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Ordinance 16741

Proposed No. 2009-0622.1 Sponsors Patterson and Hague

1 An ORDINANCE adopting the King County Consortium

2 Consolidated Housing and Community Development Plan

3 for 2010-2012.

4 STATEMENT OF FACTS:

5 1. King County is a member of the King County Community

6 Development Block Grant and HOME Investment Partnerships consortia.

7 2. King County is the offcial applicant responsible to the federal

8 government for all activities undertaken on behalf of the King County

9 Consortium with Community Development Block Grant, HOME

10 Investment Partnership and other federal homeless, housing and

11 community development funds.

12 3. Federal legislation requires King County to adopt a consolidated

13 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-

1
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20 2009, provides a comprehensive affordable housing and community

21 development policy and planning document to guide King County

22 administration of federal housing, homeless and community development

23 funds, as well as local and state homeless and housing funds, on behalf of

24 the consortia.

25 5. The inter jurisdictional joint recommendations committee of the King

26 County Consortium member cities participated in the development ofthe

27 updated Consolidated Housing and Community Development Plan for

28 2010-2012, has approved the plan, and recommends it for approval by the

29 King County counciL.

30 BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:

31 SECTION 1. The King County Consortium Consolidated Housing and

32
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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 11/2312009 and passed by the Metropolitan King
County Council on 12/1412009, 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

KIG COUNTY COUNCIL
KIG COUNTY, WASHINGTON

Bob Ferguson, Chair
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ATTEST:~
Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council

APPROVED this a I J Y day of Ût(Yl1t. , 2009.

~~
Dow Constantine, County Executive

Attachments: A. The King County Consortium--Consolidated Housing and Community Development
Plan--20lO-20l2
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Way, the private sector including business, and homeless people on varous coordination
efforts.

Goal Three: Establish and Maintain a Suitable Living Environment and Economic Opportnities
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 Planing Policies.

· Objective 3: Economic Opportnities. Expand economic opportnities for low- and moderate-
income persons.

A more detailed description ofthe goals and objectives above, together with specific strategies and
associated outcomes and pedormance measures, can be found in Section II of the consolidated plan.

Prepared by the Department of Community and Human Services



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 III.

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. i The consortium is
committed to finding effective, coordinated approaches to address the unmet housing and
community development needs oflow 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 Parterships 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 GeographicAreas Major AiiOWábl~Activitiês
Covered

. ...

CDBG Amount per Year: King Countf (except Community facilities, affordable
Approximately $6 millon Auburn, Bellevue, Kent housing, housing repair, homelessness

and Seattle which receive prevention services, operating assistance
their own CDBG funds)3 for homeless housing, public

infrastructue 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 ofhomelessness

i The cities of Normandy Park and Milton have chosen not to paricipate in the King County Consortia (Milton participates
with Pierce County). The cities or-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 i.
3 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.

Prepared by the Deparent of Community and Human Services Page i of 40



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

. New housing models

· Direct assistance to households

· Homeowner assistance

· Renter assistance and homeless prevention

· 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 opportnities, including universal design features

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

· Creating more opportnities to diversify new housing stock through measures such as

transit oriented development, five story wood frame construction, cottage housing and
accessory dwellng units

· SupplemeIiting efforts to create affordable housing for low-income households through
apprenticeship programs and accessory dwellng units

· Strengthening measures to increase affordable home ownership through opportnities 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 parners on efforts such as the King County
CDBG and HOME Consortia and the Consolidated Housing and Community Development Plan.

Prepared by the Department of Community and Human Services Page 3 of 40



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) anounces the availability ofESG 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 ofthe Consortium's Consolidated
Housing and Community Development Plan. The JRC consists of eight city representatives5
(elected offcials or high-level staff) and thee county representatives (executive staff and/or
deparent directors). The JRC has the following general duties under the current interloca1
cooperation agreements:

· Housing: The JRC allocates about $3 milion to $4 milion in federal HOME funds,
about $2 milion to $4 milion in local document recording fee surcharge funds, and

about $1 milion in Veterans and Human Services Levy capital to lòw-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.

· 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 milion)
for annual allocation to the north/east and south sub-regions ofthe consortium.

· 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 fuds 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.

· 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 ofthe Consolidated Housing and
Community Development Plan.

· State and Federal Legislative Priorites: The JRC advises King County on state and

federal legislative priorities regarding housing, homeless, and community development
issues.

5 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

. 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.

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

. The poverty rate8 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.

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

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

. Povery 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 oflosing their homes, or of being heavily burdened with their housing costs.

7. Families and Children in Poverty

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

. 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 povert level is a threshold measure prescribed by the federal governent. 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 offour with two
related children; the povert 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

. There were at least 6,320 King County residents living with Human

Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV) or Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS)
at the beginning of2008. i i 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).

. 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.

. 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

. Aparent 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 Seatte and Shoreline area,
and $1, i 56 in the east King County sub-region. At a median of $1 ,295, rents are
highest in the rural cities.

. 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.

. 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
earning 50 percent of AMI, although about 44 percent of renter households ear that
amount or less.

. 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.

. 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 virtally 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 diffcult for
renters in the 50 - 80 percent of AMI range to find units they can afford.

) i HIV / AIDS Epidemiology Unit, Public Health - Seattle and King County and the Infectious Disease and Reproductive

Health Assessment Unit, Washington State Departent of Health. HIV/AIDS Epidemiology Report, Second Half2007:
Volume 71.
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4. Policy Implications

. 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.

. 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 stil cost almost $100,000 more than the median-income household couldafford. 0

. 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.

. 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.

. 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.
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. About 850 persons were found to be living unsheltered in the consortium areas,
outside of Seattle, during the 2009 One Night Count (J anuary 30, 2009). This is a
30 percent increase over the 655 un sheltered persons found in the consortium area
in 2008.

. 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

. There is strong support from stakeholders, low to moderate-income persons who

participated in our public input forums (paricularly 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.

. 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 ofhomelessness. Among these families,
victims of domestic violence are especially at risk.

. The consortium's practices for investment of capital in homeless housing wil

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.

. 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 paricipating 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 governental agencies and other county departments and divisions.
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4. Economic Development Priorities

· Assistance to increase job counseling and job training opportunities

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

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

5. Economic Development Stakeholder Concerns and Support

. There is stakeholder support for the consortium to explore methods to coordinate

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

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

· 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 stakeholder and public meetings, see Appendix C.

