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Needs Assessment Definitions

Geography:

East Urban Area — Beaux Arts Village, Bellevue, gt Clyde Hill, Hunts Point, Issaquah,
Kirkland, Mercer Island, Newcastle, Redmond, Wouwidlie, Yarrow Point & bordering areas of
unincorporated King County.

North Urban Area — Shoreline, Lake Forest Park,rHem & bordering areas of unincorporated
King County.

South Urban Area — Algona, Auburn, Burien, Des MsinFederal Way, Kent, Pacific, Renton,
Sea Tac, Tukwila & bordering areas of unincorpatdteng County.

East Small Cities — Carnation*, Duvall*, North Bé&n&kykomish*, Snoqualmie* & bordering
areas of unincorporated King County.

South Small Cities — Black Diamond*, Covington, Bralaw*, Maple Valley & bordering areas
of unincorporated King County.

*Designates “Rural Cities”, i.e. small cities whiakhe surrounded on all sides by rural area. In
some places this grouping is used rather thandfasSouth Small Cities.

Households:

Very low-income households - households with incaner below 30% of the Area Median
Income (“AMI”). Thirty percent (30%) of AMI in 20®was $20,250 for a household of two,
$22,750 for a household of three, and $25,300 faswsehold of four.

Low-income households - households with incomer &ietow 50% of the AMI. Fifty percent
(50%) of AMI in 2009 was $33,700 for a householdvad, $37,950 for a household of three,
and $42,150 for a household of four.

Moderate-income households - households with incaihae below 80% of the AMI. Eighty
percent (80%) of AMI in 2009 was $51,200 for a hehudd of two, $57,600 for a household of
three, and $64,000 for a household of four.
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|. Demographic and Income Data

1. The growth rate for all of King County, including the City of Seattle, slowed from
that of the 1990’s. From 2000 to 2007, the Countyrew by just over 7%. Given the
2008 — 2009 recession, the County will probably gnoby about 9% over the 2000 —
2010 decade.

In 2007, the population of the Consortium area KBounty outside Seattle was
1,275,100. It grew by 8.6% from 2000 — 2007.

Washington State Office of Financial Managemenjgats that the population of the
Housing Consortium area will grow at about 12.5%the 2000 — 2010 decade.

The Highest Rate of Growth in the Consortium si2@@0 has been in the East Small
Cities and South Small Cities.

Numerically, the highest growth was in the EastaddriArea which gained nearly
39,000 people from 2000 — 2007. The South UrbaaArew by 24,000

The City of Seattle gained 22,900 new residentaden 2000 and 2007, slowing to a
growth rate of about 4% .

Construction activity remained steady through 2@0though it is likely to be slower
in 2008 - 2009. In the County as a whole more ifantily units than single family
units were built in 2007.

Population Growth in King County 1990 - 2007
Census Census 2007 OFM Change [Change 2000
1990 2000 Est. 1990 - 2000 - 2007
King Cty Total 1,507,300 1,737,046 1,861,300 15.2% 7.2%
East Small Cities 8,410 13,100 21,260 55.8% 62.3%
East Urban Area 234,809 292,694 331,485 24.7% 13.3%
North Urban Area 78,217 100,964 102,850 29.1% 1.9%
South Urban Area 283,293 374,600 398,600 32.2% 6.4%
South Small Cities 26,409 43,078 52,650 63.1% 22.2%
Urban Outside Seattle 477,762 824,436 906,845 72.6% 10.0%
Seattle 516,300 563,376 586,200 9.1% 4.1%
Incorporated 994,002 1,387,812 1,493,045 39.6% 7.6%
Unincorporated 513,298 349,234 368,255 -32.0% 5.4%
Consortium* 991,060 1,173,670 1,275,100 18.4% 8.6%
*These totals include all cities outside Seattle plus the unincorporated King County. In fact, a
few suburban cities do not participate in the Housing Consortium.
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2. Diversity has Increased in the Consortium

- The percentage of persons of color residing indbesortium doubled from 10.2% of the
population in 1990 to 23.9% of the population i®@0 In 2007, the percentage of
persons of coldrwas 30.6%, three times the proportion in 1990.

In 2007, of all Consortium residents,

73.9% of the residents are White only (includes t&/bf Hispanic descent.)
5.3% of the residents are Black/African American

0.6% of the residents are American Indian/Alasktiiea

12.5% of the residents are Asian

0.7% of the residents are Native Hawaiian/Otheiflédslander

3.0% of the residents are some other race

3.7% of the residents are two or more races

2007 Consortium Population by Race

White Only

73.9% Black or African

American
5.3%

Two or more races
3.7%

Asian American Indian and
12.8% Alaska Native

Some other race 0.6%

3.0% . .
Native Hawaiian and

Other Pacific Islander
0.7%

Source: American Community
Suney 2007

! Persons of color include all residents exceptehidsntified as non-Hispanic white. Some of thideatified as
“white only”(73.9%) are also identified as Hisparamd hence count as persons of color. 69.4%eopdipulation
are self-identified as non-Hispanic white.
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A Profile of Asian Residents in King County outside Seattle: 2007

White and Asian Asian Indian
0,
Other Asian 9% 14%
11%
Vietnamese Chinoese
14% 22%
Korean ilivi
10% Japanese Filipino
13%

7%

Source: American Community
Survey 2007

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

Mexican
75.4%

Puerto Rican
2.9%
Source: American Community Other Hispanic or 0.8%
Suney 2007 Latino
A Profile of Pacific Islander Population in
King County Outside Seattle, 2007 B
Other Pacific
Islander
35%

Samoan
51%
<~ Native Hawaiian
. 8%
Guamanian or
Source: American Community Chamorro
Suney 2007 6%
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An average 0560 different languages are spoken in many jurisdigdbns in the
Consortium, with as many as 77 languages spokearite jurisdictions

In 2007, 24.1% (about 288,100 residents) of thesGdium population over the age
of 5 spoke a language other than English at hofdéb of these speak English less
than “very well”.

Languages Spoken at Home by Population over 5 Years of Age: 2007

Asian and Pacific
Other Indo- Islander languages
European 10.0%
languages
6.4%

Other languages
1.5%

English only

Spanish
75.9%

6.3%

3. Incomes grew in King County during the 1990’s ad mid-2000’s, but growth has been
sporadic. Growth in real income will undoubtedly $ow again before the end of the
decade.

- In real dollars, income growth declined slightlgrit 2000 — 2004.

From 2004 to 2007 household income grew rapidlgtipg a gain of 26% over
incomes in 2000. This amounted to a 5% increaseahdollars.

There is likely to be a stabilization or even alihecin real household income from
2007 to 2010 due to the recession.

Median household income grew by 47% from 1990 @02@&bout 5% per year), and
slowed to about 2% per year from 2000 to 2004.

2 United Way of King County, “Languages Spoken im¢kiCounty School Districts.”
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Map 1 — Persons of Color Concentration and Diversity by Ce  nsus Tract

for the King County Consortium

Persons of color map is based on race data from the 2000 census: Black/African American, American Indian, Asian, Native

Hawaiian and some other race.

Percent of Population bt Census Tract
King County, Washington

30% or more
e
20 - 29% of population
. -~
e
o

15 - 19% of population

L— 10 - 14% of population

— Less than 10%
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Census tract boundary
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4. Low-Income Households and Households in Povertpcreased in the Consortium
The percentage of households earning 50% of aré@amé@comé (“AMI”) or less
increased from 16% to 18% of total households énGbnsortium from 1990 to 2000. In
2007, it appears that 20.7% of the householdsarCitnsortium earn 50% of AMI or less.
The poverty rateincreased from 8% to 8.4% of the population ind<@ounty from 1990 to
2000 . In 2007, it is estimated at 9.9% for Kingu@ty as a whole. This was lower than the
national poverty rate of 13% in 2007

In the Consortium, approximately 98,200 people8.df%6 of the population live in poverty.

In 2000, 16 census tracts in the Consortium haeppvates of 15% and above.

Census tract 265.00 in White Center had the higt@stentration of both poverty and
persons of color in the Consortium — 38.7% poveatg and 54% persons of color.

Poverty in the Consortium is most concentratedhéSouth Urban Area (see Maps that
follow).

The percentage of persons living in poverty inEast Urban Area doubled between 1990
and 2000 from 2.16% to 4.68%.

$50% of area median income was $33,700 for a halseti two in 2009

* The poverty level is a threshold measure presdrilyethe federal government. The measure has dwponents,
income level and family size by number of relatbddren. Unrelated individuals and two-person rehads are
further differentiated by age (under 65 & 65 anérpv The poverty level in 2008 was $22,017 féaraily of four
(4) with two (2) related children; the poverty léwas $14,490 for a two-person household undernffi;was
$13,032 for a two-person household 65 & over.

10
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Map 2 — Percent of Persons in Poverty by Census Tetin the King County Consortium
The poverty level is a threshold measure presciiiyeithe federal government. The measure |has
two components, income level and family size by banof related children. Unrelated

individuals and two-person households are furtliféeréntiated by age (under 65 and 65 &
over). The poverty level in 2000 was $16,895 féaraily of four (4) with two (2) related

children; the poverty level was $11,214 for a tvesgon household under 65; and was $10,075
for a two-person household 65 & over.

Percent of Population bt Census Tract
King County, Washington

30% or more

20 - 29% of population
15 - 19% of population
10 - 14% of population
Less than 10%
Non-participating area
City or CDA boundary
Census tract boundary

Get new

11



DRAFT

7/21/2009 4:16:01 PM

Map 3 — Census Tracts with High Concentrations of &sons of Color and of Poverty in the

King County Consortium
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5. The jobless rate has varied this decade, but resharply in 2008 — 2009.

The jobless rate in King County (Seattle-Bellevueitett PMSA) hovered around an
average rate of 3.5% during much of the 1990’s.

It steadily increased in the early 2000’s to arrage of 6.5% in 2003, fell again to
around 4.5% in 2004 — 2007. Layoffs due to thessmn began in the middle of
2008, leading to an unemployment rate of 7.9% imddaf 2009.

6. 22% of female-headed families are poor, comped to 6.4% of all families.

Female-headed families (no husband present) cotestitore than half of all families
in poverty in King County, and 54% of poor familiesthe Consortium..

Female-headed families with children under 18 mguld1.5% of all families in
poverty in 2007. and 31.5% of all families in pdyan the Consortium.

Children constitute nearly 40% of all persons lgvin poverty in the Consortium .
They constitute about 30% of poor persons in thenBoas a whole.

7. Non-family Households Increased
Just over 40% of all households in the County arefamily households.

From 2000 to 2007, they increased at a somewhtatr feete than family households,
and constitute over half of all new households.

8. Elderly Households will increase significantlyn the next 8 to 10 years.

King County residents between the age of 60 and&4ased by 72.4% between
2000 and 2007. In addition, residents from 55 #68eased by 49.5%. Together,
this means that 225,000 residents could reactene¢int age between 2008 and 2016.

In the Consortium, those between 60 and 64 incdelg&4.0% from 2000 - 2007,
while those in the 55 — 59 age group increasedd?4. This means that over
150,000 residents are likely to reach retiremeertiaghe next 8 years (by 2016).

