City of Monroe
806 West Main Street, Monroe, WA 98272
Phone (360) 794-7400 Fax (360) 794-4007
www.monroewa.gov

Planning Commission Agenda
Monday, July 22, 2019 7:00 p.m. Council Chambers
CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
Chair Tuttle
Vice Chair Bull
Commissioner Fisher
Commissioner Jensen
Commissioner Rousey
Commissioner Silva
Commissioner Stanger

COMMENTS FROM CITIZENS
Members of the audience may comment on any city matter that is not listed
on the agenda. Comments by individuals are limited to five (5) minutes. The
Commission usually does not respond to matters brought up during audience
participation and may; if appropriate, address the matter at a subsequent
meeting.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
July 8, 2019
Documents:
Minutes - PC07082019.pdf
PUBLIC HEARING
Proposed Code Amendments to Chapter 22.62 MMC - Large Wireless Communication
Facilities
Documents:
PH1-AB-Small WCFs.pdf
OLD BUSINESS
NONE
NEW BUSINESS
Affordable Housing Discussion
Documents:
NB1-AB-Affordable Housing.pdf
NB1-Att1-Monroe Presentation 6.2019.pdf
NB1-Att2-AF Terms.pdf
DISCUSSION BY COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF
ADJOURNMENT

NB1-Att1-Monroe Presentation 6.2019.pdf
NB1-Att2-AF Terms.pdf
DISCUSSION BY COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF
ADJOURNMENT
THE PLANNING COMMISSION MAY ADD AND/OR TAKE ACTION ON OTHER ITEMS NOT
LISTED ON THIS AGENDA
Accommodations for people with disabilities will be provided upon request.
Please contact City Hall at 360-794-7400 and allow one-week advanced notice.

CITY OF MONROE
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
Monday, July 8, 2019
The regular meeting of the Monroe Planning Commission was held on Monday, July 8, 2019 at 7:00
p.m., in the City Hall Council Chambers at 806 West Main Street, Monroe, WA 98272.
CALL TO ORDER
Chair Tuttle called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.
ROLL CALL
Planning Commission Secretary Leigh Anne Barr called the roll.
Commissioners Present: Chair Tuttle, Vice-Chair Bull, Commissioner Rousey, Commissioner Silva,
Commissioner Jensen and Commissioner Stanger. Commissioner Fisher joined via conference call at
7:15pm.
Staff Present: Community Development Director Ben Swanson and Secretary Leigh Anne Barr.

COMMENTS FROM CITIZENS
NONE
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Commissioner Silva made a motion to accept the minutes of June 24, 2019 with the discussed change.
Motion seconded by Commissioner Bull. Motion carried 6/0.

PUBLIC HEARING
NONE
OLD BUSINESS
1. Proposed Small Wireless Facilities Code Discussion
Community Development Director Ben Swanson introduced the strike and delete version of the
Wireless Facilities Chapter. Director Swanson explained the comments shown in red are the
proposed changes from the wireless facilities groups, staff changes are shown in green and the entire
chapter has been reviewed by the City’s attorney. The newest comments by the wireless facilities
groups will be addressed at the public hearing.
2. Monroe Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket
Director Swanson explained that as part of the 2018-2019 annual Comprehensive Plan docket, the
City docketed a citizen-initiated Comprehensive Plan amendment from the Monroe School District.
The School District is requesting a change in the Comprehensive plan designation for Memorial
Stadium and Marshal Field from Institutional to Multi-Family Residential. Director Swanson noted that
there are several members of the School District in attendance at the meeting along with their
consultants to answer questions that the Planning Commission may have.
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Laura Brent
Ms. Brent is a consultant for the Monroe School District. Commissioner Jensen asked if the school
district has a buyer in place at the moment. Ms. Brent explained that the school district does not at
this time.
Nancy Pierce
Ms. Pierce is a member of Monroe’s School Board and explained that the site is only large enough for
an elementary school and with the recently remodeled schools in downtown Monroe, the district does
not foresee a need for another elementary school downtown. It is possible that another school will be
needed north of town and the sale of this property could be used to finance that purchase.
Jim Langston
Mr. Langston is the President of Monroe’s School Board and he explained that the School Board is
very frugal with their dollars and if the property does need to be released, it should be at the best
value possible. Mr. Langston also explained that the District currently does not have the resources to
maintain the 12.5 acres of property.
The Commissioners discussed their opinions on the request.
Director Swanson stated that the City now requires documentation at the beginning of the
comprehensive plan process to ensure that the proposed use is sustainable in the proposed location.
Past court cases have set a precedence that required additional detail up front so the City can make
an informed decision.
NEW BUSINESS
NONE