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

· 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.

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

. 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 futue transit
or higher density development.

Prepared by the Department of Community and Human Services Page 15 of40



Goal 1, Obiective 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 rehabiltation ofthat housing into safe,
decent, healthy, and permanently affordable rental housing for low and moderate-income
households; for the acquisition ofland 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 ilness
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

. An average of250 units of rental housing wil be constructed, or acquired and
rehabilitated.18 At least 30 ofthe 250 units of rental housing shall be targeted
to personslhouseholds with special needs.19

. An average of 280 new renter households wil 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 anually).

1.2 HUD Community Planing and Development Performance Measures

. Objective: Decent Housing

. Outcome: Affordability.

18 This number is an estimate, as the tye of projects fuded and other factors may affect the annual outputs.

19 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

. 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
placéo 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:

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

highest priority.

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

high priority.

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

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

highest priority.

. Permanent supportive housing is a high priority.

. 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:

. 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.

. The King County Housing Authority HOPE VI Project includes the
completion ofthe 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

20 Trasition-in-place means that a household can stay in their current housing unit when they graduate from the need for transitional serices; the serice

provider may then shift the trasitional serices 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 wil
look for a tangible public benefit from affordable housing projects
seeking certification, such as:

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

. The project has a relocation plan that is consistent with the
consortium's relocation policies and a budget that wil cover the
reI 0 cation needs of tenants who may be displaced by the project.

. 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 wil be screened and monitored for a household or
households at that income leveL.

2. Strategy 1 B

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 lA, as Strategy IB 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 wiling to restrict the
affordability of the rents for a specified period of time. It includes making modifications
to the rental unites) oflow to moderate-income tenants with a disability in order that the
units wil 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 wil be rehabilitated and/or modified.

2.2 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 wil 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 wil parner with the King County Developmental Disabilities Division

to provide housing progràms that expand community-based housing options for
persons with developmental disabilities and wil explore similar opportunities with
systems that serve other special needs populations.

3.9 King County wil 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 ofa program, consistent with other
goals and priorities set forth in this plan, to fund affordable housing projects that
are:

. Environmentally sound

. 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

· Allow residents to age in their home.

3.11 This program will adopt the standards ofthe 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"Zl standards for affordable

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

21 For more information about universal design Objective 3, Strategy 38.
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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
arse.

1.5 HUD Community Planning and Development Performance Measures

. Objective: Decent Housing

. Outcome: Affordability/Accessibilty

2. Strategy 2B

2.1. Make funds available for first time home buyer opportnities, 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 wil 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-l) funds to acquire and rehabilitate
foreclosed properties and to provide first time homebuyer opportnities 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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3.4 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 GreenbridgeHOPE VI project in White Center.

3.5 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.

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

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

3.8 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 OWrier.

3.9 King County may explore land baning for the acquisition ofland 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.

3.10 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 sub~idize
the purchase of a home rather than paying ongoing rent.

3.11 HUD Community Planning and Development Performance Measures

. Objective: Decent Housing

. Outcome: A vail ability/ Affordability/ Accessibility (designation depends on
goal of paricular project).

Goal L 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 car out its Fair Housing Action Plan. This strategy does not have

annual output or outcome goals, and wil be reported on, as progress occurs, in narative
fashion.
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1. Strategy 3A

King County and the consortium wil 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
wil be crafted to meet the needs of housing funders, housing providers, service
providers, private attorneys, commissioners, judges and planners.

1.2 Action Area 2: Coordinate fair housing lending and predatory lending workshops

and trainings on ownership housing issues with local partners. Trainings wil be

crafted to meet the needs oflenders, 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 wil be created
for housing consumers, landlords, community agencies and others. Look for fuding
opportnuties for a fair housing advertising campaign.

1.4 Action Area 4: Provide technical assistance to contracted housing providers and
otherš 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 serices and housing needs, including success in housing strategies for
homeless households.

1.6 HUD Community Planing and Development Performance Measures

. Objective: Decent Housing

. Outcome: 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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I.3 Support additional programs as opportnities arise.

I .4 Annual Output Measures

I.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.

i .5 Short-term Outcome: A majority of the households served wil remain housed and

increase their housing stability.

1.6 Indicator 1: Number and percentage of households that remain permanently housed
six months after entering the Shelter Plus Care program as reflected in
the Anual 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 fuds to serve homeless
households with low to moderate barrers 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.

2.1.2 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 ver low-income households at 30 percent of AMI and below,
and that are targeted to serve homeless households, including bunkouses, Single Room
Occupancy's and units that allow households to transition in place.

No performance measures; progress will be reported on in narative 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, Obiective 4: Regional Planing and Coordination

The King County Consortium will approach homeless planning and coordination as a regional
issue. King County wil 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 narative 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 wil continue to provide leadership and participation in the countywide
HUD Homeless Assistance (McKinney) Continuum of Care anual competitive funding
round, or its successor.

3. Strategy 4C

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

4. Strategy 4D

The consortium wil work with other systems providing support services for persons at
risk ofhomelessness (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
Opportnities 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 ofthe
three objectives.

Goal. Thee. Objective 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 Thee, Ob;ective 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 wil 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 wil be
completed annually.

1.2 HUD Community Planning and Development Performance Measures

. Objective: Suitable Living Environment

. 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 oflow 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.

1.2 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 wil 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

. Objective: Economic Opportnity

. Outcome: Sustainabi1ity

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

An approximation of the amount that the consortium wil receive on an anual 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 Outlook for 2010 - 2012

Federal Entitlement Program Average Amount Per Year

Community Development Block Grant

HOME Investment Parnership

Emergency Shelter Grant Program

$6,000,000

$4,400,000

$ 200,000

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

22 Micro-enterprise means a business having five or fewer employees, one or more of who owns the business.

Prepared by the Deparent of Community and Human Services Page 37 of 40



Distribution of Ring County Administered Funds for
Housing and Community Development Activities: 2008

Public Improvements
.. 3 9°/ Community FacilitiesFirst Time Home- . /0 2.1 %

Owner Assistance
0.6%

Housing Repair
6.5%

Description of Chart Labels (above)

Emergency & Other

Public Services
2.1%

Micro-Enterprise and

Ec. Dev.
0.1%

Homelessness
Prevention

4.2%

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 Ilness and Drug Dependency (MIDD) Fund.

