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KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY
MEETING OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

February 24, 2014
8:30 am
KCHA Administrative Offices
700 Andover Park West
Tukwila, WA

I. Call to Order
11, Roll Call
III. Public Comment

IV. Approval of Minutes
December 16, 2013 Board of Commissioners’ Meeting
V. Consent Agenda

November and December Voucher Reports
(General & Bond Properties)

Resolution 5456: Appointment of Auditing Officers for the Purpose
of Certifying Obligations of the Authority in Accordance with RCW 42.24

VI. Resolutions for Discussion

Resolution No. 5457: Modification of Key Bank Loan Instrument

VII. Briefings

¢ Briefing on the Software Conversion Project and the Redesign of Major
Business Processes — Sean Heron and Gary Leaf

e DSHS Report: Characteristics of Housing Assistance Recipients from
Three Public Housing Authorities — Megan Hyla

e KCHA Board Congressional Meetings in DC: March 24-26 — Megan Hyla
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Board of Commissioners’ Meeting
February 24, 2014
Agenda continued - Page 2

VIII.

IX.

XI.

XII.

XTII.

XIV.

e 2013 Year End Capital Expenditure Report and 2014 Budget — Dan Watson 6

e Development and Financing Projects Update: Gilman Square, Plum Court,
Ashwood Court, Chaussee Portfolio - Tim Walter

e Wiley Center NMTC Wrap up and Lease Termination — Tim Locke 7
Executive Session

The Executive Session will be held pursuant to RCW 42.30.110(g) to

review the performance of the Executive Director. Any award of

incentive pay as a result of the performance review will occur by
resolution in open public session immediately following the Executive

Session.
Reports
e New Bank Accounts 8
e Fourth Quarter CY 2013 Procurement Report 9
e Summary write off reports 10
e Dashboard Report 11
e America’s Rental Housing — Evolving Markets and Needs Harvard 12
Joint Center for Housing Studies
e Healthy Homes Research Study 13
Executive Director’s Report
KCHA in the News 14

New Business

Commissioner Comments

Adjournment

Next Meeting
March 17, 2014
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE
KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

December 16, 2013
1. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting of the Board of Commissioners of the King County Housing Authority
was called to order by Chair Doug Barnes at 8:30 am on Monday, December 16, 2013, at
the King County Housing Authority’s Administrative Offices, 600 & 700 Andover Park
West, Tukwila, Washington.

II. ROLL CALL

Present: Commissioner Doug Barnes, Chair; Commissioner Michael Brown,
Commissioner Susan Palmer and Commissioner Richard Mitchell

Staff: Stephen Norman, Tessa Martin, Dan Watson, John Eliason, Deborah
Gooden, Donna Kimbrough, Linda Weedman, Kristin Winkel, Gary Leaf, Steve Jef-
feris, Nikki Parrott, Kathleen McKay, Craig Violante, Megan Hyla, Sean Heron,
Claude DaCorsi, Bill Cook, Mike Reilly, Tim Walter, Connie Davis, Beth Pearson

Guests: Cindy Ference, Maria Hudson
III. PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Barnes announced that members of the public in attendance at the meeting
would have five minutes to speak before the Board of Commissioners. Cindy Ference ad-
dressed the Board telephonically on issues related to roofs at Ballinger Homes and the
Housing Authority’s 2014 budget. Maria Hudson addressed the Board on the difficulties
she was experiencing with her Section 8 landlord.

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Minutes from the November 18, 2013 Board of Commissioners’ Meeting were pre-
sented for approval. Commissioner Palmer moved for approval, with Commissioner
Mitchell seconding the motion. Commissioner Brown abstained on the vote due to his ab-
sence at the November 18 meeting. The minutes were unanimously approved.

V. Consent Agenda
October 13, 2013 Voucher Reports

General Properties: Bank Wires/ACH withdrawls for $3,260,786.68; Accounts
Payable checks #236734-237361 for $4,418,501.56; Payroll vouchers, computer
checks #82938-82964 for $43,670.14; Payroll direct deposit for $1,143,602.72;
Section 8 Program vouchers, ACH withdrawals #250797-254085 for
$9,237,732.12, computer run checks #601541-602008 for $338,946.51; purchase



card/ACH withdrawal $240,377.34 Total for October 2013 for the General Proper-
ties was $18,683,617.07.

Bond Properties: $1,910,445.04, related to 19 different properties.

Resolution No. 5454: Authorizing the Submission of Financing Applications to the
Washington State Housing finance Commission and the State Housing Trust Fund for the
Development of the Vantage Point Senior Housing Project

There being no requests for removal of items from the Consent Agenda, Commis-
sioner Brown moved for approval. Commissioner Palmer seconded the motion and the
motion unanimously passed.

VI. RESOLUTIONS FOR DISCUSSION

Resolution No. 5452: Approval of KCHA Comprehensive Capital and Operating Budg-
ets for 2014
Presented by: Craig Violante

Craig Violante briefed the Board of Commissioners on Resolution No. 5452, with a
PowerPoint presentation, as well as referring Board members to the 2014 budget memo-
randum contained in the meeting packets.

Following Mr. Violante’s presentation, questions posed by the Board of Commis-
sioners were addressed by staff. Chair Doug Barnes thanked Mr. Violante for his
presentation.

MOTION: Moved that Resolution No. 5452: Approval of KCHA Comprehensive
Capital and Operating Budgets for 2014 , be approved.

MOVED BY: Commissioner Mitchell, seconded by Commissioner Brown. Motion
unanimously passed.

Resolution No. 5453: Authorizing the Disposition of Greenbridge West Bulk Property 3
by Negotiated Sale to Element Residential, Inc.
Presented by: John Eliason and Deborah Gooden

Deborah Gooden and John Eliason briefed the Board of Commissioners on Resolu-
tion No. 5453 authorizing the Executive Director to sell Greenbridge West Bulk Parcel 3 to
Element Residential Inc. for construction and sale of market rate, attached and detached
homes. Staff noted that the sale of West Bulk Parcel 3 was initially authorized in Resolu-
tion No. 4099, which was passed April 11, 2005, authorizing the disposition of all vacant
land at Greenbridge. This land sale is substantially different that previous land sales to
homebuilders because West Bulk Parcel 3 is not platted and Element Residential will need
to complete the platting process through King County and build all required infrastructure
before homes can be constructed and sold on the resulting lots. Staff noted that land de-
velopment costs are factored into the value of the land and the time needed to close the
transaction is longer due to the need to undertake site engineering and secure permits and
plat approvals.  Resolution No. 4099 would authorize the sale of this land to Element
Residential on substantially the same terms outlined in a non-binding Letter of Intent
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(LOI) dated October 25, 2013 that’s was attached to the cover memorandum for the resolu-
tion.

MOTION: Moved that Resolution No. 5453: Authorizing the Disposition of
Greenbridge West Bulk Property 3 by Negotiated Sale to Element Residential, Inc.,
be approved.

MOVED BY: Commissioner Brown, seconded by Commissioner Palmer. Chair
Barnes recused himself from the vote. Motion unanimously passed.

Chair Barnes announced that an additional Resolution was being brought before the Board
for consideration.

Resolution No. 5455: A change in the Salary Schedule for Represented KCHA Employ-
ees Authorizing a 1.4% Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA)
Presented by: Connie Davis

Connie Davis noted that Resolution No. 5455 authorizes an increase in hourly rates for
maintenance employees represented by the Seattle/King County Building and Construc-
tion Trades Council (“Council”) of 1.4%, which represents 100% of the Consumer Price
Index for Clerical Workers (CPI-W) for the Seattle Tacoma area annualized for the first six
months of 2013. This is the same increase awarded to non-represented employees as
adopted by the Board via Resolution No. 5446 in October 2013. On December 11, 2013, the
Council accepted the Authority’s offer and recommended passage at a vote by the members
to be taken sometime in the week ending December 20. Payments will be made retroac-
tively to the effective date of the contract.

VII. REPORTS

2012 Exit/Entry Analysis
Presented by: Megan Hyla

Megan Hyla provided the Board of Commissioners with an in-depth demographic
report profiling households entering and exiting the Section 8 and Public Housing pro-
grams. The report gives KCHA a better perspective on demographic shifts and informs
new policy ideas and program innovations. A copy of the report is appended to the meeting
records.

New Bank Accounts
Presented by: Craig Violante

There were no questions from the Board of Commissioners on Mr. Violante's New
Bank Accounts memo as contained in the meeting packets.

VIII. NEW BUSINESS

Chair Barnes announced that the January and February 2014 Board of Commis-
sioner meetings will need to be rescheduled.

VIII. ADJOURNMENT



There being no further business, the meeting was officially adjourned at 10:15 am by
a motion from Commissioner Palmer, seconded by Commissioner Mitchell and unani-
mously passed.

THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE
COUNTY OF KING, WASHINGTON

DOUGLAS J. BARNES, Chair
Board of Commissioners

STEPHEN J. NORMAN
Secretary
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KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, HOUSING AUTHORITY OF
THE COUNTY OF KING, WASHINGTON

FROM: LINDA RILEY

SUBJECT: VOUCHER CERTIFICATION FOR NOVEMBER 2013

1, Linda Riley, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the materials have been furnished, the
services rendered or the labor performed as described herein, and that the claims represented by the
vouchers listed below were just obligations of the Housing Authority of the County of King, and that I am
authorized to authenticate and certify said claims.

/)40%) g /{7

Lindfa Riley
Controller
January 6, 2014

Bank Wires / ACH Withdrawals 1,301,450.59

Subtotal 1,301,450.59

Accounts Payable Vouchers
Checks - #237362-238074 4,680,611.31

Subtotal 4,680,611.31

Payroll Vouchers
Checks - #82976-83015 48,814.65
Direct Deposit 1,162,043.65

Subtotal 1,210,858.30

Section 8 Program Vouchers
Checks - #602009-602485 338,007.81

ACH - #254086-257300 9,206,715.64

Subtotal 9,544,723.45

Purchase Card / ACH Withdrawal 182,554.02
Subtotal 182,554.02

GRAND
TOTAL 16,920,197.67



KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, HOUSING AUTHORITY OF
THE COUNTY OF KING, WASHINGTON

FROM: LINDA RILEY

SUBJECT: VOUCHER CERTIFICATION FOR DECEMBER 2013

I, Linda Riley, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the materials have been furnished, the
services rendered or the labor performed as described herein, and that the claims represented by the
vouchers listed below were just obligations of the Housing Authority of the County of King, and that I am
authorized to authenticate and certify said claims.

Linda Riley
Controller
February 3, 2014

Bank Wires / ACH Withdrawals 1,970,257.67

Subtotal 1,970,257.67

Accounts Payable Vouchers

Checks - #238075-238618 5,194,501.57

Subtotal 5,194,501.57

Payroll Vouchers
Checks - #83016-83052 46,978.73
Direct Deposit 1,185,406.87

Subtotal 1,232,385.60

Section 8 Program Vouchers
Checks - #602486-602944 ' 319,645.42

ACH -#257301-260502 9,170,906.14

Subtotal 9,490,551.56

Purchase Card / ACH Withdrawal 212,599.85

Subtotal 212,599.85

GRAND
TOTAL 18,100,296.25




TO: THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, HOUSING AUTHORITY OF
THE COUNTY OF KING, WASHINGTON

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Tim Walter

VOUCHER CERTIFICATION FOR NOVEMBER 2013

I, Tim Walter, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the claims represented by the transactions below were just, due, and unpaid obligations against the
Housing Autharity, and that I, and my designees, are authorized 1o authenticate and certify said claims.

Er 0o

Tim Walter
Director, Managed Assets
January 6, 2014
Property Withdrawals per Bank Statement Breakdown Total
Nov-13 Date 5 AIP Payroll Other $ 5
Bellepark East 11/7/12013 3 4.083.17 4,083.17 | $ 4,083.17
11/14/2013 $ 11,063.60 | $ 3,342.54 7,721.06 $  11,063.60
117222013 $ 2027748 | $ 20,277.48 $ 20,277.48
12772013 | $ 21,152.08 | § 13,325.42 7,826.66 $ 21,152.08
s =
Calonial Gardens 11/14/2013 | § 4863362 | 5 37,991.77 5,641.85 | Operating Account 500000 || §  48,633.62
112172013 |'§ 14,707.02 | $ 14,707.02 §  14,707.02
_11/27/2013 | § 3587113 | 8 31.677.37 4,293.76 $ 13597113
$ -
$ .
Cottonwood 117712013 $ 282661 | § 2,826 61 $ 2,826.61
111412013 | § 9,017.13 | § 3,165.74 5,851.39 5 9,017.13
11/22/2013 $ 637049 | § 6,370.49 $ 6,370.49
11/27/2013 $ 802374 § 8 2,663.99 5,359.75 3 8,023.74
5 -
Cove East 11/7/2013 5 1348561 | § 13,485.61 8 13,485.61
11/14/2013 16,312.56 | $ 2,731.04 13,581.62 H T 16,312.56
11/22/2013 $ 8416.98 | $ 8,416.98 § 841698
11/27/2013 | § 26,258.60 || $ 13,466.18 12.792.45 § 2625863
E -
Landmark 11/7/2013 $ 2,184.01 2,184.01 $ 2.184.01
11/14/2013 5 22,573.48 9,486.72 13,086.76 § 2257348
11/22/2013 § 38,933.01 38,933.01 § _ 38933.01
11/27/2013 23,421.16 12,29548 11,125.68 5 2342116
11/29/2013 18,651.76 Debt Service 18,651.76 18,651.76
Newporter 10/31/2013 $ 10,705.72 | $ 10,705.72 3 =
11/7/2013 $ 8,410.81 4,142.81 Management Fee 4.268.00 || §
11/14/2013 § 27,829.27 | § 24,750.14 QOperating Account 3,079.13 1| § _ i 27
11/14/2013 41,067.84 | § 41,067.84 § 41,067.84
11/22/2013 3 5,610.22 5.610.22 3 5,610.22
Timberwood 11/7/2013 5,596.64 | § 5,696.,64 5 5,596.64
11/14/2013 $ 1791221 1 $ 5,027.95 12,884.26 § 17.812.21
11/22/2013 3 5083394 | § 50,833.94 $ 50,833.94
11/27/2013 3 3435588 § § 21,601.70 12,754.18 $ . 34,355.88
Woodfand North 11/7/2013 $ 26,972.91 26,972.91 2687291
11/14/2013 3 28,023.20 19,874.28 8,148.92 28,023.20
11/2212013 | $ 25,153.92 25,153.92 § 2515392
1172712013 | 8 19,019.84 | § 9,889.22 9,130.62 § 19.019.84
H w
Woodside East 11/7/12013 $ 925465 | $ 9,254.65 3 9,254.65
11/14/2013 $ 1548254 | & 748.94 14,733.60 3
11/22/2013 $ 56,649.61 1 § 56,649.61 $_
11/27/2013 $ 2452147 | § 10,276.43 14,245.04 $
$
Alpine Ridge 11/14/2013 5 27,708.95 | § 8,243.65 Debt Service 19,465.30 || §
11/21/2013__ | $ 2,615.05 2,615.05 s
11/27/2013 5 463084 | § 4,630.94 $
]
3 5
Cascadian 11/7/2013 19,043.69 11,327,69 Management Fee 7,716.00 || § 19,043,869
11/14/2013 | § 76,709.66 | $ 68,733.73 Debt Svc & Op Acnt 797593 | §  76.709.66
11/22/2013 10,498.17 10,498.17 $ 10,498.17
11/27/2013 $ 16,923.91 | $ 16,923.91 $ 16923.91
H -
Fairwood 11/7/2013 14,090.14 8,479.14 Management Fee 5611.00 | § 1408014
11/14/2013 5 2845376 | § 23,054.91 Debt Sve & Op Acnt 5,398.85 || $ 28,453.76
11/22/2013 | § 9,168.14 9,168.14 s 9,168.14
11/27/2013 s 33,420.54 | $ 33,420.54 § 33,420,54
5 -
Heritage Park 11/8/2013 382.00 Deposit Correction 382.00 || $ 382.00
11/14/2013 | § 36.078.31 | $ 5,429.59 Debt Service 30,648.72 || § 3607831
11/21/2013 : 472378 | § 4,723,78 $ 4,723.78
11/27/2013 $ 9,330.33 | $ 9,330.33 $ 933033
(3 .




