promoted by the City.  

Revised Policy (H12): Identify, inventory, 
and promote use of surplus public and 
quasi-publicly owned land for housing 
affordable to low- and moderate-income 
households. 

Although the existing policy language of H15 
supports anti-displacement policy, this policy can 
be improved by adding the term "inventory". It 
will be important for the City to create an 
inventory of surplus land feasible for affordable 
housing development. A regularly updated 
inventory will keep the City informed of 
development opportunities, and create a 
shareable marketing tool to educate developers 
on buildable lands in Shoreline.  

Increase affordable 
housing production. 

H16  
Educate the public about 
community benefits of 
affordable housing in order to 
promote acceptance of local 
proposals. 

Community 
Engagement 

This policy benefits the City in 
implementing required actions 
and changes to pursue 
affordable housing, and 
community members who 
desire to provide input on 
proposed housing developments 
in the City.  

A Available resources are not always shared or 
made easily available to community members. A 
lack of knowledge about fair housing is common 
and a need for education is strongly encouraged. 
Fair housing education is therefore supported by 
this policy. This policy helps support anti-
displacement policies by initiating public 
education on the communal benefits of 
supporting affordable housing, reducing public 
opposition to affordable housing projects, and 
decreasing pre-development process timelines. 
Recommendation: Add language to acknowledge 
and plan for interactions between different 
cultures and languages.     

Revised Policy (H16): Educate the public 
about community benefits of affordable 
housing in order to promote acceptance 
of local proposals. Ensure that materials 
are sensitive to the unique cultures, 
values, and lived experiences of intended 
audiences to achieve participation and 
by-off. Develop materials in requisite 
languages if necessary. 

Some additional language to further describe 
how educational materials should be prepared 
has been included in the revised policy. Language 
and other cultural considerations strengthens the 
reach of this policy to more diverse groups.  

Begin to undo 
racially disparate 
impacts, exclusion 
and displacement. 



Shoreline 2044 | Supporting Analysis | Housing 
 
 
 

 Housing Supporting Analysis | Page 319 

Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

H17                                                                                                       
Advocate for regional and state 
initiatives to increase funding 
for housing affordability. 

Funding This policy benefits the City, the 
community, and developers.  

A This policy is similar to H32.  Repetitive language 
reduces the opportunity to have more actionable 
policy types and topics.                                                                      
                                                                                             
Recommendation: Additional policies for specific 
anti-displacement actions could replace H17. For 
example, this policy could be replaced with 

residents in areas that are within easy access to 
 

New Policy (To replace H17): Use local, 
regional, and national resources to 
generate more revenue for housing 
production and preservation, particularly 
for households with extremely low-, very 
low- and low-incomes. 

Adjusted the reasoning for the policy and 
emphasized this by bringing the reasoning to the 
front of the policy. 

Increase affordable 
housing production.  

H18                                                                                                     
Consider mandating an 
affordability component in Light 
Rail Station Areas or other 
Transit-Oriented Communities. 

Amenity 
Access 

This policy benefits existing 
neighborhoods in proximity to 
the proposed Light Rail 
Stations.  

A 
Engagement Summary (see Appendix E) has 
revealed data and community vetted higher risks 
of displacement associated with construction of 
the two proposed Light Rail Stations. This policy 
approaches supporting anti-displacement policy 
by suggesting an affordable housing mandate but 
does not encourage it by using the word 

 
                                                                                            
Recommendation: In addition, revised zoning 
regulations and incentives for affordable housing 
and green space preservation could be included 
in the affordable housing mandates, to prevent 
burdening BIPOC households near the proposed 
Light Rail Stations. 

Revised Policy (H-18): Mandate a housing 
affordability and transit subsidy 
component in Light Rail Station Areas or 
other Transit - Oriented Communities to 
mitigate higher risks of 
displacement.                                                                                                                                                                         
New Policy (In addition to H-18): Adopt 
zoning that incentivizes new 
development more equitably across all 
neighborhoods to prevent 
disproportionately burdening BIPOC 
households. 

because it promotes disinvestment and conflicts 
with the intent of the policy. Consideration for 
including a "transit subsidy"                                                            
component will also aid in the protection of 
existing communities by offering cost burdened 
households incentives to live near and utilize the 
transit system.         The new policy provides 
distinction between housing challenges faced 
between different neighborhoods. In some 
neighborhoods the low cost of land and proximity 
to amenities could lead to displacement. In 

underused they are not impacted by 
development.  

