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Executive Summary   

Building more housing – and specifically more 
affordable housing – is an urgent and growing 
challenge for cities.  To address this challenge, 
East King County cities have worked together for 
nearly 30 years through A Regional Coalition for 
Housing (ARCH) and have a proven track record 
of building and preserving affordable housing 
across the eastside.  Other cities in north and east 
King County are exploring how to increase 
affordable housing capacity, including the 
possibility of joining ARCH.  However, before that option can be evaluated, the ARCH Board 
wanted to know: What is ARCH’s existing capacity to meet the current and near-term 
affordable housing needs of its current members?  This study provides that analysis by 
reviewing data and regional growth trends, ARCH’s accomplishments, its current work plan, 
trends in ARCH workload and staffing capacity, and interviewing ARCH members, ARCH staff 
and housing developers.    

The study concludes with options, conclusions and recommendations for ARCH staffing to 
effectively meet the needs of its current members. 

There is a dramatic need for more housing – specifically affordable housing – and 

the need is growing. 

The Puget Sound area has gone through tremendous recent population and economic growth.  In 
the past decade, King County with a net increase of 321,000 people was the third fastest growing 
county in the country, and jobs – particularly high-paying jobs – have grown even faster.  The 
Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) predicts another 1.8 million residents and 1.2 million 
jobs coming to the Puget Sound region by 2050.  

Fundamentally, housing production – especially of affordable housing – has not kept up with the 
area’s growing economy and population.  While adding 12 percent more population and 21 
percent more jobs, King County has only added 8 percent more houses. In addition, a study 
found that over the past 10 years, as King County added 67,000 new rental units, it lost more 
than 112,000 units of housing affordable to those living below 80 percent Area Median Income 
(AMI). 

These factors have combined to leave an estimated 124,000 households severely cost-burdened 
in King County (paying over 50% of income on housing), with the vast-majority being 
households at 0 to 30% AMI, and close to 60% renters.  Not surprisingly, the burden falls 
disproportionately upon Black, Indigenous, and People of Color. Households that are American 

AB 5879 | Exhibit 1 | Page 8



Analysis of ARCH Staff Capacity and Options for Meeting Members Affordable Housing Needs  2 
September 2, 2021 

Indian and Alaskan Native, or Black are roughly twice as likely to be severely cost burdened as 
White households.   

There are new resources and opportunities to face these growing challenges. Local cities have 
used new authority to create dedicated funding for affordable housing.  Local employers have 
committed new funding resources to affordable housing and local light rail expansion creates 
new transit-oriented development opportunities.  The new State budget includes almost $300 
million for the Housing Trust Fund.  And the American Rescue Plan includes billions to help 
create affordable housing, with more funds possibly available in the pending infrastructure bill.  

ARCH has a proven record of building affordable housing, helping cities 

implement best policies, and maintaining those assets over time. 

In the nearly thirty years ARCH has been in existence, its members have achieved a lengthy list 
of accomplishments. The following provides a brief description of just some of the ARCH’s 
accomplishments: 

• Produce or preserve 5,166 units of affordable housing by raising nearly $80 million for
the Housing Trust Fund and leveraging more than $880 million in other funding.

• Helped ten member cities adopt local incentive or inclusionary programs for developers,
including six cities who have offered property tax exemptions. These programs and
incentives have yielded more than 2,800 additional affordable units built or in
development.

• Established monitoring systems and procedures to ensure continued affordability of units,
and compliance with loan terms and conditions.

• Worked on more than 50 policies, plans, code amendments, or regulations for cities,
geared toward creating more affordable housing units.

• Created a single point of contact for developers interested in creating affordable units in
eastside cities and serves as a central portal for homebuyers and renters looking for
affordable homes.

• Supported hundreds of low and moderate income households to achieve homeownership,
with ARCH homes creating over $90 million in appreciation for owners.

• Regularly provides information, education and updates for elected and appointed
officials.

ARCH is well‐regarded by member cities, outside stakeholders and developers. 

In interviews with member cities, stakeholders, and staff, there was widespread agreement that 
ARCH is doing well at leveraging member resources to achieve results, administering existing 
programs (with some known gaps), and raising awareness about the need for affordable housing.   
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Developers echoed these sentiments – viewing ARCH as a good partner that helps developers 
navigate local processes and work effectively with city staff where projects are located.  ARCH 
was also viewed as an important funder who is comparatively easy to work with and whose 
initial money helps bring other dollars to projects.  Most concerns expressed by developers were 
structural: ARCH’s limited resources limit their impact, and their governance by multiple cities 
limits their flexibility and their ability to advocate.  

Staff capacity has not grown sufficiently to keep up with member’s needs and 

requests. 

While there has been some recent growth in staff to address the monitoring of affordable units, 
interviews and analysis of ARCH’s staffing trends and workload show that staff capacity has not 
grown with the increase in demands from member cities.   

Overall staffing: When ARCH was created, 2.5 FTE were hired to provide support to the original 
4 member jurisdictions and to manage the Housing Trust Fund. As ARCH membership increased 
to 16 cities, the number of FTE’s increased to 5 FTE by 2008, where it remained until 2019. 

Monitoring & reporting: In 2019, two FTE were added to address the needs of monitoring rental 
and home ownership units. These hires help meet current obligations for compliance and 
monitoring, but new units are being added quickly. Keeping a proper staff to unit ratio may 
ultimately require additional FTE. 

Housing Trust Fund: Since 1993 the number of projects funded by the Trust Fund has averaged 
4 per year, but the trust fund’s ever-growing portfolio (over 100 contracts) requires more active 
monitoring than the current one FTE can provide.  In addition, the trust fund work is facing 
increasing demands from both growing opportunity (new funding sources, new TOD sites, more 
special projects) and growing complexity (higher loan amounts, use of multiple funding sources.) 

Planning and programs:  In ARCH’s first twenty years (through 2011), ARCH staff completed 
26 planning activities for member. There were 91 development projects with city affordable 
housing incentives or requirements.  In the past 9 years, ARCH staff have completed 56 planning 
activities and there were 111 projects created through local incentives or requirements.  Despite 
this growth, ARCH has not added additional planning capacity since one FTE was created in 
2002. Upcoming requested work will place still greater demands on the staff capacity for ARCH.  

Additional work items: In conversations with ARCH members and staff and after a review of the 
ARCH workplan, a number of items were identified that are not getting completed, including: 

• Proactive monitoring of project financial sustainability (cash flow, vacancy rates,
maintenance needs) for developments created using ARCH funds

• More support implementing cities Housing Strategies / Housing Action Plans

• Providing proactive policy development, planning, research and best practices work
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• Conducting Housing 101 and educational/outreach work with elected and appointed
officials

• Making affordable housing accessible to diverse communities.

• Updating administration and systems, including implementing new monitoring fees,
revising rental covenant documents, and updating internal tracking technology.

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Overall Assessment: Member cities clearly value ARCH for the affordable units created and the 
range of services and supports provided.  However, there is demand among ARCH members for 
creating more affordable units and for additional technical assistance in creating affordable 
housing policies and programs. 