DISCUSSION BY COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF
Commissioner Jensen gave a summary of the Blueberry Lane and North Kelsey intersection open
house. Commissioner Jensen also made a comprehensive plan amendment proposal that he would
like the Planning Commission to support that would change the comprehensive plan designation of
several of the properties in the Highway 2 bypass to transportation. Chair Tuttle was not in favor of
supporting the amendment.
Commissioner Jensen asked about the status of the property on North Kelsey. Director Swanson
explained that the City and Tarragon are continuing negations in executive session at this time. When
the price is agreed upon, it will come out of executive session.
Director Swanson noted that the City of Monroe had two articles in the Daily Journal of Commerce, one
on the River’s Edge Development and one that featured Commissioner Rousey’s use of ATVs as part
of their business model. Director Swanson informed Commissioners that he has started working on the
budget for Community Development for next year and he will be asking for a full time Code
Enforcement Office as a new position. Director Swanson stated that Eastside Masonry had a fire and
the owner was already in the process of getting a grading and demolition permit for the site.
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Commissioner Bull requested some statistics on apartments in the City of Monroe such as vacancy and
average rent. Commissioner Bull cited a King County example that was especially easy to work with.
Commissioner Silva presented some real estate statistics for Snohomish County. Commissioner Silva
also announced that the Chamber of Commerce is looking for a new Director.
ADJOURNMENT
Commissioner Silva made a motion to adjourn at 8:29p.m. Motion seconded by Commissioner
Rousey. Motion carried 7/0.

______________________________
Bridgette Tuttle
Chair

_______________________________
Leigh Anne Barr
Planning Commission Secretary
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MONROE PLANNING COMMISSION

SUBJECT:

PUBLIC HEARING - Proposed Code Amendments regarding Wireless
Facilities

DATE:
07/22/2019

DEPT:
Community
Development

CONTACT:
Ben Swanson
Shana Restall

PRESENTER:
Shana Restall

ITEM:
Public Hearing # 1

Discussion:
Public Hearing:

04/22/2019, 05/13/2019, 06/10/2019, 06/24/2019, and 07/08/2019
07/22/2019

Attachments:

1. DRAFT Chapter 22.62 MMC, Wireless Communication Facilities (clean)
2. DRAFT Chapter 22.62 MMC, Wireless Communication Facilities (with
“strike-and-delete” notation)
3. Staff Report

REQUESTED ACTION: Move to DIRECT staff to draft Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
for the Planning Commission, which recommends that the Monroe City Council APPROVE the
proposed amendments to Chapter 22.62 of the Monroe Municipal Code (MMC).
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
The FCC adopted a declaratory ruling and order (FCC 18-133), which became effective on January
14, 2019, regarding municipal regulation of "small wireless facilities," The Order has two main
parts:
1. A new set of regulations that governs shot clocks and other limited aspects of the rollout of
small wireless facilities ("small cells"); and
2. A declaratory ruling that does not enact any new regulations, but is the FCC's interpretation of
how the provisions of a previous FCC order that limit state or local regulations that "effectively
prohibit" the provision of wireless services [Sections 253 and 332(c)(7) of the Communications
Act] should be applied. The declaratory ruling portion of the order adopts the position that a
local government need only “materially inhibit” a particular small wireless facility deployment in
order for its action to constitute an "effective prohibition." The declaratory ruling also provides
guidance on fees that local governments may charge, and on how they may regulate ancillary
rollout issues, such as tower spacing, equipment design, and other aesthetic concerns.
The FCC Order makes it easier for private companies to take local governments to court if they
believe municipal policies are effectively prohibiting network investment. To comply with this order,
the City is proposing amendments to MMC Chapter 22.62 to regulate small wireless facilities.
DESCRIPTION/BACKGROUND
The tremendous growth in personal wireless services has created an increased demand for new
wireless antennas and equipment. It is expected that carriers will continue to roll out new facilities
in Monroe to accommodate the rapidly growing need for increased capacity and speed. Wireless
telecommunications facilities (WCF) are regulated by federal, state, and local laws. Federal law
significantly limits the City’s ability to regulate WCFs. Under federal law, a local agency’s decisions