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

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

. 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.

. 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
opportnities for homeless households, and for the operations and maintenance of
temporar 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 bil 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

. 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. 

i

II. Demographic and Income Data

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

. 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.

. Washington State Offce of Financial Management (OFM) projects that the
population of the housing consortium area wil grow at about 12.5 percent for the
2000 - 2010 decade.

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

. 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.

. 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.

. 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.

i 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

Black or African
American

5.3%

Some other race
3.0%

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

0.7%

American Indian and
Alaska Native

0.6%

Source: American Community
Survy 2007

A Profile of Asian Residents in King County outside Seattle: 2007

Vietnamese
14%

White and Asian
9%

Asian Indian
14%

Chinese
22%

Japanese
7%

Filpino
13%

Source: American Community
Sun.y 2007
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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! Afican 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.

. The percentage of households earning 50 percent of AMi4 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 ofthe households in the consortium eared
50 percent of AMI or less.

. The poverty rateS 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.

. In the consortium, approximately 8.4 percent of 
the population (98,200 people)

lived in poverty in 2007.

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

above.

. 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.

. Poverty in the consortium is most concentrated in the south urban area (see Map

2, which follows).

. 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.

450 percent of area median income was $33,700 for a household of two in 2009.
5 The povert level is a threshold measure prescribed by the federal governent. The measure has two components,

income level and family size by number of related children. Unrelated individuals and two-person households are
fuher differentiated by age (under 65 and 65 and over). The 

poverty level in 2008 was $22,017 for a family offour

with two related children; the povert 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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Appendix A

. 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 ofthe total population.
By 2007, they constituted 16.0 percent ofthe population.

. Overall, the proportion ofthe population under 14 has shrnk since 2000, while

the proportion nearing or entering retirement has grown.

Percent of Population by Age Group
King County: 2007

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

15 - 24 years
12.1%

45 - 54 years,
16.4%

35 - 44 years, 16.9%

,Source: American Community

Sur.y, 2007

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

65 + years
11%

35 - 44 years
16% Source: American Community

SUMlY, 2007
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300,000

Change in Number of Households by Household Size 1990 -
2007

250,000

50,000

im Census 1990 § Census 2000 æi ACS 2007

200,000

150,000

100,000

1-person 2-person 3-person 4-person 5-person 6-person 7-or-more
household household household household household household person

household

K. The state's inmate population stood at about 18,000 at the end of2007. Many 
ex-

inmates are homeless and, because of their record, are excluded from a number of
housing programs.

. According to the Washington State Deparent 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 of2007.

. In June 2008, there were about 14,000 on active community supervision residing

in King County.6

. About 48,000 persons were held and released from jail in King County in 2008

after an average stay of just under 20 days.

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

. 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.

. Programs for substance abuse, mental health, educational opportities 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 il-prepared
for life on the outside.

6 Deparent of Corrections, "Community Classification by County of Supervision" as of June 30, 2008.
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Appendix A

telephones."s These limitations have significant implications for housing affordability, housing
availability, and housing design.

A. Persons with Developmental Disabilities

1. Overview

. 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.

. 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.

. Persons with developmental disabilties often need some form of support

though all stages of their lives. The types of support people need var with
the severity of their disability and can include case management, personal care
assistance, live-in residential support, supported employment, guardianship,
and payee services.

. Persons with developmental disabilities often have income from both

employment and/or Supp1emental Security Income (SSI). However, most
people with developmental disabilities have extremely low incomes.9. Some
families with children with developmental disabilities also have extremely
low incomes, often due to the additional care needs of their disabled child.

. 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, frends, or paid
support providers.

2. Adults with Developmental Disabilities

. Of the 4,705 adults in King County on the Washington State Deparent of
Social and Health Services, Division of Developmental Disabilities

(DSHS/DDD) caseload, i ,412 live in Seattle and 3,293 live in King County
outside Seattle.

. In 2008, 2,988 adults in King County on the DSHSIDDD caseload received

residential services for housing. Residential services are comprehensive

8 Susan Kinne et aI., Disability in Washington State, University of Washington Center for Disability Policy and
Research and Washington State Department of Health, May 2006, p. 7.
9 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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. The King County Regional Support Network (RSN), managed by the Mental

Health, Chemical Abuse and Dependency Services Division (MHCADSD), is
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.

. 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 callslO requesting mental health assistance in
2008.

. 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 psychiatrc 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.

. 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 ilness.

. Additional transitional and permanent subsidized housing units throughout the

geographic regions of King County are needed for persons with mental ilness.

. Supportive housing needs exist for youth leaving the foster care system when

they turn 18 years of age.

2. Homelessness

. A total of 1,641 adults in the outpatient programs (six percent of the adults in

those programs) had at least one episode ofhomelessness in 2008.

. In addition, 502 persons from two homeless outreach programs had at least

one episode ofhomelessness in 2008.

'0This number represents all calls to the Crisis Clinic. It may include repeat calls from the same person.

Prepared by the Deparment of Community and Human Services Page 19 of64



Appendix A

services that are continually evaluated for effectiveness in reducing the rate of
re-arrest.

. 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 stared in 2009 for 60
homeless persons including veterans who are high users of 

King County,

Seattle or Auburn Mental Health Courts.

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

. 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

. There were at least 6;320 King County residents living with HIV or AIDS at

the beginnng of 2008.1 i 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.

. 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 surveilance 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 HI V related deaths has declined to about 100 persons annually, or
less than the number of new cases.

i i HIV/AIDS Epidemiology Unit, Public Health-Seattle & King County and the Infectious Disease and

Reproductive Health Assessment Unit, Washington State Departent of 
Health, HIV/AIDS Epidemiology Report,

Second Half 2007 : Volume 71.
12 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 skils 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 problematic. 15

. 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. 16 Assessment data indicate that over
1,036 people living with HIV/AIDS need assistance finding housing and/or
emergency, short-term or on-going rental assistance. This includes more than
900 men and 140 women. 1 7 These needs include transitional and permanent
housing placements, as well as help paying rent to maintain current housing.