ARCH Work Plan Needs: Based on the interviews with member cities, and discussions with the 
ARCH Board, the following themes emerged regarding ARCH’s annual work plan, and the 
needs and interests of members. 

• All ARCH cities will rely on ARCH staff for support with Comp Plan Updates and
tracking data to comply with Countywide Planning Policies (CPP) reporting
requirements.

• Several cities are counting on ARCH support to implement actions from their housing
strategy, to facilitate TOD projects or other special projects.

• Some cities had aspirational ideas about expansion of ARCH’s services/role: e.g.
facilitating collaboration on homelessness policy/practice, proactive encouragement of
best practices.

• In general, smaller jurisdictions with little or no planned growth will not use ARCH for
planning services.

Staff Capacity and Staffing Trends: Staff from member cities agreed that ARCH staff are fully 
utilized and have no additional capacity for new work requests. ARCH staffing has stayed 
relatively flat, even as the workload has grown.   

Revenue Opportunities: There is an opportunity to utilize some existing revenue sources to 
increase staff capacity.  ARCH now has a sustainable source of income from home ownership 
program fees to support 1 FTE. In addition, King County has expressed a willingness to increase 
its contribution to ARCH annual operations.   

Executive Board Recommendations 

Phased Approach to Adding New Staff Capacity: Balancing the different needs expressed by 
member cities, and the budget challenges facing many cities, the Executive Board recommended 
a phased approach to increasing staffing.   
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In 2022, current member dues from all jurisdictions should be used to support the 2021 base 
staffing level, and new revenue should be used to support two new full time ARCH staff 
positions:  

• A Program Officer working on the Housing Trust fund (paid for from membership dues 
which would be offset by home ownership fees), and 

• An Incentives Program Administrator (paid for by a new tiered-dues structure – see 
below) 

In 2023 one additional position should be added: 

• A Housing Programs, Special Projects Manager 

Use New Revenues and Create a New Tiered Dues Structure Based on the Level of Program 
Activity: The Program Officer can be paid for with existing fee revenues that have been collected 
by ARCH. The Incentive Program Officer presents an opportunity for ARCH to implement a 
tiered dues structure based on the number of projects each city has in their incentive program. 
(See Chapter 8 for further details about the tiered structure.) 

Conclusion 

The changes proposed by the Board are essential actions to help ARCH staff capacity catch-up 
with long-standing shortages in staffing and meet member’s most pressing existing and near-
term needs.   

This new capacity will make a significant difference, but the need for ARCH’s services will 
likely continue to outstrip capacity, given the anticipated growth of the work program, and 
potential future requests from other cities in north or east King County to join ARCH.  

Finally, there are structural tensions within the organization that were not possible to address in 
this evaluation (such as the desire from external stakeholders for us to be stronger advocates, or 
the disparate level of commitment to housing across our member councils). A strategic planning 
process is needed in 2022 that can address these and other pressing issues outside the normal 
course of operations and budget cycles. 
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Introduction   
 

In east King County and across the entire Puget 
Sound region, building more housing – and 
specifically more affordable housing – is an 
urgent and growing challenge for cities.  Housing 
costs in the central Puget Sound region are some 
of the highest in the country – for both renters and 
home buyers. Even through the pandemic, 
housing costs remained at historic highs.   

In the face of these challenges, many cities in 
King County (and elsewhere) have found value in 
sharing staff and funding resources in an 

organized collaboration.  For nearly 30 years, East King County cities have worked together 
through A Regional Coalition for Housing (ARCH) and have a proven track record of building 
and preserving affordable housing across the eastside.   The ARCH model has been so successful 
that it is now being replicated in South King County and Pierce County.   

Over the years, ARCH member cities have found that there are challenges both for developers 
hoping to construct more affordable homes and for the cities that want more affordable units in 
their community.  In recent years one of the challenges that everyone faces is rapidly escalating 
costs – the rising costs of land, construction materials, labor, planning.  Developers must also 
navigate the individual zoning restrictions, building codes, permitting processes, and affordable 
housing incentives or requirements for each city to find a suitable location to efficiently build a 
project that meets both the future tenants’ needs and is supported by the community.  At the 
same time, cities have been exploring, and adopting, strategies to increase affordable 
development and preservation, including expedited permitting, local zoning or other land use 
incentives or requirements, and new funding sources for the ARCH Housing Trust Fund.    

To successfully build affordable housing requires willing and supportive elected leadership; a 
suitable site with the right zoning and location; a variety of funders; and skilled technical 
knowledge to help cities facilitate both the building and financing of affordable units.  This 
combination asks a lot of local cities and their staff.  ARCH staff have provided housing-specific 
technical assistance and support for its members, that many cities do not have the capacity to 
create on their own. 

Purpose of Study 

As the need for more affordable housing increases in every community, those cities that are part 
of the ARCH collaboration are exploring how they can create more affordable housing, and 
those cities who are not ARCH members are considering their options for strengthening their 
work on affordable housing.   
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In the King County 2019-2020 biennial budget, funding was approved to examine how cities that 
are not currently ARCH members may collaborate more effectively with one another. There are 
currently two cities – Shoreline and Lake Forest Park – in north King County that are outside of 
the ARCH service area (referred to as the “ARCH Sphere of Influence”).  There are also several 
cities in east King County that are located within the ARCH service area that are not ARCH 
members – Carnation, Duvall, North Bend, and Snoqualmie. 

One of the options being considered by several of those cities in north and east King County is 
the possibility of joining ARCH.  However, before that option can be evaluated, the ARCH 
Board requested an analysis of ARCH’s existing capacity to meet the affordable housing needs 
of its current members. This study provides that analysis by reviewing data and regional growth 
trends, ARCH’s accomplishments, its current work plan, trends in ARCH workload and staffing 
capacity, and interviewing ARCH members, ARCH staff and housing developers.    

The study concludes with recommendations for ARCH staffing to effectively meet the needs of 
its current members. 
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Landscape Analysis   
 
A number of factors influence both the need and 
opportunities for affordable housing units in 
ARCH member cities.  The following provides a 
description of several of the strongest influencing 
factors. 

Rapid Regional and Local Growth in 

Population and Jobs 

Rapid Population Growth: The Puget Sound area 
has gone through tremendous recent growth.  In 
the past decade (2011- 2020), King County had a net increase of 321,000 people, and was the 
third fastest growing county in the country – increasing in population by 12 percent. 1 2  And 
much of that growth was centered in the Eastside.  Looking at either absolute population growth 
or growth rate, 7 of the top 25 fastest growing cities in the Puget Sound region were Eastside 
cities (although annexation accounted for some of that growth).3  And with this growth, the 
Eastside has become more diverse – both Bellevue and Redmond have become over 50% people 
of color – including significant increase in Asian, Hispanic and multiracial populations.4  This 
growth is projected to continue – with Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) predicting another 
1.8 million residents coming to the four-county region by 2050.5  The population growth has 
created unprecedent demand for available housing units.   

