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King County Consortium
Consolidated Housing and Community Development Plan
2005 - 2009

Executive Summary

The “Consolidated Housing and Community Development Plan”

(“Consolidated Plan”) guides the investment of approximately $12 million
per year in federal housing and community development funds, and an
additional $9 million per year in other federal or related state and local
funds, to address housing, homeless, and community development needs
throughout the King County Consortium over the next five years, from
2005 through 2009.

The King County Consortium includes most of the suburban cities in the
county, as well as the unincorporated areas of the county. It does not
include the City of Seattle, which prepares its own Consolidated Plan.

The Consolidated Plan is a requirement of the US Department of Housmg
and Urban Development (HUD), through which King County receives the
federal dollars. These HUD-funded housing and community development
programs have a broad national goal: to “develop viable urban
communities, by providing decent affordable housing and a suitable living
environment, and by expanding economic opportunities, principally for
low- and moderate-income persons” (the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974, as amended).

Within that broad national goal, HUD requires the King County Consortium
to consider its own needs and set its own goals, objectives, and
strategies, as well as performance measures. The goals and objectives
set forth in this Consolidated Plan for 2005 through 2009 are:

Goal 1: Ensure Decent, Affordable Housing

Objective 1: Rental Housing. Preserve and expand the supply of
affordable rental housing available to low- and moderate-income
households, including households with special needs.

Objective 2: Home Ownership. Preserve the housing of low- and
moderate-income home owners, and provide home ownership
assistance programs for low- and moderate-income households
that are prepared to become first time home owners.

Objective 3: Fair Housing. Plan for and support fair housing
strategies and initiatives designed to affirmatively further fair
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housing choice and to increase access to housing and housing
programs and services.

Goal 2: End Homelessness (this goal, and its associated objectives and
strategies, is intended to be consistent with the Plan to End
Homelessness being prepared by the regional Committee to End
Homelessness in King County)

Objective 1: Prevention. Support programs that prevent
homelessness.

Objective 2: Permanent Housing. ‘Support the creation of a range
of permanent affordable housing options for homeless people.

Objective 3: Homeless Housing Programs. Provide programs and
services to address the temporary housing needs and other needs
of households when homelessness occurs.

Objective 4: Regional Planning and Coordination. Approach
homeless planning and coordination as a regional issue. The
Consortium will work with the Committee to End Homelessness,
cities, mainstream systems, the Safe Harbors initiative, housing
funders, community agencies, United Way, the private sector
including business, and homeless people on various coordination
efforts.

Goal 3: Establish and Maintain a Suitable Living Environment and
Economic Opportunities for Low- and Moderate-lncome Persons

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

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

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

A more detailed description of the goals and objectives above, together
with specific strategies and associated outcomes and performance
measures, can be found in Chapter 3 of the Consolidated Plan.



Purpose of the Consolidated Plan

The purpose of the King County Consortium’s “Consolidated Plan” is to guide
the investment of certain federal housing and community development funds
in King County outside the City of Seattle during 2005 — 2009. The
“Consolidated Plan” sets forth goals and performance measures, which are
detailed in Chapter 3 below.

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

King County developed this “Consolidated Plan” with the extensive input of
the Consortium Cities, a wide range of stakeholders, including agencies,
advocates, community-based organizations and local and state government
staff persons, as well as members of the public, predominantly persons at the
very low to moderate income level (see Appendix B for the entire report on
stakeholder and public input to the plan).

The table that follows shows the federally-funded programs whose
investments are governed by this Consolidated Plan. The King County
Consortium receives an annual entittement, or formula grant, of each of these
funds: the Community Development block Grant (CDBG) program, the HOME
Investment Partnerships (HOME) program, the American Dream
Downpayment Assistance (ADDI) program, and the Emergency Shelter Grant
(ESG) program. This Plan specifically applies to those formula grants, but it
also provides guidance on federal homeless assistance funding priorities, as
well as state and local housing dollars.
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Covered'

‘Major Allowable Activities

Community
Development Block

Grant (CDBG)

Amount per year:

Approximately $7 million

HOME Investment
Partnership (HOME) and

American Dream
Downpayment Initiative

(ADDI)

Amount per vear:

Approximately $4.8
million

Emergency Shelter
Grant Program (ESG):

Amount per vear:

Approximately $200,000

~All of King County

except Auburn,
Bellevue, Kent and
Seattle

All King County
except Seattle

All King County
except Seattle

Community facilities, affordable -
housing, housing repair,
homelessness prevention services
operating assistance for homeless
housing, public infrastructure
improvements, economic
development, limited human
services.