Woodridge Park | 11/7/2013 | § 15,634.98 $ 9,778.98 | ManagementFee | § 5.856.00 |f $ 15,634.98
1111412013 | § 27,109.21 |'$ 28,695.33 DebtSvc8 Op Acnt | 5 (1.586.12)(| §  27,109.21
11/22/12013 | $ 10,283.81 $ 10,283.81 . 3 10,283.81
11/27/2013 $ 53,896.28 | § 53,896.28 $ 5389628
5 =
Aspen Ridge 10/31/2013 $ 3,685.56 § § 3,685.56 $ 3,685.56
11/7/2013 $ 6,650.32 3 4,133.32 Management Fee 5 2517.001 8§ 685032
11/14/2013 $ 7,215.19 | $ 5,750.86 | Operating Account_| § 146433 | $ 721519
11/22/2013 $ 4,215.12 $ 4,215.12 o s 421512
3 -
Laurelwood 11/7/2013 3 8,245.35 $ 4,508.35 Management Fee 3 373600 || § 8,245.35
11/14/2013 | § 17,007.28 | 5 18,481.63 Operating Account | & (1,474.35)| §  17,007.28
11/22/2013 $ 4,616.53 $ 4,616.53 3 4,616,683
11/27/2013 | § 26,589.35 | § 23,094.35 Debt Service B 3495.00 || §  26,569.35
$ -
Meadowbrook 11/1/2013 $ 9,396.61 Al 5 939661 || 8 9.396.61
11/712013 92,682.40 Alf 92682.40 || § 9268240
_ 11/14/2013 6,295.77 i All 629577 || $ 629577
| 11/22/2013 11,230.33 ' - All 11,230.33 || $ 11,230.33
$ .
Meadows 11/7/2013 $ 7.642.34 $ 5,222.34 Management Fee $ 2,420.00 || $ 764234
11/14/2013 | § 7,495.48 | $ 7,172.00 Operating Account | $ 32348 || §  7.495.48
11/22/2013__| § 5,227.82 $ 5,227.82 $  5227.82
11/27/2013 [ § 8,586.08 | $ 8,586.08 $ 858608
3 a
Auburn Square | 10/31/2013 5776.41 | $ 5,776.41 $ 577641
11/7/2013 12,448.13 $ 7.891.13 Management Fee $ 4,557.00 || $ 12,448.13
11/14/2013 g 31,674.14 | $ 31,733.28 _Operating Account | $ (59.14)|l 3 31674.14
11/22/2013 $ 7,503.90 § $ 7.503.90 N $ 7,503.80
$ =
Carrlage House 10/31/2013__ | § 1917507 | 5 19,175.07 5 1917507
11/5/2013 $ 6,405.32 | § 6,405.32 5
11/7/2013 f 14,518.86 $ 9.614.86 Management Fee $ 4,904.00 || §
11/14/2013 8,15738 1 § 8,086.07 Operating Accounl | § 61311 $
11/22/2013 9,799.31 $ 9.799.31 5
Parkwood 10/31/2013 509894 | $ 5,098.94
11/5/2013 $ 957717 1 § 9.577.17 §
11/712013 $ 7,483.76 $ 447676 | ManagemeniFee | § 3,007.00 | 3 748376
11/14/2013 [ 4923511 % 5,926.94 Operating Account | § (1,003.43)1| $ 4,923.51
11/22/2013__ | § 5,031.73 $ 5,031.73 § 508173
Walnut Park 10/31/2013__ | § 2,94352 | § 2,943.52 5 294352
11/5/2013 $ 4195359 | § 41,953.59 $ 41.953.59
11/7/2013 $ 11,720.49 $ 587249 | Management Fee | § 5848.00 | § 1172049
11/14/2013 § 14,136.37 | § 14,316.84 $ (182.47)1 § 14,136.37
11/22/2013 $ 5,874.42 $ 5,874.42 3 5,874.42
Portfolio Totaﬁ; $ 161144914 | $ 1,034693.14 | $ 315,070.59 $ 261685411 § 1,611,449.14

AJP - Operating and Capital Expenses:
Payroll Expenses:
"Olher’ Expenses:

TOTAL EXPENSES:

$1,034,693.14
$315,070.59
$261,685.41

$1,611,449.14




TO: THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, HOUSING AUTHORITY OF
THE COUNTY OF KING, WASHINGTON

FROM: Tim Walter
SUBIJECT: VOUCHER CERTIFICATION FOR DECEMBER 2013
|, Tim Walter, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the claims represented by lhe transactions below were just, due, and unpaid obligalions against the

Housing Authority, and that |, and my designees, are authorized to authenticale and certify said claims.

3
TN
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Tim Walter
Director, Managed Assets
January 28, 2014

Property Withdrawals per Bank S Breakdown | Total
Dec-13 Date $ AIP Payroll Other $ $
Bellepark East 12/5/2013 $ 405112 | 8 4,951.12 B 5 495112

_ 12/9/2013 $ 125,000.00 | To KCHA $ 12500000 || §  125.000.00
12/12/2013 41,181.25 | § 6,120.96 | § 7,510.29 AP $ 2755000 § 41,181.25
12/19/2013 § 14,053.78 | $ 14.053.78 - $ 14,053.78
Colonial Gardens 12/5/2013 393710 § § 3,837.10 oy $ 393710
12/12/2013 3 4,347.30 | 422,00 | § 3,925.39 § 434739
12/19/2013 g 16,975.54 | § 16.975.54 $ 16,975.54
Cottonwood  12/52013 |8 471720 § 4,717.20 $ 4.717.20
12/9/2013 $ 20,000.00 To KCHA $ 20,0000 || $ 20,000.00
12112/2013 $ 1219420 | § 6,281.34 | § 5,912.66 § 1218420
12/19/2013 $ 3511.57 | § 3,511.57 5 3.511.67
Cove East 12/5/2013 s 11,635.05 | § 11,635.05 $ 1163505
12/9/2013 s 95,000.00 TO KCHA $  95000.00 [| §  95.000.00
12/12/2013 |8 15498.60 | § 2,237.51 | § 13,261.09 § _ 15,498.60
12/18/2013 3 21,706.54 | § 21,706.54 3 21,706.54
Landmark 12/3/2013 $ 1,016.74 Debt Service $ 101574 || 3 _1.015.74
12/5/2013 $ 6,811.64 § § 6,811.64 | s
12/12/2013 $ 64,176.47 | 3 51,914.64 | § 12,263.83  T—
12/16/2013 $ 18,651.76 Debt Service $  18651.76 f § 18,651.76
12/18/2013 3 3163432 | § 31,634.32 $ 31,634.32
Timberwood 12/5/2013 $ 13,13042 [ § 13,130.42 §  13,130.42
12/9/2013 $  240,000.00 To KCHA $  240,000.00 || §  240,000.00
12/12/2013 § 35,135.86 || § 24,168.80 | § 10,967.06 $ 35,135.86
L_ 12/19/2013 $ 26,690.51 § § 26.,690.51 s 26,690.51
Woodiand North 12/5/2013 § 17,081.03 | 8 17,981.03 $ 17.981.03
12/9/2013 $ 50,000.00 To KCHA $  50,000.00 || §
12/12/2013 $ 19,810.35 | § 10,647.12 | § 9,163.23 $
12/16/2013 $ 41,068.75 | § 41,968.75 $
Woodside East 12/9/2013 $§ 300,000.00 To KCHA $  300,000.00 [[ §  300.000.00
12/12/2013 $ 47,956.39 | § 20,404.56 | § 13,776.83 AP $  13,775.00 || § 47,956.39
12/19/2013 3 45,244.52 | $ 45.244.52 $ 45,244.52
Alpine Ridge 12/5/2013 4,168.79 $ 2,541.79 Mngmnl Fee $ 1,627.00 ]| § 4,168.79
12/23/2013 3 13,560.14 | § 30,995.81 OCR §  (17.43567)) 3 13,560.14
Aspen Ridge 11/2712013 3 31,01473 | § 31,014.73 § 3101473
12/5/2013 $ 902030 | $ 4,461.30 Mngmnt Fee $ 4,559.00 || § 9,020.30
12/9/2013 $ 40,000.00 To KCHA $  40,000.00 || $  40,000.00
12/12/2013 3 273596 1§ 4.694.40 Operating Account | $ (1,958.44)|| § 2,735.96
12/19/2013 ] 5297.10 | § 4,067.10 | $ 1,230.00 5 5,297.10
12/24/2013 5 22,833.06 § § 22,833.06 $ 22,833.06
Auburn Square 11/27/2013 3 9,053.02 | § 9,953.02 $  9,953.02
12/5/2013 10,316.20 $ 7,716.20 Mngmnt Fee $ 2,600.00 || § ~ 10.316.20
12/9/2013 §  300,000.00 To KCHA $  300,000.00 || §  300,000.00
12/9/2013 $§  150,000.00 To KCHA $  150,000.00 | § 150,000,00
12/12/2013 $ 16,860.60 § § 14,644.96 OCR $ 221564 || §  16,860.60
12/19/2013 10,137.89 | § 7,730.80 | § 2,407.09 $ 1013789
12/16/2013 200,000.00 To KCHA $  200,000.00 || §  200,000.00
12/2412013 83,666.91 | § 83.666.91 $ 83,666.91
Carriage House 11/27/2013 5 15,481.83 | 8 15,481.83 $ 1548183
12/5/2013 $ 20432.28 | $ 6,867.75 | $ 8,794.53 Mngmnt Fee $ 4,770.00 || § 20,432.28
12/9/2013 $  150,000.00 To KCHA $  150,000.00 || §  150,000.00
12/12/2013 $ 40,548.62 | § 39,755.51 Operaling Account | § 79341 || §  40,548.62
12/19/2013 $ 12,171.46 | § 9,443.14 | § 2,728.32 § 1217146
12/24/2013 3 80,640.98 | § 80,640.98 $ B0.640.98
Cascadian 12/5/2013 $ 18,113.14 $ 10,439.14 Mngmnt Fee $ 767400 18 — 18,113.14
12/9/2013 $  300,000.00 TO KCHA §  300,000.00 || $ 300,000.00
12/9/2013 §  300,000.00 To KCHA $  300,000.00 | $  300,000.00
12/9/2013 200,000.00 To KCHA $  200,000.00 | §  200,000.00
12/12/2013 3 15137.95 | $ 14,951.55 Operating Account | § 18640 | §  15.137.95
12/19/2013 B 13,131.31 [ § 10,489.90 | § 2,641.41 $ 13133
12/24/2013 $ 41,403.82 | § 41,403.82 § 4140382
12/27/2013 $ 7,125.00 | § 7,125.00 $ 7,125.00
Fairwood 12/5/2013 $ 31,446.95 | § 17,567.91 | § 8,638.03 Mngmnt Fee $ 5,241.00 || § 31.446.94
12/912013 §  250,000.00 TO KCHA $  250,000.00 | §  250,000.00
12/9/2013 $  250,000.00 ToKCHA __ |'§ 250,000.00 || §  250,000.00
12122013 [ '$ 1792417 | '$  16,908.05 Operating Account | $ 101612 | § 17,924.17
12/19/2013 $ 12,006.22 | § 9,657.74 | § 2,348.48 I 13 12,008.22