. 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.

. Homelessness puts people at risk ofHIV/AIDS. Based on surveys of 
HI V

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 though injection
drug use compared to those who were not homeless. 

18

3. HN/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 peranent supportive and independent housing (360 individuals). Mental

ilness and/or chemical dependency were barrers 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 Departent, September 2004.
16 Prepared by Seattle-King County Deparment ofHeaIth.
17 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.

Prepared by the Deparment of Community and Human Services Page 23 of 64



Appendix A

· 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.

· Seattle and King County staff are currently assessing needs and planning a
response. In response to current needs, the Seattle Human Services
Deparment 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 2008.19

E. Persons with Physical and Sensory Disabilities

1. Overview

. 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. 20

· 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, carrng, lifting

or climbing stairs.

. 8.2 percent of older adults from 65 to 74 years of age have a visual or hearng

disability, while 22.8 percent of those 75 years and older have such a
disabil ty.i i

· 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.

. Contrary to some stereotypes of disabled persons, only about 0.3 percent of all

adults reported using a wheelchair or electric scooter.

. 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.22

19 The HIV/ AIDS Housing Committee is a joint Ryan White and HOPW A plannng body. The housing committee

is comprised of representatives from AIDS housing programs, case management providers and representatives from
other housing and homelessness agencies both withi and external to the HIV / AIDS field. The committee wil
continue its work to develop local HIV/AIDS housing policies, conduct assessments of housing-related needs and
address the full spectrm of housing issues facing people living with HIV/AIDS in Seattle - King County.
20 Courtesy of Susan Kinne, U.W. Center for Disabilities Policy and Research, based on ACS 2005 - 2007 data.
21 Ibid.

22 Kinne et a!., 9.
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Affordable Hsg Payment
Affordable Rent

Affordable House Pric

$

$

492 $
590 $

$96,200

562 $
674 $

$109,900

590 $
708 $

$ 115,500

. ..
633 $
759 $

$123,800

527
633

$103,100
.

703 $
843

$137,500

$127,800
.

815

Affordable Hsg Payment***
Affordable Rent

Affordable House Price***

tfjJ;¡;:(:. :::;:,~',:'~SOC) ':':;. ,;\. .' :;:" ;';:'':'$:::-" :/::; ~9;So.O:~:$,::~:~::f''33¡iO.O: ~';$ ,:l ,.;;: .;'35~'40()'/::;'$- ;':¡;:;,'¡,:: ::::rZ,95i;ri(:$::"§ : \:42/150:. . '$~:" .,.'48,900'

$159,500

Affordable Hsg Payment $ $ 702 $ 738 $ 791 $ 878 $ 1,019

Affordable Rent $ $ 843 $ BB5 $ 949 $ 1,054
Affordable House Price $137,400 $144,300 $154,700 $171,800 $199,400

~ : i . :0 : .: i
Affordable Hsg Payment $ 738 $ 843 $ 8B5 $ 949 $ 1,054 $ 1,223

Affordable Rent $ 885 $ 1,011 $ 1,062 $ 1,139 $ 1,265 $ 1,467

Affordable House Prce $144,300 $164,900 $173,200 $185,700 $206,200 $239,200
.'iir.":~ I. . ll ' . .1 . . . . .: ~..

Affordable Hsg Payment $ 860 $ 983 $ 1,033 $ 1,107 $ 1,229 $ 1,426

Affordable Rent $ 1,033 $ 1,180 $ 1,239 $ 1,328 $ 1,475 $ 1,712

Affordable House Price $168,400 $192,300 $202,100 $216,600 $240,600 $279,100
ll . .. .' ... .

Affordable Hsg Payment 933 $ 1,067 $ 1,120 $ 1,200 $ 1,333 $ 1,547

Affordable Rent 1,120 $ 1,280 $ 1,344 $ 1,440 $ 1,600 $ l,B56
Affordable Hose Price $182,600 $208,700 $219,200 $234,800 $260,900 $302,700

...... . 10 . .4' . . . . ' , . . , ..
Affordable Hsg Payment $ 983 $ 1,123 $ 1,180 $ 1,265 $ 1,405 $ 1,630

Afforable Rent $ 1,180 $ 1,348 $ 1,416 $ 1,518 $ 1,686 $ 1,956
Affordable House Price $192,400 $219,800 $230,900 $247,500 $274,900 $319,00

1 l'. . II. . ' ll i : II . It . : ll
Affordable Hsg Payment $ $ $ 1,475 $ 1,581 $ 1,756 $ 2,038

Affordable Rent $ $ $ 1,770 $ 1,898 $ 2,108 $ 2,445

Affordable House Price $288,600 $309,400 $343,700 $398,700
, i .. . ~

Affordable Hsg Payment $ $ $ $

Affordable Rent $ $ $ $

Affordable House Price

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.

. 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.

. 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.

. At a median 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.

. 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.

. 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.

Jurisdiction
Estimated

Median Rent Number of
Rental Units

56,768
4,062

86,318
160,552
26,545

c:80% c:50% -=40%

EAST
RURAL CITES

SOUTH
SEASHORE

UNINC KING CTY

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

units.

. 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.

. 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

. 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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Appendix A

Median Home Price and Price of Home Affordable to Median Income Household:
King County 1970 .2009

Change over Previous
Three Decades

-- Median Home Price

-+ Percent Chg in Median Home Price from Previous Decade

or Previous Year
__ Affordable Home Price at 100% of Median Income (2 - 3 pp

Household)

1970 1980 1990 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009*
'200 data is lo May, 200

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% $ 288,600
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4. Homes continue to be most affordable in south King County.28

. 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.

V. 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 clarfy which data is from 2000 and
has not been updated.

A. Moderate Income Renters: 50 percent to 80 percent AMi:29

1. Those earing 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 $35 I ,500 in early 2009, the sub-regional medians are also likely to be slightly lower,
and affordability somewhat higher for 2008-2009.
29 In 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 thee, and under $50,200 for a household offour.
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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 AMI.31

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

ownership units.

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

. 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 earing below 40
percent of AMI.