Persons over the age of 65 increased from 8.4%eqgbdpulation in 1990 to 10% in
2000. In 2007, they represented 10.6% of the @tiounl in King County, and nearly
11% of the population in the Consortium.

Persons over the age of 85 increased by 44% fr®@@ @®2000. They increased by
25.3% from 2000 — 2007.

13



DRAFT 7/21/2009 4:16:01 PM

Between 2000 and 2010 King County’s 60 and old@utadion is expected to grow
from 13.8% of the total population to 16.8% of tbtal population. By 2007, they
constituted 16.0% of the population.

Overall, the proportion of the population undermb$ shrunk 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%

55 - 64 years, 12.19%
15 - 24 years

12.1%

45 - 54 years,

16.4%
25 - 34 years, 14.0%

35 - 44 years, 16.9%

Source: American Community
Suney, 2007

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

65 + years

11% 0- 14 years

20%

55 - 64 years

12%
15 - 24 years

12%

45 - 54 years
0,
17% 12%

35-44 years
16% Source: American Community
Sunwey, 2007
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9. The Percentage of Residents with a Disability Reained about the Same

In 2007, 10.0% of King County residents betweenaitpes of 5 and 64 had some
level of disability, essentially the same perceatag in 2002 (10.1%)

37.6% of residents over the age of 65 had somé ddksability in 2007 compared
to 39.5% in 2002.

9% of residents over the age of 65 had a “self“adisability. A “self-care” disability
is a physical, mental or emotional condition, lagt® months or more, that causes a
person to have difficulty dressing, bathing or iggtiround the home.

10. Small Households Grew the Fastest. By 2007 titards of all households in King
County were one- or two-person households, housiF§% of the population.

From 2000 to 2007 one-person households incredsedigher rate (15.5%) than the

increase of all households (7.3%) in King County.

The proportion of one- and two-person householdscbatinued to grow over the

last 17 years.

There are fewer large households than other hoilgslzes in King County overall,
but during the 1990s households with 6 or more nemimcreased by an average

rate of 37%.

This trend reversed from 2000 — 2007, with the neindf these large households
decreasing. This may indicate the ability of memlu# large households to find
housing of their own during the period of easy trddgh employment, and

improved real incomes from 2004 - 2007. Thisdreauld reverse again during the

recession.
. Census Census Chg 1990 - | Chg 2000 -
Size of HH 1990 2000 | ACS2007 | 5000 2007
All Households 616,691 710,916 762,697 15.3% 7.3%
1-person household 179,110 217,163 250,764 21.2% 15.5%
2-person household 211,841 240,334 252,039 13.5% 4.9%
3-person household 97,614 106,579 110,303 9.2% 3.5%
4-person household 79,982 89,918 95,822 12.4% 6.6%
5-person household 32,274 35,842 36,579 11.1% 2.1%
6-person household 10,322 12,685 11,264 22.9% -11.2%
7-or-more person household 5,548 8,395 5,926 51.3% -29.4%
Percent of 1 or 2 person hh 63% 64% 66%

15
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Change in Number of Households by Household Size 19 90 -

300,000 ~ 2007

250,000 -

O Census 1990 M@ Census 2000 @ ACS 2007

200,000 -

150,000

100,000

50,000

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

11. The State’s inmate population stood at about 1@00 at the end of 2007. Many ex-
inmates are homeless, and because of their recorteaexcluded from a number of housing
programs.

According to the Washington State Department ofr€uions, the combined population
of persons incarcerated and on active supervisithd community decreased from over
70,000 persons state-wide to about 46,000 at the£R007.

In Jun}% 2008, there were about 14,000 on activeraamty supervision residing in King
County.

About 48,000 persons were held and released frinm jging County in 2008, after an
average stay of just under 20 days.

About 39% of confined offenders are readmissionsrison.

Numerous studies indicate that persons releasedgrson have multiple needs: a high
percentage have substance abuse problems, mangtdidmplete high school, most
have spotty employment records of primarily low-e&ggbs, many report some level of
physical or mental disability and many do not hsageure housing to enter.

Programs for substance abuse, mental health, ecli@bbpportunities and pre-release
preparation have been cut from the prisons astéte Budget conditions have grown

° Department of Corrections, “Community Classification by County of Supervision as of June 30, 2008.

16
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tighter. The result is that offenders re-entetimg community have often not received
treatment, have few job skills and in general lugrépared for life on the outside.

Securing housing following release from prisonastigularly difficult because most
federal housing programs (Section 8 and low-rebtipinousing) prohibit leasing to
former offenders, especially those convicted oiodent offence.

Many private and non-profit housing providers cactdtriminal background checks as
part of their regular tenant screening processrafuse to lease to those with criminal
convictions.

There are a limited number of programs in King Gguhat offer housing opportunities
for persons being released from prison:

o Pioneer Human Services provides clean and sobesitical housing opportunities
for about 400 persons coming out of treatment moprwho are willing to participate
in a case-managed program.

o Pioneer Human Services also provides about 150etraake permanent beds for
lower income individuals. Neither program is extlely for released offenders but
will accept former offenders, and there is a waitiist for these beds during most
times of the year.

0 Interaction Transition operates a transitionahigvfacility for released offenders that
can serve approximately 18 persons. There is-meixth waiting list for these beds.

The emergency shelter system may house newly sslezffenders but actual figures are
hard to come by as offenders are hesitant to disdloeir history for fear of being turned
away.

With limited housing opportunities upon release ynafienders find themselves
homeless. The literature suggests that lack asacto stable housing upon release
reduces the likelihood of successful re-entry sdoiety, thus increasing threats to public
safety through higher rates of recidivism

6 Bradley, K., Oliver, M., Richardson, N., Slayter, E., “No Place Like Home: Housing and the Ex-prisoner,”
Community Resource for Justice, November 2001.

17
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Il. Persons with Disabilities

A. Persons with Developmental Disabilities
1. Overview

A person with a developmental disability is someah@se disability is present before
the age of 18, and is expected to last a lifetidevelopmental disabilities include
mental retardation, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, auts other neurological conditions that
may impair intellectual functioning.

There is a 1.6% prevalence rate of persons wittvaldpmental disability (“DD”) in the
United States. Approximately 80% of persons with &e classified as having a “mild”
level of disability; 18% have disabilities classdias “moderate”; and 2% have
disabilities classified as “severe”.

Persons with developmental disabilities often resde form of support through all
stages of their lives. The types of support peopled vary with the severity of their
disability and can include: case management, pats@ame assistance, live-in residential
support, supported employment, guardianship, agdeservices.

Persons with DD often have income from both empleytand/or Supplemental
Security Income (“SSI”), however, most people witb have extremely low incomes?.
Some families with children with DD also have eriady low incomes, often due to the
additional care needs of their disabled child.

Persons with DD can live successfully in commumiged housing with support systems
that are appropriate to their needs, which caudehl combination of case management,
family, friends, or paid support providers.

2. Adults with DD

Of the 4,705 adults in King County on the Washing&tate DSHS/DDD caseload, 1,412
live in Seattle and 3,293 live in King County odtsiSeattle.

In 2008, 2,988 adults in King County on the WastongState DSHS/DDD caseload
received “residential services” for housing. “Riesitial services” are comprehensive
housing support services provided in community 8dsmising by agencies that contract
with the Washington State DSHS/DDD.

An additional 1.717 adults on the DSHS/DDD caseloaging County do not receive
“residential services” and many of these adulterawneed for affordable housing, either

" At or below 30% of the Area Median Income, which is $17,700 per year for a household of one in 2009.

18
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because their current housing causes them to benaadly rent burdened or because they
live with an aging parent who cannot continue teedar them.

3. Families with Children with DD

Of the 6,410 children on the DDD caseload, 1,6%6 iin Seattle and 4,754 live in King
County outside Seattle. Many of the children wékd affordable housing as they reach
adulthood.

The housing need of families with children with DBs yet to be effectively
documented. WA State DDD is currently developingadt list of families who are
homeless or in need of affordable housing in otdelocument the needs of families, as
well as conducting a needs assessment of famitieeeoDDD caseload.

4. Homelessness Among Persons with DD

In 2008, The Arc of King County served 65 homelesissons with DD through its
Survival Services Program, which includes case igam&nt and housing stabilization
assistance.

The Seattle-King County Coalition for the Homeldsamilies Committee, reports
serving increased numbers of families with childneth DD in King County shelter and
transitional housing programs. According to the@ne Night Count of the Homeless
conducted by the Coalition, out of 1,372 individuad shelter and transitional housing
programs who reported at least one disability, ihdividuals reported having a
developmental disability. Because many of thesgnams do not have staff positions to
provide services to meet the unique needs of tfaesiies, they face additional
challenges to overcoming homelessness.

5. Dual Diagnosis: Persons with Mental lliness and DD
In 2008 - 2009, the King County Mental Health SysteRegional Support Network

were providing services to 900 persons who hadshdiagnosis of mental illness and a
developmental disability.

19
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B. Persons with Mental lliness
1. Overview

The King County Regional Support Network (RSN), aged by the Mental Health,
Chemical Abuse and Dependency Services Division @ABS) is responsible for
managing the publicly funded mental health treatrsgatem. Direct services provided
by County staff include 24-hour mental health srmutreach and investigation for
involuntary commitment. Treatment services arevigied through contracts with
licensed mental health centers. Mental Healthisesvincludes group and individual
counseling; case management; outreach and engagseneices; medication
management vocational services; and assistancenaitsing and other supports.

In 2008 mental health services were provide@4893people.

The Crisis Clinic, which provides telephone crisgsvices in King County, responded to
83,412 call§ requesting mental health assistance in 2008.

Western State Hospital (WSH) continues to plandeewards at the hospital. The
Expanded Community ServicédSCS) program , the two Programs for Assertive
Community Treatment (PACT) and the Standard Supportve Housing (SSH)
programs in King Countyhave been successful in transitioning individuals de&sged
from WSH and local psychiatric hospitals into conmityrbased housing with supportive
case management services. Additional transitiomélpgermanent subsidized housing
units with support services are needed for thisufadjon.

The RSN ha829 adults residing in licensed residential facilifissch as boarding
homes. In addition, the RSN’s focus on the recoweoglel emphasizes individual
choice, including community- based housing optifmmgersons with severe and
persistent mental iliness.

Additional transitional and permanent subsidizeddiog units throughout the
geographic regions of King County are needed fosges with mental illness Supportive
housing needs exist for youths leaving the fosdee system when they turn 18 years of
age.

2. Homelessness

1,641 adults in the Outpatient prograr@o of the adults in those programs) had at least
one episode of homelessnes2108

In addition,502 persons from two homeless outreach programs hiadsttone episode
of homelessness in 2008.

®This number represents all “calls” to the Crisis Clinic. It may include repeat calls from the same person.
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C. Persons with Chemical Dependency
1. Overview

The Mental Health, Chemical Abuse and Dependencyicss Division (MHCADS) is
responsible for managing King County’s publicly fiedl substance abuse treatment
services.