Protect Existing 
Communities and 
Households. 

H19 
Encourage, assist, and support 
non-profit agencies that 
construct, manage, and provide 
services for affordable housing 
and homelessness programs 
within the city. 

Public and 
Private 

This policy benefits households 
at higher risk of displacement 
and homelessness.  

S Public and private efforts can help to preserve 
existing affordable housing inventory and allow 
residents to stay in housing they can afford. 
Renters, who are primarily BIPOC, can benefit 
from this policy. 

    Protect Existing 
Communities and 
Households. 
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

H20                                                                                                               
Pursue public-private 
partnerships to preserve 
existing affordable housing 
stock and develop additional 
units. 

Public and 
Private 

This policy benefits extremely 
low, very low, and low income 
households.  

A Public and private efforts can help to preserve 
existing affordable housing inventory and allow 
residents to stay in housing they can afford. 
Renters, who are primarily BIPOC in the 
community, can benefit from this policy. This 
policy approaches supporting anti-economic and 
physical displacement policies by pursuing 
existing affordable housing preservation and 
developing additional affordable units. However, 
this policy is similar to housing policies H31 and 
H32 and could be expanded to provide additional, 
specific anti-displacement actions.     
                                                                                         
Recommendation: Add specific action language of 

The City could also consider adding the term 

of additional 

covenants can decrease affordable units 
available. It is important to consider the 
continuation of creating additional affordable 
units alongside market rate units. 

New Policy (To replace H20): Dedicate 
resources to preserve existing housing 
for low-income households including 
addressing problems of substandard 
housing and expiring affordable housing 
covenants.  

Preserving affordable housing stock and 
developing additional units is already supported 
by other policy recommendations in this 
evaluation. Specific examples of actions and tools 
that reduce displacement risk strengthens the 
implementation of this policy.  

Preserve existing 
affordable housing.  
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

H21                                                                                                    
Initiate and encourage 
equitable and inclusive 
community involvement that 
fosters civic pride and positive 
neighborhood image. 

Community 
Engagement 

This policy burdens historically 
excluded and segregated racial 
groups from Shoreline 
neighborhoods.  

C 
how a community promotes or defends 
communal identity and autonomy. As discussed 
in Chapter 1: History, some Shoreline 
neighborhoods have historically enforced racially 
exclusive covenants to prohibit BIPOC 
communities from buying homes. This was often 
done with the intention to retain White communal 

neighborhood image
be misinterpreted as coded language that 
communicates exclusionary messages. While the 
pride of a community may be important, it should 
be recognized that the GMA does not support the 
idea that neighborhoods should remain 
unchanged over time. Neighborhoods should 
evolve and change to adapt to the changing 
needs of residents. Community equity and 
wellness should be prioritized in housing policies 
instead.    
                                                                                            
Recommendation: This policy is challenging the 

-

be removed. The City could consider revising this 
policy to include historically excluded racial 
groups in community involvement. For example, 

 

New Policy (to replace H21): Initiate and 
encourage equitable and inclusive 
community involvement, especially with 
communities disproportionately 
impacted by housing challenges. Engage 
communities in developing, 
implementing, and monitoring policies 
that reduce and undo harm to these 
communities. Prioritize the needs and 
solutions expressed by these 
disproportionately impacted 
communities for implementation. 

Acknowledged that underinvestment in existing 
neighborhood engagement also needs to be 
addressed. 

Begin to undo 
racially disparate 
impacts, exclusion 
and displacement. 

H22                                                                                                
Continue to provide financial 
assistance to low-income 
residents for maintaining or 
repairing health and safety 
features of their homes through 
a housing rehabilitation 
program. 

Older Adults 
and Special 
Needs 

This policy benefits older adults 
and households reliant on a 
fixed or limited income.  

