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December 14, 2009

Ordinance 16741

Proposed No. 2009-0622.1 ' Sponsors Patterson and Hague

An ORDINANCE adopting the King County Consortium

Consolidated Housing and Community Development Plan

for 2010-2012.
STATEMENT OF FACTS:
1. King County is a member of the King County Community
Development Block Grant and HOME Investment Partnerships consortia.
2. King County is the official applicant responsible to the federal
government for all acﬁvities undertaken on behalf of the King County
Consortium with Community Development Block Grant, HOME
Investment Partnership and other federal homeless, housing and
community development funds.
3. Federal legislation requires King County to adopt a consolidated
housing and community development plan every three to five years to
identify housing and community development needs, resources and key
partnerships, and to establish objectives to provide decent affordable
housing and a suitable living environment for very low to moderate-
income residents of the county.
4. The King County Consortium's current Consolidated Housing and

Community Development Plan, a five-year plan covering the years 2005-
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Ordinance 16741

2009, provides a comprehensive affordable housing and community
development policy and planning document to guide King County
administration of federal housing, homeless and community development
funds, as well as local and state homeless and housing funds, on behalf of
the consortia.

5. The interjurisdictional joint recommendations committee of the King
County Consortium member cities participated in the development of the
updated Consolidated Housing and Community Development Plan for
2010-2012, has approved the plan, and recommends it for approval by the
King County council.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:

SECTION 1. The King County Consortium Consolidated Housing and
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33 Community Development Plan for 2010-2012, substantially in the form of Attachment A

34 to this ordinance, is hereby adopted.

Ordinance 16741 was introduced on 11/23/2009 and passed by the Metropolitan King
County Council on 12/14/2009, by the following vote:

Yes: 7 - Mr. Phillips, Mr. von Reichbauer, Mr. Gossett, Ms. Hague,

Ms. Patterson, Mr. Ferguson and Mr. Dunn
No: 0 -

Excused: 1 - Ms. Lambert
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APPROVED this ¥ day of Orsexmbey” , 2009.
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Dow Constantine, County Executive

Attachments: A. The King County Consortium--Consolidated Housing and Community Development
Plan--2010-2012
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Way, the private sector including business, and homeless people on various coordination
efforts.

Goal Three: Establish and Maintain a Suitable Living Environment and Economic Opportunities
for Low and Moderate-Income Persons

* Objective 1: Human Service Agencies. Improve the ability of health and human service
agencies to serve our low and moderate-income residents effectively and efficiently.

* Objective 2: Low and Moderate-Income Communities. Improve the living environment in low
and moderate-income neighborhoods/communities in accordance with jurisdictions’ adopted
Comprehensive Plans and the Countywide Planning Policies.

1

* Objective 3: Economic Opportunities. Expand economic opportunities for low- and moderate-
income persons.

A more detailed description of the goals and objectives above, together with specific strategies and
associated outcomes and performance measures, can be found in Section III of the consolidated plan.
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I. Introduction

A. Purpose of the Consolidated Plan

The purpose of the King County Consortium Consolidated Housing and Community Development
Plan for 2010 — 2012 is to guide the investment of certain federal housing and community
development funds in King County outside the City of Seattle. The consolidated plan sets forth
goals and performance measures, which are detailed in Section IIL '

King County has prepared this consolidated plan on behalf of, and with the assistance of, a
consortium of jurisdictions. Thirty-four suburban cities and towns in King County, along with the
unincorporated areas of the county, make up the King County Consortium." The consortium is
committed to finding effective, coordinated approaches to address the unmet housing and
community development needs of low and moderate-income residents.

The table below shows the federally-funded programs whose investments are governed by this
consolidated plan. The King County Consortium receives an annual entitlement, or formula grant,
from each of these funds: the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program, the
HOME Investment Partnerships program (HOME), and the Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG)
program. The consolidated plan specifically applies to those formula grants, but it also provides
guidance on federal homeless assistance funding priorities, as well as state and local dollars to
address housing and homelessness.

Federally-Funded Programs Governed by the Consolidated Plan

Federal Fund Source Geographic Areas Major Allowable Activities
v Covered ' RS
CDBG Amount per Year: | King County” (except Community facilities, affordable
Approximately $6 million | Auburn, Bellevue, Kent housing, housing repair, homelessness
and Seattle which receive | prevention services, operating assistance
their own CDBG funds)® | for homeless housing, public
infrastructure improvements, economic
development, limited human services
HOME Amount per Year: | King County Affordable housing and home
Approximately $4.5 (except Seattle) ownership
million
ESG Program Amount per | King County Services and operations for emergency
Year: approximately (except Seattle) shelters for homeless people and
$200,000 prevention of homelessness

' The cities of Normandy Park and Milton have chosen not to participate in the King County Consortia (Milton participates
with Pierce County). The cities of Medina and Newcastle wish to participate in the Consortia, but did not submit an
agreement in time to participate in 2009. Consequently HUD entitlement funds are not currently available to address the
needs of the residents.

2 See note 1.

* The cities of Shoreline, Renton and Federal Way have entered into a CDBG joint agreement with King County to allocate
the CDBG funds to which they are entitled. The funds for these cities are administered separately from the CDBG funds
for the remaining cities and unincorporated King County in the regular CDBG Consortium.
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The King County Comprehensive Plan provides a wide range of policies to support housing
preservation, development and affordability, mandating the following:

* Housing choice and opportunity throughout King County, providing a range of housing
choices and ensuring and expanding affordable housing resources

» Affordable housing development incentives for low and moderate-income households and
housing development subsidies

¢ Preservation of existing affordable housing
® Access to housing

¢ Reducing development costs

e New housing models

e Direct assistance to households

¢ Homeowner assistance

» Renter assistance and homeless prevention

e Balancing jobs and housing.

King County has completed the required update of its comprehensive plan. New and revised
policies are aimed at:

* Strengthening support for housing that serves special needs households by promoting
independent living opportunities, including universal design features

o Strengthening efforts that preserve existing housing and that improve housing quality
through flexible development standards

¢ Creating more opportunities to diversify new housing stock through measures such as
transit oriented development, five story wood frame construction, cottage housing and
accessory dwelling units

 Supplementing efforts to create affordable housing for low-income households through
apprenticeship programs and accessory dwelling units

¢ Strengthening measures to increase affordable home ownership through opportunities such
as cottage housing

» Working to preserve adequate affordable housing capacity and supporting low-cost infill
development and growth management efforts such as job housing balance.

These policies guide development in the unincorporated areas of King County, as well as the
county’s efforts in working with federal, state and local partners on efforts such as the King County
CDBG and HOME Consortia and the Consolidated Housing and Community Development Plan.
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The HOME and ESG funds are allocated and administered as single Consortium-wide pots of
funds with a Request for Proposals (RFP) process at least annually. The Housing and
Community Development Program (HCD) announces the availability of ESG funds through a
periodic Homeless Assistance Fund RFP process for multiple year awards.

The Joint Recommendations Committee (JRC) recommends the allocation of federal and
local funds to specific projects, and advises on specific guidelines and procedures for King
County and the consortium partners. The JRC was created through the interlocal cooperation
agreements, and is the official advisory body to the King County Executive. The JRC is also
involved in the development, review, and endorsement of the Consortium’s Consolidated
Housing and Community Development Plan. The JRC consists of eight city representatives’
(elected officials or high-level staff) and three county representatives (executive staff and/or
department directors). The JRC has the following general duties under the current interlocal
cooperation agreements:

e Housing: The JRC allocates about $3 million to $4 million in federal HOME funds,
about $2 million to $4 million in local document recording fee surcharge funds, and
about $1 million in Veterans and Human Services Levy capital to low-income housing
projects throughout the county. The King County members of JRC advise the county
on the allocation of the county’s local housing dollars, if such are available.

e Community Development: The JRC advises the County Executive on consortium-wide
CDBG guidelines, including loan guarantees that would involve the entire
consortium’s funds, and the portion of the CDBG dollars available (about $2.5 million)
for annual allocation to the north/east and south sub-regions of the consortium.

e Homelessness: The JRC allocates approximately $700,000 per year in RAHP
homeless/transitional housing operating funds, and about $800,000 per year in CDBG
and ESG funds for emergency shelter and emergency funds for households at risk of
homelessness. The JRC also advises King County and Seattle on the priority activities
to include in the joint application for federal McKinney homeless assistance funds.

e Guidelines and Procedures: The JRC recommends guidelines and procedures on a
range of housing, homeless, community and economic development issues to the King
County Executive, including review/recommendation of the Consolidated Housing and
Community Development Plan.

e State and Federal Legislative Priorities: The JRC advises King County on state and
federal legislative priorities regarding housing, homeless, and community development
1Ssues.

S Four (4) city representatives from the Regular CDBG Consortium, two (2) city representatives from the Joint Agreement
cities and two (2) city representatives from the HOME-only cities.
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4. Income

Incomes grew in King County during the 1990°s and mid-2000’s, but growth has been
sporadic. Growth in real income is likely to stabilize or decline in the last two years of
the decade, resulting in very modest real income growth over the decade.

5. Low-Income and Poverty Households

e The percent of low-income households and households in poverty increased in the
consortium at the same time that high-income households were also increasing.

o In 2007, nearly 21 percent of the households in the consortium earned 50 percent of
area median income (AMI) or less, up from 16 percent in 1990.

e The poverty rate® increased from eight percent to 8.4 percent of the population in
King County from 1990 to 2000. In 2007, it is estimated at 9.9 percent for King
County as a whole.

e In the consortium in 2007, approximately 98,200 people, or 8.4 percent of the
population lived in poverty.

e A two-person household with an income at 100 percent of the federal poverty
threshold could afford about $360 per month in rent.

e Poverty in the consortium is most concentrated in the South Urban Area (see Maps
in Appendix A: Needs Assessment).

6. Unemployment

The jobless rate in King County has varied this decade, but rose sharply in 2008 — 2009,
reaching nearly eight percent in March 2009. Unemployment and loss of reliable income
due to the recession has put more low, moderate, and even median income households at
risk of losing their homes, or of being heavily burdened with their housing costs.

7. Families and Children in Poverty

o Twenty-two percent of female-headed families are poor, compared to 6.4 percent of
all families.

e Children constitute nearly 40 percent of all persons living in poverty in the
consortium. They constitute about 30 percent of poor persons in the county as a
whole.

8 The poverty level is a threshold measure prescribed by the federal government. The measure has two components,
income level and family size by number of related children. Unrelated individuals and two-person households are further
differentiated by age (under 65 and 65 and over). The poverty level in 2008 was $22,017 for a family of four with two
related children; the poverty level was $14,490 for a two-person household under 65; and was $13,032 for a two-person
household 65 and over.
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12.  HIV/AIDS Population

e There were at least 6,320 King County residents living with Human
Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV) or Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS)
at the beginning of 2008."" Public Health staff estimate that approximately 80
percent or 5,047 of those individuals reside in Seattle, and approximately 20 percent
or about 1,270 live in King County outside Seattle (consortium area).

o Based on assessment data, over 1,030 people living with HIV/AIDS need assistance
finding housing and/or emergency, short-term or ongoing rental assistance. These
needs include transitional and permanent housing placements, as well as help paying
rent to maintain current housing.

e Local and national evidence indicates that homelessness puts people at higher risk
of contracting HIV/AIDS.

B. Housing Market: Rental Housing

1. Market Rate Rentals

» Apartment rents have risen slightly faster than inflation despite two periods of
relatively high unemployment this decade. In 2009, the median rent for all units in
South King County was $825, while it was $930 in the Seattle and Shoreline area,
and $1,156 in the east King County sub-region. At a median of $1,295, rents are
highest in the rural cities.

o Those earning 80 percent of AMI and above can usually find rentals they can afford,
but the supply of affordable rental housing drops off significantly between 40 — 60
percent of AMI, and a housing cost burden becomes apparent.

e In King County as a whole, 85 percent of market rate rentals are affordable to those
earning 80 percent of AMI or above. About 34 percent are affordable to those
eaming 50 percent of AMI, although about 44 percent of renter households earn that
amount or less. A

e At 40 percent of AMI, only 8.3 percent of rental units are affordable throughout the
county. That income group represents about one-third of all rental households.

e The sufficiency of the supply of market-rate rentals is complicated by the fact that
very low-income renters are often forced to occupy higher cost units because there
are virtually no rental units in their affordability range. On the other hand,
households in higher income brackets (median income or above) also occupy mid-
range units although they could afford more expensive ones. Thus the supply of
mid-range units is constricted by demand from both ends, making it difficult for
renters in the 50 — 80 percent of AMI range to find units they can afford.

"' HIV/AIDS Epidemiology Unit, Public Health — Seattle and King County and the Infectious Disease and Reproductive
Health Assessment Unit, Washington State Department of Health. HIV/AIDS Epidemiology Report, Second Half 2007:
Volume 71. :
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4. Policy Implications

e In order to actualize the framework Countywide Planning Policies that address both
regional and local efforts, and that require jurisdictions to work cooperatively to
ensure that each sub-region has a fair share of affordable housing to meet the needs
of the lowest income residents of the region, new construction of affordable rental
housing should generally be focused in the east and north urban sub-regions of the
consortium.

e It is important the consortium continue to work with the private market to encourage
the development of affordably-sized single-family houses and other affordable
ownership options, as well as affordable rental options at a range of income levels
within privately developed projects. This allows qualified moderate and median-
income households to transition from rental housing to home ownership, and
thereby reduces the demand on the rental market.

C. Housing Market: Owner Housing

1. In 2008, ownership housing was more affordable than in 2004 — 2007, but the median-
priced home still cost almost $100,000 more than the median-income household could
afford. '

o The median sales price of all homes in King County (single family, townhomes,
condominiums, and mobile homes) declined about two percent from $397,000 to
$390,000 in 2008 and had dropped to $351,500 by May 2009. This represented
roughly a 12 percent drop over the previous twelve months. Nationally, home
prices fell about 19 percent during the same 12-month period.

¢ The median sales price for single family homes in 2008 was $425,000, a seven
percent decline since 2007 and about the same as the median price in 2006. The
median sales price for condominiums fell from $292,000 in 2008 to $270,450 in
May 2009. '

e In 2008, a median-income household of two to three persons could just barely afford
the medium-priced condominium, or a comparably-priced townhouse. However,
the continued decline of prices into early 2009 meant a larger inventory of homes
that the median income household could afford.

e A two-person household earning 80 percent of median income, or about $55,000 in
2009, could afford a home priced at no more than $223,000. Less than 10 percent
of all homes sold in King County in 2008 (including condominiums) were priced at
that amount or less.

Prepared by the Department of Community and Human Services Page 11 of 40



e About 850 persons were found to be living unsheltered in the consortium areas,
outside of Seattle, during the 2009 One Night Count (January 30, 2009). Thisisa
30 percent increase over the 655 unsheltered persons found in the consortium area
in 2008. ‘

e On the date of the One Night Count, 1,662 persons were occupying shelter or
transitional beds outside of Seattle, representing about 88 percent occupancy of
available beds.

2. Policy Concerns

e There is strong support from stakeholders, low to moderate-income persons who
participated in our public input forums (particularly south urban area residents),
from published studies, and from the CEH in King County (our region’s Continuum
of Care planning body) to make homeless prevention services a high priority.

e Stakeholders, particularly in south King County, expressed concern about lack of
both shelter and transitional housing units for families. Waiting lists for transitional
housing and also for longer-term affordable rental housing are often greater than six
months, putting many families at risk of homelessness. Among these families,
victims of domestic violence are especially at risk.

¢ The consortium’s practices for investment of capital in homeless housing will
continue to be guided by the Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness in King County
(ten year plan), which is the regional Continuum of Care Plan. The CEH has
adopted objectives for the ten year plan, including a housing first model for
homeless housing.

e The housing first model aims to pair homeless persons with services and permanent
housing immediately. This model does not favor large investments in new shelters
or new transitional housing unless the transitional housing allows transitioning in
place. This model does not prohibit ongoing operational and service supports to
existing shelters and transitional housing.

E. Community and Economic Development

The consortium has established priorities for its community/economic development
strategies. In developing these priorities, many sources were considered, including the work
of the CEH, the Interjurisdictional Advisory Group of participating city staff, focus groups,
stakeholder and public input processes conducted by the consortium for the consolidated
plan, community forums and assessments (such as United Way of King County’s Human
Service Community Assessment), and meetings with representatives from other local and
state governmental agencies and other county departments and divisions.
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4. Economic Development Priorities

* Assistance to increase job counseling and job training opportunities

e Direct economic development assistance to for-profit businesses, including small
businesses to create jobs

e Rehabilitation and/or improvements of publicly or privately owned commercial
property.

5. Economic Development Stakeholder Concerns and Support
o There is stakeholder support for the consortium to explore methods to coordinate

consortium funding for regional and sub-regional community facility projects.

e There is strong support for the consortium to have a policy related to the
development of neighborhood revitalization strategies.

o The White Center area, the area of highest poverty concentration in the county, is an
' area of high priority for community/economic development strategies.

F. General Stakeholder Concerns and Support

For detailed comments from the 2009 stakeholdef and public meetings, see Appendix C.

e Stakeholder input and housing needs data indicate that the highest need for rental
housing funds are for new rental units serving households at 30 percent of AMI and
below and for households from 31 percent to 50 percent of AML

o There is strong stakeholder support for a strategy that prioritizes the development of
new units of housing that serve the lowest income households, especially families
with children, and including households with special needs; the preservation of
existing affordable housing at risk of conversion to market rate housing; and mixed
income and/or mixed use projects that contain priority housing units serving the
lowest income levels.

e There is also strong support for the Shelter Plus Care strategy that matches
appropriate supportive services with housing for populations with particular needs.

e There is strong stakeholder support for a strategy that makes funds available to
acquire land for priority affordable housing in areas that are slated for future transit
or higher density development.
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Goal 1, Objective 1: Rental Housing

Preserve and expand the supply of affordable rental housing available to very low and
moderate-income households, including households with special needs.

1. Strategy 1A

Make capital funds available for the new construction of sustainably designed,
permanently affordable rental housing, for low and moderate-income households; for the
acquisition of existing rental housing and the rehabilitation of that housing into safe,
decent, healthy, and permanently affordable rental housing for low and moderate-income
households; for the acquisition of land on which to build affordable and/or mixed-income
rental housing; and for the long term preservation (through acquisition and rehabilitation)
of existing affordable rental housing units.