Direct services provided by County funds includeeasment for substance abuse
services, public inebriate outreach and triage,ianelstigation for involuntary detention
under state substance abuse statutes. Treatnmeiceseare provided through contracts
with licensed substance abuse treatment agen8igsstance abuse services include
financial eligibility and need assessments; detcaiion; youth and adult outpatient
treatment; outpatient opiate substitution treatmesidential treatment services; and
employment and housing assistance.

A total of 15,432people were served with detoxification servicgsate substitution,
youth and adult outpatient programs.

The Dutch Schisler Sobering Support Center, whrdvides 24-hour assistance to the
public inebriate population, assist2d70unduplicated individuals iB008

The Alcohol and Drug 24-Hour Help Line providedeighone crisis response and
referrals for treatmerit9,749callers in2008

For individuals with a long history of substanceisd, stable affordable housing is often
a prerequisite to treatment compliance and contimaeovery. An increase in permanent
affordable housing units is needed for persons ehtmical dependency.

2. Homelessness

942 o0r 13% of the adult admissions to outpatient treatmen20d08 reported that they
were homeless.

The Sobering Support Center reporged21unduplicated persons who stated that they
had experienced at least one episode of homelessr2308.

3. Criminal Justice Population with Chemical Dependeng or Mental lliness, or Both

In 2003, King County started the Criminal Justi@n@uum of Care Initiatives Project
to assure that persons who are significantly ingablby substance abuse, mental illness,
or both, and involved repeatedly or for a significduration in the criminal justice
system “receive a continuum of treatment servibasis coordinated, efficient, and
effective, and that reduces their rate of re-oféeasd jail time.” Such offenders should
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have access to coordinated housing, pre-vocatiengdloyment, crisis, and treatment
services that are continually evaluated for effextess in reducing the rate of re-arrest.

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

Housing is an essential component of many of th&iives of the Criminal Justice
Continuum of Care Initiatives Project, such as@oeoccurring Disorders Program, the
Housing Voucher and Case Management Program ar@aimenunity Center for
Alternative Programs (CCAP), and is a prerequisiteecovery and re-integration into
the community.

A need exists for an increase in transitional agrnanent affordable and subsidized
housing units for persons in the Criminal Justioat@®uum of Care Initiatives Project.

D. Persons Living with HIV/AIDS

1.

HIV/AIDS Population

There were at least 6,320 King County residents g with HIV or AIDS at the
beginning of 2008’ Public Health staff estimate that approximatedyor 5,0470f
those individuals reside in Seattle, and approxtge20% or about 1,270 live in King
County outside Seattle (Consortium area). The Bedihg County Public Health
HIV/AIDS Program notes that this number representy the “reported” cases that have
been diagnosed within the county and reported Wi®Health.

An estimated 7,200 to 7,800 people are living witHIV or AIDS in the county, but
many of these people may be unaware of their iile¢hot tested or have not received
their HIV-positive test result), may have testedrammously, or have not been recorded
in the HIV surveillance system.

In King County, there have been 350-400 new HIV dignoses each year since 1998.
While the number of new cases has remained lea tame, the reported number of
residents with HIV/AIDS has been increasing asninaber of HIV-related deaths has
declined to about 100 persons annually, or less tthe number new cases.

Ninety percent of all infections are among men whbave sex with men, injection
drug users, or foreign-born Blacks. Most HIV-infected King County residents are
White men who have sex with men, are 30-45 yeaegjefat the time of diagnosis, and

® HIV/AIDS Epidemiology Unit, Public Health—Seattle €ing County and the Infectious Disease and
Reproductive Health Assessment Unit, WashingtoteSda@partment of Health. HIV/AIDS Epidemiology Repo
Second Half 2007: Volume 71.

10 seattle & King County Public Health HIV/AIDS Progna Strategic and Operational Plan for HIV Prevemtio
King County, October 2007.
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reside in Seattle. However, an increasing proqoxif cases are among foreign-born
Blacks, and residents outside Seattle.

HIV/AIDS affects a diverse array of peopleln Seattle-King County, as in the country
as a whole, epidemiological data indicate that HiM AIDS are disproportionately
affecting African Americans and foreign-born Blaokmigrants. Overall, the percent of
HIV/AIDS cases among people of color has risendskgaince the early years of the
epidemic in King County, from 13% of cases in 18to 26% in 1993-95 and 35% in
1999-2001. Blacks are 4.5 times more likely torifedted with HIV than whites and are
the most disproportionately impacted racial grodpout 2% of Black men and 1% of
Black women in King County are currently living WiHIV/AIDS.*?

2. Housing Needs

Housing stability is a challenge for those with HIVAIDS. The 2004 Seattle-King
County AIDS Housing Plan notes that many peopleeggpce increasingly complex
physical, emotional, and behavioral health issmesather challenges that affect their
housing stability. When coupled with low incomesl @achallenging housing market, as
is the case in King County, housing stability beesrelusive.

Given average rents in King County, these individuks are often priced out of the
rental market. Access to housing is further complicated by factetated to mental
illness, substance use, chronic homelessnesstisstd incarceration, immigration
status, and language and cultural barriers. Houwsilgservice providers are focusing
more energy, time, and resources on populatioriddaba multiple challenges in
accessing or maintaining housing in addition tack lof financial resources. Housing
alone will not solve the underlying issues for maopsumers. However, these
underlying issues often cannot be addressed wharmamdual is not in stable housing.

People living with HIV/AIDS represent a range of neds.Some people enter the AIDS
housing system because they have lost income ambeuc independence due to illness.
Others enter the system having had few persorfalamcial resources to begin with and
may not see HIV/AIDS as their most immediate concé&p effectively house these
diverse clients, case managers and service previdest have a broad range of skill and
knowledge. However, given the decreasing availghili services through related
systems, meeting these needs is difficult andradiimpossible.

Housing people with complex lives presents signiat challenges for affordable
housing providers that focus on supporting thoseving with HIV/AIDS. A lack of
independent living skills limits the ability of senpeople to succeed in housing, yet there
are few programs that provide independent livingsskraining. Ongoing case
management, services, and social support are ra@gassmnponents, but are often
unavailable. As non-profit housing providers partwéh the AIDS service system to

1 HIV AIDS Epidemiology Report, Second Half of 200/lume 71
12 Seattle RARE Project: Rapid Assessment, Respamé&valuation, Final Report and Recommendations
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house people living with HIV/AIDS who have complegalth and life challenges, gaps
in these services are increasingly problematic.

Housing is a significant need for those living wittHIV/AIDS. Housing assistance and
housing-related services are among the greatesttumeeds identified by persons living
with HIV/AIDS, according to data from the 2007 Comipensive HIV Needs Assessment
compiled by Seattle/King County Public Health. éssment data indicate that over
1,036 people living with HIV/AIDS need assistantaling housing and/or emergency,
short-term or on-going rental assistance. Thikiohes more than 900 men and 140
women** These needs include transitional and permanergiig placements, as well as
help paying rent to maintain current housing.

Many individuals and families are forced to make citical choices when their income
is not sufficient to meet their basic living needslt may mean fewer meals, no
healthcare, and loss of utilities, overcrowded haysr eviction. For people living with
HIV/AIDS who have low incomes, these choices cavetmserious effect on their health
status.

Homelessness puts people at risk of HIV/AIDSased on surveys of HIV infection
among homeless persons in King County and studiressthe country, homelessness
puts men and women are at higher risk for HIV ititec Homeless persons reported
with HIV/AIDS in King County were more likely to bgersons of color and to have been
exposed through injection drug use compared toethd® were not homeles$s.

3. Needs Assessment Survey
The following information is based on the SeatilegkCounty HIV/AIDS Case
Management Survey (October 2007). This is a ssaaftiple of needs from 26 survey
respondents (case managers) with a total of 1,886ts in their caseloads. Case
managers identified 20% of their clients who wereeed of emergency, transitional or
permanent supportive and independent housing (3@@iduals). Mental illness and/or
chemical dependency were barriers to housing farentiman half of these individuals
(191 clients).

Increasing numbers of people living with AIDS who lave housing needs also have
criminal, credit, and rental histories along with mental health and chemical
dependency issuesAlthough some housing programs and resourceiiBS
housing continuum are dedicated to serving peojite multiple barriers to housing
stability, much of the housing was developed faygde who could live independently.

Mental health services, chemical dependency servgdransportation, and money
management training were the top services listed agecessary supports for housing

13 Seattle-King County HIV/AIDS Housing Plan prepai®y AIDS Housing of Washington (currenfuilding
Change}for the City of Seattle Human Services Departm&eptember 2004.

14 Application from Public Health - Seattle & King @uty to the Health Resources and Services Admiatistr for
FY 2008 Ryan White Act Part A Funding.

5 HIV/IAIDS Epidemiology Programs Fact Sheet: HorsslPersons, May 2003.
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stability. Case managers indicated that supportive housithgstaffing 24 hours/7 days
per week would help a large number (66% of thoseeied or 247 clients) succeed in
housing.

Survey respondents were experiencing complex lifénallenges that affected housing
stability. One in ten was homeless or at risk of homelessaiethe time of the survey,
and more than half of all respondents had been leasé the past. Women and African
Americans had the highest rate of previous homeésss One in three respondents
indicated that they had been in jail or prisonaahs point in their lives.

The most frequent reason given by those who had be@omeless was lack of

income. Respondents who had been homeless indicatedaken for their last episode
of homelessness. The most frequent response alasflancome, followed by eviction
or being asked to move. In addition, 24% indicatexVing to a new area without
financial or personnel resources, 24% became ha@asdiee to alcohol or drug use, 11%
were released from jail or prison, 10% were relddsmm another institution, and 10%
became homeless due to domestic violence.

4. Housing and Services Continuum

Seattle-King County has a well-developed continuuraf HIV/AIDS-dedicated

housing and services, but there are still gap3he local AIDS continuum of care
includes counseling and testing services, medea @ncluding ambulatory, specialty,
in-patient, alternative, and dental care), acoeskug therapies, insurance programs,
medical case management, housing assistance, heatth bare, skilled nursing care,
adult day health care, substance use treatmertameling, mental health therapy and
counseling, transportation, medical nutrition tipgrefood and meals programs,
psychosocial support, outreach, health educatgkfaduction, treatment adherence
support, and phone referrals and linkages to medizhdental care.

The care continuum also includes independent and pported transitional and
permanent housing units, medical respite, assistéiving and skilled nursing beds.
Despite the resources available through the howsidgservices continuum, however,
there are gaps in our housing and services system.

HOPWA funds are able to provide more than 300 indiiduals with direct housing
and rental assistance each year, but there is a giedemand for the services
provided by these limited resources.

Seattle and King County staff are currently assessg needs and planning a
responseln response to current needs, the Seattle Humanc8gmDepartment and the
Seattle-King County Public Health HIV/AIDS ProgrgRyan White CARE Act
Administrator) coordinated a review and planninggass to identify current and
emergent needs and priorities for the Seattle-Klngnty AIDS Housing Continuum in
July 2008. The HIV/AIDS Housing Committee is anjoRyan White and Housing
Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) plampinody. The Housing
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Committee is comprised of representatives from AHa8sing programs, case
management providers and representatives from bthesing and homelessness
agencies both within and external to the HIV/AID&d. The Committee will continue
its work to develop local HIV/AIDS housing policiesonduct assessments of housing-
related needs and address the full spectrum ofitpissues facing people living with
HIV/AIDS in the Seattle/King County.
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[ll. Housing Market Conditions
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A. Rental Housing Affordability Trends

1. Apartment rents have risen slightly faster tharinflation despite two periods of
relatively high unemployment this decade.