cannot have the effect of prohibiting the provision of wireless service or unreasonably
discriminating among wireless service providers. Also, under federal law, the City may not regulate
the placement, construction, or modification of wireless communications facilities on the basis of
the environmental effects of radio frequency (RF) emissions, so long as the facilities comply with
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) regulations concerning such emissions. Despite
federal limitations, cities historically have retained ability to regulate aesthetic issues related to
telecommunications facilities, including factors such as height and property line setbacks.
However, federal law developments continue to erode that ability.
The latest federal law governing WCFs was adopted in 2012 as part of the 2012 Middle Class Tax
Relief and Job Creation Act. This federal legislation contained Section 6409, now referred to as
the Spectrum Act, and codified at 47 U.S.C. § 1455. The Spectrum Act was intended to facilitate
the telecommunication industry’s rapid deployment of wireless infrastructure by requiring local
governments to approve any application that seeks to modify an existing wireless
telecommunication facility that does not substantially alter the existing facility.
As the Spectrum Act did not contain specific definitions, the implementation of this Section has
been open to interpretation by each local government. Furthermore, while the Act states that a
local government cannot deny and shall approve an eligible facility request, it provides no
guidance as to the required process or time limits in which a local government has to act. As a
result, the FCC promulgated rules and standards, which include necessary definitions, processing
requirements, timelines, and remedies for applications that seek to modify an existing wireless
telecommunication facility in accordance with the Spectrum Act. The FCC’s procedural rules went
into effect on April 9, 2015. However, these standards do not provide for small cell facilities.
With the evolution of wireless technology, providers are relying on a combination of both
traditional, larger cell tower equipment that can carry signals and data over a greater geographic
range and newer small wireless facility technology (4G and 5G service) to increase capacity. Small
cell facilities contain radios and antennas, but unlike the larger cell facilities, they require a fiber
optic backbone in order to transmit cellular phone and data signals. Typically, small cell facilities
are attached to utility poles or light/traffic poles within public rights-of-way. To address small
wireless facilities, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) recently issued a declaratory
ruling and third report and order (FCC 18-133) regarding municipal regulation of "small wireless
facilities," which became effective on January 14, 2019. The FCC Order placed limitations on local
governments to regulate size and location of small wireless facilities equipment.
The City’s existing regulations, as well as those within the proposed Unified Development
regulations (Title 22), address the traditional deployment of larger wireless facilities, which mainly
include separate, standalone cell towers and other large facilities added to the tops of existing
structures, such as buildings or utility poles. Based on the evolution of technology and the recent
FCC Order, changes to the code are needed to define how the City regulates the deployment of
small wireless facilities. To achieve compliance with the Order, staff has drafted a new code
chapter to address small wireless facilities, and is bringing it forward to the Planning Commission
for review and discussion.
FISCAL IMPACT
N/A
TIME CONSTRAINTS
The FCC Order became effective on January 14, 2019.
ALTERNATIVE(S) TO REQUESTED ACTION
Move to CONTINUE the public hearing to the August 12, 2019 regular meeting.

MONROE PLANNING COMMISSION
Agenda Item Cover Sheet
TITLE:

Affordable Housing Discussion

DATE:
07/22/2019

FILE NUMBER:
N/A

Discussion:

07/22/2019

Attachments:

CONTACT(S):
Anita Marrero

PRESENTER:
Anita Marrero

ITEM:
NB#1

1. Affordable Housing PowerPoint Presentation
2. Housing Affordability Terms

REQUESTED ACTION: None. Discussion only.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
The City of Monroe is in the process of updating its Affordable Housing code. To accomplish
this, staff is forming an Affordable Housing Committee that will consist of community members,
planning commissioners, and affordable housing proponents. The goal of the Affordable
Housing Committee will be to draft a code that will address the affordable housing crisis and
implement regulations that will allow and encourage more affordable forms of housing.
DESCRIPTION/BACKGROUND
The state of Washington is in the middle of an affordable housing crisis. Per the Department of
Commerce, “It is the goal of the state of Washington to coordinate, encourage, and direct, when
necessary, the efforts of the public and private sectors of the state and to cooperate and
participate, when necessary, in the attainment of a decent home in a healthy, safe environment
for every resident of the state. The legislature declares that attainment of that goal is a state
priority.”
The Growth Management Act (GMA) Housing Goal, RCW 36.70A.020(4), encourages the
availability of affordable housing to all economic segments of the population of this state,
promotes a variety of residential densities and housing types, and encourages preservation of
existing housing stock. The housing element of the City of Monroe Comprehensive Plan lists
the following policies that support affordable housing and a diverse range of housing options:
P.076, P.099, P.115: Promote redevelopment and infill along the west Main Street corridor,
including higher-density residential and mixed-use development.
P.093, P.110: Support maintenance and revitalization of older housing to beautify and help
stabilize existing neighborhoods.
P.112: Coordinate with non-profit agencies and other groups providing low to moderateincome housing.
P.113: Promote the development of affordable housing.
P.117: Allow the development of Work/Live units within Mixed Use areas and Downtown.
P.118: Permit a variety of smaller-sized housing, including cottage housing, manufactured
home parks, or other types where compatible with surrounding neighborhoods.
P.119: Encourage the development of housing for special needs populations that may include
the following: integration of universal design standards to assist elderly and other special
needs populations to stay in their homes; coordination of housing and service providers in
serving special needs populations; and promoting the development of ongoing operations of
supportive housing with appropriate services for people with special needs throughout the
county and region.
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The current affordable housing code was adopted ten years ago in 2009. The code chapter
was revised with the UDR update but not substantially. As the economic state of the region as
changed since 2009, it is important to update the code to reflect the current climate and needs
of the residents of Monroe.
FISCAL IMPACTS
N/A
TIME CONSTRAINTS
N/A
ALTERNATIVES TO REQUESTED ACTION
N/A
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Affordable Housing 101
Presented by:
Rich Zwicker

Rich Zwicker

Washington State Housing Finance Commission
We are a publicly accountable, self-supporting team,
dedicated to increasing housing access and affordability
and to expanding the availability of quality community
services for the people of Washington.
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Together, We All Are:

3

After Today’s Session You Will:
• Understand What Affordable Housing is and What it
Looks Like
• Articulate Why Affordable Housing Matters
• Understand How Affordable Housing Gets Funded
• Understand the Value of Partnerships
• Be Able to Share your New-Found Wisdom with your
Community
• Be able to Engage Staff and Others
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Why Does
Affordability
Matter?
5

Why Affordability Matters:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Tax Revenue
Public Safety
Quality of Life
Stable Families
Stronger Schools
Reduced Demand on Services
Constituent Happiness

6

Affordable Housing:
So, What Does That
Mean?
7

Housing is “Affordable” if the
family is paying no more than 30%
of their income for housing costs
8

A Family is “Cost-Burdened” if
they are paying more than 30% of
their income for housing costs
9

36% of Washington households are cost burdened.
Lower-income households are the most burdened.
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12
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And Now . . . . .
14
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“The more money I pay for
rent, the less money I have to
spend on other things.”
--Said Every Person Everywhere
2019
16

What’s this “AMI” I’ve
Been Hearing So Much
About?
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AMI is “Area Median Income”

• Federally-defined term, using geographic locations
and family sizes
• State-wide, the Median Household Income for 2017
as projected by the Office of Financial Management,
is $68,550 (Up from $63,439 in 2015)
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Ok, got it. But why does that matter?

• “AMI” is the benchmark for affordable housing
targets
• Usually referenced as “serving ___% of AMI”
• The lower the percentage, the deeper the target and
the more need for subsidies
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Give me an Example
•
•
•
•
•

AMI is $50k
Restriction is those making 60% of AMI (or below)
Tenants can make no more than $30k
Cannot charge more than 30% in rent - $9k annually
Therefore, rent is maximum of $750 per month
20

What do Affordable
Housing Residents Look
Like?
21

Residents of Affordable
Housing
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Fast Food Cook, Rental Market

23

Public School Teacher, Rental Market

$57,184

24

Firefighter, Rental Market

$50,197
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What Does Affordable
Housing Look Like?
26