48,594.94

12/24/2013 $ 48,594.94 | $ 48,594.94
Heritage Park 12/5/2013 $ 7,868.99 $ 4,716.99 Mngmnt Fee $ 3,152.00 7,868.09
12/12/2013 ] 1491614 | & 18,638.08 Debt Svc & Op Acnt | § (3.721:94) 14,916.14
12/18/2013 $ 9,33033 | § 9,330.33 3 933033
12/19/2013 $ 8,163.22 | $ 4,194.74 | § 1,051.48 Debt Service $ 2,917.00 }§ 1 8,163.22
12/23/2013 $ 32,132.19 | § 32,132.19 32,132.18
Laurelwood 12/5612013 $ 9,104.53 | § 1,277.49 | § 4,359.04 Mngmin Fee $ 3,468.00 },104.53
12/12/2013 $ 14,968.46 | § 12,977.84 Operating Account | § 2,010.62 14,988.48 |
12/19/2013 $ 6,039.79 4,820.94 | § 1,218.85 h 6,039.79
12/24/2013 3 36,337.10 36,337.10 36,337.10
Meadows 12/5/2013 17,699.58 10,594.56 | § 4,608.02 Mngmnt Fee $ 2497001 & 17,699.58
12/9/2013 20,000.00 To KCHA $ 20,000.00 20,000.00
12/12/2013 13,441.56 § § 12,038.62 Operating Account | § 1,402.94 13,441.56
12/19/2013 5,446.54 422910 | $ 1.217.44 5,446.54
12/24/2013 $ 6,628.41 6,628.41 §,628.41
Newporter 11/27/2013 $ 26,172.83 26,172.83 26,172.83
15/05/13 ] 9,755.98 $ 5,445.98 Mngmnt Fee $ 4,310.00 | $ 9,765.98
12/9/2013 $ 150,000.00 To KCHA $ 150,000.00 § § 150,000.00
12/9/2013 $ 300,000.00 To KCHA $ 300,000.00 |} § 300,000.00
12/12/2013 5 34,226.45 | $ 33,986.93 Operating Account | § 239.52 || § 34,226.45
12/19/2013 $ 7,600.24 | $ 5934.89 | § 1,665.35 5 7,600.24
12/24/2013 $ 42,362.96 | § 42,362.96 ] 42,362.96
Parkwood 11/27/2013 ] 6,812.44 | § 6,812.44 5 6.812.44
12/2/2013 $ 7,483.16 5 4,511.16 Mngmnt Fee $ 2,972.00 || § 7.483.16
12/9/2013 $ 50,000.00 To KCHA $ 50,000.00 || § 50,000.00
12/12/2013 $ 4,08652 8 § 4,086.01 Operating Account | § 0.51 | § 4,086.52
12/19/2013 $ 5914.11 4,656.12 | $ 1,257.99 § 5,914.11
12/24/2013 47,804.23 47,804.23 p 47,804.23
Walnut Park 11/27/2013 84,859.72 84,859.72 84,859.72
12/6/2013 10,434.54 $ 4,622.54 Mngmnt Fee $ 5,812.00 10,434.54
12/9/2013 $ 150,000.00 To KCHA $ 150,000.00 || § 150,000.00
12/12/2013 $ 42,371.38 | $ 41,700.29 Operating Account | $ 671.09 || § 42,371.38
12/19/2013 7,423.03 | $ 5,564.73 | $ 1,858.30 7,423.03
12/2412013 35,076.54 | $ 35,076.54 $ 35,076.54
Woodridge Park 12/5/2013 17,983.75 | § 267221 | § 9,694.54 Nngmnt Fee $ 5,617.00 17,083.75
12/9/2013 $ 100,000.00 To KCHA $  100,000.00 100,000,00
12/12/2013 5 107,007.52 }| $ 103,863.52 $ 3,144.00 107,007.52
12/19/2013 $ 14,792.44 | $ 12,105.17 | § 2,687.27 3 14,792.44
12/24/2013 $ 78,836.43 | $ 78,836.43 78,836.43
Bellevue Manor 12/17/2013 $ 6,703.13 | § 1,703.13 Operating Account | § 5,000.00 §| § 3,703.13
12/27/2013 9,764.41 7,988.19 | § 1,776.22 f ),764.41
12/31/2013 1,306.06 1,306.06 1,308.08
Northwood Square 12/17/2013 7.207.77 2,207.77 Operating Account | § 5,000.00 § § 7,207.77
12/27/2013 1,866.13 8 $ 1,866.13 ] ,886.11
12/27/2013 1,776.23 $ 1,776.23 3 J76.2
Patricia Manor 12/17/2013 5,837.63 | ¢ 837.63 Operaling Account $ 5,000.00 5,837.83
N 12/27/12013 13,329.43 10,324.92 | § 3,004.51 $ 13,329.43
12/31/2013 $ 2272401 § 227240 $ \272.40
Vashon Terrace 1211742013 3 5,150.00 | & 150.00 Operating Account | § 5,000.00 || 3 150.00
12/27/2013 $ 2,013.11 129.24 | $ 1,883.87 § 2,013.11
Meadowbrook 12/5/2013 $ 12,976.88 12,97-6.88 12,976.88
12/12/2013 143,259.06 b 143,259.06 143,258.08
12/19/2013 19,401.40 19,401.40 3 19,401.40
Portfolio Tota_ls; 5,864,607.22 | $ 1,809,752.16 | § 188,082.85 $ 3,866,772.40 5,864,807.21
AP - Operaling and Capllal Exponses:  $1 800,752.16
Payroll Expenses:  $188,082.65

"Other" Expenses:
TOTAL EXPENSES:

$3,866,772.40
$5,864,607.21
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KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

TO: Board of Commissioners

FROM: Connie Davis

DATE: February 11, 2014

RE: Resolution 5456: Appointment of Auditing Officers for the Pur-

pose of Certifying Obligations of the Authority in Accordance with
RCW 42.24

A fundamental obligation of the Board of Commissioners is to review and
approve the vouchers paid by the Authority as it conducts its operations. Under
RCW 42.24, such vouchers are certified by auditing officers elected or appointed
pursuant to statute or, in the absence of statute, an appropriate charter provision,
ordinance or resolution of the municipal corporation or political subdivision.

Resolution 5034, dated March 9, 2006 designated Constance Davis, Linda Riley
and Tim Walter as KCHA auditing officers. While Tim retains overall
responsibility for KCHA’s Managed Asset portfolio, Wen Xu has assumed the
directorship of that department, responsible for day to day operations. In
addition, since the date of the original resolution, Craig Violante has joined
KCHA as Chief Financial Officer. As a result of these changes, both of these
individuals should be designated as auditing officers.

Resolution No. 5456 names Wen Xu and Craig Violante to this role and restates
the names of existing auditing officers for KCHA, providing a current record of
those so authorized by the Board. Passage is recommended.



THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY OF KING
RESOLUTION NO. 5456
APPOINTMENT OF AUDITING OFFICERS FOR THE PURPOSE OF

CERTIFYING OBLIGATIONS OF THE AUTHORITY IN ACCORDANCE
WITH RCW 42.24

WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners is responsible for ensuring that
the system of auditing and certifying vouchers is operating in a manner such as to
provide the greatest possible protection for Board members and the Authority,
which said responsibility cannot be delegated; and,

WHEREAS, RCW Chapter 42.24 requires the election of appointment of
an auditing officer or officers; and,

WHEREAS, all claims against the Authority must be certified by the
auditing officer to assure that the claim is just, due and unpaid obligation of the
Authority; and,

WHEREAS, such claims may be certified individually or by blanket
certification by the auditing officer so long as the particular vouchers so certified
are clearly indicated.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF
COMMISSIONERS OF THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY

OF KING:

The following persons are hereby designated as Auditing Officers in accordance
with the requirements contained in RCW Chapter 42.24:

Constance C. Davis, Deputy Executive Director-Administration

Craig Violante, Chief Financial Officer

Linda Riley, Controller



Tim Walter, Senior Director of Acquisitions and Asset Management

Wen Xu, Director of Asset Management

ADOPTED AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF
COMMISSIONERS OF THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY

OF KING THIS 24™ OF FEBRUARY 2014.

THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE
COUNTY OF KING, WASHINGTON

DOUGLAS J. BARNES, Chair
Board of Commissioners

STEPHEN J. NORMAN
Secretary
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KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

TO: Board of Commissioners

FROM: Tim Walter

DATE: February 18, 2014

RE: Resolution No. 5457: Amendment to Resolution No. 5444 as
previously amended by Resolution No. 5449 relating to the

Authority’s Pooled Housing Revenue and Refunding Revenue Note,
2013.

In September, 2013, the Board of Commissioners adopted resolution No. 5444
authorizing KCHA to enter in to a loan agreement with KeyBank and/or their affiliates
for the purpose of providing $85 million in tax-exempt proceeds to finance and refinance
property owned by the Authority. Resolution No. 5449 further amended the resolution
to permit KCHA to prepay all or a portion of the loan at any time subject to the terms of
the loan agreement.

In November, 2013, KCHA made an initial draw on the financing facility of $65 million
which it used to finance the acquisition of 3 of the King County Chaussee properties and
refinance 15 properties consisting of more than 1,600 units as well as KCHA’s 700
Andover building. However, in order to fund the full $85 million in loan proceeds,
KeyBank needed to find an additional partner institution to participate in the loan. The
terms of the loan were structured so that KeyBank would have up to 9o days to find
another participating bank and advance the residual $20 million. KCHA anticipated
refinancing both Heritage Park and Landmark into the pool with the additional
proceeds.

KeyBank will not be able to meet the 9o day time frame initially anticipated but
fortunately has identified one or more institutions that have an interest and willingness
to participate in the loan. As a condition of securing the additional credit, however,
KeyBank has advised KCHA the prepayment provision of the existing loan will need to be
amended to reflect a prepayment fee that is tied to current interest rates at the time of a
prepayment not solely a fixed fee as is currently contemplated within the loan
agreement. Staff believes this is reasonable, as many banks hedge their loan advances
and would incur a penalty themselves if those hedges were broken prior to the
anticipated maturity of the loan.

The attached resolution authorizes the extension of the draws available under the loan by
an additional 180 days, permits the terms of prepayment to be modified so long as the
terms are commercially reasonable and permits the Executive Director to make other
minor modifications to the loan agreement if necessary to secure the additional credit.
Staff recommends these changes be adopted in order to secure additional credit within
the KeyBank loan facility.
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HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY OF KING

RESOLUTION NO. 5457

A RESOLUTION amending Resolution No. 5444, as previously amended,
relating to the Authority’s Pooled Housing Revenue and Refunding Revenue

Note, 2013.

WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners (the “Board”) of the Housing Authority of the
Count}; of King (the “Authority”) previously adopted Resolution No. 5444, providing for the
issuance of the Authority’s Pooled Housing Revenue and Refunding Revenue Note, 2013 (the
“Note”), and Resolution No. 5449, amending the prepayment provisions and sources of security
for the Note; and

WHEREAS, RCW 35.82.040 provides that a housing authority may delegate to one or
more of its agents or employees such powers or duties as it may deem proper; and

WHEREAS, the Board wishes to provide for further modifications of the Note to enable the
Authority to make additional draws on the Note; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE HOUSING
AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY OF KING as follows:

Section 1. Definitions. Capitalized terms used but not otherwise defined in this

resolution shall have the meanings assigned to them in Resolution No. 5444.

Section 2. Extension of Draw Period and Amendment of Prepayment Provisions of Note.

The Executive Director of the Authority is authorized to execute such documents, including
amendments to the Note and/or the Loan Agreement relating thereto, as may be necessary or

desirable to extend the period during which draws on the Note are permitted by a period of up to

513532192



180 days, to modify the prepayment premium applicable to the Note in a commercially
reasonable manner, and to make other modifications to the terms of the Note as may be required
by the Bank to enable the Authority to make additional draws on the Note.

Section 3. Acting Officers Authorized. Any action required by this resolution to be

taken by the Executive Director of the Authority may in his absence be taken by a Deputy
Executive Director of the Authority.

Section 4. Ratification and Confirmation. Any actions of the Authority or its officers

prior to the date hereof and consistent with the terms of this resolution are ratified and
confirmed.

Section 5. Resolution No. 5444, as amended by Resolution No. 5449, Otherwise in

Full Force and Effect. Except as amended by this Resolution, all of provisions of Resolution No.

5444, as amended by Resolution No. 5449, shall remain in full force and effect.

[This Page Intentionally Short]
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Section 6. Effective Date. This resolution shall be in full force and effect from and

after its adoption and approval.
ADOPTED by the Board of Commissioners of the Housing Authority of the County of

King at an open public meeting this 24™ day of February, 2014

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY OF
KING

By:

Chair

ATTEST:

Executive Director

51353219.2



CERTIFICATE

I, the undersigned, the duly chosen, qualified and acting Secretary and Executive Director
of the Housing Authority of the County of King (the “Authority”) and keeper of the records of
the Authority, CERTIFY:

1. That the attached copy of Resolution No. 5457 (the “Resolution”) is a full, true
and correct copy of the resolution of the Board of Commissioners of the Authority, as adopted at
a meeting of the Authority held on February 24, 2014, and duly recorded in the minute books of
the Authority;

2. That written notice specifying the time and place of the special meeting and
noting the business to be transacted was given to all members of the Board of Commissioners by
mail, fax, electronic mail or personal delivery at least 24 hours prior to the special meeting, a true
and complete copy of which notice is attached hereto as Appendix I;

3. That the written notice described above was also posted on the Authority’s
website and prominently displayed at the main entrance of the Authority’s office at 600 Andover
Park W., Tukwila, Washington 98188 and at the meeting site, if different, at least 24 hours prior
to the special meeting;

4, That the written notice described above was given to each local radio or television
station and to each newspaper of general circulation that has on file with the Authority a written
request to be notified of special meetings and to any others to which such notices are customarily
given by the Authority; and

5. That such meeting was duly convened and held in all respects in accordance with
law; that a quorum was present throughout the meeting and a majority of the members of the
Board of Commissioners of the Authority present at the meeting voted in the proper manner for
the adoption of the Resolution; that all other requirements and proceedings incident to the proper
adoption of the Resolution have been duly fulfilled, carried out and otherwise observed, and that
I am authorized to execute this Certificate.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 24" day of February, 2014.