Affordable housing & home
ownership

Services and operations for
emergency shelters for homeless
people and prevention of
homelessness

> Guidance on Federal Homeless Assistance (“McKinney”) Funds:

In addition to the funds listed above, the Consolidated Plan provides guidance
on the priorities for the use of federal homeless assistance funds accessed
through HUD’s annual, national continuum of care competition.

' In addition, the cities of Normandy Park, Medina, Milton and Sammamish have chosen not participate in the Consortium
for the present, although this may change in 2006. Therefore, no HUD entitlement funds are currently available to

address the needs of these residents.



> Guidance on Other State and Local Funds:

The Consolidated Plan also provides guidance for the use of other state and.
local funds that can help meet the objectives of the Consolidated Plan, such
as State Transitional Housing Operating and Rental Assistance funds
(THOR), King County Housing Opportunity Funds (HOF) and Regional
Affordable Housing Program funds (RAHP). In addition, certain other housing
programs, such as the Low Income Housing Tax Credit program, must show
that their investments are consistent with this consolidated Plan.

The King County Consortium

As previously noted, King County has prepared this plan on behalf of, and with
the assistance of, 35 suburban cities and towns in the county. Together, these
jurisdictions make up the King County Consortium. 2

King County is the official grantee. King County is the official grantee which
receives the federal CDBG, HOME and ESG funds from HUD on behalf of the
King County Consortium. This means that King County is responsible for the

overall administration, planning, monitoring and reporting requirements for these
- HUD programs. The King County Consortium has selected a single program
year of January 1 to December 31 for all the federal programs.

The Plan covers two different consortia of King County jurisdictions. King
County prepares the Consolidated Plan on behalf of the King County CDBG
Consortium and the HOME Consortium. Most jurisdictions belong to both—but
not all jurisdictions do.. Therefore, there are differences between these two
consortia.

The CDBG Consortium, organized in 1975 as a HUD -designated “urban county”
to receive Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds, comprises 31
cities and towns and the unincorporated areas of the County.

The cities of Seattle, Bellevue, Kent and Auburn do not participate in the CDBG
Consortium because they receive their own CDBG funds. Bellevue, Kent and
Auburn do, however, participate in the HOME Consortium, which was organized
in 1992 for the purpose of sharing HOME funds and other federal housing funds,
such as Emergency Shelter Grants and more recently, American Dream :
Downpayment Initiative Funds (a special type of HOME funds). Thus the HOME
Consortium is larger than the CDBG Consortium, comprising 34 cities and the

2 The City of Seattle administers its own CDBG and HOME programs and develops its own Consolidated Plan for Housing
and Community Development. For more information contact the Seattle Human Services Department at (206) 684-0253.
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unincorporated areas of the County. Nearly all jurisdictions in‘King County
except Seattle participate in the HOME Consortium.?

HOME, ADDI and ESG funds are allocated as single Consortium-wide pots
of funds. HOME and ADDI funds are administered by the King County Housing
and Community Development Program (“‘HCD”) Program as a single Consortium-
wide pot of funds, with a Housing Finance Program Request for Proposals
(“RFP”) process at least annually. Emergency Shelter Grant funds are also
administered by King County HCD as one Consortium-wide pot of funds. HCD
announces the availability of these funds through a “Homeless Assistance Fund”
RFP process every two years '

There is a special arrangement for allocation of CDBG funds. Different

. counties across the nation have different arrangements with their cities for

administering CDBG funds. King County and its cities have negotiated a three
(3) year interlocal cooperation agreement which will expire at the end of 2005
and need to be renegotiated for the 2006 — 2008 period.

This current interlocal cooperation agreement divides the CDBG funds among
the 15 larger suburban cities, which receive a non-competitive share or "pass-
through" each year to allocate locally, and the County, which allocates funds
competitively to projects serving the residents of the unincorporated King County
communities and the sixteen (16) smaller suburban cities through the “County
and Small Cities Fund”.