MARKET RATE? AFFORDABLE?
Affordable: Cabrini Green
Chicago

Market Rate? Affordable?
Affordable: High Point Public Housing
Seattle

Market Rate? Affordable?
Affordable: Wilson Hotel
Anacortes

Market Rate? Affordable?
Affordable: Velocity Apartments
Kirkland Park and Ride

How Does Affordable
Housing Get Funded?
31

Three Kinds of Multifamily Housing:
Service Enriched

Affordable

Market Rate
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Affordable Housing Funding Sources
• Housing Trust Fund
• Low Income Housing Tax
Credit
• Federal Funding (HUD)
• Housing Revenue Bonds
• Non-Profit/For-Profit
Developers

• Public/Private
Partnerships
• County Funds
• Private Development
• Philanthropy

• City Funds

33

Funders
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LIHTCs are Simple

ow Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC - often pronounced "lie-tech", Housing Credit) is a dollar-for-dollar tax credit in the United States for affordable housing investments. It was created under the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (TRA86) that gives incentives for the utilization of private equity in the
opment of affordable housing aimed at low-income Americans. LIHTC accounts for the majority (approximately 90%) of all affordable rental housing created in the United States today.[1] As the maximum rent that can be charged is based upon the Area Median Income ("AMI"), LIHTC housing rem
rdable to many low-income (<30% AMI) renters. The credits are also commonly called Section 42 credits in reference to the applicable section of the Internal Revenue Code. The tax credits are more attractive than tax deductions as the credits provide a dollar-for-dollar reduction in a taxpayer's
l income tax, whereas a tax deduction only provides a reduction in taxable income. The "passive loss rules" and similar tax changes made by TRA86 greatly reduced the value of tax credits and deductions to individual taxpayers. As a result, almost all investors in LIHTC projects are corporations Th
d States Tax Reform Act of 1986 (TRA86) adversely affected many investment incentives for rental housing while leaving incentives for home ownership. Since low-income people are more likely to live in rental housing than in owner-occupied housing, this would have decreased the new supply of
ng accessible to them. The Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) was hastily[citation needed] added to TRA86 to provide some balance and encourage investment in multifamily housing for those in need of affordable rental housing options. Over the subsequent 20 years, it has become an
mely effective tool[citation needed] for developing affordable rental housing, but less efficient economically[citation needed] when compared to programmatic approaches. The LIHTC program has helped meet a critical affordable housing shortage by stimulating the production or rehabilitation o
2.4 million affordable homes since 1986. Through development activity, the LIHTC creates and supports approximately 95,000 jobs annually - the majority of which are small business sector jobs[citation needed]. Almost all new affordable multifamily construction from 2000 through the present h
ed a subsidy under the program[citation needed]. In 2010, the President's Economic Recovery Advisory Board (PERAB) estimated that the LIHTC program would cost the federal government $61 billion in lost tax revenue from participating corporations from 2008-2017.[2] The annual allocations un
ogram increased significantly in 2001 when Congress increased the state allocations by 40%. A majority of tax credit projects also receive subsidies from other government sources[citation needed]. These additional subsidies, which can include development grants and loans at below-market inter
rom local and state governments, can account for a third of total capital subsidies. A large number of low-income tenants also receive rental assistance in the form of tenant-based housing vouchers or project-based certificates from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
n 8 program or project based Rental Assistance in USDA, Rural Housing Service Section 515 Rural Rental Housing communities. Though common, these are not necessarily present in a project that benefits from the LIHTC.
HTC provides funding for the development costs of low-income housing by allowing an investor (usually the partners of a partnership that owns the housing) to take a federal tax credit equal to a percentage (up to 70% or 30% of PV depending on the credit type) of the cost incurred for developme
low-income units in a rental housing project. Development capital is raised by "syndicating" the credit to an investor or, more commonly, a group of investors. To take advantage of the LIHTC, a developer will typically propose a project to a state agency, seek and win a competitive allocation of ta
s, complete the project, certify its cost, and rent-up the project to low income tenants. Simultaneously, an investor will be found that will make a "capital contribution" to the partnership or limited liability company that owns the project in exchange for being "allocated" the entity's LIHTCs over a t
eriod. The amount of the credit will be based on (i) the amount of credits awarded to the project in the competition, (ii) the actual cost of the project, (iii) the tax credit rate announced by the IRS, and (iv) the percentage of the project's units that are rented to low-income tenants. Failure to compl
he applicable rules, or a sale of the project or an ownership interest before the end of at least a 15-year period, can lead to recapture of credits previously taken, as well as the inability to take future credits. These rules are described in greater detail below. The program's structure as part of the ta
ensures that private investors bear the financial burden if properties are not successful. This pay-for-performance accountability has driven private sector discipline to the LIHTC program, resulting in a foreclosure rate of less than 0.1%, far less than that of comparable market-rate properties. As a
nent part of the tax code, the LIHTC program necessitates public-private partnerships, and has leveraged more than $75 billion in private equity investment for the creation of affordable rental housing. The first step in the process is for a project owner to submit an application to a state authority
will consider the application competitively. The application will include estimates of the expected cost of the project and a commitment to comply with either of the following conditions, known as "set-asides": At least 20% or more of the residential units in the development are both rent restrict
ccupied by individuals whose income is 50% or less than the area median gross income. At least 40% or more of the residential units in the development are both rent restricted and occupied by individuals whose income is 60% or less than the area median gross income. Typically, the project own
ree to a higher percentage of low income usage than these minimums, up to 100%[citation needed]. Low-income tenants can be charged a maximum rent of 30% of the maximum eligible income, which is 60% of the area's median income adjusted for household size as determined by HUD. There
its on the rents that can be charged to tenants who are not low income but live in the same project.Program administration[edit] The program is administered at the state level by State housing finance agencies with each state getting a fixed allocation of credits based on its population. The state
ng agency has wide discretion in determining which projects to award credits, and applications are considered under the state's "Qualified Allocation Plan" (QAP). The credits are usually awarded to projects in a few "allocation rounds" held each year, on a competitive basis. Typically, the top ranke
t will get credits, then the second, and so on until the credits are exhausted for the round. A portion of each state's credits must be "set aside" for projects sponsored by non-profit organizations, although non-profits more typically apply for credits under the "general" rules, without regard to the
This allows each state to set its own priorities and address its specific housing goals. It also encourages developers to offer benefits that are better than the established minimums when competing against other projects (e.g., charging lower rents, or maintaining the low income requirements for a
number of years, will often improve a project's rank in the competitive process; it is important to check the particular state's QAP and application to see how it makes these judgments).Not all projects claim the low income credit based on this competitive process. Projects that are financed by tax
pt bonds can also qualify for the credit. Tax-exempt bonds are also limited on a state-by-state basis, and the state agency responsible for bonds may be different, but it will generally apply similar rules as the agency responsible for the tax credit program.
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What About Existing
Affordable Housing?
36