Stephen Norman, Secretary and Executive Director
of the Authority

CERTIFICATE
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APPENDIX 1

COPY OF SPECIAL MEETING NOTICE
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KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

TO: Board of Commissioners

FROM: Sean Heron, Senior Director of Housing Initiatives
Gary Leaf, Chief Information Officer

DATE: February 24, 2014

RR: Briefing on the Software Conversion Project and the
Redesign of Related Business Processes

In June of 2012 the Board of Commissioners approved the commitment of
Moving to Work working capital for the implementation of a new housing
management software system. In addition to the software conversion project, the
Housing Authority has initiated a number of strategic and interrelated efforts
intended to streamline operations and improve customer service. These
initiatives include the adoption of an electronic document imaging system and a
workload optimization effort underway in the Section 8 program. At the Board
meeting we will provide an update and progress report on these initiatives.
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KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

TO: Board of Commissioners

FROM: Dan Watson

DATE: February 19, 2014

RE: 2013 Year End Capital Expenditure Report and 2014 Budget

The total amount budgeted for capital construction projects planned and managed by various KCHA
departments in 2013 was $38,001,061 and can be summarized as follows:

2013-14 Budget for Construction

Dept. Project 2013 2013 2013 Yo 2014 2014
Category projects | Budget* | Expend. Exp. Projects | Budget

Construction Public Housing 35 $6.665,198 $7.379.961 | 111% 21 $8,011,203
Construction 509 Properties 25 $6,417,907 $6,034,924 94% 19 $6,930,843
Construction Other Properties 18 - $1,195,848 $889,789 74% 8 $2.933,007
Construction Com. Buildings 7 $2,181,167 $2,276,546 | 104% - -
Construction/Dev | Green River 1 $680,940 $362,102 53% - -
Construction Subtotal 90 $17,141,060 | $16,943,322 99% 48 $17,875,053
Development Vantage Point - - - - 1 $6.300,000
Development Subtotal 1 $6,300,000
HOPE VI Seola Gardens 1 $10,529,890 $8,564,231 81% 1 $450,214
HOPE VI Greenbridge land - - -

dev. 1 $583,482
HOPE VI Retail tenant imp 2 $879.427 $524.379 60% 1 $428.157
HOPE V1 Subtotal 3 $11,409,317 $9,088,610 80% 3 $1,461,853
Asset Mgmt. Bond Properties 37 $4,336,609 $4,184,891 97% 54 $5,040,000
Asset. Mgmt. Tax Credit Prop. - - - - 13 $1,454,000
Asset Mgmt. Nike 2 $109,000 $115,114 | 106% 3 $91,500
Asset Mgmt. Homeownership 3 $336.500 $288.537 86% 3 $277.000
Asset Mgmt. Subtotal 44 $4,782,109 $4,588,542 96% 73 $6,862,500
Housing Mgmt. Unit Upgrades 182 $4,434,055 $4,254,923 96% 217 $5,205,173
Housing Mgmt, Small repairs 23 $414,520 $231.706 56% 48 $323.062
Housing Mgmt. Subtotal 173 $4.848,575 $4,486,629 93% 265 $5,528,235
All Total 310 $38,181,061 $35,107,103 92% 390 $38,027,641

Construction

*with adopted mid-year revisions

In addition to the budgeted expenditures above, in 2013, KCHA’s Weatherization Program contributed an
additional $1.6 million in funded weatherization improvements to KCHA’s public and Asset Managed housing
usually in connection with other planned work such as building envelope or ventilation projects.
Weatherization’s contributions are opportunistically driven and are dependent on the type of work being



undertaken at the site and the funding available at the time the work takes place, making future projections
difficult.

Capital Construction — 3" and 4™ Quarter Completed Projects

The Capital Construction Department primarily handles major renovation projects and construction of
community facilities within existing KCHA housing developments. The department is responsible for
identifying, prioritizing, planning and scoping capital repairs and improvements for KCHA'’s federally assisted
and locally owned housing inventory.

In addition to the 7 projects completed earlier in the first half of 2013 that were reported at the August 2013
Board of Commissioners meeting, the following major projects have since been completed:

Project Construction Cost
e Campus Ct. building envelope, heating system and site drainage $ 819,569

e Eastridge water supply line replacement $ 209,769

e Northridge site lighting $ 49,537

e Park Royal site drainage $ 56,391

e Shoreham building envelope, heating system and weatherization $ 937,596

e Victorian Woods envelope, heating system and weatherization § 671,520

e Wayland Arms foundation stabilization and common area upgrades $1,228.039
Total Cost $3,972,421

Capital Construction — Projected vs. Planned Expenditures

The Capital Construction Department’s overall 2013 construction related expenditures of $16,943,322 equals
99% of the aggregate budgeted amount based on the mid-year revised budget. At the project level, there was
considerable variation in the percent of budget expended from project to project, as some projects progressed
much faster than others. Also some projects experienced revisions in the scope of work or bids came in above or
below the budgeted amounts. The greatest deviations from budget occurred in the following projects:

e Campus Ct. Building Envelope, heating system, and site drainage (+$270,809) Site drainage and an
upgraded heating system were added to address site and building moisture issues.

e Cedarwood Weatherization Project (-$206,490) The initial bids exceeded budget so the project was
delayed in order to develop an alternate method of completing the work. The project is proceeding
within budget using weatherization specialty contractors that will now complete work in 2014,

e Eastside Terrace Envelope (+$532,238) As reported at the August Board Meeting, substantial
additional repairs were needed to address dry rot damage hidden within the exterior walls. Also a fire
alarm system upgrade was added to meet current code requirements.

e Green Leaf Civil Upgrades (- $181,857) Much of the planned work was moved to 2014 due to a late
start and lengthy site investigation.

e Hidden Village Community Building (+$130,130) Multiple unforeseen site and building conditions
were encountered during the renovation of existing building.




Hidden Village Building Envelope and Interior Air Quality (-$101,847) Site drainage was
determined to be a higher priority so this project was deferred to 2014 until after the standing water
issues were addressed.

Pickering Court Decks (- $107,816) Bid amount was well under original estimate. The low bidder
was a smaller contractor that self-performed much of the work with less markup.

Island Crest Walkway and Railing Upgrades (-$176,378) The work was delayed in order to
investigate alternate designs that avoided complete replacement. Construction work deferred to 2014.
Juanita Ct Envelope (- $251,182) Moved to 2014, to more fully investigate the extent of siding
damage and to insure cost effective design and repair.

Shoreham Envelope (+$469,510) Work was completed faster than anticipated by contractor. The
scope of work was expanded to upgrade the heating system and undertake additional required code
related repairs.

Valli Kee Community Center and Office Renovation (-$332,136) The project was delayed to fully
review the scope of work and to investigate value engineering opportunities.

Valli Kee Waste Line and Side Sewer Replacement (+ $537,718) The Contractor progressed much
faster than planned. To keep pace with contractor, additional unit upgrade work was added to the 2013
project budget with an equivalent reduction in 2014 work.

Victorian Woods Building Envelope (+$240,278) Work was completed faster than anticipated by
contractor. The scope of work was expanded to upgrade the heating system and undertake additional
required code related repairs.

Vista Heights Building Envelope (-$265,580) Overall scope of contracted work was revised to allow
KCHA unit upgrade crews to undertake interior work. Also, insulation and heating system upgrades
were undertaken by the KCHA weatherization program saving monies within the project budget.
Wayland Arms Foundation Stabilization and Common Area Upgrades (+$728,248) Contractor had
capacity to accelerate common area work originally planned for 2014. The project was scheduled to be
completed in 1st quarter 2014 but the contractor was able to complete majority of work in 2013.
Yardley Roof Replacement (-$363,633)  The project was delayed to allow rebidding as original bids
far exceeded budget. The scope of work was revised to reduce the costs.

Capital Construction — 2014 Projects

In 2014, Capital Construction is budgeting work for a total 48 projects totaling $17,875,058 which includes the
estimated costs for construction, architectural and engineering, permits, and project management.

The construction budgets for major new projects planned for 2014 are as follows:

Boulevard Manor Common Area Ventilation $350,000 A new hallway ventilating and heating system
will be installed to replace the current inefficient space heaters that provide inadequate heating and
ventilation.

Burndale Homes Site Upgrades $500,000 The improvements will address roof drainage, damaged
paved and concrete surfaces, and upgrade site lighting, security and maintenance storage areas.
Cascade Homes Sewer Line Replacement $735,000 Leaking and corroding waste lines and side
sewers underneath the buildings will be replaced.

Cedarwood Building Envelope $900,000 The scope includes the replacement of the outdated vinyl
siding, reinstall/replace windows for proper moisture sealing, and fully insulate and seal wall cavities.




Firwood Circle Site Upgrades $500,000 The scope of work includes replacing the existing
nonfunctioning drainage drywells, address ponding water, replace damaged asphalt and concrete
surfaces, add parking, relocate mailboxes for safety, and upgrade site lighting.

Forest Glen Site Upgrades $500,000 Work includes upgrading site drainage, replacing the
deteriorating site lighting, replacing damage paving and concrete walks, and replacing the covered
walkway between bldgs. A and B.

Forest Grove Building Envelope $800,000 The scope of work includes replacement of deteriorated
siding, repair of interior wall damage, replace roofing and gutters, upgrade attic and crawl space
ventilation and insulation, upgrade bath fans, install smoke detectors, replace deteriorated decks and
improperly sealed windows.

Greenleaf Site Upgrades $275,000 Continuation of 2013 site work that only addressed drainage issues.
The 2014 project includes site lighting, replace damaged paving and concrete, investigate ability to
install garbage enclosures, and install a playground.

Hidden Village Fire Alarm Upgrade $270,000 The existing fire alarm system requires constant
repairs and is obsolete with parts in short supply and will be replaced with a modern system.

Hidden Village Site Upgrades $800,000 Due to stormwater seeping into first floor units in bldg. B,
installation of a new foundation and roof drainage system around both buildings is planned that will
connect to existing storm drain system. Also, additional ventilation and attic insulation are planned to
address mold growth in some top floor units.

Island Crest Building Envelope $1,100,000 The scope includes repair and replacing water saturated
cedar siding and interior wall damage, replace rotted decks and railings, upgrade the kitchen and
bathroom ventilation, replace improperly sealed and undersized windows, and replace unit entry doors
and hardware.

Kings Court Roofing and Indoor Air Quality Project $500,000 Property Management and inspections
indicate that there is a severe moisture problem in the units creating air quality issues. The scope of
work includes replacing the roofs, insulating and air sealing the attic and crawl space areas, upgrading
bath fans, and installing new fire alarms.

Northridge Site Upgrades $945,000 The project will address the repair/replacement of damaged and
worn paved surfaces, add parking spaces, and replace the damaged front entry ramp to bldg. 1. The
project will also address ADA accessibility issues to the buildings.

Riverton Terrace Building Envelope $700,000 The family buildings have deteriorating vinyl siding,
decks, roofs and mansards. The project includes replacement of the roofing by removing the flat roofs
and installing pitched roof trusses, replacement of siding and windows, replacement of the decks, minor
site lighting upgrades, adding heat pumps, and remodeling the exterior of the office bldg. The unit
entries will be modified to enhance their appearance.

HOPE VI

The HOPE VI division managed three major construction projects in 2013: Fairwind, which is the final phase
of Seola Gardens and two smaller retail tenant improvement projects: a fitness studio in the Salmon Creek
development at Greenbridge, and the Greenbridge Café which is located in the ground floor retail space in the
Nia senior/disabled building.

HOPE VI finished at 80% of budgeted expenditures largely due to a $2 million shortfall related to the $21
million Fairwind project. Fairwind was completed on time and on budget and was occupied in fall of 2013. The
Fairwind budget anticipated a number of costs that did not materialize in 2013. The largest changes came from
contractor retainage that wasn’t paid in 2013, permit costs that were overestimated, and a loan financing fee of
$227,300 which went through the partnership rather than KCHA’s financial statements and was paid by a tax

4



credit lease payment. There were small savings in other budget line items as well. The combined savings
allowed KCHA to allocate more cost to the land and recoup more of its land development costs, reducing
KCHA'’s investment in the project.

The retail improvement projects also experienced a $350,000 shortfall in 2013. Although the fitness studio
finished and opened on schedule, the Greenbridge Café work started later than expected after revising the scope
of work due to a higher than expected bids. Once underway, the project has experienced problems with the
design of the kitchen mechanical work that has slowed progress pushing completion of the project into the first
quarter of 2014. Funds were also budgeted in 2013 for tenant improvements to the small retail space adjoining
the café. No tenant was secured for the space and the funds were not spent.

HOPE VI - 2014 Budget

For the first time in over a decade, with a total budget of only $1,461,853 for 2014, the HOPE VI budget does
not include any major construction projects due to the build out of rental housing and community facilities at
Greenbridge and Seola Gardens. The primary HOPE VI activity now relates to the development and sale of
land, and the construction of homes by private homebuilders

Budgeted HOPE VI projects and activities for 2014 include the closeout of Fairwind at Seola Gardens and
master planning and site engineering of the 6 acre Wind Rose site in the northeast corner of Greenbridge that
includes both single family lots and a 65-80 unit multifamily site for a senior assisted living facility.

Asset Management - 2013 Projects

The Asset Management Department has a three person construction management staff that primarily oversees
smaller repair jobs such as roof replacement, siding replacement, deck repairs, painting, asphalt/concrete repair,
plumbing upgrades and similar repairs and replacements within the Asset Management Department portfolios.
Unlike the Capital Construction Department which typically uses general contractors, Asset Management
contracts directly with specialty contractors such as roofers, plumbers, carpet installers and painters.

In 2013, the Department expended 96% of its $4,848,575 capital budget. Major projects included:

Project: 2013 Expenditures
e Auburn Square Building Envelope $683,000
e Cove East Roofing $117,896
e Fairwood Roofing $289,000
e Landmark Exterior Painting $112,800
e Laurelwood Gardens Roofing $145,834
e Meadowbrook Roofing $476,168
e Newporter Plumbing Replacement $221,347
e Newporter Roofing $358,600
e Parkwood Exterior Painting $147,940
e Walnut Park Roofing $220,163
e Woodridge Park Fire Alarm System $282,805
e Woodridge Park Roofing $147,546



Although not part of the KCHA capital budget, the Asset Management staff managed 4 fire/insurance
restoration projects totaling $883,844 largely paid from insurance proceeds. In addition, the department
managed 13 repair and renovation projects for KCHA’s tax credit portfolio totaling $1,324,038.

In 2013, only one project was deferred to 2014: plumbing replacement work at the Cascadian Apartments
where bids came in significantly over the estimate. This $185,000 project represents most of the 2013 budget
variance.