:". -' ","".,-, ...,.--.:..:....:.:.. .'..;.... "-".-,:-" .',. . - ".. .'. ,-.-".... ;-..".,:
Supplyai1dDel'åndf~rÅ.fford1"bJKRêntaIÜriits in King CountyCqnsortium Area (autsid~'S~,~:t,tt~)....' . -,-.,. ,", ,'w. .' '.'... . . ,., . ,... '""_".

Under 40% AMI 11,02940-50% 31,33850 - 60% 32,04060 - 80% 34,614Total Under 80% AMI 109,021
Over 80% AMI Over $55,000 Over $1375 15,579
Total 159,300 124,600 34,657 159,347
. These num bers represents a 1 % increase over 2007 American Com munity 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 affordabilly level must occupy units at a higher income level pulling additional demand on those units.
At the same time, higher income renters often choose to 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.

31 See Appendix C for the details of the Assisted Housing Inventory.
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· 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).34

Moderate-Income Renter Households
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o
North (2.213) East Urban East Small Skykomish (8) South Urban South Small Vashon (174)

(8.553) Cities (311) (17.438) Cities (656)

ii Percentage with Housing Problems o Percentage with Severe Cost Burden

B. Low Income Renters35

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

· In 2007 - 2008, market-rate rental housing was scarce for those making 40

percent to 50 percent of AMI, and extremely scarce for those earning less than
40 percent of AMI.

. 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.

34State 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
followig: 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.
35 Households with income at or below 50 percent of the AMI. Fift percent (50 percent) of AMI in 2000 was
$26,300 for a household of two, $29,600 for a household of thee, and $32,900 for a household offour. 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 off our.
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Low-Income Renter Households
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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.

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

. Typically, individuals wil find rentals they can afford only if they share the

cost with another wage-earner.

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.

. 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.

38Households with income at or below 30 percent of 
the AMI. Thirt percent of AMI in 2000 was $15,800 for a

household of two, $17,750 for a household ofthree, and $ I 9,750 for a household off our. In 2007 - 2008, 30

percent of AMI was $19,500 for a two-person household, $22,000 for a thee-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

10

100

90

80

70

60

40

30

20

o
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 Earnngs Needed by Renter Households

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

. 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 earing $18.50 per hour or two full-time
workers earing $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).

. 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. This is
equivalent to $27.50 per hour for one full-time worker, or two full-time
workers earing $13.75 per hour.

. Typical occupations that pay these wages: one full-time elementar 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. 42.

· 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.

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

42 Kig County Benchmarks Affordable Housing Report 2008 - 2009, Indicator 29, Figure 29.1, based on Kig

County Assessors, 2007 ACS and Dupre + Scott Aparent Advisors, Inc. for rental data.
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. 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.

. Typical occupations that could ear this annual salar: A full-time civil

engineer ($77,800) plus a full-time social research assistant ($35,800), or a
full-time veterinaran ($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.43

. 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.

43Data 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 County pay more
than 30 percent of their income for housing costs.

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

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

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

2. Many low-income owner households pay more than 50 percent oftheir 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).

· The percentage oflow-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.

3. Low-income owner households in the consortium are cost-burdened.45

· 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).

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

· In 2000, 58 percent oflow-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 severel y cost burdened.

45 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.lncome Owner Households
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C. A Profile of Low to Moderate Income Home Owner Households (at or below 80
percent of AMI) in the Consortium by RacelEthnicity46

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/Afrcan American, make
up 2.5 percent ofthe low to moderate-income households.

· Native HawaiianPacific Islanders make up 0.5 percent of the low to
moderate-income households.

46 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.
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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.

VII. Foreclosures and Homeowner Households at Risk
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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 of2009.

· 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 of2008.

· By Match to May 2009, the number of Notices of Trustee Sale had risen to over
900 per month. It is not clear if this number wil increase furter during 2009,
stabilize or decline.

Notice of Trustee Sales Recorded in King County, Jan 2006-May 2009
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Source: Kig County Assessors Ofce~ courtesy of Chandler Felt, King County Ofce ofStmtegic 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_loaIlJate

7.5% and below (74 tracts)
7.5 to 11.4%(75)

~i11.4 to 0.16.0% (74)

_16.0 to 23.8% (75)
:) 23.8% and higher (75 tracts)

VIII H . C d't' 48. ousing on i ion

48 Data used in this section is 2000 Census Data unless otherwise noted. It has not been updated.
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. According to the BUD 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 oflow-
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).

. Paricipants 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 bils 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 paricipants in the public ballot process indicated that

they would be interested in paricipating 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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Transitional Housing by Location (Number of Beds)
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· As a percent of King County's population, those homeless at the time of the
Januar 30,2009 one-night count, represented about 0.47 percent or 47
persons out of 1 0,000.

· 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.

· However, Washington State's overall homeless rate is about 0.36 percent,
considerably higher than the national average. 

52

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

52 National Alliance to End Homelessness, htt://ww.endhomelessness.org/contentigeneralJdetailJ2437, 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.

. In its survey of the sheltered population, the 2009 One Night Count identified

about 69 percent of the homeless population as people of color53, compared to
about 30 percent ofthe population as a whole.

. Afican-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.

.53 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 oftlie total.
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Reported Instances of Disabilities Among Sheltered
Homeless Population: 2008

Development
Disabilty, 140

6. Eighteen percent of individuals in emergency shelter and transitional housing

relied on employment as their primar source of income. More than this received
some of their income from employment.

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

. Fifteen percent received Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (T ANF),

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.

. Just over half öfthese people (674) were adults, and 49 percent (644) ofthem

were children.

. 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
militar. Twenty of these were women.

. Almost all ofthe identified veterans (98 percent) were in programs designed

to serve single adults.

. 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 ofthe 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 Utilty and Rent
Assistance
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Source: Crisis Clinic

2. The consortium's primar homelessness prevention program, the Housing

Stability Program served 631 households in 2008. 56

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

. 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 whò 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 ofhomelessness
in the past three years.

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

· 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 care57 visits to homeless
adults, families, youth and children in the balance of King County, outside the
City of Seattle.

. These visits treated 1,072 unduplicated homeless individuals.

56 The Housing Stability Program provides emergency monetary assistance to renters and homeowners at risk to lose

their home.
5? 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 paricipation
at each location during the first thee 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
uninterrpted time to complete the ballots.