S This policy supports anti-displacement policies by 
emphasizing the importance of providing 
financial assistance to low-income households 
and supporting long term residency.  However, as 
discussed in Appendix E, some community 
members feel disconnected from housing 
resources, and may not be informed of their 
existence. This indicates that setting up these 
programs is not enough to ensure their success. 
Additional outreach and educational programs 
should be established to ensure residents are 
informed of thei
utilize them before they are displaced from their 
homes. The new policy recommended for H21 and 
the revised policy recommendation for H14 
includes language to support creating new 
outreach programs that reach more community 
groups, and specifically previously excluded 
groups.                                           

    Begin to undo 
racially disparate 
impacts, exclusion 
and displacement. 
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

H23                                                                                                      
Assure that site, landscaping, 
building, and design regulations 
create effective transitions 
between different land uses and 
densities. 

Design 
Standards 

This policy benefits all 
community members and 
developers, if landscaping, 
building, and design regulations 
continue neighborhood 
character and do not contribute 
to gentrification of the 
community. 

A As discussed in Appendix E, some engagement 
participants felt that new multi-family housing 
and large apartment complexes sometimes do 
not provide landscaping and design standards 
that are harmonious with the intended character 
and aesthetics of Shoreline neighborhoods. 
Community members have shared that important 
community values such as green space, tree 
preservation, and communal spaces are not being 
included in new housing developments. This 
policy approaches supporting anti-displacement 
policies by assuring that landscaping and design 
regulations are creating transitions between 
different land uses, such as multifamily and 
single-family households. But the policy does not 
specify how that assurance is made.                                                
Recommendation: Clear guidelines should be 
implemented to avoid unintentional 
displacement. Criteria that are desired in 
residential areas should also be specified to avoid 
displacement and exclusionary impacts of new 
development adjacent to existing neighborhoods.  

Revised Policy (H23): Assure that site, 
landscaping, building, and design 
regulations create effective transitions 
between different building forms,  land 
uses,  and densities.                                                                                     
New Policy (In addition to H23): Create 
and sustain affordable housing that 
provides equitable access to parks and 
open space, aesthetic quality, safe 
pedestrian and bicycle networks, clean 
air, soil and water, healthy foods, high-
quality education, affordable and high-
quality transit options and jobs. 

Strengthen outcomes of Policy H23 by adopting a 
complimentary new policy that emphasizes 
desired and equitable neighborhood qualities 
when adopting land use and density transition 
regulations.                           Specified that 
"building forms" should be considered in 
conjunction with land uses and densities. 
Development of missing middle housing in 
existing neighborhoods will require additional 
review of transitions between homes to reduce 
displacement risk.  

Ensure the benefits 
of investment and 
development are 
equitably 
distributed.  

H24                                                                                                  
Explore the feasibility of 
implementing alternative 
neighborhood design concepts 

 

Housing 
Diversity 

This policy benefits all 
community members and 
developers, if neighborhood 
design concepts continue 
neighborhood character and do 
not contribute to gentrification 
of the community.  

C This policy is broad and unclear. Alternative 
neighborhood design does not signify to the 
reader what types of neighborhood designs are 
intended, and where those neighborhood designs 
would be implemented. This policy challenges 
anti-displacement policy by not specifying the 
intent of the alternative neighborhood design. 
Vague narratives can continue a disparate 
distribution of benefits and burdens in the 
community when new housing is built.  
Recommendation: Replace policy with language 
capturing the City's intent of allowing a wide-
range of housing types in Shoreline 
neighborhoods.  

New Policy (To replace H24): Adopt 
incentives, strategies, actions and 
regulations that encourage equitable 
development through the delivery of a 
wide-range of housing types and at 
multiple price points to mitigate 
displacement city-wide.  

Replaced previous policy to describe the intent of 
the original policy more accurately and to 
encourage increasing City affordable housing 
production.  

Increase affordable 
housing production.  
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

H25                                                                                             
Encourage, assist, and support 
social and health service 
organizations that offer housing 
programs for targeted 
populations.  

Public and 
Private 

This policy could burden specific 
racial groups if encouraged and 
assisted programs are meant 
for those in "targeted" 
populations, and not for those 
in a specific racial group.  

C This policy language is repetitive of Policy H31. 
Terminology and verbiage impacts the policy 
narrative and furthers harmful biases about 
groups of people and communities. This policy 
challenges implementing anti-displacement 

populations that would utilize housing programs. 

implemented as an unintentional exclusionary 
practice.                                                               
Recommendation: Rep

low, and moderate-
communities".  