The “Pass-through Cities” are Bothell, Burien, Covington, Des Moines,
Enumclaw, Federal Way, Issaquah, Kirkland, Lake Forest Park, Mercer Island,
Redmond, Renton, SeaTac, Shoreline, and Tukwila.*

The cities as well as the County allocate their shares of the Consortium’s CDBG
funds based on the Consortium-wide objectives in the Consolidated Plan, but
there is no single regional or Consortium-wide pot of CDBG funds, aside from a
Consortium-wide homeless prevention program and an economic development
program (both administered by King County), that proposals can be submitted to.
Thus agencies wishing to submit proposals for potential CDBG funding need to
consider carefully which jurisdictions’ populations their proposed project will
serve, and may have to submit proposals to more than one jurisdiction.

An inter-jurisdictional “Joint Recommendations Committee” (JRC) serves
as the policy-making body for the Consortium. The Joint Recommendations
Committee (JRC) serves as the policy-making body of the Consortium, and
allocates a portion of the funds. The JRC was created through the interlocal

® Certain small suburban jurisdictions (Normandy Park, Milton, Medina, and Sammamish) have also chosen not to
participate in either the CDBG or the HOME Consprtium for the time being (see footnote 1 above).
* Three of the largest cities—Federal Way, Renton, and Shoreline—are “Joint Agreement” cities, meaning that they could

- receive a CDBG entitlement directly from HUD, but have chosen for the time being to continue participating in the King

County Consortium. They have entered into a “Joint Agreement” with King County, so that King County administers their
CDBG grants jointly with the Consortium’s CDBG grant.



| cooperation agreements, and is officially advisory to the King County Executive.
It is involved in the development, review, and endorsement of the Consortium's
Consolidated Plan. . '

The JRC consists of seven (7) cities representatives (elected officials or high-
level staff) and three (3) County representatives (Executive staff and/or
department directors). The JRC has the following general duties under the
current interlocal cooperation agreements:

e - Housing: the JRC allocates about $3 million in federal HOME funds, and
about $1.8 million in state-authorized RAHP funds, to low-income housing
projects throughout the county. The JRC also advises the county on the
allocation of $1 to $3 million of the county’s local housing dollars.

¢ Community Development: the JRC advises the County Executive on
Consortium-wide CDBG policies, including loan guarantees that would
involve the entire Consortium's funds, and the small portion of the CDBG
dollars available for allocation to Consortium-wide projects. (Please note
that most of the CDBG funds are allocated by individual jurisdictions, not
the JRC—see the section above on the allocation of the CDBG funds.)

e Homelessness: the JRC allocates the $400,000 that is available per year
in RAHP homeless/transitional housing operating funds. The JRC also
advises King County and Seattle on the priority activities to include in the
joint application for federal McKinney homeless assistance funds.

¢ Policy issues: the JRC recommends policy on a range of housing,
homeless, community and economic development issues to the King »
County Executive, including review/recommendation of the Consolidated
Plan.

o State and Federal Legislative Priorities: the JRC advises King County on
state and federal legislative priorities regarding housing, homeless, and
community development issues.

The Consolidated Plan Supports Growth Management Policies

The Consolidated Plan is consistent with, and supportive of, the Growth
Management Act, the King County Countywide Planning Policies and local
Comprehensive Plans.

The King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) provide the framework for
the development of Growth Management Act (GMA)-required local
Comprehensive Plans for the jurisdictions in King County, contain housing
policies that address local and regional efforts to provide housing for all income
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segments of the population, and establish objective goals for affordable housing
development. The King County CPPs provide that all jurisdictions must
cooperatively plan for “an equitable and rational distribution of low-income and
affordable housing throughout King County.”

The GMA requires that local governments plan for 20 years of growth in their
Comprehensive Plans. Growth projections are provided by the state every ten
years and King County must allocate the projected growth through growth targets

- to cities and unincorporated urban areas. Each Comprehensive Plan must

contain chapters addressing the following elements: land use, transportation,
utilities, parks and recreation, capital facilities, economic development and
housing.

The King County CPPs establish policies to guide future growth and
development so that:

> 20 - 24% of the new housing stock in a jurisdiction should be affordable to
households below 50% of the King County median income;

> 17% of the new housing stock in a jurisdiction should be affordable to
households between 50% and 80% of the King County median income.

Each Comprehensive Plan must support its housing goals by promoting
adequate zoning capacity and the development regulations needed to
accommodate a range of housing types, including affordable housing developed
through subsidized as well as private sector development and preservation
efforts.