Asset Management — 2014 Budget

In 2014, Asset Management will be overseeing 73 repair and replacement projects totaling $6,862,500.
Although reflected in KCHA’s capital budget, this total also includes $1,454,000 in capital work planned on 11
low income housing tax credits projects controlled by KCHA but held in tax credit partnerships. Major projects
include:

Project: 2014 Budget
e Auburn Square Building Envelope $480,000
e Bellevue Manor Misc. Repairs and Upgrades $338,000
e (Carriage House Asphalt and Misc. Repairs $115,000
e (Cascadian Asphalt Electrical and Plumbing $490,000
e Colonial Gardens Electrical and Ventilation $108,000
e Cottonwood Roofing and Painting $115,000
e Cove East Misc. Repairs and Upgrades $200,000
e Landmark Roofing and Painting $135,000
e Meadowbrook Asphalt Roofing and Misc. Repairs $260,000
e Newporter plumbing $330,000
e Parkwood Misc. Repairs and Upgrades $100,000
e DPatricia Harris Manor Misc. Repair and Upgrades $305,000
e Walnut Park Building Envelope $530,000
e Woodland North Building Envelope $537,000
e  Woodridge Park Roofing and Plumbing $250,000
e Woodside East Asphalt, Electrical and other Misc. $320,000
e Vantage Glen Asphalt and Unit Upgrades $262,000
e Village at Overlake Station (LIHTC) Roofing $680,000
e Seola Crossing (LIHTC) Exterior Painting $250,000
e Somerset Gardens (LIHTC) Asphalt Electrical and Roofing $214,000
e Windsor Heights Roofing (LIHTC), Ventilation and other Misc. ~ $220,000

Housing Management — 2013 Expenditures

In 2013, Housing Management expended $4,486,629 or 93% of its budgeted funds. The Department expanded
its force account unit turnover crew to undertake 31 additional unit upgrades beyond the 150 budgeted for 2013
and added $701,255 to their budget. The primary reason for expanding the crews was to take advantage of the
units at Valli-Kee Homes vacated to undertake the waste line repairs located underneath the buildings’ slab
foundations. Overall, the unit upgrade crews completed 182 unit turns, one more than budgeted.
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Housing Management completed 56% of its miscellaneous small repair projects. Property Management chose
not to complete several smaller site improvements and repair work since they could more easily be folded into
larger capital improvement projects being planned by the Capital Construction Dept for 2014.

Housing Management — 2014 Budget

In 2014, Housing Management has budgeted for 217 unit upgrades costing $5,205,173 or approximately
$24,000 per unit. 48 miscellaneous small repair projects totaling $323,062 have also been planned for 2014.
These projects include items such as replacing the common area carpets ($50,000) and upgrading the
community room kitchen at Burien Park ($10,000); several small-scale fence repairs and replacements
($12,500), approximately $40,000 in tree trimming/pruning at several sites, exterior lighting upgrades at several
sites, seal coating and asphalt repairs budgeted at $25,000.
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KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

TO: Board of Commissioners
FROM: Tim Locke
DATE: February 24, 2014

RE: Wiley Center NMTC Wrap up and Lease Termination

In December of 2006, KCHA used a New Markets Tax Credit (NMTC) financing
structure to finance over $5 million in renovation work at the Jim Wiley Community
Center at Greenbridge. The transaction was a leveraged NMTC structure that is
commonly used around the country to finance nonprofit facilities and allows public grant
funds to leverage NMTC investor equity. This NMTC structure requires that ownership
of the facility be held by a Qualified Active Low Income Community Business (QALICB)
which is the eligible beneficiary of the NMTC investor equity. In order to utilize the
NMTC subsidy, the Wiley Center was leased to the Greenbridge Foundation (the
QALICB) which was a partnership between the users of the facility: the Southwest Boys
and Girls Club, Neighborhood House, Highline Community College and KCHA. KCHA
leased the Wiley Center to the Greenbridge Foundation with the expectation that the
lease would be terminated by mutual agreement at the end of the 7 year NMTC
compliance period and ownership would ultimately return to KCHA. KCHA managed the
Community Center for the Foundation which entered into operating leases with the
users such as the Boys and Girls Club that provided services out of the renovated facility.

The financing was complex and included several financing partners. Enterprise
Community Investment, which is a subsidiary of the Enterprise Foundation, provided
the NMTC allocation and Washington Mutual (now Morgan Chase) was the equity
investor. The structure provided almost $2 million in renovation funds for the project.

The seven-year NMTC compliance period ended in December 2013. Most of the
financing structure was unwound on December 2nd, and Enterprise and the investor
have exited the transaction with KCHA assuming their assets and obligations. All that
remains are the “paper” loan repayment obligations of the Greenbridge Foundation now
held by KCHA and the master lease between KCHA and the Greenbridge Foundation. As
was originally expected, the Foundation has now agreed to terminate the long term
property lease, returning unencumbered ownership to KCHA, in exchange for
forgiveness of the outstanding loan. It should be emphasized that this financing
structure was purposely created with this outcome in mind and was reviewed and
approved by the Board of Commissioners in 2006. KCHA will continue to manage the
Jim Wiley Community Center in partnership with the Boys and Girls Club and other
community service providers.
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KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

TO: Board of Commissioners
FROM: Craig Violante
DATE: January 3, 2014

RE: New Bank Accounts

Since the last Board meeting KCHA has opened 10 new bank accounts.

The first of the new accounts was for Egis Housing Limited Partnership:

Operating Account
o Egis Housing Limited Partnership

Bank: US Bank

Purpose: This new commercial checking account will be used for ongoing
operations of Egis Housing Limited Partnership. Transactions will include
deposits and check writing. This new account was opened to replace the previous
operating account that was closed due to fraudulent checks written on the
account by unknown persons.

The remaining 9 accounts are necessary as three housing sites—Rainier View I,
Rainier View II and Si View—exited tax credit ownership on January 1, 2014
and have joined KCHA’s bond portfolio. All accounts are necessary for the
operations of these properties.

Depository Accounts —
o KCHA Rainier View I Depository Account
¢ KCHA Rainier View II Depository Account
e KCHA Si View Depository Account

Bank: Bank of America

Purpose: These new commercial checking accounts are set up in the name of
KCHA only, and will be used to collect payments from tenants. After outside
property managers present invoices to KCHA, funds will be transferred from
these accounts to operating accounts, on which the property management
company can make disbursements to pay the invoices. Transactions will include
tenant deposits, wire transfers to the Operating Accounts and check writing for
excess cash to KCHA.
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Security Deposit Accounts —
e KCHA Rainier View I Security Deposit Account
e KCHA Rainier View II Security Deposit Account
e KCHA Si View Security Deposit Account

Bank: Bank of America

Purpose: These new commercial checking accounts will be used to hold security
deposits for the apartment complexes listed above. Transactions will be limited to
deposits from the depository accounts and transfers to the operating accounts.
KCHA policy requires tenant security deposits and the practice is to hold these
security deposits in separate bank accounts.

Operating Accounts —
e KCHA Rainier View I Operating Account
e KCHA Rainier View II Operating Account
e KCHA Si View Operating Account

Purpose: These new commercial checking accounts will be used for ongoing
operations of each apartment complex. After invoices are presented to KCHA,
funds are transferred from depository accounts into the operating accounts and
disbursements are then made out of the operating accounts to pay the invoices.
Transactions will include deposits, check writing and wire transfers from the
Depository Accounts.
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KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

TO: Board of Commissioners
FROM: Tim Baker
DATE: January 2, 2014

RE: Fourth Quarter CY 2013 Procurement Report

In order to update the Board concerning KCHA’s procurement activities, staff is presenting its
Quarterly Procurement Report. This report covers all procurement activities from October through
December 2013 that involved the award of contracts valued over $100,000 and change orders that
have cumulatively exceeded ten percent (10%) of initial contract value.

In the awarded contracts section, the Report lists the issuing department, contract type, company
awarded the contract, the award and estimate/budgeted amounts, procurement process involved,
the number of bids received and notes about the procurement. In the fourth quarter, there were 10
contracts valued at more than $100,000 representing 90% of the contracts executed in the quarter.
The largest contract was awarded to Nakano Associates for $750 thousand; this is a task order
contract for landscape architecture services.

KCHA'’s internal procedures require heightened oversight and review once a contract has incurred
change orders valued at more than 10% of the original contract amount. The change order section of
the Report includes the issuing department, contract type, company awarded the contract, the
original award amount, number of change orders and the amounts of the total change orders to date
expressed both in dollars and percentages above the original contract value, and notes about the
procurement. At the Board’s request, this section was divided between change orders issued in
response to unforeseen field conditions or expanded project scopes, and change orders which were
foreseen at the time the initial contract was let (primarily through contract extensions on multi-
year contracts). The not-to-exceed total for the “foreseen” change order section is the projected total
amount of the contract once all the foreseen change orders are completed.

There were 7 total “field condition” or “scope change” orders on contracts whose total value had
exceeded 10% of the initial contract amount in the fourth quarter.

The largest single change order was for $135,330, which was for the roofing replacement project at
the Meadowbrook development. This change order was also the largest percentage change order for
the quarter. The project had a major roof redesign after the contract was awarded and additional
flashing, venting and plywood were needed to accommodate the design change.

There were four anticipated change orders involving contract extensions as allowed in the original
contract plus one which added a discovery phase necessary to design the implementation of the
Section 8 scanning project. This had been anticipated in the original RFP.
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KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

TO: Board of Commissioners

FROM:  Linda Rﬂe%

DATE: February 3, 2014

RE: 4th Quarter 2013 Summary Write-Offs

Write-offs during the fourth quarter were $41,414, up from $23,457 the prior quarter. There were 32
accounts written off in the fourth quarter, driven by a quarterly increase of 40 vacates. A breakdown for
accounts written off is listed below. The net collections remitted from our collection agency are $2,522 or
approximately $2,275 higher than this period last year.

ROUTINE RETRO-RENT TOTAL
WRITE-OFFS  WRITE-OFFS WRITE-OFFS
Rent Balance Forward to Vacate Month 12,798.54 12,798.54
Retro Rent -
VACATE CHARGES:
Rent Delinquent in Vacate Month 2,190.28 2,190.28
Cleaning & Damages 32,470.57 32,470.57
Paper Service & Court Costs 1,156.49 1,156.49
Miscellaneous Charges 1,599.12 1,599.12
Total Charges 50,215.00 - 50,215.00
CREDITS:
Security Deposits (5,507.00) (5,507.00)
Miscellaneous Payments & Credits (3,294.36) (3,294.36)
Total Credits (8,801.36) - (8,801.36)
TOTAL $ 41,413.64 $ - $ 41,413.64
Public Housing 23,004.34 23,004.34
Asset Management -
Preservation 5,500.29 5,500.29
Harrison House i
Green River 12,471.29 12,471.29
Egis 84.43 84.43
Soosette Creek 353.29 353.29
$ 41,413.64 $ - § 41,413.64

* for those properties which have accounts written off.



Write-off and Collection Summary

2011 - 2013

NET WRITE-OFFS

2013 2012 2011
January to March 5,427.11 14,364.63 20,756.52
April to June 11,417.43 23,231.03 13,492.61
July to September 23,457.12 44,645.46 8,897.46
October to December 41,413.64 36,720.43 12,760.71
TOTAL 81,715.30 118,961.55 55,907.30

NET COLLECTIONS

2013 2012 2011
January to March 530.51 1,647.38 874.75
April to June 1,029.32 699.56 2,358.02
July to September 1,073.05 297.50 345.00
October to December 2,522.43 246.84 3,012.61
TOTAL 5,155.31 2,891.28 6,590.38

***Detail by tenant is available by request.
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KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

TO: Board of Commissioners
FROM: Dan Watson
DATE: February 24, 2014

RE: America’s Rental Housing: Evolving Markets and Needs

Harvard’s Joint Center for Housing Studies recently published the attached report
entitled America’s Rental Housing: Evolving Markets and Needs which studied
the state of America’s renters. Some of the key findings are as follows:

e Today, there are 43 million renter households, representing 35 percent of all
households.

e Rates of renting are at their highest in more than a decade for all age groups and
at their highest for those aged 25-54 since recordkeeping began in the 1970s.

e The 2000s marked the strongest decade of growth in renter households over the
past half-century, averaging more than 500,000 annually. Over the last three
years renter growth has averaged 1.25 million.

e Single person households are the most common renter household, making up 35
percent of renters, but fully 32 percent of renters are married couples with
children and single-parent families.

e Rental housing is home to a disproportionate share of the nation’s lower-income
households. Nearly half of renters have incomes below $30,000, including 22
percent with annual incomes below $15,000 (roughly equivalent to working year-
round at the minimum wage) and 24 percent earning between $15,000 and
$30,000.

e As homeownership rates stabilize, renter household growth will slow over the
next few years. But even holding current rates constant, demographic forces
alone will lead to an increase between 4 million and 4.7 million renters over
2013-23.

e With baby boomers aging, the number of renters over age 65 will increase by 2.2
million over 2013-23. Hispanics are also projected to account for a substantial
share of renter growth over this period, with increases in the 2.2—2.4 million
range.

e Most rental housing consists of single-family homes and small multifamily
housing: 35 percent are single-family homes, 4 percent are manufactured homes,
and 19 percent are 2-4 unit structures.

e Across the 100 largest metropolitan areas, 45 percent of occupied rental units in
2011 were located in low-income neighborhoods.
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Rental housing has always provided

a broad choice of homes for people at

all phases of life. The recent economic
turmoil underscored the many advantages
of renting and raised the barriers to
homeownership, sparking a surge in
demand that has buoyed rental markets
across the country. But significant erasion
in renter incomes over the past decade has
pushed the number of households paying
excessive shares of income for housing to
record levels. Assistance efforts have
failed to keep pace With this escalating
need, undermining the nation’s longstanding
goal of ensuring decent and affordable

housing for all.

THE RESURGENCE OF RENTING

Reversing the long uptrend in homeownership, American
households have increasingly turned to the rental market
for their housing, From 31 percent in 2004, the renter share
of all US households climbed to 35 percent in 2012, bringing
the total number to 43 million by early 2013.

A confluence of factors drove this increase. The enormous
wave of foreclosures that swept the nation after 2008 cer-
tainly played a role, displacing millicns of homeowners. The
economic upheaval of the Great Recession also contributed,
with high rates of sustained unemployment straining house-
hold budgets and preventing would-be buyers from purchas-
ing homes. Meanwhile, the experience of the last few years
highlighted the many risks of homeownership, including the
potential loss of wealth from falling home values, the high
costs of relocating, and the financial and personal havoc
caused by foreclosure. All in all, recent conditions have
brought renewed appreciation for the benefits of renting,
including the greater ease of moving, the ability to choose
housing that better fits the family budget, and the freedom
from responsibility for home maintenance.

Households of all but the oldest age groups have joined in
the shift toward renting (Figure 1.1). The largest increase in
share is among households in their 30s, up by at least 9 per-
centage points over an eight-year span. But shares of house-
holds across all five-year age groups between 25 and 54 also
rose by at least 6 percentage points. In fact, the jump in
rental rates for most age groups was well above the 4.0 per-
cent overall rise, reflecting how the movement of the popula-
tion into older age groups (when owning is more prevalent)
stemmed some of the drop in homeownership.