Revised Policy (H25): Encourage, assist, 
and support social and health service 
organizations that offer housing 
programs for households in need, 
particularly for households with 
extremely low-, very low- and low-
incomes.                                                                                                      
New Policy (In addition to H25): Adopt an 
ordinance to require developers, public 
funds, or a combination of the two to 
provide relocation funds for displaced 
tenants at or below 50% of the county 
median income. 

Removed the vague 
statement), because it promotes exclusion and 
conflicts with the intent of the policy. 
Acknowledged that housing programs should be 
invested in particularly for households with 
extremely low-, very low- and low-incomes. The 
new policy captures the wider range of  
assistance distributed for residents that may 
have experienced displacement from 
condemnation, redevelopment, environmental 
contamination, or city- initiated code 
enforcement.   

Ensure the benefits 
of investment and 
development are 
equitably 
distributed. 

H26                                                                                                   
Support development of 
emergency, transitional, and 
permanent supportive housing 
with appropriate services for 
people with special needs, such 
as those fleeing domestic 
violence, throughout the city 
and region. 

Older Adults 
and Special 
Needs 

This policy benefits community 
members experiencing 
economic, physical, or cultural 
displacement pressures.  

A As discussed in Appendix E, community members 
that have experienced homelessness in the past 
shared that they remain vulnerable to 
homelessness in the present due to economic 
displacement risk factors. While temporary 
emergency housing is important for persons 
experiencing homelessness, providing long term 
housing and services is vital to lowering rates of 
repeated or long-term homelessness. Services 
may not just be financial and employment based, 
but can also be emotional or pertain to any other 
number of services. This policy is supportive of 
investments in low, very low, extremely low, and 
moderate-income housing, tenant protections, 
and equitable community planning. However, this 
policy does not provide clear descriptions of the 
criteria that is desired in housing services for 
people with special needs, and therefore 
approaches meeting the intent of  anti-
displacement policies.                                                
Recommendation: Provide clear description of 
criteria that is desired in services for people with 
special needs.  

Revised Policy (H26): Support 
development of emergency, transitional, 
and permanent supportive housing with 
services for people with special needs, 
such as those fleeing domestic violence 
or households experiencing 
displacement, throughout the city and 
region.                                                                                                         
New Policy (In addition to H26): Strive to 
increase class, race and age integration 
across the city by equitably dispersing 
affordable housing opportunities. 
Discourage neighborhood segregation 
and the isolation of special need 
populations.  

 Added "households experiencing displacement" 
to distribute the benefits of the policy more 
equitably. The new policy focuses on specific anti-
exclusion and anti-displacement solutions 
tailored to the needs of the community and 
supports allowing residents to stay in their homes 
as much as possible 

Ensure the benefits 
of investment and 
development are 
equitable 
distributed.  
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

H27                                                                                                   
Support opportunities for older 
adults and people with 
disabilities to remain in the 
community as their housing 
needs change, by encouraging 
universal design or retrofitting 
homes for lifetime use. 

Older Adults 
and Special 
Needs 

This policy benefits older adults 
and households reliant on a 
fixed income.  

A Does universal design hold the same benefits as 
pre-approved building plans? As discussed in 
Appendix E, seniors have indicated that tax 
increase protections and long-term and quality 
affordable housing options are leading 
components to maintaining residency in 
Shoreline. This policy is approaching supporting 
anti-displacement policies by supporting older 
adults through home rehabilitation programs and 
encouraging permit streamlining, but does not 
include actions that directly respond to specific 
housing issues vetted by the community.                                                             
Recommendation: Additional policy could be 
developed to compliment H27 and include tax 
increase protection programs and construction 
incentives of long-term affordable housing.  

New Policy (In addition to H27): Improve 
strategies and regulations that protect 
housing stability for renter households 
by establishing tax deferral education 
programs, rental assistance, and tenant 
opportunity to purchase programs.  

Additional policy to compliment intent of H27. 
The new policy includes specific, actionable 
tenant protection programs identified as needed 
by the community. The policy now focuses on 
solutions tailored to the needs of 
the community and supports allowing residents 
to stay in their homes as long as possible. 

Protect Existing 
Communities and 
Households. 

