2025 King County Countywide
Housing Needs Assessment

Response to Expenditure Restriction 9
October 1, 2025




Expenditure restriction 9

Of this appropriation, $150,000 shall be expended or encumbered solely to contract with a third party to
conduct an updated countywide housing needs assessment for use by policy makers, planners, and
researchers. The assessment shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

A. Background and policy context, including an update on King County's progress towards eliminating
cost burden among King County's low-income households by 2040, and information about available data
sources and data gaps;

B. Population, workforce, and housing characteristics;

C. Housing supply and market trends broken down by subarea and jurisdiction, area median income,
and rental and housing ownership, including an estimate of units in the permitting pipeline or under
construction by affordability level;

D. Housing affordability for rental and home ownership broken down by subregion and jurisdiction;
E. Analysis of funding tools and funding levels by subregion and jurisdictions; and

F. A needs analysis to evaluate the gap between the region's housing inventory and housing needs
of residents by subregion and jurisdiction, including, where possible, new insights that can be used by

policymakers, such as a comparison of need by household size and available bedroom units. g
L4l King County

DCHS

Department of Community
and Human Services



Subareas

N --éll(til;[t,t Lake

B

Union
Hill-
Novelty

' ‘ Hill

SEATTLE

Bellevue

N N
Q

B UG R ) N

e: Vashon
F G Island

2R A

ot
h)

N

Bake Morton4
Berrydale

\

N

L\

\)
&

~ \%
3

e WM

/ e
> A >, AL Sty i

o S 4 e Ke \ oo B 47 o -'l.;‘v ' - e, .
5 IR | ‘-’ y "f."{" ",‘ i{‘f%, g}/.é "’,‘2; iz 1 P ‘i_y =l . {l-" //’v“é PSRC Reg’onal Ge
mKingCounty

DCHS

Department of Community
and Human Services

- v 'S
g 2
-

i

,’,‘7 Seattle, East, South County Subregions




Third-Party Contractors

72 GrowAmerica
7 ECOnorthwest

“ IMPACT THROUGH INSIGHT

Department of Community



J1 2025
. Housing Needs

11;,  - Assessment
I e

King County

October 2025

oo p——
L

 e—
s
¥

| e - - =
4 #
| b e
||
4 .'.J | { |
E ]
PR i
N v
Z ] SR B '
] “ ', = ik
-
+ 1 U
H
?} i
F |
| |
)

fofofefdef (o] g
T

"7
/

L
o

e/
/T T SARRRA

74 ECO

A~ northwest

[y ¥

s



—Progress Towards Regional Affordable Housing Goals

S

= Affordable housing production and preservation
¢ Goal: 44,000 units by 2024

¢ Progress: Between 2019 and 2023, just iIncome-
restricted units for households were
bullt.

= Cost burden

¢ Goal: Eliminating cost burden for households below 809% AM|

¢ Progress: As of 2023, more than
and roughly
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Population & Household Key Takeaways

Income Distribution, King County Framework, 2023

King County Total

- South King has the largest share of

lower- and middle-income households.
South

« East King County is most affluent
subregion—over half earn above 1209,
AM' East

« Seattle is more mixed, with both high-

and very low-income households.
Seattle

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
m0-30% 30-50% 50-80% m80-100% 100-120% = Greater than 120%
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Population & Household Key Takeaways

Household Size, King County Subregions, 2023

50%
1 « Seattle has the smallest households—

40% 41% of households are single-person.
5307 - East shows more mid-sized households
5 m Seattle (3-4 person) compared to other
< 1 East subregions.
% 20% 1 South
2 King County Total -« South King has the largest households,

10% I especially 5+,

0% I [1

1 2 3 4 5+
Household Size
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ousing Supply & Market Trends Key Takeaways