As an example, the King County Comprehensive Plan provides a wide range of

policies to support housing preservation, development and affordability:

A. Housing Choice and Opportunity throughout King County
A1. Range of Housing Choices
A2. Ensuring and Expanding Affordable Housing Resources
B. Affordable Housing Development v
B1. Development incentives for Low and Moderate-Income Households
B2. Housing Development Subsidies
Preservation of Existing Affordable Housing
Access to Housing

Reducing Development Costs

mm O O

New Housing Models

10



G.

H.

Direct Assistance to Households
G1. Homeowner Assistance
G2. Renter Assistance and Homeless Prevention

Balancing Jobs and Housing

King County and other jurisdictions are currently engaged in updating their
Comprehensive Plans. As an example, King County’s new and rewsed policies
are almed at:

>

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

Strengthenlng efforts that preserve existing housing and improve housing
quality through flexible development standards;

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

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

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

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

Comprehensive Plan policies guide development within each jurisdiction as well
- as each jurisdiction’s efforts in working with federal, state and local partners on
efforts such as the Klng County CDBG and HOME Consortia and the
“Consolidated Plan.”

11



This chapter is a summary of demographic and income information, mostly from the US Censtis; a study of
the private, unsubsidized housing market; a study of HUD housing data from the HUD 2000 State of the
Cities Data System; stakeholder/public input gathered during the development of the Consolidated Plan; and
the analysis and conclusions drawn from the data sources. For more detailed information in any of these
areas, including graphs, bar charts and maps, please refer to the appropriate Appendices in this document.

A. Key Findings Section Definitions
Geography:

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

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

South Urban Area — Algona, Auburn, Burien, Des Moines, Federal Way, Kent,
Pacific, Renton, SeaTac, Tukwila & bordering areas of unincorporated King
County. '

East Small Cities — Carnation, Duvall, North Bend, Skykomiéh, Snoquaimie &
bordering areas of unincorporated King County.

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

Households:

Very low-income households — households with income at or below 30% of the
Area Median Income (“AMI”). Thirty percent (30%) of AMI in 2000 was $15,800
for a household of two, $17,750 for a household of three, and $19,750 for a
household of four. '

Low-income households — households with income at or below 50% of the AMI.

Fifty percent (50%) of AM! in 2000 was $26,300 for a household of two, $29,600
for a household of three, and $32,900 for a household of four.

12



Moderate-income households — households with income at or below 80% of the
AMI. Eighty percent (80%) of AMI in 2000 was $40,150 for a household of two,
$45,200 for a household of three, and $50,200 for a household of four.

Housing Cost Burden:

Housing cost burden — payment for housing -costs that is from 31% to 50% of
household income.

Severe housmg cost burden — payment for housing costs that is more than 50%
of household income.

13
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B. Demographics and Income

. The growth rate for all of King County, including the City of Seattle, slowed

from 19% in the 1980’s to 15% in the 1990's. However, the population of the
Consortium (King County outside Seattle) has continued to grow at a rate of
18% (nearly the same as the rate of all of King County in the prior decade.

. Seattle’s growth rate was well below the County overall growth rate in the

90’s; at the same time, the growth rate in the Consortium Urban Areas, and »
particularly the South Urban Area was much higher than the County’s overall
growth rate.

. As median household income grew in the 1990’s, poverty and the

percentage of low-income households also increased. The lowest
income households became worse off as rental and ownership housing prices
accelerated through the 1990’s.

. Poverty in the Consortium is concentrated primarily in the South Urban Area,

however, the poverty rate in the East Urban Area doubled in the 1990’'s from

2.16% to 4.68%.

. Median household income grew by 47% from 1990 to 2000 (about 5% per

year), but slowed to about 2% per year from 2000 to 2004.

. The jobless rate in King County (Seattle-Bellevue-Everett PMSA) hovered

around an average rate of 3.5% during much of the 1990’s, and has steadily
increased in the early 2000’s to an average of 6.5% in 2003.

. The percentage of persons of color residing in the Consortium doubled from

1990 to 2000.

. An average of 50 different languages is spoken in many jurisdictions in the

Consortium.

. The increase in diversity and languages in the region indicates a need for

greater cultural competency, including the availability of program information
in languages other than English, amongst agencies serving the public, as well
as adequate opportunities for individuals to learn English as a second

language.

10. One-person households increased at a higher rate (21%) than the

increase of all households (15.5%) in King County.