H28                                                                                                    
Improve coordination among 
the County and other 
jurisdictions, housing and 
service providers, and funders 
to identify, promote, and 
implement local and regional 
strategies that increase housing 
opportunities. 

Cross-
Jurisdictional 
Support 

This policy benefits the City by 
pooling resources and 
strategies from multiple 
organizations and jurisdictions 
that effect housing outcomes. 
This policy may burden the 
community if community 
members are not given the 
opportunity to provide input. 

A Cross jurisdictional coordination allows 
jurisdictions of similar sizes and needs to pool 
resources, share solutions, and address shared 
issues. Partnering cities and counties can also 
share a representative to advocate for funding 
and grant opportunities at the state level. This 
policy is supportive of City investment in low, 
very low, extremely low, and moderate-income 
housing and equitable development initiatives.  
However, the policy is repeating policy language 
in H30. Repetitive language reduces 
opportunities to diversify policy action that 
covers more housing needs. This policy is 
therefore approaching meeting housing needs.                                                                                                                                                       
Recommendation: Coordination with the County 
and neighboring jurisdictions (i.e., City of Seattle) 
is repetitive of Policy H30. Policy H28 could focus 
on coordination amongst landowners, 
developers, and housing and service providers to 
inform the City of current barriers to permitting 
affordable housing, and specifically long term 
affordable housing options.  

Revised Policy (H28): Improve 
coordination among landowners, 
developers, and housing and service 
providers to inform the City of current 
barriers to permitting affordable 
housing, and specifically long term 
affordable housing options.  

Policy H30 encourages regional collaboration and 

jurisdictions
remove repetitive policy language and to 
consider the perspectives of local development 
participants.  

Begin to undo 
racially disparate 
impacts, exclusion 
and displacement.  
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

H29                                                                                                     
Support the development of 
public and private, short-term 
and long term housing and 

population of people who are 
homeless. 

Public and 
Private 

This policy benefits community 
members at higher risk of 
displacement, members that are 
currently displaced, and 
members that are currently 
experiencing homelessness.   

A As discussed in Appendix E, community members 
that have experienced homelessness in the past 
shared that they remain vulnerable to 
homelessness in the present due to economic 
displacement risk factors. While temporary 
emergency housing is important for persons 
experiencing homelessness, providing long term 
housing and services is vital to lowering rates of 
repeated or long-term homelessness. This policy 
is supportive of investments in low, very low, 
extremely low, and moderate-income housing, 
tenant protections, and equitable community 
planning.  

Revised Policy (H29): Support the 
development of public and private, short-
term, and long term housing and services 

are homeless. Consider donating vacant 
and underutilized public parcels for the 
creation of housing and services for 
homelessness. 

The revised policy provides language that can be 
implemented in conjunction with H15 and H12 
(see Table 4.1). 

Increase affordable 
housing production.  

H30                                                                                             
Collaborate with King and 
Snohomish Counties, other 
neighboring jurisdictions, and 
the King County Housing 
Authority and Housing 
Development Consortium to 
assess housing needs, create 
affordable housing 
opportunities, and coordinate 
funding. 

Cross-
Jurisdictional 
Support 

This policy benefits the City by 
pooling resources and 
strategies from multiple 
organizations and jurisdictions 
that effect housing outcomes. 
This policy may burden the 
community if community 
members are not given the 
opportunity to provide input on 
who is addressing housing 
needs and who is given housing 
solutions. 

S Cross jurisdictional coordination allows 
jurisdictions of similar sizes and with similar 
needs to pool resources, share solutions, and 
address shared issues. Partnering cities and 
counties can also share a representative to 
advocate for funding and grant opportunities at 
the state level. This policy is supportive of City 
investment in low, very low, extremely low, and 
moderate-income housing and equitable 
development initiatives. 

    Increase affordable 
housing production.  

H31                                                                                                        
Partner with private and not-
for-profit developers, social and 
health service agencies, funding 
institutions, and all levels of 
government to identify and 
address regional housing needs. 

Public and 
Private 

This policy benefits the City by 
pooling resources and 
strategies from multiple 
organizations and jurisdictions 
that effect housing outcomes. 
This policy may burden the 
community if community 
members are not given the 
opportunity to provide input on 
who is addressing housing 
needs and who is given housing 
solutions.  