Housing Units by Tenure and Number of Bedrooms, King County Subregions, 2023

100%

8% 8% 10% 3% 0 5%
0% 13% - Seattle rentals skew small—619%, are
o 8% 2% 30% studios or 1-bedrooms.
5 70%
3 60% 3e%
S « South and East rentals are slightly
S % 159 larger, with more 2-3 bedrooms.
§ 30% 349,
? 20 | 23% - East ownership units are large —half
10% 14% 15% are 4-5 bedrooms.
0% 20| —c{/a- 0
Seattl East South  King County | f| Seattl South  King County
eattie as ou In%_Ot(;ll,ln ou In%_Ot(;ll,ln
Owner Renter
m Studio/1 Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom 4 Bedroom m®5+ Bedroom
| &
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s\ ousing Supply & Market Trends Key Takeaways

—

Building Permits by Housing Type, King County Subregions, 2022 to 2025

12,000
« Permits peaked in 2022, then
10,000
dropped sharply through 2024.
?3) 8,000 1
- Seattle dominates new g 000 5,361 1
construction—most permits are E
multifamily. a- 4000 2613 2967 2,961
« South King lags behind despite 0 L_| —
. . (qV] [40] <t Lo [V} [40] < Lo
its large housing share. 8§ 8 8 8|8 § § 8
[m) [m)
& &
. East/South producing rough|y East King County South King County
ha|f single—family units. Units in Single Family Structures Units in 2-Unit Multifamily Structures
Units in 3 & 4-Unit Multifamily Structures B Units in 5+-Unit Multifamily Structures
4
10 »  ECOnorthwest

[\§)



50,000

40,000

30,000

20,000

10,000

11

Income-Restricted Housing Units, King County Subregions, 2025

19,918
12
066 13,554
14,091 8,275
4,734

0
I 20 9 9 EEENcREs 0

Seattle East South

m Under 309 AMI 309% to 50% AMI 50% to 809% AMI Over 80% AMI

ousi._rl Supply & Market Trends Key Takeaways

8% of King County’s housing stock is
income restricted.

Over half serve households at 50-809%,
AMI; just 259 serve the lowest
Incomes.

Seattle holds the highest share:
« 559 of all income-restricted units
« 819 of the deepest affordability
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Key Takeaways

- Seattle affordable housing is best
connected to transit—nearly 100% of
units within 15-mile of transit; nearly
80% near frequent.

« East shows balanced but modest
access, with 209, not transit-served.

« South shows just 329% near frequent
transit, highest share not accessible.

12

45,000
40,000
35,000
30,000
25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000

5,000

Income-Restricted Housing Proximity to Frequent Transit, King County Framework

38.9K

19.9K

12.6K

—

East Seattle South

Not transit-accessible B Quarter mile of regular m Half-mile or less of frequent
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Key Takeawa

» Service industry jobs are spread
countywide, from Seattle to rural and
suburban areas.

« Workers live in a narrower band along
|-5: Seattle, Renton, SeaTac, Kent, and
Federal Way.

« Parts of Seattle, South Seattle and
South King County show the strongest
overlap of jobs and workers.

« Could suggest that service workers are
commuting long distances due to a
lack of affordable and suitable housing
options nearby in many places across
the county

13

Spatial Relationship between Service Industry Jobs and Housing
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Accomodation & services sector
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Migration Trends, King County, 2023

Shoreline Bot%
202

Seattle
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14

Duvall

Of the households that
moved from one city within
the county to another city

)

Carnation

Bellevue Sammamish

50,

obart

Snoqualmie

North Bend

Concentrated High Migration

Concentrated Low Rent

Concentrated Low Rent and High
Migration

Key Takeaways

East King attracted higher-income
movers (most above 1209% AMI) and
a mix of household sizes.

South drew more low- and moderate-
income movers and more 4+ person
households than East and Seattle.

Seattle saw lower-income movers
than East but still skewed high and
over half single-person households.
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Housing Gap Analysis



:: Gap Analysis

= Affordability is shaped by more than price—location,
unit size, and tenure drive trade-offs households must
make.

¢ Households adapt in many ways—renting up, renting down,
or crowding into smaller units when needs aren’t met.

= This analysis looks beyond totals—measuring
mismatches between household needs and housing
stock by income, size, and geography.

= Findings highlight structural gaps—especially the
shortage of larger, affordable rental units and the

strain this puts on households.