11.While there are fewer very large households (6+ members) in absolute

numbers than other household sizes, very large households grew at an

14



average rate of 37% in the 1990’s and they have a need of larger housing
units. :

12.The percentage of elderly persons increased in 2000 and is projected to
continue to increase. The frail elderly population also increased, as did
the percentage of persons with disabilities. These increases indicate that
there is a need to plan for an adequate supply of special needs housing for
these populations. These changes also indicate that there is a need to work
to further the concept of universal design in housing so that all housing is
more useable by the widest range of persons, and allows people to stay in

their housing longer as they age (see page 41 for more information about
Universal Design).

C. Renter 'Housing Problems and the Needs of Very Low- to
Moderate-Income Renter Households and
Special Needs Households

1. 19,692 very low-income to moderate-income renter households in the
Consortium had a severe housing cost burden in 2000.

2. Very low-income households are the most severely rent burdened. 52%
of very low-income renter households in the Consortium had a severe
housing cost burden in 2000, and very low-income households constltuted
69% of all renters with a severe housing cost burden in 2000.

All Renters with a Severe Housing Cost Burden by Income Level

Above Moderate-
Moderate-Income,  Income, 1%
5%

Low-Income, 25%

Very Low-Income,
69%
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. Small households, including single-person households, many of whom are

seniors and persons with a disability, are the most severely cost burdened
household type.

. The high growth rate of very large households in the 1990’s and the fact that

very large households often have the longest wait time for public housing
indicates that there is a continuing need for a portlon of affordable housing
units to be large units.

. The elderly are not as severely cost-burdened as other household types at

the very low-income level, however, nearly 50% of very low-income elderly
households are severely cost-burdened; and the elderly are the most severely
cost-burdened housing type at the low-income and moderate-income levels,
indicating a need for a range of affordable housing levels for the elderly.

. Given the high percentage of household income that must go to pay for

housing for very low- and low-income households, a strong emergency safety
net is needed to help these households stay in their housing when a financial
emergency occurs.

. The State’s inmate population grew by more than 50% in the 1990’s and

many ex-inmates are homeless. There is a need for housing that does not
screen out persons with a record of incarceration who are working hard to re-
integrate themselves back into society.

. There is a high need for a range of affordable housing options for the

following special needs populations, espemally community based housmg
options:

e There is a high need for affordable housing in the Consortium for persons
with developmental disabilities (“DD”). Persons with DD often need some
form of support services through all the stages of their lives. Most people
with DD-have extremely low incomes® and many persons with DD on the

- Washington State DDD caseload are living in situations where they are
extremely rent -burdened. Others need affordable housing because an
aging parent is caring for them and cannot continue to do'so. According
to the Downtown Emergency Service Center in Seattle, approximately 3%
of the homeless persons they serve are persons with DD; these
individuals face unique challenges in navigating homeless services.

e Thereis a high need for affordable housing in the Consortium for persons

with mental illness. Incidences of homelessness are fairly prevalent
among this population (14.5% of adults in outpatient treatment had at least
one incident of homelessness in 2003). Individuals in Western State are
being transferred into community-based housing with supportive case

.3 At or below 30% of area median income, which was $13,800 for a household of one in 2000.

16



management services, and many licensed residential facilities are also
being phased out in favor of community-based housing options. Youth
leaving the foster care system have supportive housing needs, as well.
Additional transitional and permanent affordable housing units with
support services are needed to serve persons with mental illness.

There is a high need for affordable housing in the Consortium for persons
with chemical dependency issues. For individuals with a long history of
chemical dependency, stable affordable housing is often a prerequisite to
treatment compliance and continued recovery. Incidences of
homelessness are fairly prevalent among this population as well (11.6% of
adults in outpatient treatment had at least one incident of homelessness in
2003). Permanent, affordable housing in neighborhoods that are away
from drug and alcohol activity are needed for this population.

There is a high need for affordable housing in the Consortium for persons
who are or have been significantly impaired by substance abuse or mental
illness, or both, and have been involved repeatedly or for a significant
duration, in the criminal justice system. Programs that help such persons
to recover and re-integrate into the community must have housing as an
essential component of the program. Transitional and permanent housing
units are needed. :

. There is a medium need for housing for persons with HIV/AIDS in the
Consortium, as the majority of such persons prefer to live in the City of
Seattle, where services are provided. The City of Seattle Human Services
Department is the regional grantee and coordinator of the Housing
Opportunities for Persons with Aids Program (‘HOPWA”). Currently, about
15% of the population of persons with HIV/AIDS lives in King County outside
the City of Seattle.