The graph below shows how higher vacancy ratesllygodiow upon periods of
relatively high unemployment. Typically this leadsfalling rents, as occurred in
2003 and 2004.

A dramatic increase in unemployment occurred betwvtbe second half of 2008
and the beginning of 2009. Vacancy rates have aseexpected, and rents began
to fall between September 2008 and April 2009.
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Many buildings have rent concessions in placettacttrenters, and it is likely
that rents will fall more in 2009

Despite these cyclical events, rents in the spoirD09 are nearly 28% higher
than |lr71 2000. This is slightly higher than the gah inflation rate of 23.8% since
2000.

$1,200 T —s—* Average rentfor a 2 BR, 1 BA unit + 9.0%
—+—\/acancy Rate (All Units)
$1,000 + =+ Unemployment Rate**

T 8.0%
T 7.0%
$800 + T 6.0%
+ 5.0%

$600 +
+ 4.0%

$400 + T 3.0%

T 2.0%
$200 +
+ 1.0%

$- t t t t t t t t t t t t t t 0.0%
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

* Average rent for a 2 BR, 1 BA unit. Dupre+ Scott, King County History, Apartment Vacancy Report, April 2009, p. 25.Unemployment figures are for May of each year. The number
for 2009 is for March 2009, and is based on the likelihood of a continued recession through the spring of 2009.

8. South King County continues to have more affordableentals than other regions of the
County, while the East County continues to have thiewest affordable rentals.

In 2009, the median rent for all units in the SoQtdunty was about $825, while it
was over $930 in the Seattle and Shoreline areh$ah60 in the East County sub-
region.

At a median of $1265, rents are highest in thel miti@s. In those cities there are
fewer multifamily units, and the multifamily rensalend to be newer on the average
than the apartment stock in Seattle and the loageblished suburban cities.

Only the South County has a sufficient proportibnemtals for those below 40% of
median income. All other regions have a sevefieitlef market rate rental housing
for that income group.

'8 Dupre + ScottThe Apartment Vacancy Repd®pring 2009.
" Consumer Price Index for Seattle MSA (Urbamyww.bls.gov/cpi/
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The East County also has a significant deficitenital housing affordable to those at
50% of median income. This group includes workéanouseholds with incomes

from $30,000 to $40,000 per year.

Percent of Rental Housing Affordable to Moderate-a  nd Low Income Households (2008)

Estimated Total Percent Affordable by Income Categor vy

Jurisdiction mreedr']"t"” # <80% <50% <40%
EAST $1,156 56,768 74.3% 7.4% 0.7%
RURAL CITIES $1,295 4,062 51.5% 24.2% 2.8%
SOUTH $825 86,318 96.4% 51.1% 14.0%
SEASHORE $930 160,552 82.8% 34.6% 7.7%
UNINC KING CTY $980 26,545 85.6% 25.1% 5.5%
Totals: $940 334,245 85.4% 33.8% 8.3%

9. Rents for Single Family Home Rentals are More Expesive than Rents for Multi-
Family Units

Rents for single family homes were significantlymnexpensive than rents for multi-
family units. Only 6-10% of single family rentakwe affordable to households
earning 30-50% of median income in 2003 based seareh by Dupre + Scott.

Like multi-family rents, single family rents wereost affordable in South King
County and least affordable in rural unincorporaieshs and East King County

Single family rents in rural cities were the mogbadable, while multi-family rents
in the rural cities were among the least affordable

B. Home Ownership Affordability Trends

1. In 2008-2009, ownership housing was more affordabtéan in 2004 — 2007, but the
median-priced home still cost almost $60,000 moréan the median-income
household could afford.

The median sales price of all homes in King Coysiygle family, townhomes,
condominiums, and mobile homes) declined aboufrd¥ $397,000 to $390,000
in 2008 and had dropped to $351,500 by May 200€s flepresented roughly a 12%
drop over the previoius twelve months. Nationdtigme prices fell about 19%
during the same 12-month period..

The median sales prices for single family home20@8 was $425,000, a 7% decline
since 2007, and about the same as the medianipr2@®6. Single family home
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prices had fallen further in early 2009, with maffordable homes selling faster than
very high-priced homes.

The median sales price for condominiums fell fra2®2000 in 2008 to $270,450 in
May 2009
In 2008 a median-income household of two to thiesgns could just barely afford
the medium-priced condominium, or a comparablygatitownhouse. However, the
continued decline of prices into early 2009 mealarger inventory of homes that the
median income household could afford.
Median Home Price and Price of Home Affordable to M  edian Income Household:
King County 1970 - 2009
$425,000 -
$400,000 -
$375,000 -
$350,000 7 Change During This Decadeg,
$325,000 -
$300,000 -
$275,000 -
$250,000 -
$225,000 - Change over Previous
$200,000 - Three Decades
$175,000 -
$150,000 -
$125,000 - —=— Median Home Price
$100,000 -
$75,000 A —— Affordable Home Price at 100% of Median Income
$50,000 -
$25,000 -
$_

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

Despite the drop in home prices, the gap betweeaffordable home and the
median-priced home was about $60,000, still latigean the gap of approximately
$54,000 that existed from 2000 to 2003.

In 2009, the median income for all households viemi8$72,000, equivalent to one
full-time wage of $36.00 per hour, or two full-timeages of $18.00 per hour. 50%
of all households earned that amount or less,

The affordable home price at this income was $282,30 the median income
household could afford the median-priced condonmmar a comparably-priced
townhouse, but not the median-priced single faindyne®

18 sale prices of mobile homes are calculated witglsifamily homes, as are townhomes with fee simple
ownership. Some townhomes are sold with condomirgtyle ownership.
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Change in Median Price of All Homes in King County ~ (Condo and Single Family)

Percent Chg in Median Affordable Home Price
Year Median Home Price Home Price from Previous at 100% of Median
Decade or Previous Year Income
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% $ 292,700
2009* $ 351,500 -9.9% $ 292,700
Source: KC Benchmark Report 2008; U.S. Census Bureau, ACS, and King County Assessor's Office. *2009 is based on data from
May 2009.

2. While the median income household may be able tafil a modest home they can
afford, buying a home is not an option for many irthe King County workforce.*

Affordable to Households Percent of all HH at or Single Family

Earning at Least: below this Income Level Homes SIS Alllemes

Median Income 50% 16.7% 50.3% 25.6%
80% of Median Income 40% 4.7% 24.7% 9.9%
50% of Median Income 23% 0.9% 4.6% 1.8%

25.6% of all home sales, and 16.7% of single faimdyne sales, were affordable to
the median income household in 2008. In 2007,tlems 5% of single family home
sales were affordable to the median income houdehol

A household earning 80% of median income, or aB66t000 in 2009, could afford
a home priced at no more than $223,000. Less tb@ndf all homes sold in King
County in 2008 were priced at that amount or less.

Just 4.7% of single family home sales in 2008 vedferdable to households earning
80% %‘ median income. However, this is more thenit.2% that were affordable in
2007?

¥ The following table is based on data for 2008.mdgrices continued to fall at the beginning of 20&mewhat
improving the percent of homes available to mediath moderate income households.

“Note that in 2003, 27-34% of single family homeesah King County were affordable to householdsiear80%
of median income . Dupre + Scott Apartment Advistms. 2003 Study of Housing Affordability in King County
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Those earning 50% of median income (approximat&8.B0 per hour) could afford
only $146,300 for a home. Less then 2% of all rmraed less than 1% of single
family sales were affordable in that price randéis household is likely to struggle

just to find an affordable rental.

3. Condominiums and some townhouses provide moréf@rdable ownership
opportunities than single family homes, but even thse may remain out of reach for

moderate-income families.

Condominiums provide a more affordable housingarptiHowever, only about half
of condominiums sold in 2008 were affordable tortedlian income household, and
only about 25% were affordable to those earning 8%edian income.

For those earning half of median income, 4.6% oidos were affordable,
4. Homes continue to be most affordable in Southikg County.*

The median sales price of homes in South King Gowats just under $320,000 in
2007. This was significantly lower than the medsates prices of $500,000 in East

King County.

Median home prices rose dramatically in 2004 -6200his is reflected in the
Countywide increase of 47% in the five years frdd2— 2007. While the median
home prices declined somewhat in 2008 - 2009, were still above 2006 levels.

The largest percent increase in price was in thalRtities.
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Only seven cities out of 39 in King County had mtiran 10 home sales in 2007 that
were affordable to those earning 50% of mediannreo These included Auburn,
Burien, Federal Way, Kent, Renton, Seattle, andwilak

% Data on home sales by sub-region is for 2007 rattza 2008. Since the median home price for thelev
County fell to $390,000 in 2008 and to $351,50@anly 2009, the sub-regional medians are alsoylitcebe
slightly lower, and affordability somewhat higher 2008-2009.
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IV. Housing Needs: Very Low- to Moderate-Income Reters and Rental Housing Stock

A. Moderate-Income Renters (50 % - 80% of Area Mediarincome (AMI)) %

1. Those earning 80% of median income and above canually find rentals they
can afford, but the supply of affordable rental howsing drops off significantly
between 40 - 60% of median income, and a housingstdurden becomes
apparent?®

H.U.D. recommends that households pay no more 368&& of their income for
housing costs. For affluent families, a highercpat spent on housing may be
manageable, but for low-income families, it leavesufficient income to pay for
other essentials such as food, transportationttheate costs, and savings for
emergencies.

90% Supply and Demand for Market Rate Affordable Rental ~ Units 85.4%
80% A

70%- o
B Percent of Renters in this Income Group
60%

ite*x
5001 B Percent of Affordable Units

39.9%

40%1 338%
30% 24.1%
20% A

0 -
10% 1.0%

0%
<30%median income 30 - 50% median income 50-70%m edianincome =/>80% median income

*Because H.U.D. ncome groups are calculated as a range depending on household size, these groupings are approximations of the income ranges in dollar amounts
reported by ACS. The percent of affordable units is the percent affordable AT or ABOVE the minimum income of this group. In the 30 - 50% income group, it is the
percent affordable at or above 40% of median income. For the lowest income group, no market rate data shows units affordable at that level, but some households
income group do appear to find affordable units.

Countywide about 85% of market-rate rentals arerdéble to those at 80% of
median income and above. In the East County amdlities, about 51% - 74%
are affordable to this moderate and median incormepy This group represents less
than 40% of all renters.

#2|n 2007 - 2008, a moderate household income wiasvi52,100 for a two-person household; below $88 ®r
a three-person household; and below $65,100 fouagerson household. . Moderate-income in 2088 wnder
$40,150 for a household of two (2), under $45,26iGafhousehold of three (3), and under $50,20@ foousehold
of four (4).

%« Households are considered to having housing diffesiif they have a housing cost burden exceeddfg of
household income, overcrowding and/or incompletsulastandard kitchen/plumbing facilitiesSevere Cost
Burden”is a housing payment of more than 50% of houseincloine
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- About half of rental units are affordable to thesening in the 60 — 70% income
range. (The median rent of $940 in 2008 was aftdedto most households in this
income group).