:»: ECOnorthwest
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Severe overcrowding among the lowest-
income 3-person households—demand

exceeds supply by nearly 80%.

0-80% AMI, 4- and 5-person
households also face major shortages,
forcing many into overcrowding.

Housing Unit Gap Key Takeaways

Biggest gap: large, affordable units for
3-person households at 0-809%, AMI.

Adjusted household size

17

5+

Overcrowded and Matched/Renting Up Renter Households by
Income and Household Size, Relative to Existing Stock, King
County, 2023

1,797 1,784 581 204 459
(228% of existing (118% of existing (34% of existing (36% of existing (64% of existing
stock) stock) stock) stock) stock)
Matched or
1,781 593 0 394 renting up
4 ing (86% of existing (9% of existing (0% of existing  (18% of existing
stock) stock) stock) stock) households
4,000
3,000
4,631 4,038 4,218 1,008 185 252 2 000
3 (AR Il NULVENORYE (ol NEFAZXORDIEl (7% of existing (3% of existing (8% of existing ’
stock) stock) stock) stock) stock) stock) 1.000
0
1,969 1,709 942 68 157
2 (15% of existing = (3% of existing (2% of existing (1% of existing (2% of existing
stock) stock) stock) stock) stock)
0-30% 30-50% 50-80% 80-100% 100-120% >120%

Household income
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Funding Gap Analysis



Takeaways

—_—

= More than 609% of King County's housing need is for
households earning below 809% AMI, with most
concentrated below 509% AMI. These units almost
always require public subsidy.

« Funding sources are fragmented and braided in dozens
of different ways across projects and programs,
particularly for units serving households below 309,
AMI. While it has delivered units, it underscores the
system’s fragility, complexity, and reliance on ongoing
subsidies.

19 :»: ECOnorthwest



ding Landscape & Gap Analysis Key Takeaways

L

= The funding gap Is structural, large, and driven by both
capital and operating costs.

= King County has a total gap of $65.8 billion, or $3.96

billion annually, to meet the needs of households below
80% AMI through 2044. Including:

¢ $2.17 billion in annual unmet capital subsidy
¢ $1.79 billion annual operating and service subsidy

20 :»: ECOnorthwest



o~ F dscape & Gap Analysis Key Takeaways

= Total housing need below
809% AMI through 2044
177,698 units

= Total cost to develop and
operate: ~$114.5 billion

$114.5 billion

21 :»: ECOnorthwest



—Funding Landscape & Gap Analysis Key Takeaways

evenue: = Total housing need below
ion (17%) 809% AMI through 2044
177,698 units

= Total cost to develop and
operate: ~$114.5 billion

= Total anticipated rental
revenue: ~$19.2 billion
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= Total housing need below
809% AMI through 2044
177,698 units

= Total cost to develop and
operate: ~$114.5 billion

hlic Subsidy: = Total anticipated rental
9.6 billion revenue: ~$19.2 billion

= Estimate of available public
subsidies: ~$29.6 billion
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Fndsca ne & Gap Analysis Key Takeaways

—

Revenue: = Total housing need below
$19.2 billion (17%) 809% AMI through 2044
177,698 units

= Total cost to develop and
operate: ~$114.5 billion

Funding Gap:

$65.8\billion (57%) = Total anticipated rental

$29.6 billion (26%) revenue: ~$19.2 billion
= Estimate of available public
subsidies: ~$29.6 billion

 Gap Remaining: ~$65.8
billion
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g _Funding Landscape & Gap Analysis Key Takeaways

Total annual housing need
below 809% AMI through 2044

¢ 8,885 units
Sl 8777 = Total annual subsidy needed

to meet those needs for both

Annual Funding Gap

Operating and Supportive Services W}EE%:%///A ca p ita I a n d
operating/supportive services
$0 $1,000 $2,000 $3,000 $4,000
Millions costs:

m Available Sources r.Funding Gap

¢ ~$5.4 billion
= Total annual subsidy available:
¢ ~%$1.5 billion

Total annual funding gap: $3.96 billion
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