Even Faster Economic Growth: This growth in population has been matched with tremendous 
economic growth.  Large employers, particularly those focused in technology, along with smaller 
companies, have helped drive the local growing economy, and fueled a growth in high-paying 
jobs.  In fact, jobs grew even faster than population – in the past decade, the number of jobs in 
King County grew by 21 percent.6  The result has been a steady growth in income – from 2000 to 
2018, King County’s median household income increased from $53,157 in 2000 to $95,009 in 
2018, an increase of over 78%.7  Some significant portion of that rise in income is driven by the 
information and technology sector in two ways.  First – the new jobs and new households were 

 
11 https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle‐news/data/king‐county‐had‐decades‐third‐largest‐population‐growth‐
among‐u‐s‐counties  
2 https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/public‐and‐social‐sector/our‐insights/why‐does‐prosperous‐king‐county‐
have‐a‐homelessness‐crisis#  
3 https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/trend‐population‐202010.pdf  
4 https://www.heraldnet.com/northwest/decade‐in‐demographics‐top‐5‐changes‐in‐the‐seattle‐area/  
5 https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/2050_macro_forecast_web.pdf  
6 https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/public‐and‐social‐sector/our‐insights/why‐does‐prosperous‐king‐county‐
have‐a‐homelessness‐crisis#  
7 
https://kingcounty.gov/independent/forecasting/King%20County%20Economic%20Indicators/Household%20Inco
me.aspx  
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disproportionately higher-income: “Sixty percent of the new households in King County between 
2006 and 2016 earned $125,000 or more per year, while 18 percent earned less than $50,000,” 
Second - the wages for these new information jobs grew at a faster rate: “[between 2005 and 
2018], average annual wages for an information worker increased 127%.”8  As with population, 
the growth in jobs is projected to continue – with average annual predicted 1.3 percent growth 
leading to another 1.2 million jobs coming to the Puget Sound region by 2050.9   

Changes in Housing 

Falling Behind on Housing: Fundamentally, housing production – especially of affordable 
housing – has not kept up with the area’s growing economy and population.  While adding 12 
percent more population and 21 percent more jobs, King County has only added 8 percent more 
houses.  Looking at the Puget Sound region: for every 1 new housing unit, the region added 3 
new residents (2010 to 2019) and 4 new jobs (2010 to 2016). 10  The types of housing has 
changed to try and meet the new demands. While production of single-family homes has 
remained relatively steady at 6,000 – 8,000 per year, multi-family housing has shown 
tremendous growth in the Puget Sound. In 2010, less than 5,000 homes were in multi-family 
developments; in 2019, almost 20,000 new homes were built in multi-family developments.11   

And in addition to the challenges stemming from new production failing to keep pace with the 
new demand, the region is also losing previously affordable housing units.  McKinsey & 
Company found that over the past 10 years, as King County added 67,000 new rental units, it lost 
more than 112,000 units of housing affordable to those living below 80 percent Area Median 
Income (AMI).  The McKinsey study cited the two largest drivers as: rents on units rising faster 
than incomes and lower-cost units being demolished to make way for more expensive units.12 

The Net Result – A Squeeze on Housing: As a result of these factors, the cost of homeownership 
and rental have risen dramatically in the area.  Just recently, the Seattle Times reported that for 
November, the year over year price for Seattle-area homes grew by 12.7 percent, the second 
highest growth in home prices in the nation.13  And this is not new – the King County Regional 
Affordable Housing Task Force Final Report cites that in King County “from 2012 to 2017, 
median home sale prices increased 53 percent and average rents increased 43 percent.14”  For 
east King County, the average cost of either homeownership or renting an apartment now 
exceeds the cost-burden thresholds for even a family earning 100 percent of area median 

 
8 
https://kingcounty.gov/independent/forecasting/King%20County%20Economic%20Indicators/Household%20Inco
me.aspx  
9 https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/rhna_early_findings_20201009_stakeholder_event.pdf  
10 https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/rhna_early_findings_20201009_stakeholder_event.pdf  
11 https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/rhna_early_findings_20201009_stakeholder_event.pdf  
12 https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/public‐and‐social‐sector/our‐insights/why‐does‐prosperous‐king‐county‐
have‐a‐homelessness‐crisis#  
13 https://www.seattletimes.com/business/real‐estate/seattle‐home‐prices‐still‐climbing‐at‐second‐fastest‐rate‐in‐
nation/#  
14 
https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/initiatives/affordablehousing/documents/report/RAH_Report_Final.ashx?  
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income.15  As of 2018, the median purchase price of a home in East King County was $813,000, 
16 corresponding to an income of over $125,000 needed.  As of October 2020, the average rent 
for most Eastside cities was over $2,000 a month, requiring a median income of over $80,000 to 
avoid being cost-burdened.17  

A Growing and Inequitable Number of Cost-burdened Families: Households that spend more 
than 30% of their income on housing are considered “cost-burdened,” and “severely cost-
burdened” if spending more than 50% of their income on housing.  In King County, it is 
estimated that over 124,000 households are severely cost-burdened, with the vast-majority 
focused at 0 to 30% AMI, and close to 60% of those being renters.  Not surprisingly, the burden 
falls disproportionately upon Black, Indigenous, People of Color (BIPOC) communities: 
households with head of households who are American Indian and Alaskan Native or Black are 
roughly twice as likely to be severely cost burdened as White households.18  Across the county 
(as of 2015), 45% of renters and 29% of homeowners were cost-burdened (including severely-
cost burdened).  On the Eastside, 36% of renters and 29% of homeowners were cost-burdened or 
severely cost-burdened.19 

New Growth, New Funds, New Opportunities 

The Eastside has new resources and opportunities for Affordable Housing: As the issue of 
affordable housing has exploded into a local, regional, statewide and even national issue, more 
resources are emerging to support affordable housing.  Two recent state measures (HB 1406 & 
HB 1590) have created dedicate funding streams for cities and counties to work on affordable 
housing.  Large local employers, most notably Microsoft and Amazon, have both made recent 
national news with commitments to funding more affordable and middle-income housing. 
Regionally, the new expansion of light rail to the Eastside creates new, important locations for 
equitable transit-oriented development.  At the State level, the 2021- 2023 budget includes $175 
million for the Housing Trust Fund and an additional $120.9 million in investments in housing 
and shelters.  And nationally, this spring’s American Rescue Plan includes an allocation of 
nearly $5 billion in funds to help communities across the country create affordable housing, and 
more funds may be available in the pending infrastructure bill.   

In the face of all the challenges outlined above, all of these new resources (and more) will be 
needed., Based on what ARCH has learned administering the Housing Trust Fund, it will take 

 
15 
https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/initiatives/affordablehousing/documents/report/RAH_Report_Final.ashx?la
=en  
16 
https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/initiatives/affordablehousing/documents/report/RAH_Report_Final.ashx?la
=en  
17 Source: Rent Café Market Trends, October 2020 (From HDC presentation) 
18 https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/initiatives/affordablehousing/documents/Meetings/rah‐posters‐FINAL‐
PRINT.ashx?  
19 https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/initiatives/affordablehousing/documents/Meetings/CAI‐RAH‐
Deck1031.ashx?la=en 
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dedicated and skilled staff with capacity to help ensure these new resources best meet the ever-
growing affordable housing needs. 
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ARCH Accomplishments   
 
The ARCH collaborative structure was created in 
1992, with four initial members.  Since that time 
ARCH has grown to include 16 member 
jurisdictions.  Its staff conduct work in six broad 
areas: 

• Affordable housing investment using the 
ARCH Housing Trust Fund 

• Policy and Planning support for member 
jurisdictions 

• Incentive Program Administration for 
cities that have adopted affordable housing incentives 

• Stewardship of affordable housing units created via new development, rehabilitation 

• Outreach and education to member cities and the public 

• Program Administration 

The following provides a brief summary of ARCH’s major accomplishments to date.  See 
Appendix XX for more details. 