Fund sources: Federal CDBG and HOME dollars; local document recording fee surcharge
revenue including RAHP dollars; occasionally local cities’ dollars; and
occasionally, special needs housing dollars for specific populations, such
as persons with developmental disabilities and persons with mental illness
and/or chemical dependency.

Fund limits and other details: Refer to the King County Consortium Procedures and
Guidelines adopted by the JRC.

1.1 Annual Output Measures

e An average of 250 units of rental housing will be constructed, or acquired and
rehabilitated.!® At least 30 of the 250 units of rental housing shall be targeted
to persons/households with special needs. "

e An average of 280 new renter households will be served by rental units
completed during each year (see table below for breakdown of the goals for
household types and income levels that will be served annually).

1.2 HUD Community Planning and Development Performance Measures

e Objective: Decent Housing

o Qutcome: Affordability.

'8 This number is an estimate, as the type of projects funded and other factors may affect the annual outputs.

1% Special needs includes the elderly, frail elderly, persons with disabilities and homeless households. Persons with
disabilities includes, but is not limited to, persons with mental illness, persons with alcohol dependency or in recovery from
alcohol/chemical dependency, persons with developmental disabilities, and persons with HIV/AIDS.
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1.3.1 Priorities for Households Served

¢ Households at or below 50 percent of AMI
o Households with special needs

¢ Homeless housing: the consortium will follow the
recommendations of the CEH. The CEH Funder’s Group prioritizes
permanent supportive housing, including units utilizing a housing
first philosophy, other permanent housing for homeless households
and non time-limited housing that allows households to transition in
place20 over new transitional housing and new shelters.

1.3.2  Acquisition and rehabilitation of market-rate rental property to improve
the quality of existing rental housing stock and to preserve it as
affordable for very low to moderate income households:

e Units serving households at or below 30 percent AMI are the
highest priority.

e Units serving households from 31 percent to 50 percent AMI are a
high priority.

1.3.3 New construction of rental housing that is affordable to very low to
moderate income households:

e Units serving households at or below 30 percent AMI are the
highest priority.

o Permanent supportive housing is a high priority.

e Units serving households from 31 percent to 50 percent AMI are
also a priority.

1.3.4 Mixed income and/or mixed use housing projects that complement local
planning efforts and contain some portion of units for very low income
households:

o Mixed income projects provide a means to generate cash flow from
some units to support much needed very low income units, which
are a priority under this plan. Mixed income projects should be
socially and economically integrated.

e The King County Housing Authority HOPE VI Project includes the
completion of the first phase of Park Lake Homes and the
redevelopment of the second phase of Park Lake Homes public
housing into a mixed-income senior community that integrates

 Transition-in-place means that a household can stay in their current housing unit when they graduate from the need for transitional services; the service
provider may then shift the transitional services to another unit in the same housing complex for a newly housed, formerly homeless household.
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1.4.2 Certification criteria

The consortium will use our priorities as a general guide for certifying
projects as consistent with our consolidated plan. The consortium will
look for a tangible public benefit from affordable housing projects
seeking certification, such as:

e The project will lower rents as compared to market rate rents for the
area where it will be located, in all or some of the units.

e The project has a relocation plan that is consistent with the
consortium’s relocation policies and a budget that will cover the
relocation needs of tenants who may be displaced by the project.

o In addition, projects applying for HUD program funds, Washington
State Housing Trust Fund or the Washington State Housing Finance
Commission’s tax credit program must provide a portion of units (at
least one) which are affordable to households at or below 30 percent

- of AMI and that will be screened and monitored for a household or
households at that income level.

2. Strategy 1B

Make capital funds available to rehabilitate existing rental units for low to moderate-
income households. This strategy is different from acquisition and rehabilitation in
Strategy 1A, as Strategy 1B addresses rehabilitation only and there is no acquisition
involved. It either addresses the rehabilitation needs of existing affordable non profit
housing, or existing for-profit housing where the owner is willing to restrict the
affordability of the rents for a specified period of time. It includes making modifications
to the rental unit(s) of low to moderate-income tenants with a disability in order that the
units will be accessible.

Fund sources: Federal HOME and CDBG dollars, and occasionally local funds that are
targeted for special needs populations.

Fund limits and other details: Refer to the King County Consortium Procedures and
Guidelines adopted by the consortium’s JRC.

2.1.  Annual output measure: From five — 40 units will be rehabilitated and/or modified.

22 Short-term outcome: The tenants have an improved satisfaction with their housing
due to the improvements/rehabilitation and/or modifications.

2.3 Outcome indicator: Tenant-based survey, conducted by agency or landlord that is
awarded funds.
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landlords about the benefits of participating in the Section 8 program, and on the
development of other programs that may benefit our region.

3.7  King County will work with housing funders, mainstream service systems (such as
the developmental disabilities system, the drug/alcohol system, and the mental
health system), and housing referral, information and advocacy organizations to
plan for community-based housing options for persons with special needs; to
develop supportive housing plans and partnerships for populations that need
enhanced housing support in order to be successful in permanent housing; to
advocate for funding for the operations and maintenance of housing for very low
income households and households with special needs, and for the services needed
for supportive housing.

3.8 King County will partner with the King County Developmental Disabilities Division
to provide housing programs that expand community-based housing options for
persons with developmental disabilities and will explore similar opportunities with
systems that serve other special needs populations.

3.9  King County will coordinate, to the extent feasible, with housing funders, and _
housing information and advocacy organizations to streamline funding applications,
contracting, and monitoring processes.

3.10 King County will prioritize the development of a program, consistent with other
goals and priorities set forth in this plan, to fund affordable housing projects that
are:

¢ Environmentally sound

e Sustainable

* Projected to save on long-term costs for the owner and the residents

* Designed to accommodate all persons, regardless of their level of mobility

e Allow residents to age in their home.

3.11  This program will adopt the standards of the Washington State Evergreen Program,
which is required for all projects seeking Washington State Housing Trust Fund
support and may draw on Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
environmental standards or a similar system of environmental standards to
encourage a high level of environmental sustainability and durability. The HCD
will also encourage the utilization of “universal design””' standards for affordable

- housing project applicants that volunteer to participate. The consortium will
coordinate efforts to implement this program so that participating projects do not
encounter barriers from local codes that may conflict with the adopted standards, or
delays in contracting.

?! For more information about universal design Objective 3, Strategy 3B.
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Households to be Served Annually by Income Level

At or below 30% 31% to 50% | 51% to 80% Total Owner

of Area Median of AMI of AMI Households
Income Served Annual
Goal
Owner 67 61 47 175

Households

1.4  Minor Home Repair

The consortium may fund city-sponsored minor home repair projects to assist low
to moderate-income homeowners with small home repair needs, as opportunities
arise.

1.5  HUD Community Planning and Development Performance Measures

e Objective: Decent Housing

e Outcome: Affordability/Accessibility

2. Strategy 2B

2.1 Make funds available for first time home buyer opportunities, including education,
housing counseling and down payment assistance for low to moderate income
households who are prepared to purchase their first home; especially households
who are under-served in the ownership housing market, including households with
special needs. Note that in most cases, this will involve increasing access to the
existing stock of ownership housing, but in some cases this may involve creating
new ownership housing.

2.2. Use Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP-1) funds to acquire and rehabilitate
foreclosed properties and to provide first time homebuyer opportunities to purchase
the properties. Depending on the success of an additional NSP-2 application, work
with Washington State to implement the NSP-2 program, including the activities
cited in this strategy, plus additional planning objectives included in this plan.

Fund sources: HOME, occasionally CDBG, and local funds targeted for special
needs populations; federal NSP recovery funds through Washington
State.

Fund Limits and other details: Refer to the King County Consortium Procedures
and Guidelines adopted by the consortium’s JRC.
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34

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

King County will support the work of the King County Housing Authority to
ensure that there are affordable ownership opportunities for low and moderate-
income households, especially Park Lake Homes tenants who are prepared for
home ownership, in the Greenbridge HOPE VI project in White Center.

King County will work with housing authorities and community agencies to
provide targeted outreach to federally subsidized tenants and other low to
moderate-income tenants who are prepared to work towards the goal of achieving
home ownership.

King County may work with community stakeholders to plan for and support
programs that reduce the cost of homeownership for low to moderate-income
households, such as land trusts, limited-equity co-ops, and sweat equity programs.

King County may work with special needs populations and stakeholders to develop
homeownership opportunities for special needs households for whom home
ownership is appropriate.

King County may advocate for a waiver or regulatory change to enable the
consortium to assist low to moderate-income condo owners with the payment of
common area repair assessments that exceed regular homeowner dues, and are
unaffordable to the low to moderate-income condo owner.

King County may explore land banking for the acquisition of land on which to

construct affordable ownership housing, especially land that is in an area targeted
for future transit and/or slated for higher density development.

King County may work with local housing authorities, other funders and financial
institutions to explore the development of Section 8 homeownership program(s) in
our region. A Section 8 homeownership program would work with households that
are prepared to become homeowners to use a Section 8 voucher to help subsidize
the purchase of a home rather than paying ongoing rent.

HUD Community Planning and Development Performance Measures

e  Objective: Decent Housing

e  Outcome: Availability/Affordability/Accessibility (designation depends on
goal of particular project).

Goal 1, Objective 3: Fair Housing

Plan for and support a fair housing strategy to affirmatively further fair housing and increase
access to housing, as well as to housing programs and services, for low to moderate income
households. King County staff may work with consortium city staff and community
stakeholder agencies to carry out its Fair Housing Action Plan. This strategy does not have
annual output or outcome goals, and will be reported on, as progress occurs, in narrative

fashion.

Prepared by the Department of Community and Human Services . Page 27 0of 40



1. Strategy 3A

King County and the consortium will carry out the initiatives and activities identified in
the adopted Fair Housing Action Plan 2007 — 2011 in order to further fair housing in the
region.

1.1 Action Area 1: Coordinate fair housing workshops, trainings and outreach with local
partners covering rental housing issues, as well as zoning/land use issues. Trainings
will be crafted to meet the needs of housing funders, housing providers, service
providers, private attorneys, commissioners, judges and planners.

12 Action Area 2: Coordinate fair housing lending and predatory lending workshops
and trainings on ownership housing issues with local partners. Trainings will be
crafted to meet the needs of lenders, realtors and real estate agents, community-based
housing counselors, senior services agencies and homebuyers.

1.3 Action Area 3: Provide written informational materials about fair housing, basic
landlord-tenant issues and fair lending/predatory lending. Materials will be created
for housing consumers, landlords, community agencies and others. Look for funding
opportunuties for a fair housing advertising campaign.

1.4 Action Area 4: Provide technical assistance to contracted housing providers and
others to affirmatively promote fair housing choice. Consider a menu of enhanced
fair housing requirements for contracted agencies, as well as agencies entering
agreements with King County to include affordable housing in a for-profit
development, and monitor new requirements.

1.5 Action Area 5: Work with the community to advance programs and initiatives that
promote positive change for persons impacted by impediments to fair housing
choice, including providing civil rights enforcement services, and working to fill
supportive services and housing needs, including success in housing strategies for
homeless households.

1.6 HUD Community Planning and Development Performance Measures

e Objective: Decent Housing

e  Qutcome: Accessibility

B. Goal Two: End Homelessness

There is no one overarching outcome for this community and economic development goal.
Rather, there are separate outcome measures related to individual strategies within each of the
objectives.
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1.3 Support additional programs as opportunities arise.
1.4 Annual Output Measures

1.4.1  Provide 520 units of permanent supportive rental housing each year through
Shelter Plus Care rental assistance and associated supportive services.

1.2.1  Provide 250 units of permanent supportive housing annually through the
local Supportive Housing Program.

1.5 Short-term Outcome: A majority of the households served will remain housed and
increase their housing stability.

1.6 Indicator I: Number and percentage of households that remain permanently housed
: six months after entering the Shelter Plus Care program as reflected in
the Annual Progress Report (APR).

1.7 Indicator 2: Number and percentage of households that remain permanently housed
one year after entering housing through the locally funded Supportive
Housing Program.

2. Strategy 2B

Implement Rapid Re-housing Program with HPRP recovery funds to serve homeless
households with low to moderate barriers to housing, placing them in permanent housing
and providing short to medium term rental assistance and case management.

2.1 Annual Output Measures

2.1.1 Fifty families with children housed with an appropriate level of temporary
rental assistance and housing case management.

2.12  Forty households without children (singles or couples) housed with an
appropriate level of temporary rental assistance and housing case
management.

3. Strategy 2C

Coordinate with public housing funders, community-based organizations, housing
organizations and other stakeholders to plan for a range of additional permanent housing
units and options that serve very low-income households at 30 percent of AMI and below,
and that are targeted to serve homeless households, including bunkhouses, Single Room
Occupancy’s and units that allow households to transition in place.

No performance measures; progress will be reported on in narrative fashion as it occurs.

Please note that Goal One: Ensure Decent, Affordable Housing (above) has unit goals
related to this strategy.
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Goal Two, Objective 4: Regional Planning and Coordination

The King County Consortium will approach homeless planning and coordination as a regional
issue. King County will work with the CEH, cities, mainstream systems, the Safe Harbors
initiative, housing funders, community agencies, United Way, the private sector including
businesses and homeless people.

The below strategies do not have annual output or outcome goals, and will be reported on as
progress occurs, in narrative fashion:

1.  Strategy 4A

Ensure that all homeless projects and initiatives supported with local, state and federal
funds are consistent with the vision, principles and recommendations of the Ten Year
Plan to End Homelessness in King County.

2. Strategy 4B

The consortium will continue to provide leadership and participation in the countywide
HUD Homeless Assistance (McKinney) Continuum of Care annual competitive funding
round, or its successor.

3, Strategy 4C

The consortium will participate in efforts to improve the efficiency and accountability of
the regional homeless service system, particularly through the Homeless Management
Information System (Safe Harbors).

4, Strategy 4D

The consortium will work with other systems providing support services for persons at
risk of homelessness (for example, the mental health system) to ensure state or federal
legislative support for coordination of housing and support services.

C. Goal Three: Establish and Maintain a Suitable Living Environment and Expand Economic
Opportunities for Low and Moderate-Income Persons

There is no one overarching outcome for this community and economic development goal.
Rather, there are separate outcome measures related to individual strategies within each of the
three objectives.

Goal»Three, Obijective 1: Human Services Agencies.

Improve the ability of health and human service agencies to serve our low to moderate
income residents effectively and efficiently.
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Goal Three, Objective 2: Low and Moderate-Income Communities

Improve the living environment in low and moderate income neighborhoods/communities in
accordance with jurisdictions’ adopted comprehensive plans and the countywide planning
policies.

Outcome: The community is a healthier and/or safer place to live and/or has more amenities,
including increased geographic accessibility for low and moderate-income
communities and increased physical accessibility for persons with disabilities.

Outcome Indicator: Project-specific accomplishment reports will be used to gather data after
the project has been completed and there has been an adequate amount of
time to assess the impacts of the project on health, safety and/or
increased amenities for the community. ’

1. Strategy 2A

Make CDBG capital funds available for high priority public improvement needs, such
as public infrastructure, water, sewer, sidewalks, park facility needs and accessibility
improvements, in a range of low to moderate income areas of the consortium.

Fund Sources: Regular CDBG formula allocation and CDBG-R recovery funds

1.1 Annual Outputs: An average of three public improvement projects will be
completed annually.

1.2  HUD Community Planning and Development Performance Measures

e  Objective: Suitable Living Environment

e  Outcome: Affordability for the purpose of creating suitable living
environments

2. Strategy 2B:

Revitalize deteriorated areas with high rates of poverty in the consortium. King County
has developed a Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area (NRSA) for the White
Center neighborhood in unincorporated King County, which has the highest poverty
rate in the county. The White Center NRSA is appended to the consolidated plan as
Appendix L.

The consortium may explore whether there are other high poverty areas that may
benefit from a NRSA and whether there are human services needs that are specific to
NRSA neighborhoods. Consortium cities will lead the process of exploring whether
there are any areas within their jurisdiction that may benefit from a NRSA.
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2.  Strategy 3B

Assist with the development of micro-enterprise22 businesses by providing assistance
for comprehensive economic development activities designed to address the economic

needs of low to moderate-income persons or households seeking to start or expand their
own small businesses.

Fund Sources: Federal CDBG funds, and private funding

1.1 Outputs: Assist an average of 50 individuals with training, technical assistance
and/or access to business support group meetings and activities.

12 Outcomes: Help small businesses gain critical start-up business knowledge;
improve both personal and business financial position and credit;
increase business viability, profitability and stability; and use access
to small loans to increase inventory, lower costs and increase profits.

1.3 Outcome Indicators: Agencies/providers will provide outcome data through
‘ project accomplishment reports that reflect the number of
new businesses developed, income growth, job creation as
a result of business activity and other metrics.

1.4  HUD Community Planning and Development Performance Measures

e  Objective: Economic Opportunity

e  QOutcome: Sustainability

D. Resources Available to Address the Goals of the Consolidated Plan

An approximation of the amount that the consortium will receive on an annual basis through
the federal entitlement programs is listed below. These amounts can vary from year to year,
and are subject to annual appropriation by Congress.

Revenue Qutlook for 2010 — 2012

Federal Entitlement Program : Average Amount Per Year
Community Development Block Grant $6,000,000

HOME Investment Partnership $4,400,000
Emergency Shelter Grant Program $ 200,000

Total Federal Entitlement Programs (Average) $10,600,000

2 Micro-enterprise means a business having five or fewer employees, one or more of who owns the business.
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Distribution of King County Administered Funds for
Housing and Community Development Activities: 2008

Public Improvements . e
3.9% Community Facilities Emergency & Other

2.1% Public Services
2.1%

First Time Home-
Owner Assistance
0.6%

Micro-Enterprise and
Ec. Dev.
0.1%

Housing Repair
6.5%

Homelessness
Prevention
4.2%

Ome.iess _Perrﬁane'h't
“Supportive and .