Preservation

Great Use of Limited Resources
Affordable Housing Can be Existing Housing
Needs to be Clean, Safe and Maintained
If a “Rehabilitation Project”, can Impose
Regulatory Agreements
• Cities Can Incentivize Preservation of Housing
• A Great Focus for Housing Levies
•
•
•
•
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Homeless

Homeless Can Be:

• School Children • Veterans
• Challenged
• Families
• Any Combination
• Seniors
Thereof
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40
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Do NOT! I Repeat NOT! Watch this video:
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We Love Advocates!
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Advocates!

•
•
•
•
•
•

Advocates!

Helpful
Highly Educated
Street Smart
Focused
Politically Astute
Technical Support
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What are the
Challenges in
Affordable Housing?
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Challenges

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Funding
Defining Terms
Rising Housing Costs
Higher Incomes in Low-Cost Housing
Aging Housing Stock
Aging Demographic
Tenant Rights/Evictions
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What Can Your City Do?
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What Your City Can Do

Partnerships!
If You’re Not at the Table,
You’re on the Menu.

- Michael Enzi
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What Your City Can Do

• Contact Your Legislators and Encourage Support of
Affordable Housing Legislation
• Consider a Housing Levy
• Designate and Support Staff’s Participation in Regional
Support Groups
• Harness the Energy of Advocates!
• Promote Home Ownership Resources
• Invite Proponents to Visit Your Council (hint, hint)
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Thank You!!
Rich Zwicker
Senior Policy Advisor
Washington State Housing Finance
Commission
206-287-4480
Rich.Zwicker@wshfc.org
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