Affordable Housing Investment  

Units Created Using the ARCH Housing Trust Fund 

Between 1993 – 2020 the Trust Fund was used to create 5,166 units of affordable housing.  The 
majority of those units were for families (nearly 3500 units), but housing was also created for 
homeless, seniors and special needs populations. Projects funded with the Trust Fund are located 
in 10 ARCH-member cities. ARCH staff work with municipal officials, developers and other 
funders to create these units.  

ARCH Funds Raised and Other Sources Leveraged 

ARCH members have raised nearly $80 million for the Housing Trust Fund since its inception. 
That includes financial contributions from members, land donated and fee waivers for affordable 
housing projects.  Those ARCH funds are used to leverage a variety of other sources to build or 
preserve affordable units, including: 

• Low Income Housing Tax Credits ($310 million) 

• Tax Exempt Bonds ($244 million) 

• State of Washington Funds ($61 million) 
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• King County Funds ($80 million) 

• Other Funding ($186 million) 

In total ARCH has leveraged more than $880 million in other funding sources for affordable 
housing projects in East King County cities.  In other words, for every $1 dollar contributed by 
ARCH, more than $10 is leveraged from other sources for creation of affordable units. 

Policy and Planning Support 

ARCH staff provide support as requested by member jurisdictions.  The level of support varies 
from member to member.  In some cases, the support may include research on best practices, 
data analysis, financial modeling, and technical advice.  For other members it may include 
drafting policies or code/regulatory proposals.  ARCH staff have worked on more than 50 
policies, plans, code amendments, or regulations for member cities, geared toward creating more 
affordable housing units in those local communities.   

Between 2015 – 2020 seven cities asked for assistance from ARCH in creating housing elements 
for their comprehensive plans, and/or local housing action strategies.  In addition, three more 
cities will soon be developing housing action strategies that will utilize some level of assistance 
from ARCH staff.   

Incentive Program Administration 

Cities may offer a variety of land use incentives to help reduce the cost of housing development, 
and in return a developer commits to providing a certain number of units at affordable rates.  
Incentives could include offering increased height or density in return for including affordable 
units in a development, zoning that allows for smaller lot sizes, smaller unit sizes, use of 
alternative housing types, or waiving or reducing permit/impact fees.  ARCH staff work with 
local cities to create the incentive programs.  

In addition, ARCH staff have provided technical support and assistance to cities that adopt the 
Multi-Family Property Tax Exemption (MFTE) program as allowed by state law.  Developers 
can receive a tax exemption in exchange for creation of income- and rent-restricted units. This 
has become an important tool for many developers building affordable housing. 

Between 1992 – 2021 more than 2800 affordable units have been created or are in development.  
Ten (10) ARCH-member cities now offer different types of incentive programs for developers.  
Historically incentives have been used by ARCH member cities to create units for moderate 
income households making 80 – 120% of Area Median Income (AMI).  More than half of all 
incentive units created or in development (1515) are for households making 80% of AMI.  In 
more recent years cities have begun to use the incentives to create units for lower income 
households, those making between 50 – 70% of AMI. 
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Stewardship of Affordable Units 

There are now nearly 8,000 income- or rent-restricted units created through the Housing Trust 
Fund and the various incentive programs across ARCH-member jurisdictions.  Roughly 7,000 of 
these are rental units and 1,000 are homeownership units.  Once developers commit to creating 
affordable units, ARCH staff ensure the creation of those units and monitor and report on the 
continued affordability of those units over time.   

Outreach and Education 

ARCH staff regularly provide information, education, and updates for elected and appointed 
officials in member jurisdictions.  Staff provide updates about ARCH activities, state and federal 
program/funding opportunities, information about local and Eastside affordable housing needs, 
goals and strategies, and generally serve as a resource for City Councils, Planning Commissions, 
city staff, and local residents interested in affordable housing issues. 

Administration 

ARCH has done a great deal to share resources across jurisdictions, create consistency in 
practices and procedures, and create efficient processes.  Their work includes: 

• Creating a single point of contact for all developers interested in creating affordable units 
in eastside communities, which greatly increases efficiencies for developers 

• Using standard guidelines for income verification for all ARCH-funded projects, across 
all cities 

• Create and use common rent/income/pricing guidelines for all ARCH-funded projects 

• Serve as a central portal for homebuyers looking for affordable homes 

• Create a centralized affordable housing data base that all member jurisdictions can use 

• Conduct routine project audits 

AB 5879 | Exhibit 1 | Page 21



 

 
Analysis of ARCH Staff Capacity and Options for Meeting Members Affordable Housing Needs  15 
September 2, 2021 

Summary of Interviews with ARCH Staff, Members, and 

Stakeholders   
 
In February and March 2021 ten interviews with 
ARCH members and outside stakeholders were 
conducted, along with a group discussion with 
ARCH staff. The following provides a summary 
of the discussion about ARCH staff capacity and 
how ARCH staff are meeting the needs of 
member jurisdictions.  

 

 

Overall Assessment 

• There was widespread agreement that ARCH is generally doing well at 
administering existing programs (with some known staffing gaps), but that staff seem 
to be fully utilized. 

• The organization doesn’t currently have capacity at the staff or board level to 
become a driver for more proactive strategies (increasing funding, advocating for new 
policies, expanding partnerships, etc.), or to expand its services to new 
members/geographic areas. 

• There was a sense from outside stakeholders that ARCH should be scaling up its 
activities to meet the dramatic growth and need for affordable housing in east King 
County. It was not clear that member cities feel the same way.  

Trust Fund Program Opportunities and Challenges 

• ARCH has been highly successful in administering and leveraging local funds with 
minimal staff resources (1 staff position). 

• The trust fund’s large portfolio requires active monitoring to collect loan repayments 
and restructure agreements as projects age program, as it now encompasses over 100 
contracts and tens of millions of dollars in funding – and growing. Other public funder 
agencies have shifted to creating dedicated asset management staff. 

• Significant opportunities lie ahead as ARCH members have begun to increase their 
level of investment and adopt new funding sources, plus new TOD opportunities and 
other special projects. 
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Work on Policy/Planning/Regulatory Recommendations 

• Planning activity has been steadily increasing in recent years, even as ARCH role in 
policy/planning work varies from year to year and city to city, and a lack of clarity in 
ARCH’s ongoing role makes it difficult to plan for needed capacity/skillsets.  