Temporary Housing,
. A5.9%:

Description of Chart Labels (above)

Affordable Housing Development is capital funds utilized for the development of new units of
affordable housing: CDBG, HOME, Regional Affordable Housing Program, Veterans and
Human Services Levy, and some additional local funds from the King County Developmental
Disabilities Division and King County Mental Illness and Drug Dependency (MIDD) Fund.

e  First-time Home Owner Assistance is primarily HOME funds utilized for first time
home buyer activities.

e Housing Repair is HOME and CDBG funds utilized for the repair of the homes of low
to moderate-income homeowners through the Housing Repair Program.

e Homelessness Prevention is CDBG funds and local Veteran’s and Human Services
Levy funds used for programs which provide one time funds for eviction prevention
with the goal of increasing housing stability and preventing homelessness.

e Homeless Permanent Supportive Housing and Temporary Housing are federal
competitive funds through McKinney, ESG formula funds, THOR state funds and local
Homeless Housing and Services funds utilized to create permanent supportive housing
opportunities for homeless households, and for the operations and maintenance of
temporary housing for homeless households, including transitional housing and shelters.

¢  Emergency and Other Public Services are CDBG funds for public services (such as
food and transportation assistance or short-term help for bill payment) other than
homeless prevention and homeless services, and public services that are priorities for
the joint agreement cities.
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Appendix A

e Moderate income households: households with income at or below 80 percent of
the AMI. Eighty percent of AMI in 2009 was $51,200 for a household of two,
$57,600 for a household of three, and $64,000 for a household of four.!

1L Demographic and Income Data

A. For all of King County, including the City of Seattle, the growth rate slowed from
that of the 1990°s. From 2000 - 2007, the county grew by just over seven percent.
Given the 2008 - 2009 recession, the county will probably grow by about nine percent
over the 2000 - 2010 decade.

e In 2007, the population of the consortium area (King County outside Seattle) was
1,275,100. It grew by 8.6 percent from 2000 - 2007.

e Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) projects that the

population of the housing consortium area will grow at about 12.5 percent for the
2000 - 2010 decade.

e The highest rate of growth in the consortium since 2000 has been in the east small
cities and south small cities.

o Numerically, the highest growth has been in the east urban area, which OFM
estimates to have gained over 38,000 people from 2000 - 2007. The OFM
estimates that the south urban area grew by 24,000.

e The City of Seattle gained 22,900 new residents between 2000 and 2007,
achieving a relatively slow growth of about four percent over those seven years.

o Construction activity remained steady through 2007, although it is likely to be
slower in 2008 - 2009. In the county as a whole more multifamily units than
single family units were built in 2007.

! This represents the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development moderate income level which is capped
at 80 percent of the average median income for the nation. Since King County’s median income is higher than the
national average, this level is about 76 percent of the County’s median income. Most federally-funded programs

. used the capped 80 percent (i.e. about 76 percent AMI).
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2007 Consortium Population by Race
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Appendix A

Map 1 — Persons of Color Concentration and Diversity by Census Tract for the King County
Consortium

This persons of color map is based on race data from the 2000 census. The categories are Black/African American, American Indian, Asian,
Native Hawaiian and some other race.
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Appendix A

D. Low-income households and households in poverty increased in the consortium.

o The percentage of households earning 50 percent of AMI* or less increased from
16 percent to 18 percent of total households in the consortium from 1990 - 2000.
In 2007, it appears that 20.7 percent of the households in the consortium earned
50 percent of AMI or less.

e The poverty rate’ increased from eight percent to 8.4 percent of the population in
King County from 1990 - 2000. In 2007, the poverty rate is estimated at 9.9
percent for King County as a whole. This was lower than the national poverty
rate of 13 percent in 2007.

e In the consortium, approximately 8.4 percent of the population (98,200 people)
lived in poverty in 2007. "

e In 2000, 16 census tracts in the consortium had poverty rates of 15 percent and
above.

e Census tract 265.00 in White Center had the highest concentration of both poverty
and persons of color in the consortium, with a 38.7 percent poverty rate and 54
percent persons of color.

e Poverty in the consortium is most concentrated in the south urban area (see Map
2, which follows).

e The percentage of persons living in poverty in the east urban area doubled
between 1990 and 2000 from 2.2 percent to 4.7 percent.

* 50 percent of area median income was $33,700 for a household of two in 2009.

5 The poverty level is a threshold measure prescribed by the federal government. The measure has two components,
income level and family size by number of related children. Unrelated individuals and two-person households are
further differentiated by age (under 65 and 65 and over). The poverty level in 2008 was $22,017 for a family of four
with two related children; the poverty level was $14,490 for a two-person household under 65; and was $13,032 for
a two-person household 65 & over.
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Map 3 — Census Tracts with High Concentrations of Persons of Color and of Poverty in the

King County Consortium
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e Between 2000 - 2010 King County’s 60 and older population is expected to grow
from 13.8 percent of the total population to 16.8 percent of the total population.
By 2007, they constituted 16.0 percent of the population.

o Overall, the proportion of the population under 14 has shrunk since 2000, while
the propoition nearing or entering retirement has grown.

Percent of Population by Age Group
King County: 2007

65 + years, 10.6% 0-14 years, 17.9%

SR

55 - 64 years, 12
& - : — B 15 - 24 years
Lo - R . S 12.1%

45 - 54 years,
16.4%
25 - 34 years, 14.0%

35-44 years, 16.9%

.Source: American Community
Survey, 2007

Percent of Population in Age Group
King County Outside Seattle: 2007

65 + years
11% 0-14 years

15 - 24 years
o 12%

35-44 years
16% Source: American Community
Suney, 2007
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Change in Number of Households by Household Size 1990 -

300,000 - 2007

250,000 -

Census 1990 & Census 2000 @ ACS 2007
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150,000

100,000

50,000
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household household household household household household  person
household

K. The state’s inmate population stood at about 18,000 at the end of 2007. Many ex-
inmates are homeless and, because of their record, are excluded from a number of
housing programs.

e According to the Washington State Department of Corrections, the combined
population of persons incarcerated and on active supervision in the community
decreased from over 70,000 persons statewide to about 46,000 at the end of 2007.

o In June 2008, there were about 14,000 on active community supervision residing
in King County.®

e About 48,000 persons were held and released from jail in King County in 2008
after an average stay of just under 20 days.

e About 39 percent of confined offenders are readmissions to prison.

e Numerous studies indicate that persons released from prison have multiple needs.
A high percentage have substance abuse problems, many did not complete high
school, most have spotty employment records of primarily low-wage jobs, many

© report some level of physical or mental disability, and many do not have secure
housing.

e Programs for substance abuse, mental health, educational opportunities and pre-
release preparation have been cut from the prisons as the state budget conditions
have grown tighter. The result is that offenders re-entering the community often
have not received treatment, have few job skills and, in general, are ill-prepared
for life on the outside.

¢ Department of Corrections, “Community Classification by County of Supervision™ as of June 30, 2008.
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telephones.”® These limitations have significant implications for housing affordability, housing
availability, and housing design.

A. Persons with Developmental Disabilities
1. Overview

e A person with a developmental disability is someone whose disability is
present before the age of 18, and is expected to last a lifetime. Developmental
disabilities include mental retardation, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, autism or
other neurological conditions that may impair intellectual functioning,

e There is a 1.6 percent prevalence rate of persons with a developmental
disability in the United States. Approximately 80 percent of persons with
developmental disabilities are classified as having a mild level of disability,
18 percent have disabilities classified as moderate, and two percent have
disabilities classified as severe.

e Persons with developmental disabilities often need some form of support
through all stages of their lives. The types of support people need vary with
the severity of their disability and can include case management, personal care
assistance, live-in residential support, supported employment, guardianship,
and payee services.

e Persons with developmental disabilities often have income from both
employment and/or Supplemental Security Income (SSI). However, most
people with developmental disabilities have extremely low incomes.” Some
families with children with developmental disabilities also have extremely
low incomes, often due to the additional care needs of their disabled child.

e Persons with developmental disabilities can live successfully in community-
based housing with support systems that are appropriate to their needs, which
can include a combination of case management, family, friends, or paid
support providers.

2. Adults with Developmental Disabilities

¢ Ofthe 4,705 adults in King County on the Washington State Department of
Social and Health Services, Division of Developmental Disabilities
(DSHS/DDD) caseload, 1,412 live in Seattle and 3,293 live in King County
outside Seattle.

e In 2008, 2,988 adults in King County on the DSHS/DDD caseload received
residential services for housing. Residential services are comprehensive

® Susan Kinne et al., Disability in Washington State, University of Washington Center for Disability Policy and
Research and Washington State Department of Health, May 2006, p. 7.
% At or below 30 percent of the AMI. This is $17,700 per year for a household of one in 2009.
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o The King County Regional Support Network (RSN), managed by the Mental
Health, Chemical Abuse and Dependency Services Division (MHCADSD), 1s
responsible for managing the publicly funded mental health treatment system.
Direct services provided by county staff include 24-hour mental health crisis
outreach and investigation for involuntary commitment. Treatment services
are provided through contracts with licensed mental health centers. Mental
Health services include group and individual counseling, case management,
outreach and engagement services, medication management vocational
services, and assistance with housing and other supports.

e In 2008, mental health services were provided to 34,893 people in King
County.

¢ The Crisis Clinic, which contracts to provide telephone crisis services in King
County, responded to 83,412 calls'® requesting mental health assistance in
2008.

e Western State Hospital continues to plan to close wards at the hospital. The
Expanded Community Services program, the two Programs for Assertive
Community Treatment (PACT) and the Standard Supportive Housing
programs in King County have been successful in transitioning individuals
discharged from WSH and local psychiatric hospitals into community-based
housing with supportive case management services. Additional transitional
and permanent subsidized housing units with support services are needed for
this population.

o The RSN has 329 adults residing in licensed residential facilities, such as
boarding homes. In addition, the RSN’s focus on the recovery model
emphasizes individual choice, including community-based housing options for
persons with severe and persistent mental iliness.

e Additional transitional and permanent subsidized housing units throughout the
geographic regions of King County are needed for persons with mental illness.

e Supportive housing needs exist for youth leaving the foster care system when
they turn 18 years of age.

2. Homelessness

* Atotal of 1,641 adults in the outpatient programs (six pércent of the adults in
those programs) had at least one episode of homelessness in 2008.

e In addition, 502 persons from two homeless outreach programs had at least
one episode of homelessness in 2008.

"“This number represents all calls to the Crisis Clinic. It may include repeat calls from the same person.
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services that are continually evaluated for effectiveness in reducing the rate of
re-arrest.

e The Forensic Assertive Community Treatment (FACT) program was started
in 2008 for 50 persons who are high utilizers of the jails. The Forensic
Intensive Supportive Housing (FISH) program was started in 2009 for 60
homeless persons including veterans who are high users of King County,
Seattle or Auburn Mental Health Courts.

e Housing is an essential component of many of the initiatives of the Criminal
Justice Continuum of Care Initiatives Project, such as the Co-occurring
Disorders Program, the Housing Voucher and Case Management Program and
the Community Center for Alternative Programs (CCAP), andis a prerequisite
to recovery and re-integration into the community.

e A need exists for an increase in transitional and permanent affordable and
subsidized housing units for persons in the Criminal Justice Continuum of
Care Initiatives Project.

D. Persons Living with HIV/AIDS
1. HIV/AIDS Population

e There were at least 6,320 King County residents living with HIV or AIDS at
the beginning of 2008.!! Public Health staff estimate that approximately 80
percent or 5,047 of those individuals reside in Seattle, and approximately 20
percent or about 1,270 live in King County outside Seattle (consortium area).
The Public Health - Seattle and King County HIV/AIDS Program notes that
this number represents only the reported cases that have been diagnosed
within the county and reported to Public Health.

e An estimated 7,200 to 7,800 people are living with HIV or AIDS in the
county, but many of these people may be unaware of their infection (not tested
or have not received their HIV positive test result), may have tested
anonymously, or have not been recorded in the HIV surveillance system.12

¢ In King County, there have been 350 - 400 new HIV diagnoses each year
since 1998. While the number of new cases has remained level over time, the
reported number of residents with HIV/AIDS has been increasing as the
number of HIV related deaths has declined to about 100 persons annually, or
less than the number of new cases.

" HIv/AIDS Epidemiology Unit, Public Health-Seattle & King County and the Infectious Disease and
Reproductive Health Assessment Unit, Washington State Department of Health, HIV/AIDS Epidemiology Report,
Second Half 2007: Volume 71.

'Z Seattle and King County Public Health HIV/AIDS Program, Strategic and Operational Plan for HIV Prevention
in King County, October 2007. :
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HIV/AIDS. A lack of independent living skills limits the ability of some
people to succeed in housing, yet there are few programs that provide
independent living skills training. Ongoing case management, services, and
social support are necessary components, but are often unavailable. As non-
profit housing providers partner with the AIDS service system to house people
living with HIV/AIDS who have complex health and life challenges, gaps in
these services are increasingly problematlc

o Housing is a significant need for those living with HIV/AIDS. Housing
assistance and housing-related services are among the greatest unmet needs
identified by persons living with HIV/AIDS according to data from the 2007
Comprehensive HIV Needs Assessment.'® Assessment data indicate that over
1,036 people living with HIV/AIDS need assistance finding housing and/or
emergency, short-term or on-gomg rental assistance. This includes more than
900 men and 140 women.!” These needs include transitional and permanent
housing placements, as well as help paying rent to maintain current housing.

e Many individuals and families are forced to make critical choices when their
income is not sufficient to meet their basic living needs. It may mean fewer
meals, no healthcare, and loss of utilities, overcrowded housing or eviction.
For people living with HIV/AIDS who have low incomes, these choices can
have a serious effect on their health status.

e Homelessness puts people at risk of HIV/AIDS. Based on surveys of HIV
infection among homeless persons in King County and studies across the
country, homelessness puts men and women are at higher risk for HIV
infection. Homeless persons reported with HIV/AIDS in King County were
more likely to be persons of color and to have been exposed through injection
drug use compared to those who were not homeless.'

3. HIV/AIDS Case Management Survey

The following information is based on the Seattle/King County HIV/AIDS Case
Management Survey (October 2007). This is a small sample of needs from case
managers with a total of 1,836 clients in their caseloads. Case managers
identified 20 percent of their clients who were in need of emergency, transitional
or permanent supportive and independent housing (360 individuals). Mental
illness and/or chemical dependency were barriers to housing for more than half of
these individuals (191 clients).

15 Seattle-King County HIV/AIDS Housing Plan prepared by AIDS Housing of Washington (currently Building
Changes) for the City of Seattle Human Services Department, September 2004.

' prepared by Seattle-King County Department of Health.

7 Application from Seattle & King County Public Health to the Health Resources and Services Administration for
FY 2008 Ryan White Act Part A Funding.

18 HIV/AIDS Epidemiology Programs Fact Sheet: Homeless Persons May 2003.
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¢ Housing Opportunity for Persons With Aids funds are able to provide more
than 300 individuals with direct housing and rental assistance each year, but
there is a great demand for the services provided by these limited resources.

o Seattle and King County staff are currently assessing needs and planning a
response. In response to current needs, the Seattle Human Services
Department and the Seattle-King County Public Health HIV/AIDS Program
(Ryan White CARE Act Administrator) coordinated a review and planning
process to identify current and emergent needs and priorities for the Seattle-
King County AIDS Housing Continuum in July 2008."°

E. Persons with Physical and Sensory Disabilities
1. Overview

e In King County in 2005 - 2007, 62,700 persons (3.7 percent of the population
five years old and older) were blind, deaf, or had a severe hearing or vision
impairment.”

e Over 131,600 (7.7 percent of the population five years of age and older) in the
county have difficulty in physical activities such as walking, carrying, lifting
or climbing stairs.

e 8.2 percent of older adults from 65 to 74 years of age have a visual or hearing
disability, while 22.8 percent of those 75 years and older have such a
disability.?!

e 20.0 percent of adults from 65 to 74 years of age in King County have at least
one physical disability and 40.6 percent of adults 75 and older have a physical
disability.

o Contrary to some stereotypes of disabled persons, only about 0.3 percent of all
adults reported using a wheelchair or electric scooter.

e Because Washingtonians with disabilities “have lower average incomes,
higher rates of poverty...and were less likely to be employed or take part in
social and community activities” their need for affordable, accessible, and
sometimes for supportive housing, is high.”

' The HIV/AIDS Housing Committee is a joint Ryan White and HOPWA planning body. The housing committee

is comprised of representatives from AIDS housing programs, case management providers and representatives from

other housing and homelessness agencies both within and external to the HIV/AIDS field. The committee will

continue its work to develop local HIV/AIDS housing policies, conduct assessments of housing-related needs and

address the full spectrum of housing issues facing people living with HIV/AIDS in Seattle - King County.

z‘: Courtesy of Susan Kinne, U. W, Center for Disabilities Policy and Research, based on ACS 2005 — 2007 data.
Ibid.

2 Kinne et al., 9.
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Affordable Hsg Payment $ 527 653
Affordable Rent 531 569 $ 633
Affordable House Price*** $92,700 $103,100 $127,800

$86,600

7
562

" Affordable Hsg Payment $ $ $
Affordable Rent $ $ 674 $ $ 759 ¢ 843
Affordable House Price $123,800 $137 500 » $159,500

$109 900

1,019 |

Affordable Hsg Payment
Affordable Rent $
Affordable House Price

$199 400 |

1,223 |

Affordable Hsg Payment $
Affordable Rent $ 1,467
$239,200

) Affordable Payment
Affordable Rent
Affordable House Price

Affordable Rent $
Affordable House Price

% 1405 $ 1,630
$ 1,686 $ 1,956
$274,900

ordable Hsg Payment
Affordable Rent 1,180 $ 1,348 §
Affordable House Price $219,800

1:300%

1,756
2,108

$343, 700

Affordable Hsg Payment . v. 229
Affordable Rent $ 1,475
Affordable House Price $240 500

A

@ o f

1 685 $
$274,800

1 414

Affordablsg Payment $ $
Affordable Rent $ 1,696 1,938 $ , $ 2,812
Affordable House Price $331, 900 $355,900

$276 600 $316,000 $458,500
o —

2. This table is a general guide to affordability. However, as conditions change,
affordability levels may need to be adjusted when they are applied to specific
projects.

e Affordable rent is calculated at 30 percent of monthly income for each income
level. This assumes that utilities are included in rental costs. An affordable
mortgage payment is calculated at 25 percent of monthly income, assuming
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2. South King County continues to have more affordable rentals than other regions
of the county, while east county continues to have the fewest affordable rentals.

e In 2008, the median rent for all units in the south county was $825, while it
was $930 in the Seattle and Shoreline area, and $1,156 in the east county sub-
region. '

e At amedian of $1,295, rents are highest in the rural cities. In those cities
there are fewer multifamily units, and the multifamily rentals tend to be newer
on the average than the apartment stock in Seattle and the longer-established
suburban cities.

e Only the south county has a sufficient proportion of rentals for those below 40
percent of AMI. All other regions have a severe deficit of market rate rental
housing for that income group.

e The east county also has a significant deficit of rental housing affordable to
those at 50 percent of median income. This group includes working
households with incomes from $30,000 to $40,000 per year.