With these widespread increases in the shares opting to
rent, the 2000s marked the strongest decade of growth in
renter households over the past half-century. After a modest
rise early in the decade, the number of renter households
soared after 2005, boosting average annual growth to more

JOINT CENTER FOR HOUSING STUDIES OF HARVARD UNIVERSITY




\ FIGURE 1.1

Renting Has Increased Sharply Across Most Age Groups...
Change in Share of Households Renting 2004-2013:2 (Percentage points)

25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49

50-54

70-74 75 and
Over

55-69 60-64 65-69 Overall

Age of Household Head

Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, Housing Vacancy Surveys.

...Generating a Surge in Renter Household Growth

Average Annual Growth in Renter Households {Millions)

1960s

1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s 2010s

Decennial Census HVS CPS

Note: Renter growth in 2013 in the HVS was calculated by averaging the number of renters in the
first and secand guarters of the year and subtracting the average number of renters in the first
and second quarters of 2012.

Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, Decennial Censuses, Current Population Surveys
(CPS), and Housing Vacancy Surveys (HVS)

than 500,000. Although estimates from the two key Census
Bureau sources for 2010-13 differ widely, they both indicate
that renter household growth continued at a torrid pace—
rising at double the rate of recent decades (Figure 1.2).

The future pace of growth will depend largely on how the
share of households that rent evolves. This in turn depends
primarily on economic factors such as changes in house-

hold incomes, the direction of prices and rents, and the
availability and terms of mortgage finance. But given the
ongoing recovery in the homeowner market and the fact
that rentership rates for households aged 30-64 are at their
highest in the last 30 years, further increases in renter
share are likely to be small and growth in the number of
renters is likely to slow.

The Joint Center for Housing Studies has estimated renter
household growth over the next decade applying current
homeownership rates to recent household projections—in
essence isolating the contribution of demographic forces from
changes in rentership rates. Depending on the pace of immi-
gration, the number of renter households is likely to increase
by between 4.0 million and 4.7 million in 2013-23. While a
considerable slowdown from the current rate, growth would
still outstrip increases in both the 1960s and 1990s. These pro-
jections would of course understate renter household growth
if renting becomes more popular over the next decade and
overstate growth if homeownership rates rebound.

HOMES FOR A DIVERSE AMERICA

Offering greater flexibility and requiring less of a financial
stretch than homeownership, renting is most common
during the young adult phase of life when changes in work
and relationships are frequent. But while four out of ten
renters are under age 35, renting has appeal for house-
holds of all ages. In fact, more than a third are middle-
aged (between 35 and 54), similar to that age group's share
among all households.
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l FiGURE 2

Families with Children Are Nearly as Likely to Rent
Their Homes as Single Persons

Share of Households {Percent}
4 ——
35
30

Single Families Married Non-Family Other Family
Persons With Children Without
Children
Household Type
M Renters B Al Households

Notes: Families with children may be headed by married couples or single parents, and only inelude
children of the household head that are under age 18. Other family households include children under
age 18 that are not those of the househald head, such as grandchildren.

Source: JCHS tabulations of the US Census Bureau, 2013 Current Population Survey,.

Even during the phases of life when people are most likely to
own, many households rent for at least some period of time.
For example, nearly one in five households that were in their
30s in 2001 switched from owning to renting at some point in
2001-11, as did nearly one in seven of those in their 40s. Even
among households in their 50s and 60s in 2001 with longer
histories of homeownership, 11 percent of those switched
from owners to renters at some point during the ensuing
decade. A return to renting is even more common later in
life, with 24 percent of households over age 70 making that
transition between 2001 and 2011.

Rental living often conjures up images of single people and
unrelated roommates. Singles are indeed the most common
type of renter, reflecting both their growing share of all house-
holds and the fact that renting often suits their need for less
space at a lower cost. But contrary to the stereotype, families
with children account for nearly as many renters as single
persons (Figure 2). [n fact, the share of families with children
among renters is higher than the share among owners.

Since renting is more financially feasible for households
of modest means, renters’ incomes are disproportionately
low. Nearly a quarter of renters have annual incomes under

$15,000 (roughly equivalent to earnings from full-time work
at the minimum wage), while only 13 percent of all house-
holds fall into this income category. A similar share of rent-
ers takes home between $15,000 and $30,000 a year, again
much higher than this group’s share of all households. Still,
people at all income levels rent. More than a third of rent-
ers have moderate incomes (between $30,000 and $75,000),
roughly matching their share of all households. The most
underrepresented income group, earning $75,000 or more a
year, still accounts for 17 percent of renters.

Over the next decade, two broad demographic trends—the
aging of the population and the increasing importance
of minorities for household growth—will drive significant
changes in rental demand. Assuming current rentership
rates, the aging of the baby-boom generation will lift the
number of renters over age 65 by 2.2 million in the ten years
to 2023, generating roughly half of overall renter growth. The
older profile of renters means much of the increase will be
among single persons and married couples without children,
each group accounting for about 30 percent of growth. Many
of these older households are already renters, but will be
aging into the next phase of life. This trend suggests growing
demand for smaller rentals, with good access to transporta-
tion and located near communities where households in
their 50s and 60s are currently living.

Mirroring overall population growth, minorities will contrib-
ute virtually all of the net increase in renters over the com-
ing decade, with Hispanics alone accounting for more than
half of the total, Again assuming today’s rates of renting,
minorities will add between 1.8 million and 2.2 million renter
households in the 25-44 age group, with the wide range
reflecting different assumptions about future immigration
levels, Significant shares of these younger renter households
will be married couples with children and single-parent
families, which together will account for another 30 percent
of new renters. This group of households will seek more
spacious homes to accommodate their larger families and
in locations with access to good schools and employment
opportunities.

THE RANGE OF RENTAL HOUSING OPTIONS

Unlike owner-occupied housing, rentals come in a variety of
configurations. Still, nearly four out of ten rental properties
are single-family homes, and another fifth are in small build-
ings with two to four units (Figure 3). The more prototypical
apartment buildings of 10 or more units account for 30 per-
cent of rentals. Rental housing is more likely to be located
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in urban areas, with central cities home to 43 percent of
renters. But nearly as large a share (40 percent) of renters
reside in the suburbs—only slightly below the 49 percent of
all households that live in these areas.

In keeping with the large share of renters of modest income,
rental housing is concentrated in low-income communities.
Based on American Community Survey (ACS) data from 2007
to 2011, 45 percent of occupied rental homes in the 100 larg-
est metropolitan areas were located in low-income neighbor-
hoods (with median incomes below 80 percent of the metro
area median). In contrast, only 28 percent of all households
lived in these areas. Nonetheless, rental housing is found
in neighborhoods across the income spectrum, with nearly
a fifth in commmunities where median income exceeds 120
percent of the metro area median.

Yet the location of newly built rental units within metropoli-
tan areas nearly matches the distribution of existing owner
and renter housing combined. Indeed, renter-occupied hous-
ing units built since 2000 are evenly distributed across neigh-
borhoods by income level, as well as across core cities, sub-
urbs, and exurban areas. In contrast, new owner-occupied
units are highly concentrated in higher-income neighbor-
hoods and in exurban areas.

The recent housing market upheaval has highlighted the
dynamic nature of the housing stock. According to the

FIGURE 3

Current Population Survey, the number of renter house-
holds increased by 3.4 million from 200/ through 2011. With
construction volumes depressed, most of this new demand
was met by the migration of 3.0 million units—primar-
ily single-family homes—from the owner-occupied to the
rental housing stock. This influx pushed the share of single-
family rentals up 4 percentage points, to 35 percent, in 2011.
While still a small share of the overall market, institutional
investors also began buying up single-family properties
for rentals, testing new business models for owning and
managing portfolios of individual homes that may further
expand rental housing options.

RENTAL MARKET REVIVAL

The collapse of the housing market was a key factor in
the genesis of the Great Recession, and its painfully slow
rebound is one of the major impediments to the broader
economic recovery. Even so, the rental sector bounced back
relatively quickly both because demand has been so strong
and because it was less caught up in the lending excesses
that fueled the housing bubble. By a variety of measures, the
rental sector has been strengthening for several years, start-
ing with the downturn in vacancy rates in 2010 (Figure 4). Rents
picked up in 2011 as markets tightened. With these gains, the
financial performance of rental properties also improved,
with net operating income and property values making up
much of the ground lost during the downtum.

The Rental Stock Provides a Broad Array of Housing Choices

Renter-Occupied Housing

4%

30%

%

19%

[ Single-Family Detached [ Single-Family Attached

Note: Includes vacant for-sale and for-rent units

Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2011 American Housing Survey.
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FIGURE 4

The Rental Housing Market Rebound Is Well Under Way

| 1
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Multifamily Construction (Thousands of units)
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Starts 109 116 178 245 299
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Financial Indicators (Percent change)

Net Operating Income -24 92 104 6.1 49

Property Values -278 -3.7 19.2 142 140

Note: Data for 2013 are through the second quarter.

Sources: US Census Bureau, New Residential Construction; MPF Research; National Council of Real
Estate Investment Fiduciaries (NCREIF); and Moody's/RCA Commercial Property Price
Index—Apartments

Renter Cost Burdens Spread at an Unprecedented
Pace in the 2000s

Shares of Cost-Burdened Renter Households (Percent)
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Notes: Moderate {severe) burdens are defined as housing costs of 30-50% {more than 50%) of household
income. Households with zero or negative income are assumed to be severely burdened, while renters
not paying cash rent are assumed to be unburdened

Sources: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and American Community Surveys.

Most important for the economy, construction activity also
accelerated in 2011 as multifamily starts—the vast majority
intended for the rental market—jumped 54 percent. Midway
through 2013, starts were on pace to total 294,000 for the
year, still below the 340,000 annual rate averaged in the early
2000s before the housing bust. Because of the lengthy con-
struction process for large properties, however, completions
are still far below levels a decade ago.

The rental housing recovery is widespread, with lower vacan-
cies, higher rents, and higher construction levels evident in a
large majority of markets. Indeed, multifamily permitting has
accelerated in two-thirds of the 100 largest metropolitan areas,
exceeded averages during the 2000s in a third of those markets,
and even surpassed previous peaks in a few metros. The rapid
expansion of production has raised alarms about potential
overbuilding, particularly since long development periods may
mask the total volume of new multifamily housing coming on
the market. So far, though, there are no signs of large increases
in vacancies or decreases in rents that would indicate an over-
supply of units. Still, vacancy rates do appear to be bottoming
out and rent increases are slowing in many markets, suggesting
that supply and demand are moving into balance.

One aspect of the rental market that does bear watching,
however, is multifamily finance. During the downturn, most
credit sources dried up as property performance deterio-
rated and the rigk of delinquencies mounted. Much as in the
owner-occupied market, though, lending activity continued
through government-backed channels, with Fannie Mae,
Freddie Mac, and the Federal Housing Administration (FHA)
playing an important countercyclical role.

But as the health of the multifamily market improved, pri-
vate lending revived. According to the Mortgage Bankers
Association, banks and thrifts greatly expanded their mul-
tifamily lending in 2012, nearly matching the volume for
Fannie and Freddie. Given fundamentally sound market

.conditions, multifamily lending activity should continue

to increase. The experience of the last several years, how-
ever, clearly testifies to the importance of a government
presence in a market that provides homes for millions of
Americans, particularly during periods of economic stress.

THE SPREAD OF COST BURDENS

Against the backdrop of the rental market recovery, declining
renter incomes continue to add to longstanding affordability
pressures. Already up sharply before the recession began,
the share of cost-burdened renters took a turn for the worse
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after 2007. As a result, the share of renters paying more than
30 percent of income for housing, the traditional measure
of affordability, rose 12 percentage points over the decade,
reaching 50 percent in 2010 (Figure 5). Much of the increase
was among renters facing severe burdens (paying more
than half of income for rent), boosting their share nearly 8
percentage points to 27 percent. These levels were unimagi-
nable just a decade ago, when the fact that the severely cost-
burdened share was nearly 20 percent was already cause for
serious concern.

In 2011, the last year for which detailed information is avail-
able, both the overall share of renters with cost burdens and
the share with severe burdens moved up by about half a per-
centage point. These increases expanded the ranks of cost-
burdened renters to 20.6 million, including 11.3 million that
pay more than half their incomes for housing. Initial esti-
mates for 2012 indicate the number of cost-burdened house-
holds again increased to a record 21.1 million. Although the
share of cost-burdened renters receded slightly, this modest
improvement occurred only because the number of higher-
income renters rose sharply.

Housing cost burdens are nearly ubiquitous among lowest-
income renters. An astounding 83 percent of renters with
incomes of less than $15,000 were housing cost burdened in
2011, including a dismal 71 percent with severe burdens. But
the largest increases in shares in 2001-11 were for moderate-
income renters, up 11 percentage points among those with
incomes of $30,000-44,999 and 9 percentage points among
those with incomes of $45,000-74,999.

Rising unemployment clearly contributed to deteriorating
affordability. In 2011, three-quarters of renters with house-
hold heads that were unable to find work in the previous
year had housing cost burdens. The number of such house-
holds nearly quadrupled between 2007 and 2011, adding
830,000 to the ranks of cost-burdened renters. But high
unemployment rates are not the main culprit because the
spread of burdens has been even greater among households
with full-time workers. The cost-burdened share of renters
who worked throughout the preceding year rose by nearly
10 percentage points between 2001 and 2011, boosting their
numbers by more than 2.5 million over the decade.

For families and individuals unable to find affordable hous-
ing, the consequences are dire. Among households with
less than $15,000 a year in expenditures (a proxy for low
income), severe cost burdens mean paying about $500 more
for housing than their counterparts living in units they

can afford. With little else in their already tight budgets to
cut, these renters spend about $130 less on food—a reduc-
tion of nearly 40 percent relative to those without burdens.
Severely burdened households with expenditures between
$15,000-30,000 (one to two times full-time federal minimum
wage work) cut back on food by a similar amount. Housing
affordability is thus clearly linked to the problem of hunger
In America. Both lower-income groups with severe housing
cost burdens also spend significantly less on health care and
retirement savings, with direct implications for their current
and future weli-being. But even those lower-income house-
holds that manage to secure affordable housing face difficult
tradeoffs, often living in inadequate conditions or spending
more on transportation.