 Between 1992 – 2014 ARCH staff supported approximately 1.5 housing strategy 
plans, housing comp plan elements or code amendments per year for member 
cities.   

 Between 2015 – 2020 ARCH staff completed 8.0 strategies, plans or code 
amendments per year.   

• ARCH hired one Planner in 2002 and has added no additional planning capacity 
since. 

• Some member cities are doing their own work on affordable housing policies or 
plans, and ARCH staff have a sense this may be because the members don’t believe 
ARCH has the capacity to complete high priority policy development in a timely manner. 

• ARCH’s primary planner is also responsible for administering city incentive 
programs (preparing developer agreements and covenants for MFTE, inclusionary and 
bonus programs). This increasingly competes with ARCH’s role in supporting new 
policy/program development. 

• The upcoming work will place greater demands on the planning staff capacity for 
ARCH, including on TOD, station area planning, and comp plan revisions.  

Additional Staff‐Identified Capacity Shortages 

• Proactive policy development, planning, research and best practices work would 
require more staff capacity, to the extent ARCH members would like staff to be more 
involved. 

• Conducting regular Housing 101 and educational/outreach work is not being done 
regularly with members and communities to create and sustain deeper understanding 
about affordable housing issues and the work ARCH does.  

• Making affordable housing accessible to diverse communities would require 
additional capacity for marketing and outreach. This was a recent addition to ARCH’s 
work program, but no new staff capacity was created for this work. 

Internal Organizational Capacities 

• The recent addition of 2 FTEs has provided the level of staffing needed to meet 
current obligations for compliance and monitoring for the Homeownership and 
Rental programs. 
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• However, new units are being added quickly, and the organization needs to be mindful 
of the metrics recommended in 2019 about the number of units per FTE. 

• ARCH staff is getting good utilization from interns, but it is an uncertain source of 
labor that comes with the internalized cost of replacing and training. They could be using 
consultants to meet some of the capacity gaps but there are not resources to hire 
consultants. 

• ARCH can no longer use some homegrown excel sheet to track 1000s of units. There 
is a need to update, but there are not the time, staff or funding resources to do so. 

Adding a New ARCH Member 

• Staff believe that adding a new city as an ARCH member would require additional 
staff capacity in the areas where shortages already exist (policy, planning and 
regulatory work, as well as trust fund project-related work). 
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Interviews with Eastside Developers for ARCH Capacity 

Assessment ‐ Spring 2021   
 
As part of the process, seven developers were 
interviewed – they were deliberately chosen to 
cover a variety of perspectives – smaller and 
larger, nonprofit vs. for profit, those that had 
received ARCH funding vs. those that had not 
yet.  Below are some of the highlights from the 
conversations. 
 
Developers Interviewed: 

• Len Brennan (Shelter Resources) 

• Allen Dauterman (Imagine Housing) 

• Kim Faust (Main St. Property Group) 

• John Fisher (Inland Group) 

• Kim Loveall Price (DASH) 

• Emily Thompson (GMD Development) 

• Kevin Wallace (Wallace Properties) 

 

1. What has been your past experience with ARCH and how would you describe that 
experience?  What was best about working with ARCH?  What was most challenging?  If 
you have not worked with ARCH, why not? 

• ARCH is seen by many as a good partner: “They will strategize with developers;” 
“Under the new leadership the work on compliance is easier and more collaborative” 

• But there is some concern about flexibility/responsiveness: “Process is cumbersome 
because of the number of councils they have to report to.” “The more flexible ARCH can 
be the better the chances of getting to their end goal.” 

• ARCH’s limited resources limit their impact: “Their leadership is good, but there is 
not enough resource available for new development or rehab.”  “The amount of money 
that ARCH has available is not enough to make a big difference in each project.”   

• Some express concern that ARCH is doing less advocacy for Eastside than in the 
past: “Don’t think ARCH acts as much of an advocate as in the past;”   
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• Some developers want ARCH to be more of a partner: “For affordable housing, has 
to be a collaboration between ARCH and developers.”  “Need to be more of an advocate, 
understanding and supportive of developers.” 

2. In your experience, how does working with ARCH compare to working with other sources of 
funding for affordable housing? For those working with ARCH on affordable housing 
incentive programs, how does that work compare with other locations or jurisdictions? 

• Compared to other partners, ARCH is seen as comparatively easy: “They are the 
best of the three (between county, state and ARCH).”; “Conditions in contracts very easy 
compared to other funders.”;  

• Developers appreciate their insight: “Good feedback quickly on your project,” “They 
are reasonable and they work in partnership.” 

• ARCH is helpful navigating cities: “Staff typically take the lead in working with local 
governments. That is helpful – so the developer doesn’t have to work with each individual 
city.” 

3. Stepping back and thinking regionally - what would you describe as the most important 
accomplishments for ARCH?  

• Developers value the creation of the coalition and focus on the issue: “Getting cities 
to work together to solve affordable housing was a good one.” “ARCH has done a good 
job raising visibility with cities on affordable housing.” 

• ARCH is also an important advocate to cities: “They have also helped with 
advocacy… talking with Mayors and Council members to create support for and action 
around affordable housing.” 

• ARCH is a valuable finance partner: “They have helped provide small amounts of gap 
financing for 9% projects that have lower income targeting.” 

4. What do you think of as ARCH’s most important role in helping developers build affordable 
housing: funder of affordable units, technical assistance on understanding local regulations 
and ordinances, helping find additional funding, helping find tenants, providing ongoing 
monitoring?   

• Developers value the funding, especially as an initial money that brings other 
dollars: “As the first funder to commit money they showed local commitment that was 
important with other funders.” “ARCH is effective at leveraging other funds and 
bringing other funders along.” 

• Some smaller developers value their technical assistance: “The technical assistance in 
understanding local development regulations and ordinances.”   
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5. What are the primary obstacles to constructing affordable housing in East King County 
cities? 

• There simply needs to be more dedicated funding: “More resources are needed, 
particularly in the 4% pool of projects.” “There is not enough availability of state and 
local resources to make projects happen.”  

• Several developers pointed to costs – particularly of land, but also of permitting: 
“The cost of land is out of reach;” “Permitting is starting to get bad; 1 year process is a 
bit of overkill.” 

• There is interest in cities streamlining permitting and easing zoning: “All cities have 
extraordinarily expensive: permitting; regulations; etc. “ARCH could find a way to make 
zoning/rezoning more achievable and predictable.” 

• Several also mentioned need to ease parking requirements: “Parking ratio reductions 
would help.” “Parking regulations are an obstacle in some jurisdictions.”  

• There is also interest in a more unified voice/approach from the Eastside cities: 
“Each city has its own agenda, own strategy.”  “What are cities going to do 
collaboratively?” 

• There are concerns that requirements and funding for low-income are making 
middle-income housing unaffordable: “Need to kick-in money for nonprofits to 
produce less than 60% AMI housing, but don’t make it not viable to produce middle 
income housing to pay for it.” “Putting the full burden on developers is not fair.” 

• There are few “competitive sites”: “If you are not competitive you won’t get a resource 
allocation from the state…. sites score well that have access to services and transit, but 
there are minimal transit corridors on the Eastside compared to Seattle.” 