10. Stakeholder and public input, and the housing needs data indicate that the
most critical need for new units of housing is for units that will serve very low-
income households.

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

12.Housing stakeholders articulated the following three (3) long range goals for
the Consortium: 1) Ensure that there is an adequate affordable housing
continuum available in all regions of the Consortium; 2) Ensure that services
are either attached to housing or broadly available throughout the

17



Consortium; 3) Help individuals move through a housing continuum towards
permanent housing stability. -

13, Housing stakeholders recommended a future orientation strategy that makes

funds available to acquire land for priority affordable housing in areas that are
slated for future transit or higher density development.

14. Affordable housing stakeholders recommended that the Consortium have
flexible underwriting policies that allow adequate development reserves and
that allow projects to be high in quality from the start so that capital expenses
will be minimized down the road and so that there are adequate reserves to
get the project through the entire period of commitment as affordable housing.

18



D. Rental Housing Stock

. The South Urban Area of fhe Consortium has the vast ma’jori'ty of
affordable publicly subsidized rental housing as well as affordable
market rate rental housing.

. The South Urban Area has the oldest housing stock in the Consortium, with
many apartment buildings in need of rehabilitation, maintenance of affordable
rents, and, in some cases, more stable management.

. The King County Housing Authority HOPE VI Project at Park Lake Homes
(now “Greenbridge”) in White Center is a priority project that addresses the
need to revitalize deteriorating public housing stock in the South Urban Area.
White Center is the most distressed community in unincorporated South King
County, and the HOPE VI projects will integrate public housing residents into
a new mixed-income community, will attract new businesses to the
community and will diversify the housing stock in this area of concentrated
poverty.

. A rental affordability gap exists for the lowest income households. The
gap between the County-wide median rental price ($795 in 2003) and what a
3-person household earning 30% of median income can afford has decreased
somewhat, although the gap remains significant. In 2000 the gap was $301.
In 2003 the rental affordability gap was $269. The gap is even larger in
areas where average rents are higher than the County-wide median.

. The Consortium has a large deficit of rental housing units affordable to very

low-income households and a smaller deficit of rental housing units affordable
to low-income households (see Chart that follows).
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Level - Renta_l,.‘ﬂ_-; ‘Rental | Rental ;‘Def‘ icit or
PR Households Unlts “Units Unlts Not | Surplus

3 PR R, Affordable;- Occ i_pied Available | -of Ren
tolncome | - ‘bya | tolncome | Units. by
Level leferent | “Level | Income
. |'Income | oo Level B

o e e kevel o

VeryLow- | = 26,075 - | 13,505 | 48% | 6,482 --19 052
“Income. : S S D
(ator -

below 30%.

AMP). | o o | .
Low- 22,999 38,707 - 56% 21,559 -5,851
Income -
(31% to
50% AMI) _ o .
Moderate- 34,022 81,696 49% 40,276 7,398
~ Income '
(51% to
80% AMI) . :
Median 66,548 24,190 N/A N/A
Income &
above

(more than

80% AMI)

6. Given that the South Urban Area has, by far, the largest percentage of
existing affordable units of housing in the Consortium and the oldest housing
stock, new affordable housing projects in the South Urban Area should
generally be acquisition and rehabilitation projects that rehabilitate existing
rental housing and preserve it as affordable, and that yield at least a portion
of rental units that are more affordable than the existing units being acquired.

7. The East Urban Area has the least amount of affordable housing of the three
urban areas of the Consortium. The creation of new affordable apartments
was the number one priority of the low- to moderate-income persons in the

& Area Median Income.
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- East Urban Area who participated in the public input process. The
percentage of low-income households in this area that are cost-burdened is
the highest of all the urban areas of the Consortium.

8. The North Urban Area follows the East Urban Area, with the second lowest
percentage of units affordable to persons at or below 50% of AMI.

9. Consistent with the framework Countywide Planning Policies’ that require
jurisdictions to work cooperatively to ensure that each sub-region has a fair
share of affordable housing to meet the needs of the lowest income residents
of the region, the Consortium prefers that the new construction of affordable
rental housing generally be focused in the East and North Urban Areas.