THE CHALLENGE OF SUPPLYING LOW-COST HOUSING

While the steady erosion of household incomes has helped
lift the ranks of cost-burdened renters, the affordabil-
ity problem fundamentally reflects the simple fact that the
cost of providing decent housing exceeds what low-income
renters can afford to pay. Consider the case of renters with
$15,000 in annual income. To meet the 30-percent-of-income
affordability standard, they would have to find housing that
costs no more than $375 a month. By comparison, the 2011
median monthly cost for housing built within the previous
four years was more than $1,000. Less than 34 percent of
these new units rented for less than $800, and only 5 percent
for less than $400.

Given this mismatch, it is no surprise that the gap between
the number of lower-income renters and the supply of
affordable units continues to grow. In 2011, 11.8 million rent-
ers with extremely low incomes (less than 30 percent of area
median income, or about $19,000 nationally) competed for
just 6.9 million rentals affordable at that income cutoff—a
shortfall of 4.9 million units. The supply gap worsened sub-
stantially in 2001-11 as the number of extremely low-income
renters climbed by 3.0 million while the number of afford-
able rentals was unchanged. Making matters worse, 2.6
million of these affordable rentals were occupied by higher-
income households.

Housing affordable to lowest-income renters tends to be
older. Nearly half of unassisted rentals available for $400
a month or less in 2011 were built more than 50 years ago.
These low-rent units are also more likely to be in poor con-
dition, with 13.7 percent failing to meet the criteria for ade-
quacy defined by the American Housing Survey, compared
with 9.8 percent of all rentals. As a result, these homes are
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FIGURE 6

As the Number of Very Low-Income Renters Has Grown, the Likelihood of Assistance Has Diminished
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severely inadequate housing, or both

Source: US Department of Housing and Urban Development, Worst Case Housing Needs Reports to Congress.

most at risk of being demolished or otherwise permanently
lost from the housing stock. Over the 10 years ending in 2011,
5.6 percent of all units available for rent were removed from
the inventory. The rate for those renting for less than $400,
however, was more than twice as high at 12.8 percent. While
filtering of higher-cost units into the lower-cost segment off-
sets some losses, the net result is that the number of afford-
able units has stagnated for the past decade.

To make progress on the nation’s legislative goal of afford-
able homes for all requires a multi-pronged approach. Part
of the solution is to persist in efforts to reduce regulatory
barriers to construction of rental housing in general, because
expanding the supply helps to reduce rent inflation for all
households. But efforts to develop low-cost rentals deserve
particular attention. A growing number of jurisdictions have
in fact put some form of requirements or incentives in place
to include more affordable housing in larger developments.
State and local governments are also under growing pres-
sure to provide greater allowances for the construction of
smaller units, higher-density developments, and rentals with
fewer amenities. For example, building accessory dwelling
units (ADUs) within established neighborhoods is a promis-
ing means of adding modest rentals in convenient locations.
Development of very small apartments, or micro units, may
also help increase the affordable supply in high-density,
high-cost areas.

At the same time, there must be greater incentives to invest
in existing affordable housing. These might entail more

generous tax breaks for maintenance and improvements or
exemption from certain local building code requirements,
allowing the rehabilitation of properties in cost-effective
ways that fully protect residents’ safety but not necessarily
to the standards of new construction. And for households
with incomes too low to cover the costs of operating even
lower-quality units in less desirable markets, public subsi-
dies are essential.

POLICY DIRECTIONS

Rental subsidies are generally targeted at houscholds with
very low incomes, defined as not exceeding 50 percent
of area median income. Between the onset of the Great
Recession in 2007 and the latest count in 2011, the number of
such renters soared by 3.3 million while the number able to
obtain housing assistance expanded by just 225,000 (Figure 6).
As a result, the share of income-eligible households receiv-
ing assistance shrank from an already modest 27.4 percent
to 23.8 percent. Meanwhile, the number of unassisted very
low-income renters with worst case needs (paying more than
half of income for housing or living in severely inadequate
homes) jumped by 2.6 million to 8.5 million. Continued
economic recovery will ultimately boost renter incomes and
thereby alleviate these conditions, but even in the best of
times, the scale of need for assistance far outstrips available
resources. And over the coming decade, rapid growth in the
senior population will bring another surge in demand for
assisted housing, straining the already limited capacity of
programs specifically aimed at older Americans.
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The limited growth in rental housing assistance reflects a
range of challenges facing the programs delivering support.
While funding for Housing Choice Vouchers—the main vehicle
for expanded assistance—increased over the past decade,
rising rents and falling incomes combined to raise the per-
tenant costs of aid, limiting the program’s ability to reach
more households. Public housing, the nation'’s oldest assisted
units, requires an estimated $26 billion in capital investments
that remain unfunded. Many privately owned subsidized
developments were also built more than 30 years ago and are
now at risk of loss from the assisted stock due to aging and/or
expiration of contracts. Mandatory funding cuts under federal
budget sequestration have added to these pressures and could
lead to a reduction of 125,000 vouchers this year.

So far, the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program
has been spared from sequestration because it operates
through the tax code and therefore does not require annual
appropriations. Since its inception in 1986, the LIHTC program
has provided a critical piece of the financing used to support
construction or preservation of some 2.2 million affordable
housing units, filling a void left by the termination of most
other assisted housing production programs several decades
ago. The program has been highly successful in part because
it puts private investors at risk of loss if developments fail.

By itself, however, the LIHTC does not provide deep enough
subsidies to make units affordable for extremely low-income
tenants, so it is often combined with other forms of assis-
tance. The LIHTC program will come under scrutiny when
debate about tax reform begins in earnest. In considering
which tax expenditures to rein in, it will be important to
recognize the LIHTC program’s exceptional track record and
its unique role in adding to the affordable housing supply. It
is also essential to look holistically at reforms of the LIHTC
program and other assisted housing efforts to ensure that
these resources work together effectively to meet the needs
of the nation’s lowest-income renters.

With Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, and FHA providing the lion's
share of longer-term, fixed-rate multifamily rental loans,

impending reform of the housing finance system will also
have profound implications for the cost and availability of
multifamily credit. Although some have called for winding
down Fannie’s and Freddie's multifamily activities and put-
ting an end to federal backstops beyond FHA, most propose
replacing the implicit guarantees of Fannie Mae and Freddie
Mac with explicit guarantees for which the federal govern-
ment would charge a fee. Proposals for a federal backstop
differ, however, in whether they require a cap on the average
per unit loan size or include an affordability requirement
to ensure that credit is available to multifamily properties
with lower rents or subsidies. While the details are clearly
significant, what is most important is that reform efforts
do not lose sight of the critical federal role in ensuring the
availability of multifamily financing to help maintain rental
affordability, as well as in supporting the market more broad-
ly during economic downturns.

A variety of proposals for rental housing assistance reform
are on the table that are intended to make more efficient use
of existing resources, tailor interventions to serve as a spring-
board for individual opportunity, revitalize distressed neigh-
borhoods, and expand the scope of assistance. In particular,
the US Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) has proposed a number of improvements to existing
programs, including major changes to public housing. The
Bipartisan Policy Center Housing Commission has attempted
to jumpstart an even broader policy debate by laying out a
framework of guiding principles and identifying a series of
specific proposals that support those principles. The Housing
Partnership Network has also created a detailed blueprint
for reforms, while the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities
has designed a new mechanism for delivering rental subsi-
dies through the tax system, similar to the support provided
by housing vouchers. Meanwhile, many organizations are
calling for finally funding the National Housing Trust Fund,
which was created in 2008 to support production of housing
affordable to households with extremely low incomes. The
question now is whether Congress will recognize the vital
importance of this assistance to millions of Americans and
take action on these promising new directions.
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RENTAL HOUSING DEMAND

Renting provides a flexible and financially
suitable housing option for many Americans.
While the likelihood of renting declines

with age, many households switch hetween
owning and renting at various points over
their lives as their housing needs change.
Although it is difficult to predict whether the
recent shift toward renting will persist, the
aging of the baby boomers and growth in the
minority population alone will keep rental

demand strong over the next decade.

THE BENEFITS OF RENTING

The recent turmoil in for-sale housing markets and the
broader economy has highlighted the many advantages of
renting. Since the onset of the Great Recession, unemploy-
ment has remained stubbornly high and incomes have fall-
en, straining household budgets. In this environment, rent-
ing offers a flexible housing choice that enables households
to adapt to changing financial circumstances—including the
need to relocate quickly, whether to find a more affordable
home or to take a job elsewhere in the country.

The recent plunge in house prices also underscored the
financial risks of homeownership. Falling home values are
especially devastating to low- and moderate-income house-
holds, who often invest a substantial share of their resources
in this single asset. And if forced to move when they owe
more on their mortgages than their homes are worth, own-
ers must cover the gap between the sales proceeds and the
mortgage debt, or walk away from their loans and face the
consequences of impaired credit for years to come.

For most households, renting is less of a financial stretch
than buying a home. Even in the best of times, homeowners
must come up with a substantial amount of cash to cover
the downpayment and closing costs, as well as the expense
of any immediate repairs. While renters typically have to pay
a security deposit plus the last month's rent, the total outlay
is usually more modest than the upfront costs of buying.
Fqually important, renters who want to move do not incur
the steep costs associated with selling a home.

Renting also brings greater certainty to household budgeting
because tenants do not have to cover the costs of unexpect-
ed but necessary home repairs. Owning a home, however,
requires money, time, and skill to manage its upkeep. Renting
transfers responsibility for maintenance to a landlord,
reducing risk and worry for those who are either ill-suited to
such tasks or who simply prefer to avoid these obligations.

JOINT CENTER FOR HOUSING STUDIES OF HARVARD UNIVERSITY




A 2012 Fannie Mae survey reveals many of the reasons some
households favor renting over owning. More than half of the
renter respondents considered renting a better choice for liv-
ing within a budget and having less stress (Figure 7). The other
common reasons cited for preferring to rent are that it is the
best decision in the current economic climate, allows one to
live in a more convenient location, and provides more flex-

FIGURE 7

Renting's Appeal Lies in Affordability,
Reduced Stress, and Flexibility
Percent of Renters Stating that Renting Is 2 Better Way to:
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ibility in future decisions. At the same time, current home-
owners overwhelmingly held the view that owning a home
is a better way to achieve these goals, although 28 percent
agreed that renting is less stressful.

Perhaps not surprisingly, attitudes toward renting have
shifted somewhat as a result of the Great Recession. For
example, slightly more than half (54 percent) of the house-
holds surveyed by Hart Research Associates in early 2013
stated that renting had become more appealing given the
country’s economic situation. Consistent with a variety of
other sources, however, the same survey also found that
a solid majority of renters (72 percent) still aspire to own
homes in the future.

RENTING OVER THE LIFECYCLE

Young adults are the most likely age group to rent. For
those first leaving their family homes, the lower trans-
action costs and flexibility of renting makes it a natural
choice during a stage in life marked by frequent changes
in jobs, periods as a student, and shifts in personal rela-
tionships. As a result, nearly four out of five individuals
under age 25 who live independently choose to rent. As
people age and become more settled, the share that rent
declines until late in life when the likelihood of renting
increases slightly. Nevertheless, nearly two-thirds of 25-29
year-olds and more than half of households in their early
30s rent their homes.

While a majority of US households own homes at some point
in their lives, many return to renting in response to changing
fortunes and housing needs. For example, the Panel Study of
Income Dynamics reports that 44 percent of families rented
for some period between 2001 and 2011, but the renter share
of households never exceeded 34 percent during the decade.
Indeed, 16 percent of all households rented for the entire
period, 13 percent started out as renters but made the transi-
tion to owning, 7 percent started out as owners but switched
to renting, and 9 percent shifted between owning and renting
multiple times (Figure 8).

Tenure transitions are most common among younger house-
holds, but increase again among the oldest households. In
particular, the share that move from owning to renting rises
first among those in their 60s and then more sharply as
they reach age 70. According to the 2011 American Housing
Survey, households that had recently shifted from owning to
renting typically made the move to accommodate a change
in employment or in marital status. Slightly more than half
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of these households also stated that their housing costs
declined as a result of the change.

Preferences for location and type of housing depend on renter
household type. Non-family households, including roommate
situations that are more common among the young, are more
likely to live in multifamily housing in central cities {Table A-2).
As they move into the childrearing phase of life, renters tend to
prefer single-family homes in suburban or rural locations. In
fact, married couples with children choose single-family rent-
als more than any other housing type. Single persons, many of
which are seniors, are more likely to live in central cities and
the most likely of all renters to live in multifamily structures.

GEOGRAPHIC VARIATIONS IN RENTING

Renting is much more prevalent in central cities, where land
prices are high and low-income households are concen-
trated. In general, rentership rates are highest in cities of the
Northeast, where more than 60 percent of households rent
compared with 45-50 percent in other regions. About a quar-
ter of households rent in suburban and non-metropolitan
areas in most parts of the country, although rentership rates
in these areas exceed 30 percent in the West.

Reflecting differences in housing costs, demographic char-
acteristics, and the nature of the housing stock, renter
shares also vary across metropolitan areas. Renting is
somewhat more common in markets with higher house
values, larger shares of young households, fewer senior
households, and smaller shares of single-family homes. In
the 20 largest metropolitan areas in the country, renter-
ship rates thus range from 52 percent in Los Angeles to 30
percent in St. Louis (Figure 9). Most of the markets that have
larger shares of renters are coastal metros with high home
prices, including New York and San Diego. Renter shares are
smaller in markets with lower house values, such as Detroit
and Tampa.

HOMES FOR A DIVERSE POPULATION

According to the Current Population Survey, 43.0 million US
households rented their homes in 2013. Given the appeal of
renting for young adults, 39 percent of these renters were
under age 35—almost twice their share in the overall popula-
tion (Figure 10). But nearly as many renters were between the
ages of 35 and 54 (36 percent). Households aged 55 and over
currently make up a small share of renters (25 percent) rela-
tive to their share of all households.

Rentership Rates Vary Widely Across Metro Areas, Reflecting Differences in Housing Costs and Demographic Profiles

Percentage Point Difference from US Rentership Rate of 36 Percent

Los Angeles
New York

San Diego
Dallas

Phoenix

Miami
Washington, DC
Atlanta
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Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, 2012 American Community Survey.
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With their need for less living space and their lower incomes,
single persons are the most common renter household. Even
so, nearly as many renters are households with children.
Fully 32 percent of renters are married couples with children
and single-parent families. Married couples without children
are the most underrepresented household type among rent-
ers relative to their share of all households.