Estim
Jurisdiction Median Rent Number of <80% <50% <40%
Rental Units

EAST $1,156 56,768 74.3% 7.4% 0.7%
RURAL CITIES $1,295 4,062 51.5% 24.2% 2.8%
SOUTH $825 86,318 96.4% 51.1% " 14.0%
SEASHORE $930 160,552 82.8% - 34.6% 7.7%
UNINC KING CTY $980 26,545 ' 85.6% 25.1% 5.5%

&a 0
ofa »944 q.24 3 %70 370 B 0

3. Rents for single family homes are more expensive than rents for multi-family
units.

e Rents for single family homes were significantly more expensive than rents
for multi-family units. Only six to ten percent of single family rentals were
affordable to households earning 30-50 percent of median income in 2003
based on research by Dupre + Scott.

e Like multi-family rents, single family rents were most affordable in South
King County and least affordable in rural unincorporated areas and East King
County

o Single family rents in rural cities were the most affordable, while multi-family
rents in the rural cities were among the least affordable.
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Median Home Price and Price of Home Affordable to Median Income Household:
King County 1970 - 2009

]

4

Change During This Decade

l
I
1
l
|
l

Change over Previous
Three Decades

3

- Median Home Price

(

—+— Percent Chg in Median Home Price from Previous Decade
or Previous Year
—— Affordable Home Price at100% of Median Income (2 -3 pp

Household)
1970 1980 1990 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009*
*2009 data is for May, 2009
ange edian.¥ e OF A ome : GO onao: and qgle ra

Prepared by the Department of Community and Human Services

1970 $ 21,700 $ 26,900
1980 $ 71,700 230.4% $ 46,600
1990 $ 140,100 95.4% $ 95,500
2000 $ 225,000 60.6% $ 171,000
2001 $ 235,000 4.4% $ 180,900
2002 $ 249,000 6.0% $ 196,200
2003 $ 265,000 6.4% $ 219,700
2004 $ 289,950 9.4% $ 212,900
2005 $ 332,000 14.5% $ 219,300
2006 $ 378,500 14.0% $ 220,300
2007 $ 397,000 4.9% $ 258,800
2008 $ 389,950 -1.8% $ 250,200
2009* $ 351,500 -9.9% $
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4. Homes continue to be most affordable in south King County.”®

e The median sales price of homes in south King County was just under

$320,000 in 2007. This was significantly lower than the median sales prices
of $500,000 in east King County.

Median home prices rose dramatically in 2004 - 2006. This is reflected in the
countywide increase of 47 percent in the five years from 2002 - 2007. While
the median home prices declined somewhat in 2008-2009, they were still
above 2006 levels.

The largest percent increase in price was in the rural cities.

Only seven cities out of 39 in King County had more than 10 home sales in
2007 that were affordable to those earning 50 percent of median income.
These included Auburn, Burien, Federal Way, Kent, Renton, Seattle, and
Tukwila.

RURAL CITIES | $ 410,000

SOUTH $ 319,950

SEASHORE $ 405,000

UNINC KING $ 401,500
Totals: $ 397,000

Housing Needs: Very Low to Moderate Income Renters and Rental Housing Stock

This section has been updated to 2007 or 2008 data whenever possible. However, some
detailed or region-specific data is only available from the 2000 decennial census and
could not be updated. Notes have been inserted to clarify which data is from 2000 and
has not been updated.

A. Moderate Income Renters: 50 percent to 80 percent AMI?

1. Those earning 80 percent of median income and above can usually find rentals
they can afford, but the supply of affordable rental housing drops off significantly

28 Data on home sales by sub-region is for 2007 rather than 2008. Since the median home price for the whole county
fell to $389,950 in 2008 and to $351,500 in early 2009, the sub-regional medians are also likely to be slightly lower,
and affordability somewhat higher for 2008-2009.

2 1n 2007-2008, a moderate household income was below $52,100 for a two-person household; below $58,600 for a
three-person household; and below $65,100 for a four-person household. Moderate income in 2000 was under
$40,150 for a household of two, under $45,200 for a household of three, and under $50,200 for a household of four.
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2. There are approximately 36,500 assisted housing units in the consortium (King
County outside Seattle) which provide affordable housing to households under 80
percent of AML>!

e These assisted housing units are mostly rentals, but the total includes some
ownership units.

e About 65 percent of these units are targeted to households earning 50 percent of
median income or below.

e While this assisted housing stock is an essential contribution to providing housing
for the lowest income groups, there remains a significant deficit of units for the
approximately 51,000 households throughout the consortium earning below 40
percent of AMI.

::S_uppl_yarfi(;i{be'rﬁéri'd r Afforc 'ble}m enjbavIEUmts in ng County Consort|um Area (outsnde S', attie)

B

Under 40% AMI 51,100 11,029 16,820 27,849 (23,251)

$ $
40 - 50% 3 $ 13,500 31,338 6,025 37,363 612
50-60% $ 4100019 1,025 12,800 32,040 8,747 40,787 28,599
60 - 80% $ 55,0001 § 1,375 22,100 34,614 3,085 37,769 44,268
Total Under 80% AMI 99,500 109,021 34,657 143,768 44,268
Over 80% AMI l Qver $55,000 Over $1375 59,800 15,579 : 15,579 182
Total 159,300 124,600 34,657 159,347

* These numbers represents a 1% increase over 2007 American Community Survey (ACS) estimates and are rounded to the closest
hundreds. Income categories are determined by HUD income limits for a two-to-three person household, and on the number of households
reporting the maximum dollar income for that group as reported by the ACS. ***This represents the difference between the cumulative number
of renters up to the particular income level, and the cumulative number of units (market and assisted) available to them.. Lower income
renters who cannot find housing at their affordability level must occupy units at a higher income level putting additional demand on those units.
At the same time, higher income renters often choose 1o rent less expensive units than they could afford, adding to the demand for moderate-
rent units. **This count includes vacant units. ***Total is less than the grand total of 36,500 assisted units because not all units could be
categorized by income level.

3! See Appendix C for the details of the Assisted Housing Inventory.
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o The percentage of moderate income renters that had a severe cost burden of
more than 50 percent of income was highest in the east urban (13.3 percent)
area, followed by the north urban area (four percent).**

Moderate-Income Renter Households

North (2,213)  East Urban East Small  Skykomish (8) SouthUrban  South Small  Vashon (174)
(8,553) Cities (311) (17,438) Cities (656)

Percentage with Housing Problems OPercentage with Severe Cost Burden I

B. Low Income Renters>’

1. Rental housing is scarce for low-income renters (updated data for King County as
a whole).

e In 2007 — 2008, market-rate rental housing was scarce for those making 40
percent to 50 percent of AMI, and extremely scarce for those earing less than
40 percent of AMI.

e In 2008, in King County as a whole, approximately 117,600 renter households
earned 50 percent of median income or less. This group represented about 43
percent of all renter households.

¥State of the Cities Data System: Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy. ( ) = Total number of moderate
income renter households for the respective geographic area of the Consortium. Housing problems include the
following: housing cost burden exceeding 30 percent of household income, overcrowding and/or incomplete or
substandard kitchen/plumbing facilities. Severe cost burden is a housing payment of more than 50 percent of
household income.

% Households with income at or below 50 percent of the AMI. Fifty percent (50 percent) of AMI in 2000 was
$26,300 for a household of two, $29,600 for a household of three, and $32,900 for a household of four. In 2007 -
2008, it was $32,600 for a household of two; $36,700 for a- household of three; and $40,700 for a household of four.
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Low-Income Renter Households

North (1,300) East Urban East Smali Skykomish (8)  South Urban South Small Vashon (176)
(4,554) Cities (239) (13,090) Cities (460)
l Percentage with Housing Problems O Percentage with Severe Cost Burden J

C. Very Low-Income Renters (Below 30 percent of AMI)38

1. For those below 30 percent of median income, there were few to no market-rate
units available.

e Most of these renter households could afford no more than $400 for rent in
2007 - 2008.

e Typically, individuals will find rentals they can afford only if they share the
cost with another wage-earmner.

2. The very low income renter households are the most severely cost-burdened
households in the county. Eighty percent of households earning 40 percent AMI
or below pay more than they can afford for housing.

e According to the 2007 American Community Survey, 88 percent of all
households in the very low income group (under 30 percent AMI) paid more
than the recommended 30 percent of their income for housing.

¢ In the next lowest income group (30 percent to 40 percent of median income),
71 percent paid more than they can afford.

®Households with income at or below 30 percent of the AMI. Thirty percent of AMI in 2000 was $15,800 for a
household of two, $17,750 for a household of three, and $19,750 for a household of four. In 2007 —2008, 30
percent of AMI was $19,500 for a two-person household, $22,000 for a three-person household; and $24,400 for a
four-person household. A two-person household at this income level could only afford about $488 per month in
rent.
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Very Low-Income Renter Households
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North (1,626)  East Urban East Small  Skykomish (4) South Urban  South Small  Vashon (217)
(5,567) Cities (237) {14,773) Cities (555)

[ Percentage with Housing Probalems O Percentage with Severe Cost Burden

D. Typical Earnings Needed by Renter Households

1. For many fully-employed households, workforce wages are insufficient to pay
market-rate rents.

e To pay the $940 median rent for an apartment in King County in 2007-2008, a
household would have needed to make about $37,000 per year. This is
equivalent to one full-time worker earning $18.50 per hour or two full-time
workers earning $9.25 per hour.

 Typical occupations that pay these wages: an accounting clerk ($36,300), a
chemical technician ($39,700) or a full-time childcare worker ($10.28 per
hour) plus a full-time food preparation and service worker ($9.90 per hour).

e To pay the $1375 average rent for a three-bedroom/ 2 bath unit in King
County, a household would need to make about $55,000 per year. Thisis
equivalent to $27.50 per hour for one full-time worker, or two full-time
workers earning $13.75 per hour.

o Typical occupations that pay these wages: one full-time elementary teacher
($52,900) or one full-time dry wall installer ($55,600), or one full-time cashier
($25,400) plus one half-time physical therapist ($35,000).
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¢ However, the Sea-Shore sub-region had the highest number of rental units
affordable to low-income households of all areas — about 55,550 units
affordable at 50 percent of median income.**-

» The east urban sub-region had approximately 4,200 units affordable to
households at or below 50 percent of median income. Sea-Shore had 13 times
as many low-income units as the eastside, and the south county had 10 times
as many low-income units as the Eastside.

2. The south county’s rental stock is affordable to 96.4 percent of those at 80 percent
of median income or above, accounting for about 83,210 units.

e However, Seattle has a higher number of units affordable at 80 percent AMI,
with almost 133,000.

*2 King County Benchmarks Affordable Housing Report 2008 — 2009, Indicator 29, Figure 29.1, based on King
County Assessors, 2007 ACS and Dupre + Scott Apartment Advisors, Inc. for rental data.
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e To pay the mortgage on a $425,000 median-priced single-family home in
King County, a household would need to make about $105,000 per year,
equivalent to two full-time workers making $26 per hour.

o Typical occupations that could earn this annual salary: A full-time civil
engineer ($77,800) plus a full-time social research assistant ($35,800), or a
full-time veterinarian ($85,590) plus a full-time childcare worker ($20,500).

2. Homeowners below 120 percent of median income are likely to pay more than
they can afford to buy a home.*’

o Thirty-five percent of all owner households pay more than 30 percent of their
income for housing. This percent of households has risen considerably over
the past two decades: from 18 percent in 1990 to 27 percent in 2000 to 35
percent in 2007.

“Data in sections 2 and 3 below are from King County Benchmarks Affordable Housing Report, 2008 — 2009,
based on 2007 ACS data.
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E. Low-Moderate and Low-Income Homeowners

1. Three out of four low to moderate income homeowners in King Coimty pay more
than 30 percent of their income for housing costs.

e About 55 percent of homeowners at 50 - 80 percent of median income pay
more than they can afford for housing.

e Two thirds of households in the low-income group (50 percent AMI or below)
pay more than they can afford for housing.

e Eighty-eight percent of those in the lowest income group (below 30 percent of
median income) pay more than 30 percent of their very limited incomes on
housing costs. '

2. Many low-income owner households pay more than 50 percent of their income
for housing.

¢ Oflow-income owner households, 33.4 percent had a severe cost burden for
housing, paying more than 50 percent of household income (5,639 households
in 2000).

e The percentage of low-income owner households that had a severe cost
burden of more than 50 percent of household income was highest in the south
small cities and the east urban area.

. . . 4
3. Low-income owner households in the consortium are cost-burdened.*’

e There are far fewer very low and low-income homeowners than renters in the
consortium (about 40 percent fewer owners than renters at the lower income
levels).

e The consortium has about two times as many very low and low-income home-
owners as in the City of Seattle.

e In 2000, 58 percent of low-income owner households in the consortium were
paying housing costs that were not affordable, with a cost burden that was
over 30 percent of household income (9,776 households in 2000).

4. Among low-income homeowners, the south small cities had the highest
percentage of those who were severely cost burdened, while among very low-
income homeowners, the east urban area had the highest percentage of those who -
were severely cost burdened.

* This is based on HUD 2000 State of the Cities Data System: Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy and
has not been updated.
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Very Low-Income Owner Households

North (912)  East Urban East Small  Skykomish (8) South Urban South Small Vashon (185)
(2,625) Cities (124) (4.603) Cities (501)

L B Percentage with Housing Problems O Percentage with Severe Cost Burden j

C. A Profile of Low to Moderate Income Home Ownér Households (at or below 80
percent of AMI) in the Consortium by Race/Ethnicity*

1. White households are over-represented among low to moderate income
homeowners as compared to their percentage of the population (they are 85
percent of the low to moderate-income home owners and 78 percent of the
population), whereas African American/Black, Hispanic/Latino and Asian
households are all under-represented as home owners by several percentage
points.

» There are approximately 68,277 low to moderate income owner households in
the consortium.

* Eighty-five percent of the low to moderate-income home owner households
are White.

* Low-to moderate income households that are Black/African American, make
up 2.5 percent of the low to moderate-income households.

¢ Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders make up 0.5 percent of the low to
moderate-income households.

“ Data in sections 4 — 8 are based on the 2000 Census and have not been updated. Because the proportion
persons of color in the Consortium has grown, the percentages below may have changed as well.

Prepared by the Department of Community and Human Services Page 49 of 64



VII.

1200

1000

800

600

400

Number of Notice of Trustee Sales Recorded

200

Appendix A

2. In 2000, the east urban area had only about 5,330 affordable homes compared to
approximately 39,150 in the south urban area. In other words, the south urban
area had seven times as much affordable housing stock as the east urban area.

Foreclosures and Homeowner Households at Risk

A. The number of properties subject to a preliminary indicator of foreclosure (Notice of

Trustee Sale) in King County began to rise rapidly in 2007 and 2008, and accelerated
at the beginning of 2009.

e The number of Notices of Trustee Sales, an early indicator of impending

foreclosure, which averaged around 200 per month in 2006, rose to more than 600
per month in the second half of 2008.

* By March to May 2009, the number of Notices of Trustee Sale had risen to over

900 per month. It is not clear if this number will increase further during 2009,
stabilize or decline.

Notice of Trustee Sales Recorded in King County, Jan 2006-May 2009

== Number of Notice of Trustee Sales Recorded N V

Jan-06
Feb-06 |
Mar-06 |
Apr-06 |
May-06 ]
Jun-06
Jul06 |
Aug-06 |
Sep-06 ]
Oct-06 |
Nov-06 |
Dec-06 |
Jan-07 |
Feb-07 1
Mar-07 ]
Apr-07 1
May-07
Jua-07 ]
Jul07 |
Aug-07 ]
Sep-07 ]
0ct-07 |
Nov-07 1
Dec-07
Jan-08 |
Feb-08
Mar-08 |
Apr-08 |
May-08 ]
Jun-08 1
Jul-08 |
Aug-08 |
Sep-08 |
Oct-08 |
Nov-08 ]
Dec-08
Jan-09 ]
Feb-09 |
Mar-09 1

Source: King County Assessor’s Office, courtesy of Chandler Felt, King County Office of Strategic Planning

Note: Because of duplications and recording of foreclosures on personal rather than real
property, the actual number of foreclosed homes may be as much as 1/3 less than the number

shown on this chart. However, the trend line is an accurate representation of the increasing
number of home foreclosures.

B. The map below indicates a high rate of foreclosure in many of the census tracts in the
south county.
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¢ South and southeast King County also show a high rate of households with
mortgages that could be at risk. As many as 16 percent to 24 percent of
mortgages may be at risk in a number of census tracts in the south, and in a
few census tracts in the Shoreline, Bothell, and Juanita / Kingsgate areas.

Rate of High Cost Mortgages by Tract

HUD Estd 2004-6 High Cost Mortgage Rate by Tract
HUD estimated_hicost_loan_rate

7.5% and below {74 tracts)

7.5to0 11.4% (75)

211.4 t0 0.16.0% (74)

16.0 to 23.8% (75)

| 23.8% and higher (75 tracts)

VIII. Housing Condition*

*8 Data used in this section is 2000 Census Data unless otherwise noted. It has not been updated.
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According to the HUD 2000 State of the Cities Data System: Comprehensive
Housing Affordability Strategy, approximately four percent of very low to
moderate income home owners live in owner housing that has substandard
kitchen or plumbing facilities, or is overcrowded.

