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June 14, 2019 
 
 
The Honorable Mike O’Brien      Via electronic mail 
Chair 
Sustainability and Transportation Committee 
Members of the City Council  
City of Seattle 
 
 
RE: ADU and DADU legislation 
 
 
Dear Chair O’Brien and Members of the City Council, 
 
I am writing on behalf of the 7,000 members of the Seattle King County Association of REALTORS® 
to express our comments on the proposed legislation governing accessory dwelling units.  We 
appreciate your work on promoting ADUs and DADUs as a tool to increase greatly needed 
housing supply.   
 
We offer the following comments for your consideration: 
 

1) Consistency with HALA 
 
We support the HALA process and believe recent rezones/upzones are a positive start for 
producing more housing.  This is a sensible approach to needed change:  transit corridor 
intensive and graduated to reduce neighborhood impact. 
 
While we support the “carrot” based programs, we are opposed to the “sticks” in this 
legislation. The proposed .5 FAR regulation is a dramatic new restriction on property 
rights and takes us in the wrong direction by mandating removal of a housing choice for 
a large sector of the population for little public benefit as discussed below.   
 

2) Important flexibility 
 
The draft ordinance provides compelling incentives and allowances for homeowners (and 
investors) to construct ADU/DADUs, if it makes economic sense for them to do so.  We 
value the flexibility offered to owners.   



 
 

3) FAR limits conflict with homeowner choice and flexibility 
 
We believe limiting homes in single-family zones to a maximum floor area limit of 0.5 FAR 
or 2,500 square feet, whichever is greater is overly restrictive. 
 
Because the new provisions already provide the incentives needed for ADUs, the 
reduction in FAR is unnecessary.  The EIS itself says such a radical reduction of FAR will 
only act as an incentive to retain 2/10ths of one percent of existing housing stock (450 
homes) over a 9-year period.   
 
This is a provision to save one in every 500 homes, that are arguably ripe for 
modernization anyway, using green design and energy efficiency.  We do not believe it is 
reasonable to make such a radical change, severely limiting the construction of every new 
single-family residence from here forward, for this marginal incentive.    
 
It is important to note that the needs of families are wide ranging.  Redevelopment limited 
to 2,500 square feet may restrict the options for families seeking to house parents or 
other family members in a manner that is not an ADU or DADU. 
 
This reduction in homeowner equity, investment and opportunity is unnecessary and 
unwarranted according to the final EIS.  
 

4)  No Policy Rational Basis for Proposed FAR Limit. 
 
The council’s prior resolution on the topic of ADUs focused on housing affordability. 
Regarding affordability, the alternative without the FAR limit was discussed in the EIS and 
the results show the FAR limit provides little more in the way of affordability benefits. 
 
It appears that the FAR limit was added after the original proposal to limit the 
construction of very large houses, termed McMansions.  But, the ADU legislation goes in 
the opposite direction.  
 
The Hearing Examiner said that the ADU legislation may well lead to “rows of large boxy 
buildings that fit the description of a triplex.” Hearing Examiner W-18-009, Conclusion 17; 
FEIS. See FEIS Exhibit 4.3-37 for a visual representation. The ADU legislation exempts the 
ADU area from the FAR calculations, so the urban form could be as big as the McMansion, 
but with more impacts because there are now three dwelling units where there was one.  
 
In addition, it ignores the fact that single family lots already come with bulk restrictions 
like setbacks, lot coverage and height limitations. One is left to wonder if the real goal of 
the FAR limit is simply to diminish the housing choices of others, or a backdoor way of 
eliminating SF zoning (an idea that has created tremendous homeowner opposition in the 



past and feeds the already heightened sensitivity to increased density in multifamily 
zones outside the downtown).  
  
One person’s McMansion is another’s home sized for extended family. 
 

5) Council Credibility 
 
The Hearing Examiner further stated: “Given the groundbreaking nature of some of the 
features of the proposed legislation, it is impossible to know whether none, some, or all 
of the ill effects claimed by Appellant will come to pass.” The Council owes a duty to the 
public to pause, and carefully consider the effects of the legislation.  By dropping the FAR 
limit, the council can accomplish its goal of adding housing choice, without straying into 
the heavy-handed approach of taking existing equity and property rights that reduce the 
private choices of homeowners.  
 

6) Failure to Study Fiscal Impacts 
 
The fiscal note attached to the legislation provides no analysis of the financial impact of 
this legislation to the city coffers. The City of Seattle relies heavily on voter-approved 
property taxes, and many levies are tied to the assessed value of single-family homes. 
What impact will this have on the property tax base? Will the city actually do harm to the 
tax revenues that allow it to accomplish many positive programs? Please pause and drop 
this unnecessary restriction on FAR. 

 
 
Thank you for your attention to these issues. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Rich Bergdahl, President 
Seattle King County Realtors 

 