About 34% of rental units are affordable to thogmang around 50% of median
income, but the supply falls off quickly below thatome level. This group
struggles to find affordable rentals, especiallthdy are larger households. Often,
affordable rental units are occupied by those ginér income brackets, making it
challenging for low-income renters to find a uhieéy can afford.

2. There are approximately 36,500 assisted housing usiin King County outside
Seattle, which provide affordable to households uret 80% of AMI.

These assisted housing units are mostly rentalst imeludes some ownership units.

Over two-thirds of these units are targeted to aBbakls earning 50% of median
income or below.

While this assisted housing stock is an essertiatribution to providing housing for
the lowest income groups, there remains a sigmifidaficit of units for the
approximately 120,000 households throughout thenGoearning below 50% of
median income.

3. Moderate-Income Renter Households Experience SomesBree of Housing Cost
Burden

According to ACS 2007 survey data, about 32% o$¢éhearning 60 — 80% of median
income pay more than they can afford for rent, &4b% of renters in the 50% —
60% income group pay more than they can afford.

Data used below is from the HUD 2000 State of thie€Data System: Comprehensive
Housing Affordability Strategy (SOCDS: CHAS). lulkcbnot be updated.

In 2000, 32.8% of the moderate-income householdsarConsortium were living in
rental housing that was not affordable, with a @estlen that was more than 30% of
household income (11,159 households in 2080This is comparable to the cost
burden in the 2007 ACS survey data reported above.

In 2000, 3.5% of these moderate-income householtsei Consortium were living in
rental housing that was not affordable, with a seeest burden that was more than
50% of household income (1,191 households in2000).

Elderly one- and two-member households were thd sexerely cost-burdened type
of moderate-income households (11.9%), followed kesser degree, by single-
person and unrelated households (3.3%), and setated households (2.3%).

24 American Community Survey, 2007. See Affordabteising Benchmark Report 2008 — 2009, Figure 22.2.
HUD 2000 State of the Cities Data System: ComprsiverHousing Affordability Strategy (SOCDS:CHAS).
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- The percentagef moderate-income renters that had a severebcoden of more
than 50% of income was highest in the East Urb&r3¢b) Area, followed by the
North Urban (4%) Area. See bar chart that follGws

Moderate-Income Renter Households

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

‘ @ Percentage with Housing Problems O Percentage with Severe Cost Burden

B. Low Income Renterg’
1. Rental Housing is Scarce for Low-Income Renters

In 2007 — 2008, market-rate rental housing wascsector those making 40% - 50% of
median income, and extremely scarce for those m@tass than 40% of median income.

In 2007, 120,000 renter households earned 50% diameéncome or less. This group
represented about 43% of all renter households.

90,800 households earned under 40% of median incdinis income group accounts for
more than one-third of all renter households yéy 88 of all market rate rental units are
priced in a range they can afford (around $600003&8r month).

%SOCDS:CHAS. ( )= Total number of moderate-income renter houseHoldthe respective geographic area of
the Consortium‘Housing Problems”include the following: housing cost burden excagd80% of household
income, overcrowding and/or incomplete or substeth#dchen/plumbing facilities“Severe Cost Burdenis a
housing payment of more than 50% of household ircom

2" Households with income at or below 50% of the Avketian Income (“AMI”). Fifty percent (50%) of AMh
2000 was $26,300 for a household of two (2), $29{60 a household of three (3), and $32,900 fooaskhold of
four (4). In 2007 - 2008, it was $32,600 for a $elwold of two (2); $36,700 for a household of tH{e and
$40,700 for a household of four (4).
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Data used in the following section is from the HR@DO State of the Cities Data System:
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (SOODISAS). Most of it could not be
updated.

2. Low-Income Renter Households in the Consortiurare Cost Burdened.

In 2000, 65.5% of the low-income households inGlo@sortium were living in rental
housing that was not affordable, with a cost burtthen was at least 31% of
household income (15,065 households in 2000).

21.6% of the low-income households in the Consprtwere living in rental housing
that was not affordable, with_a sevexest burden of more than 50% of household
income (4,968 households in 2000).

Elderly one- and two-member households were the sexerely cost burdened type
of low-income household (27.7%), followed by singkrson and unrelated
households (26.3%), and to a lesser degree, sef@iéd households (18%).

The _percentagef low-income renters that had a severe cost louofienore than 50%
of income was the highest in the East Urban Aré&d4 followed by the East Small
Cities (29%), and the North Urban (27.7%) Area BaeChart that follows on the
next pagef®

Low-Income Renter Households

100

North (1,300) East Urban East Small Skykomish (8)  South Urban South Small ~ Vashon (176)

(4,554) Cities (239) (13,090) Cities (460)

@ Percentage with Housing Problems O Percentage with Severe Cost Burden

28 HUD 2000 State of the Cities Data System: CompreiverHousing Affordability Strategy (SOCDS:CHAS).
( ) = Total number of low-income renter householdstlier respective geographic area of the Consortiu2®00.
“Housing Problems” include the following: housing cost burden excagd30% of household income,
overcrowding and/or incomplete or substandard kitéplumbing facilities “Severe Cost Burden”is a housing
payment of more than 50% of household income.
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C. Very Low Income Renters (Below 30% of Median Incomg®

1. For those below 30% of median income, there werevieto no market-rate units
available.

Most of these renter households could afford noenioan $400 for rent in 2007 —
2008.

Typically, individuals will find rentals they carifard only if they share the cost with
another wage-earner.

2. The very low income renter households are the st severely cost-burdened
households in the County. 80% of very low incomeduseholds pay more than
they can afford for housing.

According to the 2007 American Community SurveyyS8f all households in the
very low income group paid more than the recommerdf®s of their income for
housing.

In the next lowest income group (30% - 40% of medmcome), 71% paid more than
they can afford.

The following data is also from HUD 2000 Statehsf Cities Data System: most of it could
not be updated®

In 2000, 63.1% of the very low-income householdgh& Consortium were living in
rental housing that was not affordabjavith a cost burden that was over 30% of
household income (16,453 households in 2000). finsber had increased to 88%
by 2007 (see above).

51.9% of the very low-income households in the ©atnsm were living in rental
housing that was not affordable, with a sevarst burden that was more than 50% of
household income (13,533 households in 2000).

Single-person and unrelated households were theswusrely cost-burdened type of
very low-income household (64%). Many of thesedatwlds are likely to be
persons with disabilities. Fifty-one percent (5186byery low-income small related
households are severely cost-burdened, followedi/By of elderly one- and two-
member households.

29 Households with income at or below 30% of the Avketlian Income (“AMI”). Thirty percent (30%) of AMn
2000 was $15,800 for a household of two (2), $1F f6b a household of three (3), and $19,750 fooaskhold of
four (4). In 2007 — 2008, 30% of AMI was $19,5@0 & two-person household, $22,000 for a threeepers
household; and $24,400 for a four-person househaltivo-person household at this income level cauity afford
about $488 per month in rent.

% HUD 2000 State of the Cities Data System: Commsive Housing Affordability Strategy (SOCDS:CHAS).
1 Housing is considered affordable if it is 30% esd of household monthly income, including heatuatilities.
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- In the three urban areas of the Consortium thespéageof very low-income
households that were severely cost-burdened wedg éxien across the three areas:
North, South and East. In absolute numbers théhSdiban Area has the highest
number of such households (7,741) as comparecetidbkt Urban (2,956) and the
North Urban (834) Areas. See bar chart that fadféw

In the small city areas of the Consortium the patiage of very low-income
households who were severely cost-burdened wasnealy high (although the
absolute numbers were much smaller than in thenuasibeas).

Very Low-Income Renter Households

100100
100

90

80
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50

40+

30+

20

10

North (1,626) East Urban East Small Skykomish (4)  South Urban South Small  Vashon (217)
(5,567) Cities (237) (14,773) Cities (555)

E Percentage with Housing Probalems O Percentage with Severe Cost Burden

32 For the graph above( )= Total number of very low-income renter househdtashe respective geographic
area of the ConsortiuniHousing Problemiclude the following: housing cost burden excagdd0% of household
income, overcrowding and/or incomplete or substesh#ichen/plumbing facilities Severe Cost Burdes a
housing payment of more than 50% of household ircdviery low-incomen 2000 was: $15,800 for a household
of two (2), $17,750 for a household of three (3)d 19,750 for a household of four (4).
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2. Workforce Renter Households

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

To pay the $940 median rent for an - To pay the $1375 average rent for a
apartment in King County in 2007 - three-bedroom/ 2 bath unit in King

2008, a household would have needed County, a household would need to make
to make about $37,000 per year. This about $55,000 per year. This is

is equivalent to one full-time worker equivalent to $27.50 per hour for one
earning $18.50 per hour or two full- full-time worker, or two full-time

time workers earning $9.25 per hour. workers earning $13.75 per hour.
Typical occupations that pay these - Typical occupations that pay these
wages: an accounting clerk wages: one full-time elementary teacher
($36,300), a chemical technician ($52,900) or one full-time dry wall
($39,700) or a full-time childcare installer ($55,600), or one full-time
worker ($10.28 per hour) plus a full- cashier ($25,400) plus one half-time
time food preparation and service physical therapist ($35,000).

worker ($9.90 per hour).

C. A Profile of Low- to Moderate-Income Renter Houseblds in the Consortium by
Race/Ethnicity**

1. The most over-represented racial/ethnic groups amanlow- to moderate-income
renters in the Consortium, as compared to their perentage in the population are
Black/African American, followed by Hispanic/Latino.

% Data in this section is based on the 2000 Censtisauld not be updated. Because the proportion
persons of color in the Consortium has grown, #regntages below are likely to have changed as well
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- 67% of the low-to moderate-income renter househatdd/Nhite, compared to about
76% in the general population.

9% of the low-to moderate-income renter househatdBlack/African American,
compared to 6% in the general population.

8.7% of the low-to moderate-income renter househatd of Hispanic/Latino ethnicity,
compared to about 7% in the general population.

0.7% of the low-to moderate-income renter househatd Hawaiian Native/Pacific
Islander.

1.4% of the low-to moderate-income renter househateé Native American/Alaska
Native.

9% of the low-to moderate-income renter househatdsAsian.

2. Approximately 4% of Low- to Moderate-Income RenterHouseholds of all
Races/Ethnicities are Elderly Households with one Ember who is at least 75 Years
Old.

D. Rental Housing Stock

1. Affordability differs widely in the different sub-r egions of the County, making it
difficult for many low to moderate income workers © find housing that is close to
their workplaces, or in higher-achieving school disicts.

The South County has the highest percentdgental units affordable to low-income
households of the urban areas; about 51% are afftaedo those at 50% of median
income.

In 2008, the South County had approximately 44 1i& affordable to households at or
below 50% of median income.

However, the Sea-Shore sub-region had the highesberof rental units affordable to
low-income households of all areas — about 55,583 affordable at 50% of median
income3

The East Urban area had approximately 4,200 ufidsdable to households at or below
50% of median income. Sea-Shore had 13 times ag ln@-income units as the
Eastside, and the South County had 10 times as toanycome units as the Eastside.