According to the HUD 2000 State of the Cities Data System: Comprehensive
Housing Affordability Strategy Data, approximately 33 percent of ownership
homes that have a value that is affordable to low-income households have some
problems with the home that may require repair, and approximately 28 percent of
ownership homes that have a value that is affordable to moderate income
households have some problems with the home that may require repair.

Of owner households, 56.5 percent of very low-income and 33.4 percent of low-
income households are severely cost-burdened by the ongoing cost of retaining
their home and have little to no means available to pay for needed repairs to the
home.

Approximately nine percent of the owner housing stock in the consortium may
contain lead and be occupied by a low to moderate income household (see the
Lead Paint Section in Appendix F for more information about our efforts to
reduce lead paint hazards).

Participants in the public and stakeholder forums noted the need for general home
and mobile home repair programs; noting water penetration issues, electrical and
plumbing issues, mold, energy conservation, weatherization, and accessibility
modifications as the highest repair needs.

Participants in the public and stakeholder forums also noted the need for
assistance to low to moderate income condominium owners when they are
assessed large bills for common area repairs, often due to large scale water
infiltration problems. A slight majority of on-line survey respondents agreed that
this type of assistance should be provided, and that the consortium should pursue
a regulatory waiver or amendment in order to be able to serve this need (common
area repairs are currently not eligible repairs under the applicable regulations).

Sixty-four percent of the participants in the public ballot process indicated that
they would be interested in participating in self-help home repair workshops, if
such workshops were created.

The King County Housing Repair staff report that there are many mobile homes
in the consortium in need of repair and/or replacement.
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Transutlonal Housing by Location (Number of Beds)

| Family and Single B e
' .S||f|gle Adul‘t | Young Parent| Youth & | Total Beds Percent:of all

: R : Beds v o Beds
) R o Beds_ Young :

City of Seattle 801 1863 142 2806 65.2%
North King County 36 97 5 138 3%
East King County 16 559 5 580 13%
South King County 66 701 13 780 18%

Beds outside Seattle

1357

35%

¢ Asapercent of King County’s population, those homeless at the time of the
January 30, 2009 one-night count, represented about 0.47 percent or 47
persons out of 10,000.

¢ National studies in 2007 - 2008 have shown a rate of about 0.22 percent (22
persons out of 10,000) of the population as homeless throughout the nation
during a given day or week. As an urban county, King County would be
expected to have a higher rate since about 77 percent of homeless live in

urban areas.

e However, Washington State’s overall homeless rate is about 0.36 percent,
considerably higher than the national average.*

The One-Night Count: Point in Time Census of People who are Homeless in King County
M Street Count - Like Areas ¥ Street Count - New Areas
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Source: Gretchen Bruce: CEH Dashboard-2009 1st Qtr Report

52 National Alliance to End Homelessness, http://www.endhomelessness.org/content/general/detail/2437, July 2009.
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Household Type of Individuals in Shelter or Transitional
Housing: King County 2008

Couples without
children —_—
0.1%

Unaccompanied
minors
0.4%

* Seventy-eight percent of the families with children were in transitional
housing.

¢ Single men, single women, and couples without children made up 46 percent
of the sheltered population. The single men and women were more likely to
be in single-person shelter facilities than in transitional housing.

4. People of color are significantly over-represented in the homeless population.

e In its survey of the sheltered population, the 2009 One Night Count identified
about 69 percent of the homeless population as people of color™®, compared to
about 30 percent of the population as a whole.

e African-Americans, who represent about six percent of the general population,
were nearly 40 percent of the homeless population, and Hispanics, who make
up about seven percent of the general population, were about 12 percent of the
sheltered homeless group.

» Asians, on the other hand, represented less than four percent of the homeless
population, although they are about 14 percent of the general population.

%3 Persons of color includes everyone who is not non-Hispanic White. When the Hispanic population, which mainly
identifies as White, and multi-racial White are included, the White population is around 76.1 percent of the total.
‘When they are excluded, the non-Hispanic White-only group is around 69 percent of the total.
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Reported Instances of Disabilities Among Sheltered
Homeless Population: 2008

‘Mental lllness, 1001

HIV/ AIDS, 99

Development
Disability, 140

6. Eighteen percent of individuals in emergency shelter and transitional housing
relied on employment as their primary source of income. More than this received
some of their income from employment.

o The largest group, 19 percent, said that they had no source of income.

o Fifteen percent received Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF),
and another 27 percent received some other form of public assistance.

7. According to the 2009 one night count survey there were 1,318 people accessing
shelter and transitional housing programs who reported experiencing domestic
violence or abuse within the past year.

e Just over half of these people (674) were adults, and 49 percent (644) of them
were children.

e These instances of reported domestic violence represent a 17 percent increase
over the previous year.

8. In the 2009 One-Night Count, 414 people were identified as having served in the
military. Twenty of these were women.

o Almost all of the identified veterans (98 percent) were in programs designed
to serve single adults.

e Safe Harbors reported that about 15 percent of single individuals surveyed
identified themselves as veterans. Accounting for about 10 percent of the
general population, veterans are over-represented in the homeless population.
Many of the homeless veterans are relatively young (under 35).

9. Many people are discharged from institutions such as hospitals, jails, prisons,
treatment programs, or from the foster care system with nowhere to go.
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2-1-1 Requests for Utility and Rent
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2. The consortium’s primary homelessness prevention program, the Housing
Stability Program served 631 households in 2008. >

e Of these households, 431 or 69 percent had minors in them.

o A total of 1,731 individuals were served.

3. The Safe Harbors 2007 Report estimates that there are approximately 1,555 single
individuals in King County who meet the HUD definition of chronically
homeless: single adults with disabling conditions who have been continually
homeless for a year or more, or have had four or more episodes of homelessness
in the past three years.

e The chronically-homeless are approximately 69 percent male and nearly 30
percent female. »

e Generally this group needs supportive services in addition to housing to help
them succeed in permanent housing.

4. In 2008, Health Care for the Homeless program staff, along with Community
Health Centers of King County, provided 3,104 health care®’ visits to homeless
adults, families, youth and children in the balance of King County, outside the
City of Seattle.

o These visits treated 1,072 unduplicated homeless individuals.

% The Housing Stability Program provides emergency monetary assistance to renters and homeowners at risk to lose
their home.
57 Includes medical, mental health, and other non-medical visits.
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services office, a community council meeting, community centers and a thrift store. Each
of the county’s geographic areas (north urban, east urban, south urban, south small cities,
and east small cities) was included.

The display was at a location for one to three days, scheduled to coincide with each
location’s busiest days of the week, allowing for the public to come to the display at a
convenient time, according to their schedule. The display locations were published in
local newspapers, on the King County web site, and via flyers distributed to service
providers.

A King County staff member was available to answer questions and solicit participation
at each location during the first three to four hours. The remainder of the time the display
was un-staffed, however service providers at most locations pointed out the display to
clients and asked them to participate in the balloting.

People viewing the display were asked to fill out a one-page, five question ballot. The
ballot presented voters with eleven types of housing and community development
projects and asked them to choose the top five needs for their community. All of the
information on the displays and the ballots were presented in four languages: English,
Spanish, Russian, and Chinese. Information on the poverty levels and housing cost
burden specific to each area was presented through maps and graphics which were also
translated. A child’s table with paper and coloring crayons was provided to allow parents
uninterrupted time to complete the ballots.

B. Focus Groups

In February and March of 2004, Clegg & Associates met with staff from each program
area of HCD to design customized focus group agendas and questions that would be most
likely to generate discussion that would be helpful in developing the consolidated plan.
Focus groups covering the following five topic areas were designed: affordable housing,
community development (public infrastructure and economic development; facilities and
human services) homelessness, and housing repair.

Program coordinators each identified 10-15 key stakeholders to be invited to participate
in the focus groups. A total of 39 stakeholders participated in the five focus groups.
Stakeholders included housing providers, service providers, policy makers, and some
consumers.

C. On-Line Survey

Based on the focus group findings, an online survey for providers and other stakeholders
was developed by King County staff with the assistance of Clegg & Associates.
Questions were developed for each of the five sections of the survey to allow respondents
to provide input in one or more of the consolidated plan program areas. Each section
provided the opportunity to rate the need for key services or program activities and to
rank these same services/activities as to their priority. Each section also posed specific
questions to guide the consortium’s decision-making related to proposed changes to the
plan, new strategies to consider, or issues of current relevance in the program area. These
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TABLE 2: NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS FROM EACH CITY
City Number of Respondents

Bellevue 27
Seattle 20
North Bend 19
Kent, Shoreline, Vashon 16 each
Burien 15
Snoqualmie 13
Des Moines 12
Black Diamond 9
Fall City, SeaTac 6 each
Renton 5
Auburn, Maple Valley 4 each
Federal Way, Mercer Island, Sammamish, Tukwila 2 each
Bothell, Carnation, Covington, Enumclaw, Kirkland, 1 each
Newcastle, Ravensdale, Redmond
No City Listed 14
TOTAL 218

Respondents were asked the following three questions (the last one being optional):
o What do you think are the five most important things your community needs? (11 need
areas were listed to select from)

e [fKing County ran a self-repair workshop in communities and made tools and materials
available for people to do their own small home repairs, would you be interested in
participating in such a program?

o If you use the services of payday lenders, would you please share what needs you have
that are met by these services. Would you like to have a less costly option available?

The 11 need areas are categorized below according to HCD program areas:

1. Affordable Housing

e Repair existing low rent apartments
o Create new low rent apartments

* Help low income people buy homes.
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Ballot Results: Urban Sub Regions

South Urban Sub Region

1. Emergency housing assistance (68.5 percent)

2. Help low income households buy a home (65.7 percent)
3. Job training and counseling (62.8 percent)
4.

Create new low rent apartments (60 percent).

East Urban Sub Region

1. Create new low rent apartments (58 pércent)
2. Job training and counseling (55 percent)

3. Community centers (55 percent)
4

. Human services' (55 percent).
Ballot Results: Home Repair Workshops
Public respondents were asked: “If our housing repair program ran self-repair workshops in
communities and made tools and materials available for people to do their own small home

repairs, would you be interested in participating in such a program?”’

Over half of the respondents (64 percent) indicated that they would be interested in home repair
workshops (see chart below).

Interest in home repair workshops, all public ballot

respondents

100%

80% 64%

60% 46%

40%

20%

0% .
yes no '

Interest in self-repair workshops was particularly strong at the Sno-Valley, Cascade (Kent) and
Burien sites, and was fairly strong at the Shoreline and Hopelink (Bellevue) sites.

Ballot Results: Pay Day Lenders
There was a high non-response rate to the optional payday lender question (41 percent). With

the exception of the Burien site (11 percent), the non-response rate at the individual sites for this
question ranged from 31 percent to 81 percent. Of those who answered the question, 51 percent

' Human services includes food banks, health clinics and alcohol/drug abuse services.
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It should be noted that, as respondents worked their way through the survey, the response
rate to the various sections was substantially lower than the overall response rate. While
approximately half of respondents completed the affordable housing section, slightly less
than half of respondents completed the homelessness section. Approximately a quarter of
respondents completed the housing repair section and the two community development
sections, respectively.

Because the Committee to End Homelessness has become a major effort in the region and
the economic development program is a relatively small portion of the Housing and
Community Development Program’s overall activities, HCD staff asked respondents
whether they would support a change in the overall goals from:

e Decent affordable housing

¢ A suitable living environment

¢ Expanding economic opportunities.

To the following set of goals:

» Increase the supply and availability of decent, affordable housing
e End homelessness

» Establish and maintain a suitable living environment and economic opportunities.

When asked whether or not they agreed with the proposed change, 81 percent of survey
respondents indicated that they agreed with the revised goals, as proposed. The findings from
the focus groups and online survey are provided below by topic area:

Affordable Housing Dev_elo;iment Focus Group and Online Survey Results

Focus Group Results

Participants in the Affordable Housing and Finance Focus Group were asked to imagine King
County in 2020 and to describe their vision for how the affordable housing environment will
have changed. They were asked the following questions:

How will consolidated plan dollars have made an impact?
How will the impact of the consolidated plan funds have been measured?
What role will the private sector have played?

What obstacles will have been encountered in improving housing affordability and how
will they have been overcome?

- How should consolidated plan funding be used to produce more affordable housing?

What obstacles exist in using consolidated plan resources effectively?

Prepared by the Department of Community and Human Services Page 9 of 30



Appendix B

Participants also emphasized the need for communication and collaboration among nonprofit
organizations, service providers, suburban cities, and King County to make the most of the
limited funds available and to lobby for policy changes at the state and federal levels. A
futuristic orientation was recommended, including preserving the existing housing stock as land
costs increase, land banking for affordable housing in areas targeted for future transportation and
development, and considering potential changes needed in neighborhoods, such as infrastructure
development. For example, if a light rail system is created, some areas that are now affordable
will no longer be affordable. It would, therefore, be wise to acquire some properties in these
areas now for future use as affordable housing.

Online Survey Results

To gauge the priorities of other providers throughout the County, respondents to the online
survey were asked to rank the need for various affordable housing activities in their area and then
to rank their priorities for action by King County. Survey respondents were also asked three
questions related to issues that arose in the focus group discussion:

e Should King County seek to acquire property for affordable housing that is slated for
future transit or higher density development?

e Should King County switch to two funding rounds per year rather than one, even if the
resources available to affordable housing capital costs would need to be reduced to cover
administrative costs?

¢ Should King County assist a few households each year that are victims of a loan s¢am or
predatory lending scheme in refinancing their homes in order to prevent the loss of their

home?

Finally, respondents were asked to prioritize possible outcomes for measuring the performance
of affordable housing capital funds managed by the King County Consortium.

Respondents to the online survey overwhelmingly (82 percent) identified permanent housing for
special needs populations and homeless households as a high need in their communities. Like
the focus group participants, these providers prioritized the acquisition and rehabilitation of
market rate rental units to result in units affordable to households at or below 30 percent of the
area median income (AMI) and the preservation of existing affordable housing.

Top Six Ratings of Affordable Housing Activities by Stakeholders Consortium-wide (in rank
order preference):

1. Acquisition and rehabilitation of market rate rental housing to result in units affordable to
households at or below 30 percent of AMI

2. Permanent housing for special needs populations including the elderly, frail elderly,
households with disabilities and homeless households

3. Acquisition and rehabilitation of market rate rental housing to result in units affordable to
households from 31 percent to 50 percent of AMI

4. New construction of rental housing for households at or below 30 percent of AMI
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Respondents were asked to identify their preferences, with regard to outcomes, for long-term
measures of affordable rental housing and affordable home ownership. Given a choice among
market, census, and data-based measures or tenant-based measures of affordable rental housing,
respondents indicated a preference for the market, census and data-based measures. In selecting

those outcome measures that should be considered by King County, the following measures
ranked highest:

e Net decrease in the number of low or moderate income households that are burdened by
housing costs (paying more than 30 percent of their income for housing) within each sub-
area, adjusted for population growth (85 percent)

¢ Net change in the number of units that are affordable to the various income levels from
80 percent of AMI and below within each sub-area (82 percent)

o Affordability of a funded housing project in comparison to the average housing in the
area (81 percent).

The highest rated tenant-based measure was whether households feel that their housing is more
stable and that their overall quality of life has improved (80 percent).

More than 70 percent of respondents selected two proposed affordable home ownership
measures for consideration by King County. Seventy-seven percent of respondents preferred a
market, census, or data-based measure that would determine the increase in the home ownership
rate for the various income levels at 80 percent of AMI or below, across the various sub-areas.
Seventy-two percent indicated a preference for an owner-based measure that would assess
whether assisted buyers were able to secure ownership housing in the community of their choice.

When respondents were asked to rate their top preferences for home ownership outcome
measures, the preferred method (63 percent) was to assess whether individual new home owners
experience an increase in housing quality and satisfaction from owning a home.

Survey participants also had the opportunity to provide their comments related to affordable
housing. Echoing the public input results, one individual cited the need for affordable housing
across the housing continuum on Vashon Island. Respondents also suggested that special needs
housing be located in close proximity to transportation and stores and that co-ops might be a
means of encouraging a greater sense of ownership and greater participation in housing
communities. Another individual encouraged King County to consider the degree to which the
housing continuum is maintained or strengthened in measuring outcomes, and lastly, one
respondent suggested that the County consider Built Green and American Lung Association
Healthy Home standards in the construction of new units.
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They stated that there is a need for affordable housing located near services, housing options for
specific populations (e.g., single fathers), and more permanent housing that is affordable to very
low income households. According to participants, housing in South King County tends to be
more affordable but most of supportive services are located in Seattle. As a result, individuals
and families either go without the services they need to achieve and maintain housing stability or
they suffer undue hardship in accessing these services. Participants believe there are very few
housing units or emergency shelters available to single men with children and two-parent
families. Finally, they stated that homeless individuals and families are “cycling” between
emergency shelters and transitional housing without moving into permanent housing and towards
housing stability. '

Participants noted that screening practices by landlords and providers can have a detrimental
impact on homeless individuals and families. While landlords erect barriers to permanent
housing through extensive background checks, housing providers sometimes face the pressure to
cream in order to ensure stronger programmatic outcomes. Finally, budget cuts and
programmatic rules (e.g., Temporary Assistance for Needy Families) have weakened the safety
net for many individuvals and families.

In regard to programmatic and policy strategies for addressing the needs of homeless individuals
and families in King County, participants spoke of the need to place a greater emphasis on
homelessness prevention and to create strong links between affordable housing and supportive
services. To support these strategies, participants urged greater communication and
collaboration among housing and service providers to increase sufficient funding for services and
operations. Participants suggested spending more money on prevention services, perhaps by
covering moving costs, helping to pay a household’s rent for six months to get stabilized,
increasing eviction prevention money, providing down payment assistance, etc. While
cmergency shelters will continue to be needed, participants agreed that funds should be targeted
towards prevention activities.

Online Survey Results

Based on the focus group discussion, the online survey questions delved further into the
following two areas related to homelessness activities:

e Should a higher priority be placed on homelessness services as opposed to other types of
human services?

e Should a higher proportion of available funds be directed to homelessness prevention as
opposed to operating funds and support services funds for existing shelters and
transitional housing?