B. Focus Groups

In February and March of2004, Clegg & Associates met with staff from each program
area ofHCD 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; facilties and
human services) homelessness, aid housing repair.

Program coordinators each identified 10-15 key stakeholders to be invited to participate
in the focus groups. A total of 39 stakeholders paricipated 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 opportnity to rate the need for key services or program activities and to
ran 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):

. . What do you think are the five most important things your community needs? (11 need

areas were listed to select from)

. If King 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?

. 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 1 i need areas are categorized below according to HCD program areas:

1. Affordable Housing

· Repair existing low rent apartments

. Create new low rent aparments

. 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 aparments (58 percent)

2. Job training and counseling (55 percent)

3. Community centers (55 percent)

4. Human servicesl (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 char below).

Interest in home repair workshops, all public ballot
respondents

100%

80%

0%

o60%

20%

40%

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

i Human services includes food banks, health clinics and alcohol/drug abuse serices.
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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:

. Decent affordable housing

· A suitable living environment

· Expanding economic opportnities.

To the following set of goals:

· Increase the supply and availabilty of decent, affordable housing

· End homelessness

· Establish and maintain a suitable living environment and economic opportnities.

When asked whether or not they agreed. with the proposed change, 81 percent of surey
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 Development 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 wil
have changed. They were asked the following questions:

· How wil consolidated plan dollars have made an impact?

· How wil the impact of the consolidated plan funds have been measured?

· What role wil the private sector have played?

· What obstacles will have been encountered in improving housing affordability and how
wil 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?
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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
wil 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: .

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

· 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 sèam 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 paricipants, 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 ran
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:

· Net decrease in the number oflow 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)

. 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 opportnity 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 barrers 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 individuals and families.

In regard to programmatic and policy strategies for addressing the needs of homeless individuals
and families in King County, paricipants 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 suffcient funding for services and
operations. Participants suggested spending more money on prevention servces, 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
emergency shelters wil 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 furter into the

following two areas related to homelessness activities:

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

. 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:

· What are current needs for home repair services?

. What needs are increasing or emerging?

. What obstacles exist to meeting needs?

. How might the needs be addressed?

. What pedormance 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 canot
receive 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 canot 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.
Paricipants 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 canot 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 projectlhousehold 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 ofthose 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 projectlhousehold limit for emergency health and safety repair

grants be maintained, increased, or de-funded?

· 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 accessibilty 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,OOO 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 wil 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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, ....
Oii-line Survey Question Yes No

c.. . .

Should King County seek to replace obsolete mobile 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
periods?

l.

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 Facilties

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:

. How are needs changing and what new needs have emerged?

. What obstacles exist in meeting those needs?

. What should funding priorities be?

. What criteria should guide decision making?

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

. What should be the Consortium's strategy for the use of capital dollars?

Many of the serice-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 population 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 Facilties

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 ran 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 ran order):

1. Child Care Facilities

2. Facilities that serve Persons with Disabilities

3. Neighborhood Multi-purpose Facilities

4. Health Facilities.

Community Facilty 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 garered 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
wil 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 governent 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 ran 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 Infrastrcture 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.

3. 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

I. Meetines

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 aparments are needed and better access to the countywide
Landlord Liaison Project. It was felt that more political wil 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 ofthe area median income (AMI).

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

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 paricipant 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 wil be taken away. Another comment was made about the
fact that many homeless clients are dealing with Child Protective Services (CPS) issues.

Paricipants 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.

Paricipants posed questions about varous pieces of data:

· 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.

. 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.

. Can we get data about households doubled up and at risk of homeless ness, 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.

. North Area Needs

I. North King County residents who are homeless and with disabilities such as mental
ilness 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 planing 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 pars 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.

. Home1essness 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 fritful in the coming three years, respondents said:

. 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.

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

. In the coming thee 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 Norteast 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.

III. 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 hearng appeal and one closed record

appeal during the permit process.

3. Establish time periods for local actions on permit applications and provide timely

and predictàble procedures to determine whether an application is complete and
whether a complete application meets the requirements of the development
regulations. Iflocal governents 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 affordabi1ity. Several other jurisdictions are
considering adopting standards that would permit this type of development.

iV. Zoning

Most cities allow a wide varety of housing options in their communities. Washington
State law requires that all counties and cities with over 20,000 residents allow Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADUs) in single family zones. Most communities in King County
below this threshold also have adopted provisions to allow AD Us 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 Woodinvile; 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) wil ear 80 percent of median income or
below. Multi-family housing wil 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
manufactued homes, accessory dwellng 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 Auburn, 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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. 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 wil be in
communities with lower poverty rates, high-performing schools, and better
economic opportnities. By 2009, rental housing at Greenbridge was completed

and occupied.

. Redevelopment of Park Lake Homes II, which is in the initial stages and wil
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 ofthe broader community by undertaking
infrastructure projects and by acquiring and improving other properties in the
area.

. 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 ofthe next few years, the KCHA wil strengthen its
management and operations by implementing management practices and
accounting systems designed to focus on the performance (and improvement of
performance) of each public housing development.

. Increased housing and support serices resources for disabled populations. The

KCHA wil 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.

. 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 opportnities for younger disabled households described above.

. 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.

. 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 wil have continued access
to quaÏity 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 wil be undertaken during the
next 10 years.

The estimated total cost for projects in the 10-year plan is approximately $43
milion 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 milion. The KCHA's ability to adhere to the plan
depends mainly on annual appropriations for the capital fund by Congress. This
plan wil be updated as needed.

Below are some of the major needs that the KCHA wil 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 opportnities for a broad spectrm of household incomes.

Three hundred public housing units wil be replaced on site, and 269 wil be
replaced elsewhere on a one-for-one basis with units funded by project-based
Se~tion 8 assistance.

. Park Lake Homes II Redevelopment: The KCHA received a second HOPE

VI Revitalization grant in 2007 for this second development in the Whte
Center community. All units wil 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 Apartents in Kent is scheduled to be completed in
FY2004. The new center wil house a Head Star 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 wil undergo a multi-millon dollar renovation over a multi-year
perod. Because capital fund resources are inadequate to fund this project,
KCHA wil 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 wil 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 parners and the Sound Families
Initiative to create transitional housing opportnities in Renton. The RHA
provides exit vouchers for households transitioning to permanent housing in
the community. Recent projects are Vision House, which wil provide 15
units oftransitional housing and Children's Vilage, which wil provide 12
units of transition housing to single parents with children.