6. What could ARCH do more of, less or, or do differently – either for developers or for 
member cities – to support the building of more affordable housing on the Eastside?  Any 
other final thoughts? 

• Some want more advocacy within cities for individual projects: “Advocating for 
projects, funding and expending.” Maybe ARCH could hire a planner to work with all 
cities to interface with cities to make sure projects are going through process efficiently. 
“ARCH could have a seat at the table on behalf of developers. Lots more they could do to 
help with zonings and site approvals.” 

• And some want more advocacy across cities on policy: “Build the coalition and 
advocacy to the cities;” “Unify voices and policy”; “Can HDC provide some capacity to 
ARCH to do advocacy work?” 

• A few expressed interest in ARCH using more private/public partnerships: “Why not 
take advantage of profit/nonprofit joint ventures, as for profits have experience, liquidity, 
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can bring capital, etc.” “The tax credits were meant to be private/public 
partnerships…In WA there is a sense that private developers are not as good as 
nonprofits.” 

• A few had specific ideas: 

 “ARCH could act as a clearinghouse for surplus properties across cities.” 

 “Cities that are choosing to do parallel funding paths-- that makes no sense.  
Give ARCH more money to do more work.  The beauty of ARCH is the single 
point of contact for East King County.”   

 “The For Sale ARCH program is inequitable and needs to be fixed… [providing a 
giant benefit to one family, but nothing to others…] 
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ARCH Work and Staffing Trends   
 

One of the foundational principles behind ARCH 
is that member jurisdictions pool resources to 
build or preserve affordable units across the 
Eastside, and to create a shared staff resource 
with specialized expertise in affordable housing 
that provides support to all members.  Many 
member cities rely on ARCH’s expertise to help 
them analyze and develop projects, interact with 
developers, draft policies and regulations to 
promote the development of affordable housing, 
and monitor affordable units within cities that 
have been created as a result of city policies and 

programs. The history of ARCH has been to apply resources efficiently and to increase the 
capacity of the organization incrementally as it has grown.     

History and Background 

ARCH began in 1992 with 4 initial member jurisdictions.  Three years later there were 8 
members, and by 2008 there were 16 members (which is today’s membership).  Over time the 
demands on staff have increased for several reasons:  

1) As the number of ARCH members increased the requests for staff time and support also 
increased, 

2) Both the growing ARCH Housing Trust Fund and new city affordable housing programs (e.g., 
MFTE and inclusionary zoning) have created an increasing portfolio of units with more work 
required to create, monitor and report on those units in the expanding portfolio, 

3) Affordable housing has become a priority issue for many cities and interest in creating 
developer incentives or new land use policies that promotes affordable housing has increased 
dramatically, and 

4) The need for affordable housing across King County and in Eastside cities has increased 
significantly as housing costs and demand for units have soared. 

Growth in Program Activity 

Growth of Housing Trust Fund 

Since 1993 the number of projects funded by the Trust Fund has averaged 4 per year. Although 
annual funding (cash contributions and land donations) has fluctuated significantly from year to 
year, in general the funding provided by members to the Trust Fund has been relatively flat. The 
highest number of projects in any given year was 9.  However, while the annual number of 
projects has been relatively constant, the projects funded by ARCH have become more complex, 

AB 5879 | Exhibit 1 | Page 29



 

 
Analysis of ARCH Staff Capacity and Options for Meeting Members Affordable Housing Needs  23 
September 2, 2021 

with higher loan amounts and use of multiple funding sources.  Many of the projects require 
specialized staff expertise to analyze and evaluate project proposals.   

Growth of Planning Activities 

ARCH staff provide a variety of affordable housing planning activities for member jurisdictions, 
including development of local housing strategy plans, housing elements of comprehensive 
plans, code amendments, or regulatory proposals.  In ARCH’s first twenty years (1992 – 2011) 
ARCH staff completed 26 planning activities for member jurisdictions.  In the past 9 years (2012 
– 2020) ARCH staff have completed 56 projects for members.  There has been a pronounced 
increase in activity since 2015. This has been due to several factors, including the increase in 
affordable housing needs across ARCH cities and the county, the heightened interest on the part 
of many jurisdictions to develop strategies that will address local affordable housing needs, and 
an increase in requests from member cities to assist in the creation of state-required housing 
elements in local comprehensive plans.  It is anticipated that there will be a number of new 
requests for support as local comprehensive plans are updated between 2021 – 2024.    

Growth in the Number of Affordable Units Monitored 

In addition to creating affordable units through use of the Housing Trust Fund, ARCH member 
cities also use a variety of land use and policy incentives and requirements to create new units.  
When those units are created, the city’s programs typically place a cap on the price of units to be 
sold or rented (to ensure affordability), and require that the income of renters or buyers cannot 
exceed certain limits (to make sure only households with limited incomes occupy those units).  
When the units are initially completed, and over time as they change hands, ARCH staff 
monitors those units to make sure that the pricing and owner/renter income restrictions are being 
met.   

There has been a considerable increase in the number of incentive programs adopted by ARCH 
member cities.  Ten cities now offer incentives to create more affordable housing. In ARCH’s 
first 20, years there were 91 projects that were required to meet a city’s local affordable housing 
incentive of requirement.  In the past 9 years, there have been 111 projects.  With each new 
project the total grows, and there are now more than 2800 units (owner occupied and rental) that 
ARCH staff monitors to insure they are in compliance with local requirements.   

Regional Affordable Housing Need 

As mentioned in the Landscape Analysis earlier in this report, across east King County cities 
36% of renters and 29% of homeowners were considered either cost burdened (spending more 
than 30% of their household income on their housing costs) or severely cost burdened (spending 
more than 50% of their income on housing). Given the trends in increasing rents and home 
prices, these numbers are not likely to change soon. 

Staff Capacity and Staffing Trends 

When ARCH was created, 2.5 FTE were hired to provide support to the 4 member jurisdictions 
and to manage the Housing Trust Fund. As ARCH membership increased the number of FTE’s 
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increased to 5 FTE by 2008.  Staff capacity remained at approximately 5 FTE between 2008 – 
2019. In 2019 two FTE were added to address the needs of monitoring the rental and home 
ownership units. At the time, the number of rental and ownership units created by ARCH 
resulted in their staffing ratios (for the number of units each staff member had to track, monitor 
and report on) being far below the best practices standards established by other cities around the 
region and the country.  The two additional FTE brought ARCH into compliance with those best 
practices standards.   

What’s Not Getting Done 

In conversations with ARCH members, ARCH staff and after conducting a review of the annual 
ARCH workplan, a number of projects and tasks were identified that are not getting completed 
with the existing staff capacity.  The following are some of the topics identified: 

Housing Trust Fund 

• Funding policy 

 Provide options to ARCH members and conduct analysis on those options for the 
potential creation of a dedicated funding source for Eastside cities. 