A majority of respondents consortium-wide either agreed or strongly agreed that a higher priority
should be placed on homelessness services, and that a higher proportion of homelessness
services funds should be directed to prevention.

Results from the South Urban Area and East Urban Area differed on the first proposal above.

While 60 percent of South Urban Cities’ respondents agreed or strongly agreed, only 28 percent
of East Urban Cities’ respondents agreed or strongly agreed. However, on the second proposal
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Housing Repair
Focus Group Results

Housing Repair Focus Group participants were asked a series of questions relating to trends in
general home and mobile home repair needs:

e What are current needs for home repair services?
e What needs are increasing or emerging?

e What obstacles exist to meeting needs?

e How might the needs be addressed?

e What performance measures might be developed to indicate progress towards meeting
these needs?

¢ Provide your perspective on replacement and abatement as an option.

In regard to general home and mobile home repair needs, water penetration, electrical and
plumbing issues, mold, and energy conservation/weatherization issues are at the top of the list.

Participants noted that condominiums, particularly older condominiums, have become one of the
more affordable housing options in recent years, and many condominium complexes have had
problems with water penetration. Aggravating the problem is the fact that condo owners are only
eligible for home repair assistance inside their own units under the federal rules, and cannot
recetve federal assistance for common area rehabilitation and/or improvements. Several low
income condo owners have received large bills for their share of common area rehabilitation
work that they cannot afford to pay.

Water penetration issues also plague mobile homes, as a result of roof failure. In older mobile
homes, electrical and plumbing problems, failed plumbing in particular, are common issues.
Participants noted that increased public awareness of mold and energy conservation and
weatherization issues has resulted in a surge of interest in these areas. With greater public
awareness of these issues, there may be an increased demand for services that cannot be met with
the limited funds available.

As the population ages, service providers are seeing a greater need for assistance to modify
homes for accessibility. With a growing immigrant population, there is also a need for better
ventilation in home design due to different cooking styles. There is similarly a need for
improved public education efforts, particularly targeted to immigrant communities, who are
often unaware of available services or who face difficulties in accessing programs and navigating
the system.

Participants in the focus group questioned whether the Consortium and other entities serving the
housing needs of the public should consider how we market home ownership programs. They
stated that there is often not enough education regarding what it costs to maintain a home over
the long run. Some people may be buying homes that they cannot afford to maintain.
Participants stated that this can be a particular problem with renters who have little experience in
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Housing Repair Program Funding Limits

Respondents were then asked a series of questions about funding provisions for a number of
housing repair services:

1. Should the current $20,000 per project/household limit for zero interest, deferred loans be
maintained, increased, or de-funded?

* Forty-seven percent (47 percent) of respondents stated that the current housing repair
loan limit should be increased. A majority of those respondents felt that the new range
should be from $20,000 to $40,000 per household/project.

» Forty-seven percent (47 percent) of respondents said that the current level of $20,000
should be maintained.

2. Should the current $3,000 per project/household limit for emergency health and safety repair
grants be maintained, increased, or de-funded?

e Seventy-six percent (76 percent) stated that the current limit should be increased.

» Forty-three percent (43 percent) of those respondents thought the limit should be
increased to between $3,000 and $5,000.

* Nearly a third (30 percent) of those respondents and 57 percent of South Urban Cities’
respondents, however, suggested that the limit be increased even further, to between
$5,000 and $10,000.

3. Should a limit be place on home accessibility modification grants, even though such limits
have not been previously imposed?

¢ An overwhelming majority (86 percent) stated that a limit should be placed on home
accessibility modification grants.

* Fifty-eight percent (58 percent) of those suggesting a limit on the home accessibility
modification grants specified that the limit should be in the range of $3,000 to $5,000.

Mobile Home Repair Program

Respondents were provided with a short background reading before the questions. This
background information gave an overview of the mobile home repair program, which serves
mobile home owners who rent the space under the home. Owners of both the land and the home
are eligible for the major home repair program. The background information explained the
rationale for the current limit of $5,000 per owner for mobile home repairs. It also explained that
King County has entered into long-term (50 year) agreements with non-profit organizations to
preserve four mobile home parks in King County as parks that will provide a decent, affordable
housing option for the long term. These parks were referred to as “Agreement Parks”, and all
other parks were referred to as “Non-agreement Parks”.
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'(i_)h_-l:ivne‘Sufv:ey Questlon - | Yes No

Should King County seek to replace obsolete moblle homes in 81% 19%
Agreement Parks?

Should HOME and/or ADDI funds be used to help first-time 92% 8%
homebuyers purchase new mobile/manufactured homes in
Agreement Parks?

Should King County explore strategies to ensure the long-term 84% 16%
affordability of Agreement Parks beyond the agreement

pertods?

Should funds be provided to low income condominium owners 52% 48%

to pay assessments for common area repairs, if regulations that
currently prohibit this practice were amended or waived?

Community Development — Public Services and Community Facilities
Focus Group Results

Focus group participants were asked a series of questions about non-housing community
facilities and human services needs, trends, and obstacles. Questions included:

e How are needs changing and what new needs have emerged?
e What obstacles exist in meeting those needs?

e What should funding priorities be?

e What criteria should guide decision making?

e How should the long-term impact of providing facilities and human services be
measured?

e What should be the Consortium’s strategy for the use of capital dollars?

Many of the service-related issues identified by focus group participants echoed those mentioned
by participants in other focus groups — an increasingly diverse population, an increasingly
complex special needs population, an inadequate safety net, more newly poor people as a result
of economic and employment trends, and a lack of county-wide access to affordable housing. As
in other groups, participants cited the increasing need for operating funds and the need to link
affordable housing to services and facilities across King County. Some of the participants in this
focus group emphasized the need to shift scarce CDBG resources away from seniors and other
special needs populations, citing the rationale that other systems provide substantial resources for
seniors and special needs populations. These participants stated that the needs of young children
are going unmet and that the majority of the populatlon does not fall into a special needs
category.
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Open-ended responses identified health insurance, mental health services, case management, and
culturally-appropriate services as other important public service needs.

Community Facilities

Among community facility needs, respondents ranked neighborhood centers (multi-purpose
centers, including food banks and other community services) as the greatest need (66 percent).

Top Four Rating of Community Facility Needs by Stakeholders Consortium-wide (in rank
order):

1. Neighborhood Multi-purpose Facilities (including food banks and other community
services)

2. Health Facilities

3. Youth Facilities

4. Facilities that serve Persons with Disabilities.

In the South Sub-Area, the rating for community facilities was similar (in rank order):

1. Neighborhood Multi-purpose Facilities
2. . Youth Facilities

3. Senior Facilities

4.

Facilities that serve Persons with Disabilities.

In the East Sub-Area, the rating for community facilities was somewhat different (in rank order):

1. Child Care Facilities

2. Facilities that serve Persons with Disabilities
3. Neigﬁborhood Multi-purpose Facilities

4. Health Facilities.

Community Facility Needs Over the Next Five Years

When asked what needs respondents’ agencies anticipate over the next five years, nearly all (93
percent of 15 agencies) identified a need for additional operating funds.

Other responses from 15 agencies garnered 40 percent or more related to anticipated needs to
acquire new space, add, reconfigure, renovate, or upgrade facility spaces.

Based on the discussion regarding distribution of resources to meet community facility
development needs that emerged from the focus group discussion, online survey respondents
were asked whether they would support a strategy to coordinate funding for regional or sub-
regional community facilities. Eighty-two percent of respondents either agreed or strongly
agreed with this idea.
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Two priority objectives were identified by participants: Improving sewer systems in King
County, including instituting a tiered assessment system related to sewer system installation that
will limit the impact on low income residents, and improving the business climate. In meeting
these objectives, participants noted many of the same obstacles identified by participants in other
focus groups: regulatory burdens; inadequate communication, collaboration, and coordination;
and insufficient resources.

When asked about potential neighborhood revitalization strategies, participants agreed that it
makes sense to start with the areas with the highest poverty index. They noted that many areas
have groups that are already active in local government or planning, whether through
community councils, business groups, or special service districts, and that these groups would
be good contacts for such neighborhood strategies and would be more likely to result in progress
than strategies aimed at broad-based community input.

Online Survey Results: Public Infrastructure

Online survey respondents were asked to rank public infrastructure and economic development
activities in the same way as in the other program areas. As in the focus group, survey
respondents identified the replacement or improvement of septic and sewer systems as the
highest need (46 percent). This result was consistent when respondents were asked to rank the
top two priorities for infrastructure activities. The development or improvement of streets and
sidewalks ranked as the second highest priority.

Rating of Public Infrastructure Needs by Stakeholders Consortium-wide (in rank order):
1. Replacement and/or improvement of failing septic and sewer systems, including paying

assessments for low to moderate income households.

2. Development and/or improvement of street and sidewalks including accessibility
improvements and safety improvements.

3. Tie: Replacement and/or improvement of water systems and/or water treatment systems.
3. Tie: Acquisition of park land and development of park property for recreational activities
such as ball fields, playgrounds, shelters, tables, benches and skateboard ramp facilities.
South Urban Sub-Area Rating of Public Infrastructure was the same as above
East Sub-Area Rating (in rank order):
1. Development and/or improvement of street and sidewalks including accessibility
improvements and safety improvements.

2. Acquisition of park land and development of park property for recreational activities.

Replacement and/or improvement of failing septic and sewer systems, including paying
assessments for low to moderate income households.
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Appendix B-2: Stakeholder and Public Input from 2009 Public Meetings
Public Meetings on 2010 - 2012 Consolidated Plan Update

1. Meetings

North Area Meeting in Lake Forest Park on June 9, 2009

Participants expressed particular interest in building capacity for affordable housing development
in the north cities. In general, more apartments are needed and better access to the countywide
Landlord Liaison Project. It was felt that more political will and planning is needed to create
more affordable housing in the north area of the County.

One stakeholder was particularly interested in the need for housing for very low income persons
with a disability earning about 16 percent of the area median income (AMI).

One stakeholder mentioned good resources for energy efficiency work in Shoreline, in particular.

South County Meeting in Tukwila on June 15. 2009

A question was asked regarding how we compare with national data regarding poverty,
homelessness, etc. The participant thought it would be good to show some comparison in the
Needs Assessment, and staff agreed to do that.

A comment was made that unsheltered families are believed to be higher than the count because
they hide due to fear that children will be taken away. Another comment was made about the
fact that many homeless clients are dealing with Child Protective Services (CPS) issues.

Participants expressed an interest in smaller housing units and starter homes as a way to tackle
affordability issue. A question was asked about whether a mobile home park would be eligible
for CDBG infrastructure funds.

Participants posed questions about various pieces of data:

e Can we get data showing loss of housing from redevelopment, conversion, etc.? Staff
responded that there is data available on demolition of housing units for redevelopment.
Conversion data may be more difficult to get.

e Can we get data about substandard housing? Staff responded that this comes out of the
decennial Census and HUD specially-tabulated data, so it won’t be available again until
around 2011.

e Can we get data about households doubled up and at risk of homelessness, in part due to
leaseholders violating leases by having too many occupants? Staff responded that they
weren’t aware of anyway to quantify this, other than anecdotal information.

This led to a comment about some domestic violence (DV) agencies not getting funding by
THOR and thus there was a loss of units controlled by those agencies. Staff responded that
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King County Council forum in Shoreline seem to indicate this is a priority for these
communities as well.

o North Area Needs

1. North King County residents who are homeless and with disabilities such as mental
illness have few service or housing options in the north end and so migrate elsewhere
in the county for those services. Police in the north county cities report they do not
know what to do with those persons when encountered.

2. North Area participants said they would like to work with the County and the cities in
the north end to create some realistic alternatives such as rental subsidy pools, better
access to the Landlord Liaison Program, and a single point of access to services for
those that might need for housing and shelter. It seems like a planning process with
the North Area cities might be in order, and they seem interested.

3. There is a need for geographic equity in funds distribution, especially for the North
Area. It is easy to overlook the fact that, even though the north area of the county
experiences low growth and change compared to other parts of the county, these
communities have a lot of not very visible, but very real human service issues.

¢ Housing Preservation

Preservation of multi-family housing should be a priority, including a housing subsidy
such as a local section 98.

e Homelessness Prevention
Preventing individuals and families from becoming homeless needs to be a priority.
¢ Domestic Violence

Specific housing needs to be dedicated to domestic violence agencies in the South and
East County. There are safety concerns and DV case management is
specific/comprehensive. For DV agencies to “access” other types of housing is not the
same level of service.

When asked what approaches to expanding housing for all income levels and needs would be
most fruitful in the coming three years, respondents said:

o The ability to address challenges resulting from the current recession and mortgage crisis.
In the short term, our need to stabilize households and communities may be greater than
other housing challenges.

e The need to continue momentum to address area homeless, especially those with high
service needs.

e In the coming three years, we need to distribute human services resources better
throughout the county. This will help bring more of the community into engagement
with the problem and hopefully bring more of a solution. The North and Northeast feel
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used by many communities to revitalize neighborhoods or downtown areas and
encourage more housing units near transit. Examples of completed TODs are located at
the downtown transit center in Renton and at the Overlake Park and Ride in Redmond. -

II1. Permitting

In 1995, the Washington State Legislature adopted ESHB 1724, a regulatory reform
effort intended to streamline local permit processes, and to simplify land use and
environmental regulations. This legislation and its subsequent amendments require local
jurisdictions to:

1. Integrate State Environmental Policy Act review into their standard permit
process.

2. Allow for no more than one open record hearing appeal and one closed record
appeal during the permit process.

3. Establish time periods for local actions on permit applications and provide timely
and predictable procedures to determine whether an application is complete and
whether a complete application meets the requirements of the development
regulations. Iflocal governments fail to meet their timelines they may be held
liable for damages.

Many cities have made revisions to their codes to streamline permitting procedures and
some offer expedited permitting for a fee, such as Shoreline and Burien. Several cities
including Auburn, Burien, Issaquah, Kent and Tukwila have adopted Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statements to minimize review time and cost for projects in
designated areas.

Some communities including Bellevue, Burien, Federal Way, Kenmore and Kirkland
have made adjustments to their Building Code to allow Five Story Wood Frame
Construction (as opposed to four stories, which has been the norm) in an effort to
increase housing development and affordability. Several other jurisdictions are
considering adopting standards that would permit this type of development.

IV.Zoning

Most cities allow a wide variety of housing options in their communities. Washington
State law requires that all counties and cities with over 20,000 residents allow Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADUSs) in single family zones. Most communities in King County
below this threshold also have adopted provisions to allow ADUs in single family
neighborhoods with the primary restrictions limiting detached accessory units.
Washington State law also requires jurisdictions to allow Manufactured Housing that
meets U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development certification in all zones
where single family housing is allowed. These units must comply with the same zoning
requirements as other single family homes.
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King County and in some cities to allow increased density. Redmond has its own TDR
program to transfer rights from critical habitat, steep slopes and agricultural lands.

Other incentives offered by cities include the following: Kent provides tax exemption
provisions for owner-occupied multi-family (condominium, townhome) in the downtown
area. King County has provisions to allow the dedication of surplus property for
affordable housing development that is being used in several projects including the
Greenbrier Heights project in Woodinville; and Mercer Island provides waivers for
design review and permit fees for projects with affordable housing.

VII. Development Capacity

The 2002 Buildable Land Analysis Report revealed a total capacity in multi-family zones
of 63,000 additional units supplemented with capacity for another 102,000 multi-family
units in mixed-use zones. Of the 152,000 total new households expected over the next 20
years, it is estimated that 61,000 (40 percent) will earn 80 percent of median income or
below. Multi-family housing will provide the bulk of housing affordable to these
households and it appears that capacity for multi-family and mixed use development is
sufficient to meet the expected demand. Provisions by jurisdictions to allow
manufactured homes, accessory dwelling units and group homes in single family zones
supplement the capacity to accommodate affordable housing development needed to
serve new households.

Currently about 50 percent of new development is single family in character. If this ratio
is maintained, then 76,000 of the 152,000 new households expected should be single
family homes. Capacity for the development of 79,700 single family homes in urban
areas should be adequate to address demand for new single family homes. This capacity
will be supplemented through development of single-family homes in Master Planned
Developments and rural areas which were not included in the single-family capacity
analysis.

VIII. Fees and Dedications

Many jurisdictions assess transportation impact fees. A smaller number of communities
assess impact fees for schools, fire and parks. Fee waivers are available for affordable
housing in Bellevue, Covington, Issaquah, Kirkland, Redmond and King County. In
Issaquah, fees for parks, traffic and fire are waived for affordable housing, however, there
is no waiver of school fees. Snoqualmie waives processing fees for affordable housing,
Other exemptions include school fee exemptions for senior housing in Aubumn, traffic fee
exemption for housing in downtown Auburn, school fee exemptions for accessory
dwelling units in Federal Way, and in downtown Renton fees are waived for new for-sale
housing.
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e Redevelopment of Park Lake Homes I into a mixed-income neighborhood now
known as Greenbridge, integrating it into the broader community, and replacing
all existing housing units. All units that are replaced off site will be in
communities with lower poverty rates, high-performing schools, and better
economic opportunities. By 2009, rental housing at Greenbridge was completed
and occupied.

e Redevelopment of Park Lake Homes II, which is in the initial stages and will
build upon on the success of prior redevelopment efforts. This is a different
development from Greenbridge, and has been awarded a separate HOPE VI grant.

¢ Revitalization of Distressed Communities, including White Center. In
conjunction with the Park Lake Homes redevelopment effort, the KCHA is
actively pursuing revitalization of the broader community by undertaking
infrastructure projects and by acquiring and improving other properties in the
area.

e Transitioning to an Asset Management Approach. The KCHA has implemented
organizational changes in preparation for a more comprehensive transition to an
asset management approach, or property-based management of public housing.
During the course of the next few years, the KCHA will strengthen its
management and operations by implementing management practices and
accounting systems designed to focus on the performance (and 1mprovement of
performance) of each public housing development.

o Increased housing and support services resources for disabled populations. The
KCHA will continue to pursue additional housing resources for disabled
households through the Section 8 Program. Currently, the KCHA works in
partnership with a consortium of service systems to administer almost 1,400
Section 8 vouchers by combining access to housing subsidies with appropriate
support services for people with disabilities.

e Designated housing units for the elderly and near elderly. The KCHA has
adopted a designation plan that assigns a percentage of units to elderly and near
elderly residents in every mixed population public housing building. The strategy
complements the opportunities for younger disabled households described above.

e Maintaining adequate support services for public housing residents. The KCHA
partners with a broad range of service providers to serve families and their
children, elderly households, and disabled individuals. These services are
designed to increase residents’ stability and economic self-sufficiency and to
strengthen their ability to live independently.

e Ensuring the long-term physical viability of public housing developments. The
KCHA has developed and continues to refine its long-term capital plan to ensure
that extremely low-income households in King County will have continued access
to quality housing opportunities.