. The RHA in partnership with the Downtown Action to Save Housing
completed constrction of a multi-family tax credittax-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
wil be a two year lease-to-own program.
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SE!ction 8 Vouchers

(13ottlTenant. and
I3toJectl33sed)

466
1,655
7,560

102
9,783

Public Housing, Mfg.
Housing, and

Pr-eserved Units

Total by
Region

526
824

2,630
61

4,041

105
990
891

12

1,998

1,097
3,469

11,081
175

15,822

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 varety of redeveloped and market rate buildings which
provide affordable housing units.

Section 8 RHA Vouchers 316
Section 8 Vouchers Ported in from Other Jurisdictions 353Total Vouchers 669Public Housing Units 238Other Assisted Units* 588
Total Project-Based Assisted Units 826Total Assisted Units 1495
*These èretE(~\tèl~ped renIaiUnlts oWned andrtènaged y HA, using project-
based Se(¡tip!i8foriding; taxcreôifs, ènd other funding sources. There are an
aØditional~~;tJnits~,nòt coyn~ßc;Jiere,innmarket rate"buildings, butwith some
ëlerTent.ol;m:fjordabHi buntin.'

V. Grand Total of Assisted Units in Kig County

North King County*
East King County (urban)

South King County (urban)
Rural Cities and Vashon

Tôtål 11,851 36;252

There are a total of 36,252 housing units in King County supported by federal, state, and local
fuding 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 wil be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. The elements to be evaluated for consortium funded projects
that wil 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 wil 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 1 04( d) of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, as amended (Barney Fran 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 Barey Fran
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
(i.e., an appraisal). Applicants that have site control prior to applying for public fuding should
have completed this step at the time of purchase and sale.

Any tenant (resident or business) in occupancy at the signing ofthe 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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. The location on a map and the number of dwelling units by size (number of bedrooms)
that wil be provided as replacement dwelling units. If such data are not available at the
time of the general submission, King County wil 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.

. 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
dwellng units (e.g., a two-bedroom unit with two one-bedroom units) is consistent with
the housing needs oflower-income households in King County.

VI. 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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. Neighborhood revitalization strategies, such as those in place for White Center (see
Appendix L), wil help to make high poverty, deteriorated neighborhoods in the
Consortium attractive for new investments, and to create new jobs and economic
opportnities.

. 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 skils 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

. 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.

. The Committee to End Homeless has developed a Ten Year Plan to End

Homelessness in King County.

. Growth Management Planing: the Growth Management Planing 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.

. 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 ofthe 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 hearngs 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 wil be
included in the Public Comment Section.

iv. Changes to the Plan

. 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.

. Substantial Changes

Substantial changes are those which:

1. Alter the purpose or intended beneficiares 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 wil require public notice and an opportity 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 wil 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 anounces the availability of these funds
through a periodic "Homeless Assistance Fund" RFP process for multiple year
awards.

8. Availabilty 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 Mayor June.
Notifications of CDBG fuds 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
servces 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 anounced every sumer, 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.

2 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 Newcastle wish to participate in the King County Consortia, but
did not submit an agreement in time to participate in 2009; consequently HOD entitlement funds are not curently
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

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

o Minor changes do not require public notice or Council action. The sub-recipient4
requesting the minor change(s) wil inform the County in writing before they are
implemented.

. 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)

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

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

o All amendments to adopted projects must be approved by the JRC or Joint
Agreementcity, 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 wil 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 wil be considered
before implementation, and before the amendment is submitted to HUD.

o 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 wil submit the changes to HUD as necessary per
this plan.

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

. BCD office line

. For information about the Consolidated Plan:

206-263-9032

Rose Curran

Affordable Housing Planner
rosemary. curranlqkingcounty. 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

. HCD Offce Information: Housing and Community Development
Program
401 Fifth Avenue, Suite 510
Seattle, W A 98104-1818
Cheryl Markham, Program Manager
cheryl.markhamlqkin~county. 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 finding, as follows: "The increase in
and captures the picture of needs in King diversity and languages in the region
County, particularly housing needs. The indicates a need for greater cultural
commenter asked to add some additional competency, including the availability
language to the Key Finding regarding of program information in languages
diversity and languages, concerning the other than English, amongst agencies
need for ESL opportnities for persons serving the public, as well as adequate
who do not speak English. opportnities for individuals to lear

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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II. 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 ofl912 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:

· Historic American Indian presence (pre 1870)

· Pioneer developmentlogging (1870-1911)

· Railway line and early commercial development (1912-1929)

· 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 strctures were relatively simple in design, usually one-story
strctures 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 façade. The facades, windows, entr ways and zero setbacks gave the business distrct a
drive-up, and some-what pedestrian frendly atmosphere.

The influx of workers into the area caused a demand for housing. Durng 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 ofthe homes built were modest single story homes, within walking

or short driving distance ofthe business district.

After the post-war era, the building of State Highway 509 in the 1950's reduced the traffc
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 primarly residentiaL. The housing in the area is predominately modest single
family residences and over 53 percent ofthe housing is owner-occupied. Approximately 28
percent of the housing is multi-family, and much ofthe 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 Kig 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 2001.3 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 ofthis 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 carying 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 Januar to June of2001. 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 planing
issues during this period. From these meetings the following priorities were
established: 4

· Create a Community Development Corporation to promote economic

development and affordable housing

· Concentrate resources on the main street revitalization for the White Center
business distrct

· Support the expansion the King County Jobs Initiative

· Preserve and/or create affordable housing in the area

· Create a neighborhood advisory/advocacy group

· Develop a community cultual center

· Create a community school at White Center Heights Elementar.

Durng the period of time in which the WCRLC was meeting, the KCHA announced
its intention to seek a HOPE VI grant to revitalize most ofP.ark Lake Homes, a very
large complex of old Wodd War II public housing in White Center. The KCHA
sought and received HOPE VI fuding to complement the WCRLC work, and

2 Progress Report: White Center Community Action Plan and Area Zoning, King County, February 1996.
3 2000 Final Update: White Center Community Action Plan and Area Zoning, Kig County, Januar 200 I.