 Revisiting parity goals (work started in 2017-2018) 

• Oversight of existing investments: 

 Be more proactive in monitoring project financial sustainability (cash flow, 
vacancy rates, maintenance needs) for developments created using ARCH funds 

 Loan monitoring (ensuring timely loan repayments) 

• Conduct more proactive work and technical support to generate special projects (TOD, 
preservation, surplus property, faith community property, etc.)  

Policy, Planning, Incentive Programs 

• Work with cities that have adopted Housing Strategies/Housing Action Plans to 
implement more of the strategies identified 

• Work with cities who have yet to create and adopt Housing Strategies/Housing Action 
Plans 

• Work with ARCH members to establish Eastside housing production and preservation 
targets 

• Do more work to coordinate across cities – sharing best practices, program evaluations 

• Streamlining interface for developers who utilize incentive programs 
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Rental Program Monitoring and Administration 

• Work with member cities to establish a monitoring fee that would help defray the cost to 
monitor ARCH units 

• Create new rules for parking charges for ARCH rental units 

• Review ARCH Rental Covenant for needed updates 

• Explore centralized application portal for all properties with ARCH rental units 

Education, Outreach and Administrative Procedures 

• Update ARCH bylaws 

• Improve and enhance data bases used to monitor ARCH-funded units 

• Improve the ARCH website, making it more interactive and useful for all users 

• Conduct more Housing 101/outreach events with member cities 

• Building partnerships to market new housing to households in need 

Conclusions 

Based on the interviews with ARCH members, staff and outside partners, and review of 
workload trends and the annual ARCH work plan, several conclusions were reached regarding 
ARCH staff capacity. 

• The existing staff are fully utilized and have no additional capacity for growth. ARCH 
member cities are reluctant to ask ARCH staff to take on new projects because the staff 
are fully booked. 

• Gaps have begun to emerge, and elements of the work program are not being 
accomplished. Some tasks have been on the work plan for several years because there is 
not the capacity to move the work forward. 

• Trends suggest that workload will continue to grow.  This applies to the continued 
growth of the Housing Trust Fund, and the continued demand for planning, research and 
data analysis services. 

• Deficiencies will grow as new projects and units come online. As the number of Trust 
Fund units and incentive units are built, it will be difficult to update practices and policies 
that are already in need of improvement.  

• Additional staff are needed to catch up to current demands and to absorb the expected 
near-term growth in work. 
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Staff Capacity Options   

After conducting the analysis described in the 
earlier chapters, the ARCH board was presented 
with three options for different approaches to 
addressing staff capacity issues. Several 
conclusions and themes were highlighted to 
inform the deliberations about the 
staffing/budget options.  

Funding Models 

Two funding models were presented to the ARCH Board for consideration: 

• Per capita allocation to all members, except King County (same as the existing model) 

 In addition, this model could add optional on-call consulting services paid based 
on actual services used 

• Tiered membership: 

 Base membership: Would include administration of the Housing Trust Fund, 
program administration/monitoring, and outreach activities, all allocated on a per 
capita basis 

 Optional tier for policy/planning services, and/or or incentive program support 
provided by ARCH staff that would only be paid by those cities expecting to 
utilize those services. 

Other Revenue Factors 

In addition to the two funding models, there are other revenue sources that were identified for 
consideration by the board. 

Fee Revenue 

• Current fee revenue collected by ARCH will cover the cost of at least 1.0 FTE 

• Cash reserves up to $150k as of YE2020, will continue growing as fees accumulate 

• Additional revenue could be generated as cities work toward authorizing ARCH to 
collect administrative fees from rental projects 

• Offering fee for services to other cities not currently ARCH members (as is currently 
being done with the City of Duvall) may be an opportunity in the future, but is not an 
immediate factor. 

King County Revenue 
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• King County has expressed interest in increasing dues from $75,000 up to $125,000. 

Staffing/Budget Options 

Three staffing options were identified to add new staff capacity to ARCH.  The first option 
would add 1 FTE, the second option 2 FTE, and the third option 3 FTE.  In preliminary 
conversations the Board indicated that doing nothing, not adding any new capacity, was not an 
option they wanted to consider.  

Option 1 – Baseline budget, 1 FTE covered by fees 

• Member dues continue to pay for existing staff positions (increase in combined dues no 
more than 4% increase) 

• City member dues are distributed on per capita basis; King County dues remain close to 
$75k 

• Use fee revenue to add 1.0 FTE: 

 Incentive Program Administrator – This new position would be responsible for 
working with developers and preparing agreements for projects using land use/tax 
incentives 

• Could use available reserve funds to hire temporary staff position or other support for 
loan monitoring 

• Evaluate areas of the work program that can be reduced in the future 

Option 2 – Address Immediate Gaps (Add 2 FTE, 1 with fees, 1 with dues – from some or all 
members) 

• Base member dues continue to pay for existing staffing levels 

 King County dues increase to $125k 

• Fee revenue pays for Homeownership staffing, frees up base member dues to add 1 FTE: 

 Trust Fund Program Officer – This new position would be responsible for 
managing the ARCH loan portfolio, and would enable ARCH to absorb an 
increase in transactional work (could include assisting Bellevue with allocation of 
additional funds).  

• Additional services above the base membership could be paid by cities that use ARCH 
for incentive program administration, or by all cities: 

 Incentive Programs Administrator – This new position would be responsible for 
working with developers and preparing agreements for projects using land use/tax 
incentives 
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• Explore shared contract for on-call consulting services on policy/planning, financial 
analysis and modeling, special project management and other services.  

Options 3 – Plan for Growth (Add 3 FTE, 2 from dues, 1 from fee revenue) 

• Base member dues pay for 1 additional FTE: 

 1 FTE: Trust Fund Program Officer (described in Option 2) 

• 1 FTE paid by dues above base member dues – paid by cities actively using ARCH for 
incentive program administration: 

 2 FTE: Incentive Program Administrator (described in Options 1 and 2) 

• Fee revenue pays for 1 FTE 

 3 FTE: Housing Programs/Special Projects Manager – This new position would 
oversee stewardship and monitoring activities, take on special policy/project work 

• Explore shared contract for on-call consulting services on policy/planning, financial 
analysis and modeling, special project management and other services. 
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Conclusions and Recommendation   

Overall Assessment 

Member cities clearly value ARCH for the range 
of services provided: technical and policy 
support, units created from the pooled resources, 
addressing the monitoring and reporting 
requirements on affordable units, and for serving 
as a single voice and resources on the issue of 
affordable housing in the eastside.  However, 
given the depth of the affordable housing need in 
most eastside communities, there is demand 
among ARCH members for creating more 
affordable units and for additional technical 

assistance and support in creating affordable housing policies and programs. 

The level of ARCH support needed or desired varies among member cities and generally 
depends on two factors:  

• The size of the city and their ability to devote internal staff resources to affordable 
housing issues, and  

• The level of commitment on the part of a city’s elected leadership to aggressively pursue 
affordable housing strategies. 

It is also important to note that when asked if there is work ARCH staff are doing that could be 
eliminated in order to create additional capacity, there were no suggestions from members for 
work that ARCH should do less of or drop entirely. 

ARCH Work Plan Needs 

Based on the interviews with member cities, and discussions with the ARCH Board, the 
following themes emerged regarding ARCH’s annual work plan, and the needs and interests of 
members. 