¢ Policy initiatives to complement other strategies. The KCHA is systematically
reviewing its public housing and Section 8 policies to improve the effectiveness
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(year), and projected costs of all capital projects that will be undertaken during the
next 10 years.

The estimated total cost for projects in the 10-year plan is approximately $43
million based on current costs. These estimates will be updated annually. It also
identifies all capital needs that are deferred beyond 2012. Based on current costs,
these projects total about $49 million. The KCHA’s ability to adhere to the plan
depends mainly on annual appropriations for the capital fund by Congress. This
plan will be updated as needed.

Below are some of the major needs that the KCHA will address over the next 10
years:

Park Lake Homes Redevelopment: The KCHA received a HOPE VI
Revitalization Grant in 2001 for the Park Lake Homes I community. This
distressed community is being completely redeveloped into a mixed-income
neighborhood of public housing and market rate rentals as well as
homeownership opportunities for a broad spectrum of household incomes.
Three hundred public housing units will be replaced on site, and 269 will be
replaced elsewhere on a one-for-one basis with units funded by project-based
Section 8 assistance.

Park Lake Homes II Redevelopment: The KCHA received a second HOPE
VI Revitalization grant in 2007 for this second development in the White
Center community. All units will be replaced on site, with additional homes to
create a mixed-income neighborhood.

Fire and Life/Safety Upgrades in Mixed-Population Buildings: The KCHA

- has-developed a multi-year plan to update the Fire and Life/Safety systems in

all its mixed-population buildings. This project was completed in 2009.

Springwood Family Center: Construction of a new 25,000 square foot family
center at the Springwood Apartments in Kent is scheduled to be completed in
FY2004. The new center will house a Head Start facility, a public health
clinic, and a career development center. This project was completed in 2007.

Springwood Apartments Revitalization: This aging and physically distressed
property will undergo a multi-million dollar renovation over a multi-year
period. Because capital fund resources are inadequate to fund this project,
KCHA will explore all avenues to finance this initiative. The KCHA is
currently under construction on this project.

Signage Design Standards: The KCHA will complete development of signage
design standards to complement interior design, exterior features, and
aesthetic values. These standards will help the KCHA strengthen its efforts to
ensure that its public housing developments blend in with and enhance the
neighborhoods where they are located.
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2. The RHA Waiting List

The RHA Section 8 waiting list is currently closed with about 612 applicants
to be served before it can be re-opened.

Average wait list time for RHA public housing is 4.5 years for a one-bedroom
unit, 6.5 years for a two-bedroom, and 3+ years for a three or four-bedroom

3. The RHA Plans and Initiatives

RHA has been working with community partners and the Sound Families
Initiative to create transitional housing opportunities in Renton. The RHA
provides exit vouchers for households transitioning to permanent housing in
the community. Recent projects are Vision House, which will provide 15
units of transitional housing and Children’s Village, which will provide 12
units of transition housing to single parents with children.

The RHA in partnership with the Downtown Action to Save Housing
completed construction of a multi-family tax credit/tax-exempt bond-funded
project in downtown Renton to prove 92 units of workforce housing.

The RHA would like to develop more projects that contain large bedroom
units in order to meet the needs of large families on their waiting list.

The RHA is working on beginning a workforce home ownership program that
will be a two year lease-to-own program.
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_. _ ‘_Se_c_ti:o_n 8 Vouchers | Public Housin_g, Mfg. | Workforce Total by
Sub-Region (Both ?_Tenant-_ and | ) EHovusing,' and : A'_ssisted R é i on
o .+ Project Based) Preserved Units Units* ST
North King County 466 526 105 1,097
East King County (urban) 1,655 824 980 3,469
South King County (urban) 7,560 2,630 891 11,081
Rural Cities and Vashon 102 61 12

e

?msm

i

IV. Renton Housing Authority

The following Section 8 Vouchers and projects are under the management of the Renton
Housing Authority (RHA). They include both tenant and project based Section 8 vouchers,
traditional public housing units, and a variety of redeveloped and market rate buildings which
provide affordable housing units.

Section 8 RHA Vouchers 316

Section 8 Vouchers Ported in from Other Jurisdictions |353

Total Vouchers 669
Public Housing Units 238

Other Assisted Units* 588

Total Project-Based Assisted Units 826
Total Assisted Units 1495
“these are ¢ ’agiéléped rental 'U‘mts OWned and managed by RHA using project-
based Se¢

additional

element’

2,441 3,817

North King County* 1,007 279

East King County (urban) 3,469 2,242 1,540 7,251
South King County (urban) 11,081 1,495 9,330 2,823 24,729
Rural Cities and Vashon 175 - 280 455
Total - 15,822 1,495 11,851 7084 © 36252

There are a total of 36,252 housing units in King County supported by federal, state, and local
funding sources in order to make them affordable. About 10,500 of these are supported by
tenant- or project-based Section 8 funds, over 4,200 by traditional federal public housing funds,
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higher income communities where buildings occupied exclusively by low- to moderate-income
households are generally not available. Funding for projects that involve displacement will be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. The elements to be evaluated for consortium funded projects
that will cause displacement include, but are not limited to, the following:

1. The public benefit of the project
2. The extent and cost of relocation

3. The feasibility of project alternatives that do not involve displacement of tenants.

III. Displacement in Projects Receiving Federal Funds: Federal Relocation Assistance
Requirements

The following relocation assistance benefits and procedures will be required when a project
includes federal funds and is subject to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (URA) and/or Section 104(d) of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, as amended (Barney Frank Amendment).

King County Housing staff is responsible for ensuring that requirements are met for notification
and provision of relocation assistance, as described in the URA and The Barney Frank
Amendment.

IV. Uniform Relocation Act

If a county assisted federally funded activity involves acquisition of a property with existing
residential or business tenants, the following URA notification and relocation assistance policies

apply.

Applicant applying for public funding on a project must inform the seller in writing that it does
not have the power of eminent domain prior to signing the purchase and sales agreement. They
must also provide the seller with an estimate in writing of the fair market value of the property
(1.e., an appraisal). Applicants that have site control prior to applying for public funding should
have completed this step at the time of purchase and sale.

Any tenant (resident or business) in occupancy at the signing of the purchase and sale agreement
is protected under the URA. All tenants must be notified in writing at the time the purchase and
sale agreement is signed or at time of application to be considered for federal funding. This
notice informs the tenant of the pending sale and of their rights under the URA. If the seller
rents any vacant units between the signing of the purchase and sale agreement and closing the
new tenant must be notified of the pending sale. All tenants must be kept informed of project
activities and scheduling.
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e The location on a map and the number of dwelling units by size (number of bedrooms)
that will be provided as replacement dwelling units. If such data are not available at the
time of the general submission, King County will identify the general location on an area
map and the approximate number of dwelling units by size and provide information
identifying the specific location and number of dwelling units by size as it is available.

» The source of funding and a time scheduled for the provision of the replacement dwelling
units.

e The basis for concluding that each replacement dwelling unit will remain a low-income
dwelling unit for at least 10 years from the date of initial occupancy.

¢ Information demonstrating that any proposed replacement of dwelling units with smaller
dwelling units (e.g., a two-bedroom unit with two one-bedroom units) is consistent with
the housing needs of lower-income households in King County.

V1. Displacement in Projects Receiving Non-federal Funds or Seeking Relocation Plan
Approval for Another Fund Source from the Consortium

Please see the “Local Relocation Policies” section of the King County Consortium Practices and
Guidelines.
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e Neighborhood revitalization strategies, such as those in place for White Center (see
Appendix L), will help to make high poverty, deteriorated neighborhoods in the
Consortium attractive for new investments, and to create new jobs and economic
opportunities.

e Assisting small and/or economically disadvantaged businesses in predominantly low
to moderate income communities with improvements to their commercial property
may help to revive a deteriorated commercial area and retain or increase jobs.

» Assisting low to moderate income persons in obtaining job skills and employment
services helps households to find work or secure a better-paying job.

B. Consortium objectives and strategies that directly affect job retention or creation

Directly assisting businesses with technical assistance, and/or financial assistance helps
businesses to remain viable or expand to create new jobs.

C. Partnerships and initiatives supported by King County and/or the consortium jurisdictions

e The King County Jobs Initiative is a means of reducing poverty by helping people get
and keep jobs, currently serving residents of the highest poverty areas in South King
County. Beginning in 2010 this program will focus on providing jobs to the ex-
inmate population of the county.

e The Committee to End Homeless has developed a Ten Year Plan to End
Homelessness in King County.

e Growth Management Planning: the Growth Management Planning Council is
working to plan for housing/jobs balance throughout the County so that jurisdictions’
housing and employment targets correlate, and there is an adequate supply of
affordable housing located in the proximity of jobs.

e King County and the consortium have supported the King County Housing
Authority’s (KCHA) effort to revitalize the distressed community of White Center,
and to redevelop Park Lake Homes into a mixed-income community with public
housing dispersed throughout. The KCHA also secures grants and partners with a
number of agencies to provide service resources for its residents, especially services
that are designed to increase economic self-sufficiency.
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III. Public Review

1. The public is invited to comment on the Consolidated Plan for a period of 30 days prior
to its adoption by the King County Council. A notice of availability of the proposed
new proposed Consolidated Plan is published in the legal section of the Seattle Times
and other selected local newspapers and on the King County Housing and Community
Development Program (HCD) website and through community-based agencies. Free
copies of the Draft Consolidated Plan are available during the period of public review
by mail, at the King County Housing and Community Development office and via the
King County web site, which can be accessed at any public library.

2. The public is also invited to comment at the King County Council hearings where the
Consolidated Plan is discussed and adopted. All comments that are submitted in
writing or provided orally during the public comment period or at public hearings or
meetings shall be considered in preparing the final plan. A summary of comments
received and how they were handled, as well as the reasoning behind the rejection of
any comments that are not accepted for inclusion in the Consolidated Plan will be
included in the Public Comment Section.

IV.  Changes to the Plan

e Minor Changes

Minor changes are edits and/or corrections that do not alter the purpose of intended
beneficiaries of any of the strategies adopted in the Strategic Plan section. These
changes do not require King County Council action, public notice or a public
comment period, but do require review by the Consortium’s Joint Recommendations
Committee.

e Substantial Changes
Substantial changes are those which:
1. Alter the purpose or intended beneficiaries of a strategy identified in the
strategic plan section
2. Add or delete a strategy in the strategic plan
3. Alter the annual accomplishment goals and/or the long-term goals of the

major strategies in the strategic plan.

Substantial changes will require public notice and an opportunity for the public to
comment for 30 days prior to the King County Council action to adopt the change(s)
to the Consolidated Plan. Public notice will be placed in the major local papers, on
the King County web site and through e-mail to local community agencies.
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6. The HOME and ESG Consortium

The City of Seattle receives and administers its own CDBG and HOME funds and does
not participate in either of the King County Consortia. The cities of Bellevue, Auburn
and Kent, which receive their own CDBG funds, participate only in the HOME
Consortium (HOME-only cities), as well as other locally funded consortium
programs. '

All but four of the remaining King County jurisdictions participate in the HOME
Consortium, which was organized in 1992 for the purpose of sharing HOME funds
and other federal housing funds, such as Emergency Shelter Grant Funds.> Thus, the
HOME Consortium is larger than the CDBG Consortium, comprising 33 cities and
the unincorporated areas of the County.

HOME and ESG funds are allocated as single Consortium-wide pots of funds.
HOME funds are administered by the King County Housing and Community
Development Program (HCD) as a single Consortium-wide pot of funds, with a
Housing Finance Program Request for Proposals (“RFP”) process at least annually.

Emergency Shelter Grant funds are also administered by King County HCD as one
Consortium-wide pot of funds. HCD announces the availability of these funds
through a periodic “Homeless Assistance Fund” RFP process for multiple year
awards.

8. Availability of annual funds to meet the objectives of the Consolidated Plan

CDBG capital funds available through the Consortium are announced every spring with

pre-applications due in early spring and full applications generally due in May or June.
Notifications of CDBG funds available are made via newspaper, notices to stakeholders,
the HCD website and other forms of media announcements.

Joint Agreement cities conduct separate application processes for the capital and human

services funds they administer, with those processes generally starting in the spring.

Funds for affordable housing objectives of the plan. HCD administers HOME funds for
the entire HOME Consortium, with allocation decisions made in collaboration with the

cities in the HOME Consortium. Funds available for affordable housing projects

throughout King County through HCD are announced every summer, with applications
generally due in August or September.

ESG and CDBG funds for homeless housing operations and services and emergency

needs through HCD are announced and available approximately every two years,
generally in the spring, and are awarded in multi-year awards.

? The cities of Normandy Park and Milton have chosen not to participate in the King County Consortia. Milton
participates as a part of Pierce County. Medina and Newecastle wish to participate in the King County Consortia, but
did not submit an agreement in time to participate in 2009; consequently HUD entitlement funds are not currently
available to address the needs of the residents of Normandy Park, Medina, and Newcastle.
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amendments to the plan, as specified below, are being proposed for CDBG, HOME or
ESG funds.

¢ Minor Changes

O

A change in the amount of any single source of federal funds awarded to a project
by 50% or less; or

A change in the eligible activity or location, or a change in the estimated number
of intended beneficiaries of more than 50%, but not the purpose, scope or
intended beneficiaries of a project.

Minor changes do not require public notice or Council action. The sub-recipient’
requesting the minor change(s) will inform the County in writing before they are
implemented. '

e Amendments

O

A change in the amount of any single source of federal funds awarded to a project
by more than 50 percent, plus or minus (unless the minus is merely the result of
an under-run)

A change in the purpose, scope or intended beneficiaries of a project

A cancellation of a project or addition of a new project funded with federal funds,
including new housing projects selected by the JRC after the Annual Action Plan
is submitted to HUD.

All amendments to adopted projects must be approved by the JRC or Joint
Agreement city, whichever body initially awarded the funds, and submitted for
public comment for 14 days before they are submitted to HUD. Amendments that
have been approved by the JRC or the city will be published in local newspapers
at least 14 days before they are implemented and the public will be invited to
comment during the 14 day period. All public comments will be considered
before implementation, and before the amendment is submitted to HUD.

Amendments to the Joint Agreement cities’ CDBG projects, can be adopted by
the cities’ councils through a consent agenda or regular Council meeting.
Amendments to housing development projects can be adopted by the JRC at a
regular meeting. The County will submit the changes to HUD as necessary per
this plan.

* A sub-recipient is the entity awarded funds for a project.
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15. King County Housing & Community Development Office Staff Contacts

e HCD office line ' 206-263-9032

e For information about the Consolidated Plan: Rose Curran
Affordable Housing Planner
rosemary.curran@kingcounty.gov
206-263-9268

¢ For information about the Annual Action Plan
or the CAPER: ' Kathy Tremper
Coordinator, Community
Development Section
kathy.tremper@kingcounty.gov
206-263-9097

e HCD Office Information: Housing and Community Development
Program '
401 Fifth Avenue, Suite 510
Seattle, WA 98104-1818
Cheryl Markham, Program Manager
cheryl.markham@kingcounty.gov
206-263-9067
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Comment Comment How Comment was Handled
Source
Agency The commenter wrote that the plan is An additional phrase was added to the

thorough, well laid out, easy to understand
and captures the picture of needs in King
County, particularly housing needs. The
commenter asked to add some additional
language to the Key Finding regarding
diversity and languages, concemning the
need for ESL opportunities for persons
who do not speak English.

finding, as follows: “The increase in
diversity and languages in the region
indicates a need for greater cultural
competency, including the availability
of program information in languages
other than English, amongst agencies
serving the public, as well as adequate
opportunities for individuals to learn
English as a second language.”

Note: No public comments were received during the 30-day comment period for the 2010 —
2012 Update of the Consolidated Plan. Comments referenced here were given in 2004 — 2005.
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I1. History and Background

The White Center area has always been one of transition. Like many neighborhoods in the
greater Seattle area, residential and commercial growth in White Center developed as a result of
streetcar suburb expansion during the period of 1912 to 1933. However, the area was never
annexed into the city of Seattle as were other similar neighborhoods, and as a result, White
Center did not experience the benefits of redevelopment. Consequently, this neighborhood has
retained much of its early character and has suffered from a lack of investment. The history of
the White Center area can be divided into five distinct periods:

e Historic American Indian presence (pre 1870)

e Pioneer development/logging (1870-1911)

e Railway line and early commercial development (1912-1929)
e Depression and war years (1930-1945)

¢ Post-war development (1945-1959).

The railway line development and post World War II periods were the primary periods of growth
and development in the area. The railway development spurred the creation of the commercial
district. Commercial buildings were constructed on land that was platted concurrent with the
railway franchises. Most of these structures were relatively simple in design, usually one-story
structures with shared walls. However, some two-story commercial buildings with ornate
designs were built. Storefronts usually had large expansive windows and awnings along the
entire fagade. The facades, windows, entry ways and zero setbacks gave the business district a
drive-up, and some-what pedestrian friendly atmosphere.

The influx of workers into the area caused a demand for housing. During World War II, a large
number of very simple homes were built to house workers. Those homes were initially thought
to be temporary, but eventually were acquired by the KCHA as Park Lake Homes public
housing. In addition, the land around the business district was platted and subdivided into urban
scale residential lots. Most of the homes built were modest single story homes, within walking
or short driving distance of the business district.

After the post-war era, the building of State Highway 509 in the 1950’s reduced the traffic
through White Center and many businesses moved out of the area. The area became dominated
by single family residences and small-scale commercial development was concentrated within
three distinctly defined business districts: White Center, Salmon Creek, and Top Hat.