E. Owner Housing Problems and the Needs of Very Low- to
Moderate-Income Owner Households

1. Although there are far fewer very low- and low-income home owners than
very low- and low-income renters, a slightly higher percentage of very low-
income and low-income home owners in the Consortium have a.severe
housing cost burden. In total, there are about 12,796 severely cost
burdened very low- and low-income owner households, and these
households are at risk to lose their home if a financial emergency occurs.

2. Very low- to moderate-income home owners who are severely cost-burdened
are vulnerable to “predatory” lenders who advertise easy solutions to debt
problems for home owners, encouraging them to consolidate debt and secure
the debt with their home, and/or to take cash out of their home, often using
fraudulent or other unscrupulous tactics to charge exorbitant fees and costs
for home refinance loans. These “predatory” loans often strip equity out of
the home and, at worst, cause households to lose their home.

3. Stakeholders agreed that the Consortium should support the work of the
Seattle- King County Coalition for Responsible Lending to educate home
owners about predatory lending, and to provide a remedial loan program for
eligible low-income home owners who are victims of a predatory lender.

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

5. There is a need for general housing repair services for low- to moderate-
income homeowners in the Consortium:

7 See the Introduction to this plan at page 10 for more information about the Countywide Planning Policies.
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According to the HUD 2000 State of the Cities Data System:
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (“SOCDS:CHAS”),
approximately 4% of very low- to moderate-income home owners live
in owner housing that has substandard kitchen or plumbing facilities, or
is overcrowded. ' :

According to the HUD 2000 SOCDS:CHAS Data, approximately 33%
of ownership homes that have a value that is affordable to low-income
households have some problems with the home that may require
repair, and approximately 28% of ownership homes that have a value
that is affordable to moderate-income households have some
problems with the home that may require repair.

Approximately 9% of the owner housing stock in the Consortium may

‘contain lead and be occupied by a low- to moderate-income household

(see the Lead Paint Section in Appendix F for more information about
our efforts to reduce lead paint hazards).

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

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

Participants in the public and stakeholder forums also noted the need
for assistance to low- to moderate-income condominium owners when
they are assessed large bills for “common area” repairs, often due to
large scale water infiltration problems. A slight majority of on-line
survey respondents agreed that this type of assistance should be
provided, and that the Consortium should pursue a regulatory waiver

or amendment in order to be able to serve this need (“common area”

repairs are currently not eligible repairs under the applicable
regulations).

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

The King County Housing Repair staff report that there are many
mobile homes in the Consortium in need of repair and/or replacement.
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. Home owners have articulated a need for increasing the per-project funding
limits in the housing repair program to allow adequate funds for rising repair
costs, and stakeholders supported increasing project limits during the
stakeholder input process. :

. Stakeholders articulated strong support for a new program that will help a
mobile/manufactured home owner replace an obsolete mobile home in parks
where the County has a long-term “Agreement” with a non-profit owner for the
maintenance of a quality, affordable park for at least 50 years. Stakeholders
also supported combining this program with down-payment assistance to help
new home buyers purchase available replacement homes. '

There was strong stakeholder support for long-term strategies to keep
“Agreement” parks viable and affordable beyond the 50 year term of the
agreements, including ownership by park residents.

. A slight majority of stakeholders favored the provision of assistance to
condominium owners for burdensome “common area” assessments. This
work would require County staff to seek a waiver or regulatory change, as
current regulations do not allow for assistance with common area
assessments for low- to moderate-income condo owners unless the condo
complex is comprised of at least 51% low- to moderate-income residents.

23



'F. Owner Housing Stock

. The average ‘annual rate of | increase in median sales prices for single famlly

homes is 5%, and this rate has outpaced the average rate of increase in
median income, which has been about 2% per year in the early 2000's.

. The gap between the median sales price of single family homes and what

households at 80% and 100% of AMI can afford has remained significant over
the last three years. The gap increased slightly for households at 100% of
AMI and decreased slightly for households at 80% of AMI. The gap in 2000
was $30,400 for households at 100% of AMI and $89,200 for households at
80% of AMI. The home ownership affordability gap in 2003 was $30,650
for households at 100% of AMI and $78,550 for households at 80% of
AMI.

. Approximately 27-34% of single family home sales in King County were

affordable to households earning 80% of median income in 2003, based upon
research by Dupre + Scott Apartment Advisors. In 2003, only 4-5% of all
home sales were affordable to households earning 50% of median income.