2. 96.4% of the South County’s rental stock is affordale to those at 80% of median
income or above, accounting for about 83,210 units.

3 King County Benchmarks Affordable Housing Repd@®8 — 2009, Indicator 29, Figure 29.1, based orgKin
County Assessors, 2007 ACS and Dupre + Scott Agartradvisors, Inc. for rental data.
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However, again Seattle has a higher number of nateléncome units with almost
133,000.

The East County has 42,200 units affordable to maddencome households.

Affordable Rental Housing Stock by Sub-Region

180,000 4
160,552 O EAST B RURAL CITIES
160,000 4

m SOUTH 0O SEASHORE

140,000 - 132,937

120,000 - B UNINC KING CTY
100,000 4
80,000 4
60,000 4

40,000 -

11,64910,236
295 59 1,250

20,000 - 663

Total Number of Rental Number of Units Number of Units Number of Units
Units Affordable at 80% of Affordable at 50% of Affordable at 40% of
Median Median Median

3. Rental stock declines significantly at 40% of mediaincome, especially on the
Eastside or in the rural areas.

Over one-third of all renters earn 40% of mediaaoime or less.

By 2009, this group accounted for well over 100,08@er households, but only about
23,700 units are affordable to them.

There are virtually no market-rate rentals affotdadi 30% of median income.
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V. Housing Needs: Home Ownership and Owner Housin§tock

A. Moderate to Median Home Owners

1. Typical incomes required to buy a home in KingCounty

To pay the mortgage on a $270,500
median-priced condominium or a
townhouse in King County, a
household would need to make at
least $66,000 per year, equivalent to
$33 per hour for one worker, or $22
per hour for one full-time and one
half-time worker.

Typical occupations that pay these
wages: a full-time network
administrator ($73,300) or a
registered nurse ($73,300), or a full-
time elementary school teacher
($52,900) plus a full-time food
service worker ($19,000)

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

2. Homeowners below 120% of median income are liketo pay more than they can
afford to buy a home®

35% of all owners households pay more than 30%eif tncome for housing. This
percent of households has risen considerably tneepast two decades: from 18% in
1990 to 27% in 2000 to 35% in 2007.

*Data in the sections 2 and 3 below are figimg County Benchmarks Affordable Housing Rep2008 — 2009,
based on 2007 ACS data.
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49% of owner households earning 80 — 100% of meidiemme pay more than 30%
of their income for housing.

22% of households earning above median incomepalganore than 30% of their
income for housing. For this group, the higheicpat spent on housing may not
immediately stress their budget. However, unf@asevents such as loss of a job or
illness, also put them at risk.

3. Three out of four low- to moderate-income homeownerpay more than 30% of their
income for housing costs.

About 55% of home owners at 50 — 80% of mediannmepay more than they can
afford for housing.

Two-thirds of households In the low income groupg more than they can afford for
housing.

88% of those in the lowest income group (below 3§%median income) pay more
than 30% of their very limited incomes on housiogts.

B. Low-Income Home Owners
C. Low-income owner households in the Consortium areost-burdened>®

There are far fewer very low- and low-income home&ners than renters in the
Consortium (about 40% fewer owners than rentetisealower income levels).

The Consortium has about two (2) times as many vy and low-income home
owners as in the City of Seattle.

58 % of low-income owner households in the Consortare paying housing costs that
are not affordable, with a cost burden that is @@%6 of household income (9,776
households in 2000).

D. Many low-income owner households pay more than 50%f their income for
housing.

33.4% of low-income owner households have a ses@seburden for housing, paying
more than 50% of household income (5,639 househiold800).

% This is based on HUD 2000 State of the Cities [33stem: Comprehensive Housing Affordability Stogte
(SOCDS:CHAS) and has not been updated.
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The percentage of low-income owner householdsh&ia¢ a severe cost burden of more
than 50% of household income is highest in the Iis8amtall Cities and the East Urban
Area (see Bar Chart that follows on the next page).

Low-Income Owner Households

North (1,468) EastUrban  East Small Skykomish ~ South Urban South Small Vashon (227)
(3,508) Cities (207) (24) (6,132) Cities (735)

@ Percentage with Housing Problems O Percentage with Severe Cost Burden \

Very Low-Income Owner Households

82.2 80.7 B
75.9

= 605
i i

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

B Percentage with Housing Problems O Percentage with Severe Cost Burden \
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E. Nearly half of moderate-income home owners are alsspbmewhat cost-burdened’

48% of moderate-income home owner households giaghousing costs that are not
affordable, with a cost burden that is at least 3f%ousehold income (18,742
households in 2000).

15.5% of moderate-income owner households haveaeeost burden that is more than
50% of household income (6,002 households in 2000).

The percentage of moderate-income owner houselttifiave a severe cost burden of
more than 50% of household income is highest irEdst Urban Area (see Bar Chart that
follows on the next page).

Moderate-Income Owner Households

North (3,329) EastUrban  East Small Skykomish ~ South Urban South Small Vashon (411)
(7,803) Cities (446) (22) (13,858)  Cities (1,827)

@ Percentage with Housing Problems O Percentage with Severe Cost Burden ‘

3" HUD 2000 State of the Cities Data System: Compisive Housing Affordability Strategy (SOCDS:CHAS).
( ) = Total number of moderate-income owner househfoldghe respective geographic area of the Consurtiu
Data has not been updated.

45



DRAFT 7/21/2009 4:16:01 PM

C. A Profile of Low- to Moderate-Income Home Owner Howseholds (at or below 80%
of AMI) in the Consortium by Race/ Ethnicity®®

1. White households are over-represented among low- tooderate-income
homeowners as compared to their percentage of thepulation (they are 85% of
the low/mod home owners and 78% of the populationyhereas Black/African
American, Hispanic/Latino and Asian households arall under-represented as
home owners by several percentage points.

There are approximately 68,277 low- to moderatenme owner households in the
Consortium

85% of the low- to moderate-income home owner hioolsis are White.
2.5 % of the low-to moderate-income householdBéaek/African American.

0.5% of the low-to moderate-income households atvls Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander.

1% of the low-to moderate-income households arévBl@&merican/Alaska Native.
8% of the low-to moderate-income households aramsi
3% of the low-to moderate-income households arpadig/Latino.

2. Approximately 40% of the low- to moderate-income ower households in the
Consortium are small elderly households.

3. Approximately 7% of the low- to moderate-income hogeholds of all
races/ethnicities are elderly households with oneember who is at least 75 years
old.

4. In the Urban Areas, the East Urban Area has the higest percentageof severely
cost burdened low- to moderate-income home ownergllowed by the North
Area.

3 Data in sections 4 — 8 are based on the 2000 Gemslihave not been updated. Because the praportio
persons of color in the Consortium has grown, #regntages below may have changed as well.
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D. Owner Housing Stock®

1. In the Urban Areas, the South Urban Area has the Hjhest Percentage of
Affordable Owner Housing Stock

Percent of Owner Housing Affordable to 80% AMI and Below

North (23,394) East Urban East Small Skykomish South Urban South Small  Vashon (3,341)
(82,080) Cities (3,467) (130) (81,562) Cities (12,390)

2. The South Urban Areas and South Small Cities have one than seven (7) times as much
affordable owner housing as the East Urban Area an&ast Small Cities.

39 HUD 2000 State of the Cities Data System: Compisive Housing Affordability Strategy (SOCDS:CHAS).
Data has not been updated.) = Total number of ownership housing units for thspective geographic area of the
Consortium.
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VI. Foreclosures and Homeowner Households at Risk

A.

1.

Number of Notice of Trustee Sales Record

[y
N
o
o

Foreclosures
The number of properties subject to a preliminay indicator of foreclosure (Notice of

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

Notice of Trustee Sales Recorded in King County,2B06-May 2009
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Source: King County Assessor's Office, courtesghandler Felt, King County Office of Strategic Pang

Note: because of duplications and non-real propé&steclosures, the actual number of
foreclosed homes may be as much as 1/3 less thanuthber shown on this chart.
However, the trend line is an accurate representatf the increasing number of
foreclosures.

The number of Notices of Trustee Sales, an eadigator of impending foreclosure, which
averaged around 200 per month in 2006, rose to thare600 per month in the second half
of 2008.

By March to May 2009, the number of Notices of TeesSale had risen to over 900 per
month. It was not clear if this number will incsegfurther during 2009, stabilize or decline.
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2. The map below indicates a high rate of foreclose in many of the census tracts in
the South County.

The map uses all mortgages as the denominatoditwate the rate of properties at risk of
foreclosure.

Census tracts in the most troubled areas of the@aange from 2.1% to 6.3% of
mortgages in danger of foreclosure.

Only a few census tracts in Seattle have foreciosates over 2%. The south area of the
King County Consortium is most subject to a higledosure rate.

The map below shows the rate of Notice of TrustesScompared to mortgages rather
than the actual foreclosure rate. A Notice of TeasSale on a property is a preliminary
stage to foreclosure and indicates a high riskttteproperty will be foreclosed.

Rate of Notice of Trustee Sales Compared to All Magages by Tract
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3. Many households are supporting high cost mortgges which put them at high risk of
foreclosure although they are not yet in default ontheir loans.

South and Southeast King County also show a highafahouseholds with mortgages
that could be at risk. As many as 16% to 24% aoftgages may be at risk in a number of
census tracts in the south, and in a few censastirathe Shoreline, Bothell, and Juanita

/ Kingsgate areas.

Rate of High Cost Mortgages by Tract
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VII. Housing Condition*°

1. The King County Consortium defines standard, substadard and substandard housing
unit suitable for repair for the purposes of housirg repair and rehabilitation as follows:

Standard Housing Unit
A standard housing unit in King County is any divgj] which substantially meets
HUD'’s Housing Quality Standard and or the Uniforrauding Code standards.

Substandard Housing Unit

A substandard housing unit is any dwelling unit {h@ssesses health and safety issues
that are irreconcilable, and will not substantiatiget the Uniform Housing Codes.
Rehabilitation of this unit is deemed unreasonalléhe Project Engineer, and the health
and safety issues of the dwelling are too numetogsrrect economically.

Substandard Housing Unit Suitable for RehabilitatiRepair
A substandard housing unit has a reasonably soasid btructure, which contains one or
more defective systems within the unit. The profgegineer will determine the scope of
work that will elevate the living unit to the adedthousing standard. In some instances,
the unit repair will only address the health anfétyassues of the unit, thus substantially
improving and providing a safe and decent living.un

2. A Small Percentage of the Housing Stock in the Coogium is Extremely Old

4% of the housing stock in the Consortium was lprithr to 1940, whereas 32% of the
housing stock was built prior to 1940 in the CifySeattle.

14% of the housing stock in the Consortium wasttg@tween 1940 and 1960 whereas
27% of the housing stock was built between 19401860 in the City of Seattle.

61% of the housing stock in the Consortium wast lingtween 1960 and 1990.

21% of the housing stock in the Consortium wast lingtween 1990 and 2000.