Today the area is primarily residential. The housing in the area is predominately modest single
family residences and over 53 percent of the housing is owner-occupied. Approximately 28
percent of the housing is multi-family, and much of the multi-family housing stock is under the -
ownership of the KCHA. About 31 percent of the area’s rental housing is subsidized as public
housing or by a housing voucher. The median age of the housing stock in the area is about 46
years. Compared to the rest of King County, housing costs are relatively affordable.
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IV.  Community Planning and Consultation
A. Planning and Community Development from 1994 - 2003

Community and economic development planning for the White Center area has been
an on-going process since the White Center plan of 1994. A progress report was
produced in February 1996, with an update that followed in 2001.°> These reports
detailed the progress and accomplishments on the goals, strategies and vision outlined
in the 1994 plan and what remained to be accomplished.

As a follow up to the 1994 plan and the 1996 progress report, King County partnered
with the Annie E. Casey Foundation to form the White Center Resident Leadership
Council (WCRLC) in 2001. The purpose of this effort was to gather together 50
community leaders representing all of the major constituencies of the White Center
area and help them move forward in carrying out community planning.

The WCRLC leaders discussed the area’s needs, assets and priorities and their visions
for a healthy and viable White Center Community. Meetings were held at least twice
a month from January to June of 2001. Staff members from HCD and the King
County Office of Business Relations and Economic Development (BRED) were very
active in working with the WCRLC on housing and economic development planning
issues during this period. From these meetings the following priorities were
established:* '

¢ Create a Community Development Corporation to promote economic
development and affordable housing

e Concentrate resources on the main street revitalization for the White Center
business district

e Support the expansion the King County Jobs Initiative

e Preserve and/or create affordable housing in the area

e Create a neighborhood advisory/advocacy group

e Developa commuhity cultural center

e Create a community school at White Center Heights Elementary.
During the period of time in which the WCRLC was meeting, the KCHA announced |
its intention to seek a HOPE VI grant to revitalize most of Park Lake Homes, a very

large complex of old World War II public housing in White Center. The KCHA
sought and received HOPE VI funding to complement the WCRLC work, and

2 Progress Report: White Center Community Action Plan and Area Zoning, King County, February 1996.

#2000 Final Update: White Center Community Action Plan and Area Zoning, King County, January 2001.

* White Center Community Development Investment Plan, King County and Annie E. Casey Foundation, September
2001.
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opportunities, while retaining notable historic and cultural aspects
contributing to its small-town, main street character.

e In 2005 and 2006, the county loaned $142,000 to four property owners for
facade improvements to 12 storefronts based on the UW’s design work.
These improvements are in the central business district and are complete.

o The county worked with another property owner to facilitate facade
improvements to 10 storefronts along 16™ Avenue in the heart of the
downtown White Center. The property owner financed these improvements
conventionally, but was motivated to make them based on the previous fagade
improvements mentioned above. He is currently planning more fagade
improvements to other storefronts and the addition of 12-20 housing units
above his commercial properties along the same street.

e King County has participated in the White Center Partners Group since 2002.
The Partners Group is comprised of State and local government agencies,
local non-profits, and foundations dedicated to improving social, housing, and
economic conditions for low-income residents of White Center.

e King County has explored the possibility of a Transit-Oriented Development
project in conjunction with U.S. Bank on its property. This mixed-use project
would provide new, affordable housing units, new retail space, and a park-
and-ride lot in the downtown corridor. The project is on hold until there is
improvement in the general economy.

C. Preparing the Revitalization Strategy

Due to King County’s extensive partnership role in neighborhood planning efforts
and the large amount of participation by community residents, stakeholders and
organizations in the processes that produced the plans and reports, King County
reviewed several plans and reports in preparing the revitalization strategy.

The documents reviewed included the following:
e Creating the Future: White Center Community Action Plan and Area Zoning

(1994) prepared by King County

e Progress Report: White Center Community Action Plan and Area
Zoning(1996) prepared by King County

e 2000 Final Update, White Center Community Action Plan and Area Zoning
(2001)

e White Center Commumty Development Investment Plan (2001) prepared by
King County

¢ Survey Report - Survey and Inventory of Historic Resources in White Center
(2002) King County Historic Preservation Program
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small businesses that provide services and goods to the surrounding residential
neighborhoods. Many of these businesses are owned by ethnic minorities and/or
women, and many can be considered economically disadvantaged or underutilized
enterprises. The exact boundaries of the proposed NRSA are as follows (A map of
the NRSA is included in this plan as Attachment I):

e North: From 18" Avenue SW east along SW Roxbury to 2" Avenue SW,
east along the City of Seattle borderline to SR 509

e South: From S124th Street and SR 509 to SW 126" Street to 112" SW

e East: State Route 509 from S 99" Street to S 124" Street

e West: North from SW 126" SW along 12™ Avenue SW then west on SW
116" Street to 16 Avenue SW, north to SW 112" Street, west to 19" Avenue
SW and north to SW Roxbury.

The area includes all or portions of the following contiguous census tracts:

Census Tract Block Group
265 1,2,3,4

266 1

267 1

268.01 1,2,3,4,5
268.02 1,2,3,4,5
269 1,2

270 3

. Population Demographics

According to the 2000 U.S. Census the proposed NRSA has 6,022 households with a
population of 16,285. In the White Center CDP (which includes White Center and
the neighboring area of Boulevard Park, and had about 21,000 residents in 2000) over
21.3 percent of the population does not speak English or speaks it less than very well
compared to 8.4 percent in King County as a whole. Over 45 different languages are
spoken and 35.6 percent of the population speaks a language other than English in
their homes. This compares to 18.4 percent for all of King County. Forty-four
percent of the population rents their residences. Other demographic highlights of the
NRSA are as follows:

e In 2000, 64.9 percent of the population (10,570 persons) were low to
moderate-income

e In 2000, 64.9 percent of households (3,908 households) were low to
moderate-income
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1. Empowerment Zone or Enterprise Community Designation

The proposed area has not been federally designated as an Empowerment Zone or
Enterprise Community. However, within the boundaries of the proposed NRSA
is the White Center Community Empowerment Zone (CEZ). This is a state
designation for an area that meets the unemployment and poverty criteria defined
in the state of Washington’s Revised Code. To qualify for state CEZ designation
the area must meet three criteria including: 1) at least 51 percent of the
households have incomes at or below the county median income, 2) average
unemployment is at least 102 percent of the county-wide average unemployment
rate, and 3) a five-year economic development plan for the area must be
developed. The CEZ designation provides some relief of state business and
occupation and retail sales taxes to certain businesses who locate within the area
or hire residents who live in the CEZ. The CEZ encompasses parts of Census
Tracts 265 and 266 and all of 268.

C. Assessment
1. Economic Conditions

The White Center NRSA is predominantly residential with single and multi-
family housing surrounding a small major business district, White Center, and
two smaller commercial areas, Top Hat and Salmon Creek. The area is ideally
located, being surrounded by four cities (Seattle, Burien, Tukwila and SeaTac),
and close to SeaTac airport, the Port of Seattle, Interstate 5 and major employers
such as Boeing. However, the area has suffered from under-investment by the
private sector and a high need for over-stretched public resources. The area is the
most concentrated area of poverty in the King County Consortium, historically
having a very large amount of public and subsidized housing and a higher than
average crime rate compared to other parts of the county.

As mentioned previously, the housing stock in the neighborhood includes two
large public housing communities managed by KCHA, Park Lake Homes I and II.
Park Lake Homes 1 is the largest portion of the public housing, and is currently
undergoing HOPE VI redevelopment. The new name for Park Lake Homes I is
Greenbridge. The nearly-completed Greenbridge project is bringing many more
residents of a variety of income levels to the area and will continue to do so over
the next several years. It is the hoped that the redevelopment of this very large
piece of land from public housing into a vital mixed-income community will spur
a fair amount of economic development activity. In addition, KCHA has also
received HOPE VI funding for Park Lake 11 and King County is investing in the
Park Lake II revitalization effort as well.
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is a concentration of roughly 116,000 persons within the West Seattle/North
Burien sub-region of King County. That population is isolated from the main part
of King County. It is of a size consistent with community scale shopping centers,
including a small one currently located near White Center called Westwood
Village. There are large concentrations of regional and big box retail shopping
opportunities in Seattle and Tukwila, plus competitive concentrations of retail
space in other parts of West Seattle and Burien. Quantitatively, there is limited
support for retail businesses in White Center and there is limited vacant space to
fill. Future support and growth in retail trade will rely on reducing leakage of
spending to other areas, identifying specific niches and other means to attract
more retail investment, and improving the real or perceived image and safety
concerns. There is little quality office space, and while none has been built,
realtors report a demand for this space. The development of quality office space
offers good potential for redevelopment of the White Center business district.

Housing needs of residents: Over 60 percent of the housing in the area is modest
single family detached homes, many of which are rented out by absentee owners.
Based upon the 2000 U.S. Census 55.9 percent of the housing stock is owner-
occupied. Though a complete housing survey has not been done in the last 20
years, it appears that much of the stock is fairly well-maintained, but that there are
some serious problem properties scattered throughout the community, and a fair
amount of need for housing rehabilitation. Currently, 31 percent of the area’s
rentals are subsidized either as public housing or by a housing voucher. The
HOPE VI projects of KCHA, which are being significantly supported by King
County, will offer many new housing, business and community resource
opportunities that are desired by the neighborhood.

In June 2004 the community-based WCCDA held a community housing forum.
In addition to the forum, the organization also gathered over 100 housing surveys
from residents. Through the survey and the forum residents indicated the
following:

e Forty-eight percent wanted to own their own home

¢ Eighty-seven percent believed that the area should be a neighborhood of
all income levels

* Renters wanted larger units to accommodate their extended families

e Over half of the forum attendees believed that the next major housing
development should be a mixed-use project.

Auvailability of economic development capacity: Until 2002 when the WCCDA
was formed, there was no community-based organization in the area devoted to
economic development. This has limited the community’s ability to carry out
many of the strategies outlined in the plans developed during the past 12 years.
King County staff has worked with the WCCDA to build local capacity for
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¢ The UW Business School provides technical assistance to small
businesses through its Business and Economic Development Program and
Retail Marketing classes.

¢ King County is currently working with the National Development Council
and the Seattle Foundation to fund a small business loan program to make
below-market rate loans to small businesses throughout the county with an
emphasis on White Center firms. :

To some degree, the resources noted above are currently underutilized, and while
there are a number of factors and issues that account for this, the plan through the
NRSA 1s to encourage more direct partnerships among these organizations to
enhance their effectiveness in the area.

3. HOPE VI Projects

Phase I: The Greenbridge/Phase I redevelopment of Park Lake Homes in White
Center is well under way and King County has invested significant resources into
this effort. The rental housing and community services development phase of
Greenbridge is now nearing completion. By fall 2009, 341 rental housing units
were occupied at Greenbridge. Residents who had to relocate for the
redevelopment have had the first right to return and over 50 percent have
returned. The construction of the last rental phase began in spring 2009 and will
finish in 2010.

Over 100,000 square feet of community service space has either been constructed
or is under construction. These spaces include a new kindergarten to grade-five
school, the renovated Jim Wiley Center which houses Southwest Boy’s and Girls
Club, Neighborhood House, Highline Community College and a community
room. A new YWCA family services and career development center collocated
with a King County Library branch opened in spring 2009. A regional early
learning center which will provide comprehensive early learning services to the
entire community is under construction and will open in late fall 2009.
Affordable home ownership will be provided by Habitat for Humanity beginning
summer of 2009. Up to 400 additional units of home ownership will be built by
private developers in 2010 through 2014. The $182 million development has
leveraged $10 million in King County investment, made at the time the HOPE VI
grant was awarded by HUD in 2001. Additional investment has been made in

- parks, trails, housing, and public infrastructure in the surrounding White Center
community.

Phase II: the KCHA received $20,000,000 in HOPE VI funds in September 2008
to revitalize Park Lake II. The Park Lake II is home to 588 residents, nearly two
thirds of whom have immigrated from Africa, Eastern Europe or Southeast Asia.
Many do not speak English and may not read or write their own language.
Eighty-two percent of Park Lake II households live on less than 30 percent of
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There are a number of issues that the community will face as it implements
revitalization strategies. They include the following:

e Until 2002, when the WCCDA was formed, there was no community-based
development organization in the area. The mission of the WCCDA is
economic development, preservation/creation of affordable housing and
community advocacy. While the WCCDA is established, it is still a young
organization, and the staff and board do not yet have experience in developing
and managing economic development projects, such as mixed-use and
commercial properties.

o The crime rate in the area continues to be a struggle and there is a perception
that the area is unsafe.

e The three business districts are distinct and geographically separated and may
require separate economic development strategies and actions.

* Though new investment has been made in several commercial properties
recently, many sites are owned by long-time owners who have very little
incentive to make major upgrades to storefronts and tenant improvements.

e There is a perception that gentrification will occur in the business districts and
increase rents. Many small businesses pay rents that are below those spaces in
the surrounding cities. Owners fear as property and infrastructure is
improved, rents will increase and price them out of the area.

VI.  Economic Empowerment Plan

A. Economic Empowerment Strategies Planned for 2004 - 2009

During the next five years, the following strategies will be undertaken with the goals of
creating jobs and economic opportunities, and revitalizing the neighborhood and its
business areas.

e Provide technical assistance to entrepreneurs and business owners. Through
partnerships with the WCCDA, the SBDC at Highline Community College, the
UW, and the potential small business loan program mentioned above, business,
financial planning and marketing assistance, as well as access to capital, will be
offered to business owners operating a business in the proposed NRSA.

e Assist business owners with fagade/tenant improvements. Much of this work has
been completed, but the small business loan program will make fagade
improvement loans available, if there is demand, to make improvements that will
enhance businesses and create job opportunities for low to moderate-income
persons.

e Assist the community with any need for a new business association/organization
in the area that will focus on the needs of culturally and ethnically diverse
business owners. Conversations with business owners indicate there is a need for
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B. Economic Empowerment Implementation through 2009

In 2005, the county rezoned several properties from an industrial to a commercial
zone. This rezone enhanced the value of the properties and made them attractive
for retail/office and mixed-use projects.

In 2006, the King County completed the replacement of sidewalks on four blocks
in the central business district at a cost of $1.19 million. 120 pieces of
community-designed artwork were integrated into this project. Existing parking
was reconfigured to provide greater safety and access to businesses.

In 2006, King County received a $325,000 State Enhancement Grant to design a
safe and attractive pedestrian corridor along SW 98™ Street to better link the new
Greenbridge (HOPE VI) residential community with the central business district.
Design was completed in 2008, and construction began in the summer of 2009
with completion slated for 2010. The project will cost about $2 million with King
County funding at least 50 percent.

As mentioned above, in 2008, the KCHA received a $20 million HOPE VI grant
to reconstruct Park Lake Homes II. The project will cost $70 million with King
County contributing $6 million for infrastructure improvements.

In 2008, King County issued a Request For Qualifications for nonprofit or private
development of affordable housing on two surplus properties in White Center.
When developed, these properties will produce about 55 new units of affordable
housing. Construction should take place in 2010.

In 2009, HUD approved a $6.25 million 108 Guaranteed Loan to King County for
funding a new $11 million 26,000 square foot retail development on the largest
vacant parcel in downtown White Center. Construction began in the summer of
2009 and will be complete in late 2010. The project will significantly contribute
to the redevelopment of the downtown, provide new services to White Center’s
large low income population, and create about 60 new jobs.

The solely locally-funded King County Jobs Initiative has served low-income
adults in White Center since 1998. The jobs initiative services include
recruitment, skill assessment, case management, enrollment into vocational
training, job placement and retention, and support services. During 2008, 53
clients were served with 47 placed in jobs averaging $11.69 per hour with
benefits. The one-year retention rate for clients placed in jobs is 96 percent. The
initiative one of the only employment and training programs that has funds to pay
for training. Beginning in 2010, however, the jobs initiative will focus on job
services for ex-offenders. Some of these may be White Center residents, but it is
not clear how many.

VII. Performance Measures

The strategies outlined above are designed to create economic development activities that
will revitalize the business districts of the NRSA, provide a viable retail and service area
for the surrounding residential areas and create job opportunities for residents. The goal
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Strategy Outcome Baseline Data Benchmark
motivation and a willing seminars on
workforce to start new business

businesses.

development to
residents over the
next five years.

Provide training and
employment
opportunities to low-

Area residents have
access to jobs that
provide a wage of

Nearly 15 percent of the afea’s
population lived below the
poverty level in 2000.

Unemployment in
the NRSA declines
and becomes

income residents. at least $9.00/ hour | Unemployment is currently comparable to
with benefits. over 10 percent, well above the | countywide rate.
county average 150 residents are
placed in livable
wage jobs by the
end of the NRSA
plan period.
Provide Section 108 Neighborhood is There were 3,112 jobs in the The total number of
loan assistance for revitalized through | NRSA in 2005. Not all of jobs in the White
economic development | economic these were living wage jobs. Center area is
opportunities within the | development Nearly 15 percent of the area’s | increased from
NRSA. project that creates | population lived below the 2005 level, and the
living wage jobs. poverty level in 2000. poverty rate
Unemployment is currently declines from 2000

over 10 percent, well above the
county average.

level. At least 60
living wage jobs are
created in the

NRSA.
Work with community | Neighborhood is Park Lake II had 162 By 2014, at least
partners to create new revitalized through | deteriorating public housing 150 new mixed-

mixed-use and mixed-
income housing
opportunities,
specifically including
low-income and
workforce housing
serving households
earning 80 or less of the
area median gross
income, and to improve
the overall housing
stock.

new and improved
housing stock.

units in 2008, with a high
concentration of households in
poverty.

There is no current data on the
number of other homes
needing repair, but efforts will
be made to identify
homeowners who qualify for
home repair and
weatherization programs.

Several underutilized
properties in the community
have been identified for
potential housing use.

income rental and
ownership units
will be built to
replace the
deteriorated units at
Park Lake II, with
another 12 units of
rental vouchers
provided to very
low income
households.

341 mixed- income
rental units and
other ownership
housing units will
have been
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