. Households from 50% to 80% of AMI make up about 17-25% of the
~ households in King County. While it appears that there is an adequate supply

of ownership homes for households at 80% of AMI, HUD data shows that, on
average, only 38% of ownership units that are affordable to households at
80% of AMI are purchased and occupied by households at 80% of AMI; about
60% are purchased and occupied by households at higher income levels.
Consequently, there is an inadequate supply of affordable ownership housing
for households at 80% of AMI.

. During the public input process low- to moderate-income households rated

first-time homebuyer assistance as a high priority.

. In the Urban Areas, the South Urban Area has the highest percentage of

affordable owner housing stock, with about 48% of the owner housing
stock affordable to households at the moderate-income level and below.

. The East Urban Area has the lowest percentage of affordable ownership

housing of all the areas in the Consortium.
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Count

G. Homelessness®

It is estimated that 7,980 people are homeless on the streets, in shelters
and transitional housing programs on any given night® in King County.

People of color are significantly over-represented in the homeless
population, comprising about 20% of the general population (including the

“City of Seattle), but 61% of the homeless population that was receiving

shelter1gr transitional housing services on the night of the “One Night

Thirty-six percent (36%) of the homeless population surveyed in programs
located in the Consortium self-reported having at least one disability: of the
disabilities identified, 38% were alcohol/substance abuse, 22% were mental
illness and 16% were dual diagnosis (alcohol/substance abuse and mental
health).

Thirty-four percent (34%) of individuals in emergency shelter and transitional
housing in the balance of county outside of Seattle were employed.

The 2003 “One Night Count” found 508 immigrants, refugees or new arrivals
to this country who were using homeless services. Large families, many of
whom are immigrants or refugees, have a particularly hard time finding
affordable housing.

Crisis Clinic’s Community Information Line reported 6,844 calls in 2003 from
individuals identifying themselves as homeless.

The Veterans’ Administration Regional Office in Seattle estimates that there
are approximately 2,000 homeless veterans in King County.

The Consortium’s Prlmary homelessness prevention program, the Housing
Stability Program'’, has had to turn away an average of 650 eligible
households every year for the last four years due to inadequate funds to
serve everyone in need.

% A needs assessment for our region is being conducted by the Committee to End Homelessness, and will be published
later this year in the Committee’s “Ten Year Plan to End Homelessness”. The Committee to End Homelessness is the

. official Continuum of Care planning entity for the Consortium. When that plan is published it is incorporated by reference
into the King County Consortium’s “Consolidated Housing and Community Development Plan”. A short data overview is
included herein for strategic planning purposes.
® The “2003 Annual One Night Count of People who are Homeless in King County, WA” The “One Night Count” includes
both a street count and a survey of emergency shelter and transitional housing programs. Demographics about persons
who are homeless in our County comes from the survey portion of the count.
1% See footnote 7 above.
" The Housing Stability Program provides emergency monetary assistance to renters and homeowners at risk to lose
their home.
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9. Participants in the homelessness focus group identified five primary reasons
why individuals are becoming and/or remaining homeless:

o Housing market factors (deficit in units serving very low-income
households)

Labor market factors :

Inadequate housing continuum in every community

Landlord screening practices

Inadequate safety net

- 10. Participants in the homelessness focus group spoke of the need to place a

greater emphasis on homelessness prevention, and to create strong links
between affordable housing and suppomve services.

11. A majority of on-line survey respondents agreed that a higher priority should
be placed on homelessness services as opposed to other types of human
services.

12. A majority of on-line survey respondents also agreed that a higher proportion
of funds for homeless services should be dlrected towards homelessness
prevention services.

13. A strong majority of on-line survey respondents thought that distinctions
should be made between different types of emergency shelters with respect
to outcomes; a shelter program that houses households for more than 30
days should be accountable for trying to move those households into more
stable, permanent housing.

H. Community/Economic Development

The Consortium has established priorities for its community/economic
development strategies. In developing these priorities, many sources were
considered, including the work of the Committee to End Homelessness, the focus
group, stakeholder and public input processes conducted by the Consortium for
the Consolidated Plan, other community forums and assessments, such as
United Way of King County’s Human Service Community Assessment'?, as well
as meetings with representatives from other local and state governmental
agencies and other County departments and divisions.

1. Human Services Priorities:

A. Homelessness prevention

12 Eor a more complete assessment of human services needs in King County, see the United Way of King County's
Community Assessment for the 2002-2004 Fund Distribution Cycle.
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Emergency food/food banks, including non-food needs such as
di