• All ARCH cities will rely on some level of ARCH staff for support with Comp Plan 
Updates (at a minimum - housing needs data, some would benefit from housing element 
review or drafting). Some had questions/concerns about the impact of HB 1220, and 
interest in ARCH capacity to assist with new requirements. 

• All cities are interested in ARCH tracking data on an ongoing basis to comply with 
Countywide Planning Policies (CPP) reporting requirements. 

• Several cities are counting on ARCH support to implement actions from their housing 
strategy (Bellevue, Bothell, Kenmore, Kirkland, Issaquah, Redmond) 
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• Several cities would like help to facilitate TOD projects or other special projects in their 
jurisdiction, such as finding faith-owned properties for new development. 

• Many cities described a distinct set of skills/knowledge that ARCH staff provide to 
members.  

• Some cities had aspirational ideas about an expansion of ARCH’s services/role: 

 Facilitating Eastside collaboration on homelessness policy/practice 

 Providing more technical assistance/support to faith-based communities for 
housing development 

 More proactive steps to encourage best practices on housing policies, for example 
on ADUs – outreach/marketing, financing, pilot programs, etc. 

 Stronger role in legislative advocacy 

• Smaller jurisdictions with little to no planned growth will not use ARCH for planning 
services.  

• There is interest among some members in shifting to a fee for service model when it 
comes to policy/planning work, and potentially other areas where workload is growing, 
such as incentive programs. 

• King County is interested in investing more in ARCH capacity that will catalyze projects 
or policies toward the Regional Affordable Housing Task Force Action Plan goal of 
44,000 units. 

Staff Capacity and Staffing Trends 

Staff from member cities agreed that ARCH staff are fully utilized and have no additional 
capacity for growth. Members also identified gaps that have begun to emerge, and elements of 
the annual work program that are not being accomplished. 

As described earlier in this report, while ARCH staffing capacity has been relatively flat, 
requests for ARCH staff services have increased.  As the Trust Fund loan portfolio has grown, 
there is a need to increase staff capacity to actively monitor those loans and address the current 
backlog of loans that have not been actively monitored.  

There has also been a significant increase in the requests for planning assistance from cities that 
want to adopt or amend policies, codes, and local housing programs.  Currently, ARCH’s 
planning assistance is provided by the same Senior Planner who also oversees member cities’ 
incentive programs. ARCH will need additional planning/policy staff to continue overseeing the 
growing portfolio of members incentive programs while helping cities update local 
comprehensive plan housing elements, respond to the County’s Countywide Planning Policies, 
and respond to the growth in requests for planning and policy assistance.   
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Two new positions were added in 2019 to monitor the affordability of units created by the 
ARCH Trust Fund. Those positions increased the level of staffing to industry standards for the 
size of the portfolio and the number of units that need to be monitored for compliance with 
affordability requirements.    

The growth of ARCH activities also suggests the need to create additional  management 
capacity, to both oversee staff stewarding the growing portfolio of affordable housing created in 
the Homeownership and Rental Programs, and work on special initiatives – such as expanding 
marketing efforts to diverse populations or promoting partnerships to develop affordable housing 
with faith-based communities.  The new capacity would both increase management oversight 
and free capacity for the Executive Director. 

Revenue Opportunities 

There is an opportunity to utilize some existing revenue sources to increase staff capacity.  
ARCH has been collecting fees from the homeownership program and now has a sustainable 
source of income. Those fee revenues would support 1 FTE. In addition, King County has 
expressed a willingness to increase its contribution to ARCH annual operations.  This could be 
part of the revenues used to increase ARCH staff capacity. 

Most cities are facing budget challenges, so even for the larger and mid-sized cities a phased 
approach to increasing staff capacity should be considered. 

Executive Board Recommendations 

Based on the review described above, and discussion with the ARCH Executive Board over 
several months, the Board recommended to their respective Councils the following actions to 
increase ARCH staff capacity. 

Phased Approach to Adding New Staff Capacity 

Balancing the different needs expressed by member cities, and the budget challenges facing 
many cities, ARCH should adopt a phased approach to increasing staffing.   

In 2022, current member dues from all jurisdictions should be used to support the 2021 base 
staffing level, and an additional two new full time ARCH staff positions should be created:  

• A Program Officer working on the Housing Trust fund – Paid for using increase in 
revenues from program fees. No dues increases needed to pay for this position.  

• An Incentives Program Administrator – Paid for using a new tiered dues structure (see 
below)   

In 2023 one additional position should be added: 

• A Housing Programs, Special Projects Manager 

The Board has not decided how to pay for the 2023 staff position. It will likely be some level of 
new dues, but no pre-commitment was made about how the dues will be allocated. 
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Create a New Tiered Dues Structure Based on the Level of Program Activity 

Revenues for the two new positions can come from several sources. One FTE (the Program 
Officer) can be paid for using fee revenues to pay for Homeownership staffing, which frees up 
base member dues to add 1 FTE. The second position, that would focus on the administration of 
local housing incentive programs, presents an opportunity for ARCH to implement a tiered dues 
structure, based on the number of projects each city has in their incentive program.  

• Cities with active incentive programs (either more than 10 completed projects or 3+ 
projects in the pipeline) pay on a per capita basis (Bellevue, Issaquah, Kirkland, 
Redmond)  

• Cities with less active programs (fewer than 10 completed projects, and less than 3 
projects in the pipeline) pay a minimum contribution of $3,000 (Kenmore, Newcastle, 
Sammamish, Mercer Island)  

• Cities with adopted programs that do not yet have participating projects do not yet 
contribute additional dues (Bothell, Woodinville).  

• Cities without incentive programs do not contribute additional dues (Beaux Arts, Clyde 
Hill, Hunts Point, Medina, Yarrow Point). 

(See next page for graphic summary of Executive Board recommendations.) 
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Conclusion 

Based upon review of the ARCH workplan, discussion with cities about their near-term plans, 
and assessment of ARCH staff responsibilities and workload, the changes proposed by the 
ARCH Executive Board are essential actions to help ARCH staff capacity to catch-up with long-
standing shortages in staffing and meet member’s most pressing existing and near-term needs. 
The new capacity will be particularly helpful in administering the Trust Fund, helping cities in 
planning and policy work, and accommodating the growth in special projects.   

Nevertheless, ARCH’s work is likely to continue to grow, and the board was unable to identify 
any work that ARCH staff could eliminate. In addition, cities in north and east King County may 
consider requesting membership in ARCH. In the coming years additional capacity may be 
needed as the portfolio of projects increases in size and complexity, and the planning and policy 
work expands.  

Finally, there are structural questions and tensions within the organization regarding the capacity, 
direction and services offered by ARCH that were not possible to address in this evaluation (such 
as the desire from external stakeholders for ARCH to be stronger advocates, or the disparate 
level of commitment to housing across member councils).  Given these range of questions, 
ARCH’s Executive Board committed to a strategic planning process in 2022 that can address 
these and other pressing issues outside the normal course of operations and budget cycles. 
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