The South Urban Sub-Area has the largest stockdef tilousing in the Consortium, with
2.3 times as much housing built in the 1940’s aartlex, and about 20,000 more units
built prior to the 1970’s than the East Urban SubaA

3. The Housing Stock in the Consortium is in Fairly Geod Condition, but there is a need
for Housing Repair Services for Low- to Moderate-lItome Home Owners

0 Data used in this section is 2000 Census Datasimitherwise noted. It has not been updated.

51



DRAFT 7/21/2009 4:16:01 PM

According to the HUD 2000 State of the Cities Dayatem: Comprehensive Housing
Affordability Strategy (“SOCDS:CHAS”), approximayefi% of very low- to moderate-
income home owners live in owner housing that dstndard kitchen or plumbing
facilities, or is overcrowded.

According to the HUD 2000 SOCDS:CHAS Data, appratity 33% of ownership

homes that have a value that is affordable to lneeine households have some problems
with the home that may require repair, and apprataty 28% of ownership homes that
have a value that is affordable to moderate-inchmeseholds have some problems with
the home that may require repair.

56.5% of very low-income and 33.4% of low-incomen@whouseholds are severely
cost-burdened by the ongoing cost of retaining theme and have little to no means
available to pay for needed repairs to the home.

Approximately 9% of the owner housing stock in @@nsortium may contain lead and
be occupied by a low- to moderate-income housefsald the Lead Paint Section in
Appendix F for more information about our effortsréduce lead paint hazards).

Participants in the public and stakeholder forumigd the need for general home and
mobile home repair programs, noting water pen@imassues, electrical and plumbing
issues, mold, energy conservation, weatherizatwhaacessibility modifications as the
highest repair needs.

Participants in the public and stakeholder forutae aoted the need for assistance to
low- to moderate-income condominium owners whery tre assessed large bills for
“‘common area” repairs, often due to large scalewiafiltration problems. A slight
majority of on-line survey respondents agreed tthiattype of assistance should be
provided, and that the Consortium should pursuegalatory waiver or amendment in
order to be able to serve this need (“common aregadirs are currently not eligible
repairs under the applicable regulations).

Sixty-four percent (64%) of the participants in theblic ballot process indicated that
they would be interested in participating in sefghhome repair workshops, if such
workshops were created.

The King County Housing Repair staff report tharéhare many mobile homes in the
Consortium in need of repair and/or replacement.
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VIl. Homelessness

A. Data from the 2009 One-Night Count of Homeless King County and from the 2007
Safe Harbors Report*

1. Itis estimated that nearly 9,000 people are hteless on the streets, in shelters and
transitional housing programs on any given night in King County.

2009 One Night Count of Homeless Persons in King Co  unty

Seattle KCSS:tttTrisde Total Psrrgrin;c():ohsg
Unsheltered Persons (Including Night Owl buses) 1977 850 2827 7.4%
Persons in Emergency Shelters* 2144 408 2552 1.5%
Persons in Transitional Housing* 2328 1254 3582 8.8%
Total Homeless Counted 6449 2512 8961 6.2%
*Estimate of the sheltered count in Seattle vs. King County based on relative proportion of beds available in these
areas.

About 850 persons were found to be living, unshettein the Consortium on during the
2009 One Night CountThis is a 30% increase over the 655 unsheltgeesbns found in
the Consortium area in 2008.Since many parts of the County outside Seattanat
included in the One Night Count, it is estimatedltttne unsheltered population outside
Seattle is closer to 1,500 persons.

Altogether (including Seattle) 2,827 persons werenftl unsheltered on the evening of
the 2008 One Night Count, a 7.4% increase from 2008

In the spring of 2009 there were 386 emergencyteshieéds and 1506 transitional
housing beds in the Consortium area On the dateecdne Night County (January 30,
2009), 1,662 persons were occupying shelter ositianal beds outside of Seattle,
representing about an 88% occupancy of availalds.be

There were 4,472 homeless persons sheltered iti€5éatt a total of 6,134 sheltered
homeless in King County.

As a percent of King County’s population, those btess at the time of the January 30,
2009 Count, represented about 0.47% or 47 persgns d0,000. National studies in

*1 Data for this section is drawn from tB@09 Annual One Night Count of People who are Hessein King
County from thelnventory of Homeless Units and Be8gring 2009, sponsored by Seattle-King County
Committee to End Homelessness, and frSafe Harbors: Homelessness in King Coudanuary — December
2009, City of Seattle Human Services DepartmermnigkGounty Department of Community and Human Sesyice
and United Way of King County.

“*2The “One Night Count” includes both a street caamd a survey of emergency shelter and transitiooasing
programs. Demographics about persons who are lesml our County come from the survey portiorhefdount.
3 Some of this increase may be due to new areasdedlin the Count.
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2007 - 2008 have shown a rate of about 0.22% (Bpe out of 10,000) of the
population as homeless throughout the nation dwigtyen day or week. As an urban
county, King County would be expected to have adigate since about 77% of
homeless live in urban areas. However, Washin§tate’s overall homeless rate is
about 0.36%, considerably higher than the natiamatagé’’
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The 8,961 homeless counted on January 30, 2008s&mted a 6.2% increase compared
to the 2008 Count. The greatest increase (8.8%)invihose sheltered in transitional
housing, but the second largest increase was athengnsheltered population (7.4%).

Safe Harborsestimated that nearly 9,000 unduplicated individubs received
emergency shelter or transitional housing servicas 2007. Based on information
from the One-Night Counts, this number has probablyrisen during the past two
years.

Emergency Shelter Beds by Location

Single Adult Family and Young Single Youth & Total Beds Percent of all
Beds Parent Beds Young Adult Beds Beds
City of Seattle 801 1863 142 2806 65%
North King County 36 97 5 138 3%
East King County 16 559 5 580 13%
South King County 66 701 13 780 18%
Beds outside Seattle 118 1357 23 1498 35%

Total Beds 919 3220 165 4304 100%

4 National Alliance to End Homelessnesgtp://www.endhomelessness.org/content/generall(f2ta7 , July

54



DRAFT 7/21/2009 4:16:01 PM

2. While the homeless population and shelter capacitg concentrated in the City of
Seattle, homelessness is not just a Seattle issue.

51% of shelter users reported their last permaagdtess from Seattle, 28% from other
parts of the County, 7% from other parts of théestand 14% from out of state.

Last Permanent Address of Sheltered Homeless
(2008)

North King East King
County, 5% County, 6%

South King
Couny, 17%

Other Areas of
WA, 7%

Out-of-State ,
14%

3. Of the sheltered homeless in the One Night Countyer 54% were families with
children, most of them in transitional housing.

There were over 1600 children under 13 years olaageng the sheltered homeless.
79% of these families with children were femaledezhhouseholds.

There was a 13.4% increase in families with childtempared to 2008, and a 3.6%
increase in single women. There was a signifidaetease in unaccompanied minors

and couples without children compared to 2008.

78% of the families with children were in transitéd housing.

Household Type of Individuals in Shelter or Transit ional
Housing: King County 2008

Couples without
children
0.1%

Unaccompanied
minors
0.4%
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Single men, single women, and couples without caildnade up 46% of the sheltered
population The single men and women were moréylilkeebe in single-person shelter
facilities than in transitional housing..

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

In its survey of the sheltered population, the 200@ Night County identified about
69% of the homeless population as people of thloompared to about 30% of the
population as a whole.

African-Americans, who represent about 6% of theegel population, were nearly 40%
of the homeless population, and Hispanics, who nugkabout 7% of the general
population, were about 12% of the sheltered horaejesup.

Asians, on the other hand, represented less thaof 486 homeless population, although
they are about 14% of the general population.

Race and Ethnicity of Sheltered Homeless Population Compared to General
Population

69%

B Percent in KC Population: ACS 2007

B Percent of Sheltered Population during
2009 One Night Count

In this count, the Hispanic group has been separated out from the racial groupings to show a 100%
total. Hispanics mainly identify as white, but some identify as other races or mixed race.

12%

7% 5%
1% 2% 0%
: 1
African Non-Hispanic Multi-racial Asian/Pacific Native American  Hispanic (mainly Unknown
American/Black White Islander white)

5. There were 2,864 reported instances of disabilitiemmong the sheltered homeless
population surveyed during the 2009 Count.

*% “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% of the total. When they are excluded, the non-Hispanic white-only group is around 69% of the
total.
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Reported Instances of Disabilities Among Sheltered
Homeless Population: 2008

Physical Disability,
534
Mental lliness, 1001

HIV/ ADS, 99

\‘

Development
Disability, 140

Of the disabilities identified during the One Nigbbunt, 38% of the instances were
alcohol/substance abuse, 35% were mental illnd€9% were a physical disability, 3%
were HIV / AIDS, and 5% were developmentally disab

Some individuals were identified with multiple disiities, so it is not possible to
determine from the One Night Count exactly whaipprtion of the homeless population
have a disability.

The 2007 Seattle-King Coun8afe Harbors Repofbund that nearly 40% of homeless
adults had some type of special need, including @28 struggled with chronic
homelessnes$.

6. Eighteen percent (18%) of individuals in emergencghelter and transitional housing
relied on employment as their primary source of inome. More than this received some
of their income from employment.

The largest group, 19%, said that they had no saofrtncome.

15% received Temporary Assistance for Needy Fas{ll&NF), and another 27%
received some other form of public assistance.

7. According to the 2009 One-Night survey there were,318 people accessing shelter and
transitional housing programs who reported experiening domestic violence or abuse
within the past year.

Just over half of these people (674) were aduiid,624 of them (49%) were children.

“®1n the 2003 One Night Count, 35% of the homelésstsred in the Consortium areas were reportecve lat
least one disability.
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These instances of reported domestic violence septea 17% increase over the previous
year.

5. In the 2009 One-Night Count, 414 people were idefiied as having served in the
military. 20 of these were women.

Almost all of the identified veterans (98%) werepiograms designed to serve single
adults.

Safe Harborgeported that about 15% of single individuals syed identified
themselves as veterans. Accounting for about 108tecgeneral population, veterans
are over-represented in the homeless populaticany\df the homeless veterans are
relatively young (under 35).

6. Many people are discharged from institutions such @thospitals, jails, prisons, treatment
programs, or from the foster care system with nowhe to go.

Individuals Discharged from Institutions within Pr evious Year

Psychiatric Foster Care
Hospital or Unit, System, 3%
20% Jail / Prison or

Work Release, 38%

Hospital for
Physical lliness,
20%

In-patient Drug or
Alcohol Treatment,
18%

The 2009 One Night survey collected information §&8ple who had been discharged
from certain institutions or programs within thespgear, but not all shelters collected
this information’’

9. The 2009 “One Night Count” found 778 immigrantsrefugees or new arrivals to this
country who were using homeless services.

Large families, many of whom are immigrants or refigees, have a particularly hard
time finding affordable housing.

670 individuals spoke limited English.

" This problem is one area of focus for those wagkimprevent homelessness. While more programsateti
these data in 2009, many emergency shelters amgittomal housing programs still do not collecsthiformation.
Thus, the data in the table above are suggestitgnbomplete.
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B. Data from the Crisis Clinic’s Community Information Line

1. The Cirisis Clinic reported 12,173 calls in 2008 fnm individuals identifying themselves
as homeless. This is nearly twice the number of kafrom homeless individuals in 2003.