A Public and private efforts can help to preserve 
existing affordable housing inventory and allow 
residents to stay in housing they can afford. 
Renters, who are primarily BIPOC, will benefit 
from this policy.                                                                                                                
However, this policy is only approaching the 
support of anti-displacement policy by 
emphasizing regional level needs. Individual 
cities have specific housing needs and challenges. 
While understanding the region's housing 
challenges and solutions is an important piece of 
the puzzle, emphasis on addressing local housing 
needs should be included in the Housing Element.                                                              
Recommendation: Housing Policy H32 is similar 
to H31 in the emphasis of regional level 
collaboration. H31 should be revised to include 
local housing needs as well.  

Revised Policy (H31): Partner with private 
and not-for-profit developers, social and 
health service agencies, funding 
institutions, and all levels of government 
to identify and address local and regional 
housing needs.                                          
New Policy (In addition to H31): Initiate 
and encourage equitable and inclusive 
community involvement, especially with 
communities disproportionately 
impacted by housing challenges. Engage 
communities in developing, 
implementing, and monitoring policies 
that reduce and undo harm to these 
communities. Prioritize the needs and 
solutions expressed by these 
disproportionately impacted 
communities for implementation. 

Changed "regional housing needs" to "local and 
regional housing needs" to emphasize the 
importance of collaborative partnerships 
addressing specific local housing issues, as well 
as regional housing needs. Local housing needs 
are likely to have more specific challenges and 
solutions than examining housing actions through 
a broader regional lens.  

Begin to undo 
racially disparate 
impacts, exclusion, 
and displacement.  
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Housing Goal or Policy Topic Benefit or Burden 
Evaluation 
Score 

Evaluation (Why?) Revision or New Policy Rationale  RDI Category 

H32                                                                                                           
Work to increase the availability 
of public and private resources 
on a regional level for 
affordable housing and 
prevention of homelessness, 
including factors related to 
cost-burdened households, like 
availability of transit, food, 
health services, employment, 
and education. 

Public and 
Private 

This policy benefits community 
members at higher risk of 
displacement, members that are 
currently displaced, and 
members that are currently 
experiencing homelessness.   

A Public and private efforts can help to preserve 
existing affordable housing inventory and allow 
residents to stay in housing they can afford. 
Hispanic or Latino renters, who are primarily cost 
burdened in Shoreline, can benefit from this 
policy. 

Revised Policy (H32): Work to increase 
the availability of public and private 
resources on a regional level for 
affordable housing and prevention of 
homelessness, including factors related 
to cost-burdened households, like 
availability of transit, food, health 
services, employment, job training, and 
education. Work with partner agencies 
and neighboring jurisdictions to pursue 
funding for the collaborative 
development of impactful programs and 
strategies.                                       

The new policy strengthens H32 by clarifying 
support for increasing the ability of all residents 
to live in the neighborhood of their choice. 
Providing resources for affordable housing and 
prevention of homelessness is important, but it 
does not specifically address anti-displacement 
policy. The new policy supports establishing 
amenities and partnerships that encourage a 
resident's ability to live in different city 
neighborhoods. 

Ensure the benefits 
of investment and 
development are 
equitably 
distributed. 

H33                                                                                                    
Support and encourage 
legislation at the county, state, 
and federal levels that would 

goals and policies. 

Cross-
Jurisdictional 
Support 

This policy benefits all 
community members and 
developers.  

A Supporting legislation at the county, state, and 
federal level can help the City implement housing 
goals and policies. However, this policy only 
approaches helping establish anti-displacement 
policies. Housing goals and policies could be 
written to prioritize new development, permit 
streamlining, or single family residences. There is 
no specific emphasis or consideration for anti-
displacement or exclusion measures in this 
policy. 
 
Recommendation -displacement 

-
 

Revised Policy (H33): Promote the City's 
housing goals and anti-displacement 
policies by supporting legislation at the 
county, state, and federal levels. 

Adjusted the reasoning for the policy and 
emphasized this by bringing the reasoning to the 
front of the policy.  Removed "encourage" as it 
seemed duplicative of "support". Changed 
"policies" to "anti-displacement policies" to make 
intent of the policy more clear and actionable.  

Begin to undo 
racially disparate 
impacts, exclusion 
and displacement.  
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