4 White Center Community Development Investment Plan, King County and Anie 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.

. In 2005 and 2006, the county loaned $142,000 to four property owners for

façade improvements to 12 storefronts based on the UW's design work.
These improvements are in the central business district and are complete.

. The county worked with another property owner to facilitate façade
improvements to IO storefronts along 16th 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 façade
improvements mentioned above. He is currently planing more façade
improvements to other storefronts and the addition of 12-20 housing units
above his commercial properties along the same street.

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

. 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 corrdor. The project is on hold until there is
improvement in the general economy.

C. Preparng the Revitalization Strategy

Due to King County's extensive partnership role in neighborhood planning efforts
and the large amount of paricipation 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:

. Creating the Future: White Center Community Action Plan and Area Zoning

(1994) prepared by King County

. Progress Report: White Center Community Action Plan and Area

Zoning(1996) prepared by King County

. 2000 Final Update, White Center Community Action Plan and Area Zoning

(200 I )

. White Center Community 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):

. North: From 18th Avenue SW east along SW Roxbury to 2nd Avenue SW,

east along the City of Seattle borderline to SR 509

. South: From S124th Street and SR 509 to SW 126thStreet to 112th SW

. East: State Route 509 from S 99th Street to S 124th Street

. West: North from SW 126th SW along 12th Avenue SW then west on SW

116th Street to 16th Avenue SW, north to SW 1 12th Street, west to i 9th Avenue
SW and north to SW Roxbury.

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

Census Tract Block Group

265
266
267
268.01
268.02
269
270

1, 2, 3, 4
1

1

1,2,3,4,5
1,2,3,4,5
1, ~
3

B. 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 2 i ,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 ofthe population rents their residences. Other demographic highlights ofthe
NRSA are as follows:

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

. In 2000, 64.9 percent of households (3,908 households) were low to
moderate-income
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I. 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 ofthe
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 of268.

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 n.
Park Lake Homes I 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 varety of income levels to the area and wil continue to do so over
the next several years. It is the hoped that the redevelopment ofthis very large
piece ofland from public housing into a vital mixed-income community wil spur
a fair amount of economic development activity. In addition, KCHA has also
received HOPE VI funding for Park Lake n 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 SeattlelNorth
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
Vilage. There are large concentrations of regional and big box retail shopping
opportnities in Seattle and Tukwila, plus competitive concentrations of retail
space in other pars 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 wil 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 ofthe 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. Curently, 31 percent ofthe area's
rentals are subsidized either as public housing or by a housing voucher. The
HOPE VI projects ofKCHA, which are being signficantly supported by King
County, wil offer many new housing, business and community resource
opportnities that are desired by the neighborhood.

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

· 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

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

Availability 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 car out

many ofthe strategies outlined in the plans developed durig 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 Seatte 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 is to encourage more direct parerships among these organizations to
enhance their effectiveness in the area.

3. HOPE VI Proiects

Phase I: The Greenbndge/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
Greenbndge is now nearng completion. By fall 2009, 341 rental housing units
were occupied at Greenbndge. Residents who had to relocate for the
redevelopment have had the first nght to return and over 50 percent have
returned. The construction ofthe last rental phase began in spnng 2009 and wil
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 spnng 2009. A regional early
learing center which wil provide comprehensive early learning services to the
entire community is under construction and will open in late fall 2009.
Affordable home ownership wil be provided by Habitat for Humanity beginning
summer of2009. Up to 400 additional units of home ownership wil be built by
pnvate developers in 2010 through 2014. The $182 million development has
leveraged $10 milion 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 Whte 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 Afrca, Eastern Europe or Southeast Asia.
Many do not speak English and may not read or wnte 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:

. 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 stil 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.

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

. The three business distrcts 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.

· There is a perception that gentrfication wil 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 wil 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 wil be undertaken with the goals of
creating jobs and economic opportnities, and revitalizing the neighborhood and its
business areas.

. Provide techncal assistance to entrepreneurs and business owners. Through

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

· Assist business owners with façade/tenant improvements. Much of this work has

been completed, but the small business loan program wil make façade
improvement loans available, if there is demand, to make improvements that will
enhance businesses and create job opportnities for low to moderate-income
persons.

. Assist the community with any need for a new business association/organization

in the area that wil 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 apd 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 milion. 120 pieces of .
community-designed arwork 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 corrdor along SW 98th 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 of2009
with completion slated for 2010. The project wil cost about $2 milion with King
County funding at least 50 percent.

. As mentioned above, in 2008, the KCHA received a $20 millon HOPE VI grant

to reconstrct Park Lake Homes II. The project wil cost $70 millon with King
County contributing $6 milion 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 wil produce about 55 new units of affordable
housing. Construction should take place in 2010.

· In 2009, HUD approved a $6.25 milion 108 Guaranteed Loan to King County for
funding a new $11 milion 26,000 square foot retail development on the largest
vacant parcel in downtown White Center. Construction began in the summer of
2009 and wil be complete in late 2010. The project wil 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, skil 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 $l i .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
wil 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 star new business
businesses. development to

residents over the
next five years.

Provide training and Area residents have Nearly 15 percent ofthe area's Unemployment in
employment access to jobs that population lived below the the NRSA declines
opportnities to low- provide a wage of poverty level in 2000. 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 perod.

Provide Section 108 Neighborhood is There were 3,112 jobs in the The total number of
loan assistance for revitalized though NRSA in 2005. Not all of jobs in the White
economic development economic these were living wage jobs. Center area is
opportnities 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 i 0 percent, well above the leveL. At least 60

¡ county average. 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- new and improved units in 2008, with a high income rental and
income housing housing stock. concentration of households in ownership units
opportuni ties, poverty. wil be built to
specifically including There is no current data on the replace the
low-income and number of other homes deteriorated units at
workforce housing needing repair, but efforts wil Park Lake II, with
serving households be made to identify another 12 units of
earning 80 or less of the homeowners who qualify for rental vouchers
area median gross home repair and provided to very
income, and to improve weatherization progrars. low income
the overall housing households.
stock. Several underutilized 341 mixed- income

properties in the community rental units and
have been identified for other ownership
potential housing use. housing units wil

have been
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