2-1-1 Requests for Utility and Rent
Assistance

4000
3500 +

3000 -
2500 -
2000 | @ e——

1500 -|
1000 -
500 -

2007 2007 2007 2008 2008 2008 2008 2009
Q2 Q3 Q4 Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1

Utility Assistance === Rent Assistance

Source: Crisis Clinic

The number of requests to 211 for rent assistan&eptember 2008 was double the
number in September 2007.

The largest number of calls come from South Kingi@@y, followed by Seattle.

2. The Consortium’s primary homelessness preventionrpgram, the Housing Stability
Program*® (“HSP") served 631 households in 2008.

431 of these households (69%) had minors in them.
A total of 1,731 individuals were served.
3. The Safe Harbors 2008 Report estimates that there@approximately 1,555 single
individuals in King County who meet the HUD definiton of chronically homeless:
single adults with disabling conditions who have len continually homeless for a year or

more, or have had 4 or more episodes of homelesss@s the past 3 years.

The chronically-homeless are approximately 69% raaltk nearly 30% female.

8 The Housing Stability Program provides emergenopetary assistance to renters and homeownerscabrisse
their home.
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Generally this group needs supportive serviceslditian to housing to help them
succeed in permanent housing.

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

These visits treated 1,072 unduplicated homelegiduals.

1,577 of these visits were for medical purposedse Balance were for mental health,
case management or chemical dependency issues.

4% Includes medical, mental health, and other nonicatdisits.

60



DRAFT

7/21/2009 4:16:01 PM

King County Consortium
Consolidated Housing and Community
Development Plan
2010 — 2012 Update

Appendix B

Assisted Housing Inventory: 2008
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Assisted Housing Inventory

Assisted housing is affordable housing that waeldged with the assistance of public funding
or market rate housing that is available to lowmeoime households through the assistance of a
public subsidy program.

Washington State Housing Finance Commission
Tax Credit and Bond Projects in Service as of MR

WA St.ateT Housipg Finanpe Numper of Total Units Total Lovy
Commission Assisted Units Projects Income Units
East King County 39 3,563 2,344
North King County (outside Seattle) 6 429 279
South King County 64 12,557 9,453
109 16,549 12,076

King County Housing Finance Program

The following are projects funded with King Cour@gnsortium federal funds and local
affordable housing funds. Some of the latter fumalge contributed to regional projects
located in the City of Seattle.

) g Hogsmg Fm.ance Total Units Assisted*
Program Assisted Units
East King County (urban) 1540
North King County** 2441
South King County 2823
Rural Cities and Vashon 280
Total 7084

*This includes about 229 home ownership units. *North King
county includes contributions to regional projects located in the
City of Seattle, as well as Shoreline, Lake Forest Park, and
Kenmore

King County Housing Authority

King County Housing Authority manages tenant-baSedtion 8 Vouchers, some of which
are ported in from other jurisdictions, and projeased Section 8 Vouchers in 12 projects. It
also manages over 4,000 units of public housingiufatured housing, and preserved
affordable housing. It has a total of 6,742 unfteiorkforce assisted housing. However,
4,517 of those units received assistance from thehiigton State Housing Finance
Commission and are included in the WSHFC abovee rémaining 2,225 units, which are
not duplicated in the WSHFC count, are listed below
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KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY
Section 8 Vouchers Public Housing, Mfg. Workforce Total b
Sub-Region (Both Tenant- and Housing, and Assisted Re io:
Project Based) Preserved Units Units** 9
North King County* 466 526 105 1,097
East King County (urban) 1,655 824 990 3,469
South King County (urban) 7,560 2,630 891 11,081
Rural Cities and Vashon 102 61 12 175
Total 9,783 4,041 1,998 15,822
*North King County includes Shoreline, Lake Forest Park and Kenmore.
**These are units funded by a variety of sources, and not duplicated in the WS HFC count given above.

IV. Renton Housing Authority
The following Section 8 Vouchers and projectsiarder the management of the Renton
Housing Authority (RHA). They include both tenaatid project- based Section 8 vouchers,
traditional public housing units, and a varietyedfieveloped and “market rate” buildings
which provide affordable housing units.

Renton Housing Authority

Section 8 RHA Vouchers 316
Section 8 Vouchers Ported in from Other Jurisdictions  |353
Total Vouchers 669
Public Housing Units 238
Other Assisted Units* 588
Total Project-Based Assisted Units 826
Total Assisted Units 1495

*These are redeveloped rental units owned and managed by RHA, using project-
based Section 8 funding, tax credits, and other funding sources. There are an
additional 44 units, not counted here, in "market rate" buildings, but with some
element of affordability built in.

V. Grand Total of Assisted Units in King County

. . Washington State King County Total Asst.
. King County Renton Housing . . . ) o
Sub-Region . . . Housing Finance Housing Finance Units in King
Housing Authority Authority o
Commission Program County
North King County* 1,097 279 2,441 3,817
East King County (urban) 3,469 2,344 1,540 7,353
South King County (urban) 11,081 1,495 9,453 2,823 24,852
Rural Cities and Vashon 175 280 455
Total 15,822 1,495 12,076 7,084 36,477

There are a total &6,477housing units in King County supported by fedestdte, and local
funding source in order to make them affordabléout 11,000 of these are supported by tenant-
or project-based Section 8 funds, over 4,200 jiticanal federal public housing funds, over
12,000 by tax credit and bond funding from the Wagton State Finance Commission, and the
remainder by various combinations of federal, statel local funds.
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Stakeholder Input from Public Meetings on
2010-2012 Consolidated Plan Update

North Area Meeting in Lake Forest Park — June 9920

Participants expressed particular interest in lngld¢apacity in the north cities for affordable
housing development. In general, more apartmertaeeded, and better access to the
countywide Landlord Liaison Project. It was félat more political will and planning is needed
to create more affordable housing in the north aféhe County.

One stakeholder was particularly interested inied for housing for very low-income persons
with a disability earning about 16% of the area i@medncome (AMI).

On stakeholder mentioned good resources for eredfigyency work in Shoreline, in particular.

South County Meeting in Tukwila — June 15, 2009

A question was asked regarding how we compare nétional data regarding poverty,
homelessness, etc. The participant thought it &vbelgood to show some comparison in the
Needs Assessment, and staff agreed to try to do tha

A comment was made that unsheltered families drevieel to be higher than the count because
they hide due to fear that children will be takevag. A comment was made about the fact that
many homeless clients are dealing with Child PtoteServices (CPS) issues.

Participants expressed an interest in smaller hgusnits and “starter” homes as a way to tackle
affordability issue. A question was asked abougtiver a mobile home park would be eligible
for CDBG infrastructure funds

Participants posed questions about various pidcgasta:

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

Can we get data about substandard housing. $&fbnded that this comes out of the
decennial Census & HUD specially-tabulated datat wdl be available again around 2011..
Can we get data about households doubled up amskatf homelessness, in part due to
leaseholder violating lease with too many occuparisaff responded that they weren’t
aware of anyway to quantify this, other than an&ddaformation.

This led to a comment about some DV agencies rttihgdunding by THOR and thus there was
a loss of units controlled by those agencies. f &#aponded that overall there was no loss of
units through THOR to homeless families/househbldshere was a loss of funding to some of
the agencies who competed in the funding round.

There was a question about whether there has Imeicr@ase in the number of undocumented
among the homeless. Staff responded that thisnration is not tracked by KC HCD, but some
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participants from homeless agencies responded ataigcthat they are not seeing any such
increases.

East Area Meeting in Bellevue — June 15, 2009

There was a question about whether tent citieshaheded in the shelters count, and staff said
they would find out how the occupants of tent sitreere included. Staff verified that tent-city
occupants are counted as “unsheltered”.

A comment was made that the funding of child caran ongoing concern on the Eastside.
There was discussion about the fact that a prelyidusded CDBG project that included child
care services had to be discontinued due to as isgh the HUD regulations.

Written Comments Received from Meeting Participants

Several participants expressed appreciation foopp®rtunity to attend the public meetings, for
the overview of the Consolidated Plan, and forréporting on homeless data and foreclosure
data. One expressed interest in incorporating nmboemation on domestic violence as a causal
factor in homelessness in the Needs Assessment.

When asked about their top priorities for afforgabbusing and community development
activities in King County, respondents focused on:

A Regional Source of Funding

1. For direct subsidy to housing for low income, veny income, and special needs
households . This community need is not beinges$®d through market rate housing
development or market rate housing development wiaéntives; and local funding
sources are very limited.

2. For community infrastructure including transit,s@erve new, higher density, residential
and employment centers.

Veterans and Homeless Needs

0 There is a need to integrate Veterans levy funstire plan. Emergency funds
are a critical need right now that can be usede¢ggnt homelessness. The
current recession, our health care challenges,t@usitions from institutions
make this need more important right now.

0 Homeless veterans were a high priority for somé@pants. There is currently
work being done on a new permanent supported hgasid service continuum
for veterans with dual diagnoses. Recent forun&hateline Community College
and a KC Council forum in Shoreline seem to indidhis is a priority for these
communities as well.

North Area Needs

o North King County residents who are homeless anld éisabilities such as
mental iliness have few service or housing optiarthe north end and so migrate
elsewhere in the county for those services. Patitke north county cities report
they do not know what to do with those persons wdrgountered.
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o North Area participants said they would like to werith the County and the
cities in the north end to create some realisterahtives such as rental subsidy
pools, better access to the Landlord Liaison Pragend a single point of access
to services for those that might need for housimdyshelter. It seems like a
planning process with north county cities mighirberder and they seem
interested.

0 There is a need for geographic equity in fundgitistion, especially for North
sub-area. It is easy to overlook the fact thagnetough north county
experiences low growth and change compared to ptms of the county, these
communities have a lot of not very visible, butyweral human service issues.

Housing Preservation
o Preservation of multi-family housing should be smpty, including a housing
subsidy such as a local section 98;

Homelessness Prevention
o Preventing individuals and families from becomirgrteless needs to be a
priority.

Domestic Violence
0 Specific housing needs to be dedicated to domeistience agencies in the South
and East County. There are safety concerns andd3¥ management is
specific/comprehensive. For DV agencies to “accefer types of housing is
not the same level of service.

When asked what approaches to expanding housirajl fimcome levels and needs would be
most fruitful in the coming three years, respondesatid:

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

The need to continue momentum to address area assy@specially those with high service
needs.

In the coming three years, we need to distributediuservices resources better throughout
the county. This will help bring more of the commity into the problem and hopefully more
of the solution. The North and Northeast feel safga from many of the problems in South
King County. This separation creates insensititotyhese problems, as well as distancing.
The small Compass Center facility in Shorelineeast connects people to some of the
problems of our veterans, that are huge in downtSeattle and South King County.

With limited capital dollars for new projects, s&gies involving existing resources, using
rental subsidies, mobilizing landlords and faitimeounities with existing housing resources
seems like a good idea and would fit well for nd¢thg County where ramping up to a lot of
new affordable housing development seems unlikely.

Providing housing subsidies to allow access to etaikte housing.

Build more new housing.

Acquire and rehabilitate existing multi-family haong
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