While households of all incomes rent their homes, it is
nonetheless true that a disproportionate share of renters
have low incomes. Nearly half (46 percent) of renters have
incomes below $30,000, including 22 percent with annual
incomes below $15,000 (roughly equivalent to working
year-round at the minimum wage) and 24 percent earn-
ing between $15,000 and $30,000. By comparison, only 30
percent of all households have incomes this low. However,
the renter share of moderate-income households (with
$30,000-74,999 in annual income) is 37 percent—just above
their share of total households. Higher-income households
make up only about one in six renters, compared with
about a third of all households.

Many lowest-income renters are among the country’s more
vulnerable households. Roughly four out of ten renters with
incomes under $15,000 are out of the workforce because they
are disabled or retired. Of the remainder, half are employed

Renters Reflect the Diversity of US Households

Share of Households {Percent)
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but earn only modest amounts, while another sixth are
unemployed and looking for work. Among renters earning
$15,000-29,999, nearly a quarter are disabled or retired and
fully 80 percent of the rest are employed.

Since the mid-2000s, rentership rates have risen across
all household types, income categories, and age groups
except the oldest. While the sharpest increases have been
among young adults, fewer individuals in this age group
have been striking out on their own. As a result, adults
under age 35 as a share of all renters actually fell between
2005 and 2013. And while the overall number of house-
holds aged 35-54 dropped by over 1.2 million during this
time, higher rentership rates meant the number of rent-
ers within this age group actually rose by over 3 million.
The aging of the baby-boom generation also meant that
seniors accounted for a large share of renter household
growth over this period.

With their overall numbers climbing, low-income (under
$15,000) and Hispanic households also contributed a large
share of the recent increase in renters. Indeed, while each
group currently represents approximately 13 percent of
all households, low-income households were responsible
for 26 percent of renter growth in 2005-13 while Hispanic
households accounted for 29 percent.

Renters All Renters All Renters All
Households Households Households
Age of Household Head Household Type Household Income
M 65and Over [ 35-44 W Other Family/Non-Family Il Married With Children Il $75,000 and Over I $15,000-29,999
N 55-64 B 25-34 M Single Person # Married Without Children B $45,000-74,999 M Less than $15,000
M 45-54 15-24 B Single Parent I $30,000-44,939

Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, 2013 Current Population Survey.
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‘ FIGURE 11

Lower-Income Renters Are Much Less Likely than Owners
to Hold Various Financial Investments

Share of Lower-Middle Income Quartile Households Holding Asset (Percent)

50

40

30

1 1

Retirement Cash Value Stocks Certificates Savings
Accounts Life Insurance of Deposit Bonds
Type of Asset
B owners B Renters

Note: Income quartiles are equal fourths of all househalds by income.
Source: JCHS tabulations of Federal Reserve Board, 2010 Survey of Consumer Finances.

WEALTH ACCUMULATION AMONG RENTERS

Savings and other forms of wealth provide economic security
in times of job loss, poor health, or unexpected expenses.
They also support life-changing investments in education
and business opportunities, and lay a solid foundation for
retirement. Even after controlling for their lower average
incomes, though, renters accumulate much less wealth than
homeowners. For example, among households in the upper-
middle income quartile, the median net worth of homeown-
ers in 2010 was nearly nine times that of renters. The median
for all owners was 34 times that of renters.

Home equity accounts for a significant share of the difference,
but by no means all. Excluding housing wealth, homeowners
still had a median net worth of $72,520 in 2010—more than
14 times that of renters. And even accounting for differences
n the ages as well as the incomes of owners and renters, the
disparities remain wide. Among households aged 3544 in the
upper-middle income quartile, for example, median net wealth
in 2010 was just $13,300 for renters but $69,700 for owners.

With the housing market crash, the median net wealth of
homeowners plunged 30 percent between 2007 and 2010.
Renters’ median wealth fell only 5 percent. This modest
decline largely reflects the fact that what little wealth they
had was mostly in lower-risk, lower-yielding accounts. Even so,
the median wealth of renters in the highest income quartile,

who held a broader range of investments, dropped nearly 50
percent as the recession drove down the values of a full range
of financial assets as well as housing.

Again, even after accounting for differences in income, renters
are less likely than owners to own assets such as retirement
accounts, cash-value life insurance policies, stocks, certifi-
cates of deposit, or savings bonds (Figure 11). The gap in retire-
ment savings is especially large, and may be due to differences
in the nature of owners' and renters’ employment as well as
the types of benefits they receive. But what is perhaps most
troubling is that holdings of these and other financial assets
are low for owners as well as renters, underscoring the urgent
public policy need to promote saving outside of employment
and by means other than homeownership.

DEMOGRAPHIC DRIVERS OF FUTURE DEMAND

Two key factors will drive rental housing demand over the
next decade: changes in the number and characteristics of
households, and changes in the tendency of different groups
to own their homes. Of these, changes in the distribution of
households is somewhat easier to project because the age
structure of the adult population is already known with
some certainty and the rate at which they form different
types of households changes relatively slowly.

In contrast, homeownership rates can fluctuate significant-
ly over a several-year span as economic conditions change.
Consider trends in rental demand between 2005 and 2012. If
homeownership rates had held constant, overall household
growth would have lifted the number of renter households
by 2.0 million. Instead, plummeting homeownership rates
boosted the number of renters by some 6.6 million over
this period.

Homeownership rates are determined in large part by house-
hold incomes, housing prices, and the cost and availability
of mortgage financing—all of which are highly uncertain.
Preferences for owning or renting also play a role, but are
similarly hard to gauge. Joint Center estimates of renter
household growth therefore assume that homeownership
rates by age, race/ethnicity, and household type remain at
their 2012-13 averages. If current trends continue and home-
ownership rates decline further over the next decade, growth
in the number of renters will be stronger than projected. At
the same time, however, homeownership may well rebound,
given that current rates for 25-54 year-olds are at their low-
est point since annual recordkeeping began in the 1970s. In
that case, the projections will overstate renter growth.
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Given constant homeownership rates and using the Census
Bureau's high and low population projections, the Joint
Center estimates that the number of renter households
will increase between 4.0 million and 4.7 million in 2013-
23. Immigration rates are the major source of difference
between the two scenarios. While a slowdown from its recent
pace, growth in the number of renters would be comparable
to increases in the 1980s—that is, somewhat slower than in
the 1970s when the baby boomers entered the rental market,
and in the 2000s when homeownership rates plunged.

The changing age structure of the population and the growing
racial/ethnic diversity of Americans will alter the face of rent-
al demand over the next decade. With the aging of the baby
boomers, the number of renters over age 65 will increase by
2.2 million and account for roughly half of renter household
growth (Figure 12). The echo boomers will provide the impetus
for much of the rest of growth, replacing the smaller baby-
bust generation in the 2544 age group and adding between
1.9 million and 2.4 million renter households. The number of
renters under age 25 will dip somewhat over the next 10 years
as the echo boomers move out of this age group.

The aging of the population means that the numbers of renter
households that are either single or married couples with-
out children will rise. These two groups are each projected
to account for 1.2-1.3 million additional renter households
over the decade, or roughly 30 percent of overall growth. The
number of renter households with children is also expected

FIGURE 12

to climb as the echo-boom generation moves into the 25-34
and 35-44 year-old age groups. In combination, the number of
married couples with children and single-parent families that
rent housing is projected to increase by 1.1-1.5 million.

The growing diversity of American households will be evident
in the sizable increase in the number of Hispanic renters.
While currently making up about 20 percent of renter house-
holds, Hispanics are projected to account for more than half
of renter household growth in 2013-23, with increases in the
2.2-2.4 million range. African-Americans, Asians, and other
minorities will drive the rest of renter household growth over
the decade as the net number of white renters holds steady.

THE OUTLOOK

Projected changes in the age and race/ethnicity of US house-
holds have important implications for housing markets and
for policymakers. The burgeoning number of seniors points
to increasing demand for housing that meets the needs of
aging renters. While many of these households may be able
to stay in their current homes, others may have to move to
housing with better access to services and social networks
when they can no longer drive. In addition, the growing
number of seniors on fixed incomes is likely to outstrip the
limited supply of affordable rentals. With the number of
families with children also on the rise, demand for larger
rental units will increase as well, particularly in communi-
ties with access to good schools and employment centers.

Broad Changes in the Age and Racial Composition of Households Will Drive Future Rental Demand
Projected Renter Household Growth 2013-23 (Millions)

Under 35-64 65 and Families Couples Single Other White Black Hispanic
35 Over With Without Person
Children Children

Age of Household Head

Household Type

Race of Household Head

Notes: Families with children may be headed by married or partnered couples or single parents, and only include children of the household head that are under age 18. Other family households
include children under age 18 that are not those of the household head, such as grandchildren. White, black, and other household heads are non-Hispanic. Hispanics may be of any race.

Source: JCHS 2013 household projections, middie series.
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RENTAL HOUSING SUPPLY

The rental stock provides a broad range

of housing options for the growing numbers
of US households seeking to rent. To meet the
rising tide of demand, construction activity has
picked up pace in many markets across the
country. The millions of homes switched from
owner-occupied to rental in the aftermath of
the housing crash have also helped to expand
supply. The persistent challenge, however,

is that the costs of adding new rentals

or adequately maintaining existing units

far exceed the ability of low-income

renters to pay.

PROFILE OF THE STOCK

Contrary to popular perceptions, most rental units are not
located in large apartment buildings. According to American
Housing Survey estimates for 2011, about 35 percent of occu-
pied rentals are in fact single-family homes and another 19
percent are in buildings with two to four units. Indeed, only
29 percent are in buildings with 10 or more units. It is impor-
tant to note, however, that these estimates likely overstate
the share of rentals in smaller properties, given that these
structures may be part of large apartment complexes—a
critical distinction when considering the ownership and
financing of this housing. For example, the 2001 Residential
Finance Survey reported that 43 percent of rentals were in
properties with 10 or more units, while the AHS for that year
also indicated that 29 percent were in buildings of this size.

The rental housing stock is somewhat older than the
owner-occupied inventory. In 2011, the median-aged rental
home was built in the early 1970s, or about five years earlier
than the typical owner-occupied unit. During the 1960s and
1970s, multifamily construction took off in part to accom-
modate the first wave of baby boomers as they began to
live on their own. Multifamily construction was strong
again in the early 1980s, spurred by generous tax provisions
intended to stimulate the economy after the 1981 reces-
sion. Building activity then slowed to a moderate pace for
much of the next two decades. Overall, about a third of the
nation's rental supply was built before 1960, another third
in the two decades between 1960 and 1979, and the final
third in the years since 1980.

The oldest rentals are primarily single-family detached
homes or in two- to four-unit buildings, 44 percent of which
were built before 1960 (Figure 13). The older age of single-
family rentals reflects the tendency for growing shares
of owner-occupied homes to switch to rentals over time.
Meanwhile, construction of apartment buildings with two to
four units has become less common over the years, with only
22 percent built since 1980. Apartments in buildings with 10
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Smaller Rental Buildings Are Apt to Be Much Older
than Larger Structures

Rental Units (Millions)

Single-Family Multifamily with

2-4 Units

Multifamily with
5-9 Units

Multifamily with
10 or More Units

Structure Type
Year Built: [l Pre-1940 Jl 1940-59 [ 1960-79 [ 1980-99 M@ 2000 and Later
Note: Data exclude mabile homes and vacant units.

Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2011 American
Housing Survey,

FIGURE 14

Large Multifamily Buildings Predominate

in Central Cities, While Single-Family Homes
Are Most Common in Rural Areas

Share of Rental Units in Each Location (Percent)
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M Single-Family
M Multitamily with 10 or More Units

Il Multifamily with 2-9 Units
#l Mobile Home

Note: Data exclude vacant units.

Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development,
2011 American Housing Survey.
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or more units are newest on average, with large shares built
during the 1960s and 1970s construction booms, as well as
after 1980.

Rental housing is in generally good condition, with only 3.1
percent categorized as severely inadequate and 6.7 per-
cent as moderately inadequate. These shares are, however,
nearly twice those for all housing units. Given that older
housing is more likely to be inadequate, more than 13
percent of rentals built before 1960 have some structural
deficiencies. Still, a large majority of renters are satisfied
with their living conditions. A 2012 Fannie Mae survey
found that more than three-quarters of respondents were
satisfied with the ongoing maintenance of their rentals,
including 43 percent who were very satisfied. In keeping
with the AHS estimate of housing adequacy, only 8 percent
of respondents to that survey were very dissatisfied with
the maintenance of their homes.

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION

While available in communities across the country, rental
housing is more concentrated in the central cities of met-
ropolitan areas. Indeed, about 43 percent of all occupied
rentals are located in central cities, compared with 29
percent of all households. The share of rentals in suburbs
is nearly as large (40 percent), although lower than the
share of households (49 percent) residing in those areas.
The remaining 17 percent of rental homes are in non-metro
areas, also below the 22 percent share of households living
in those locations.

Rental housing is particularly common in lower-income
neighborhoods. Across the 100 largest metropolitan areas,
45 percent of occupied rental units in 2011 were located in
low-income neighborhoods, compared with 28 percent of
households. At the other end of the spectrum, 20 percent
of rentals were in high-income neighborhoods, compared
with 36 percent of households. In moderate-income areas,
the shares are similar. The concentration of rental housing
in low-income communities reflects in part the simple fact
that more low-income households rent. But the limited
supply of rental housing in higher-income neighborhoods
may also constrain renters’ ability to find affordable hous-
ing in areas offering access to better schools and suburban
employment centers.

The prevalence of particular structure types is a function of
land costs, zoning regulations, and historical development
patterns. In central cities, where land costs are high and more
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land is zoned for multifamily buildings, the majority of the
rental stock is in fact made up of multifamily buildings, with
larger structures dominating. Rentals in buildings with 10 or
more units constitute fully 37 percent of the rental stock in
central cities, compared with only 27 percent in suburban
areas (Figure 14). This pattern is also due to the heavy volume
of multifamily construction in the 1960s and 1970s, much of
it built with federal support and concentrated primarily in
urban areas. Even so, single-family rentals still represent a
significant share of the central city stock (27 percent), albeit
substantially less than in the suburbs (39 percent).

Renters in rural locations typically live in single-family or
mobile homes, which account for six out of 10 rentals. In
contrast, rentals in buildings with 10 or more units are rela-
tively rare in these communities. The one constant across
geographies, however, is the relative importance of small
multifamily rentals, with the shares of buildings with two to
nine units varying only between 35 percent in central cities
and 28 percent in non-metro areas.

ADDITIONS THROUGH NEW CONSTRUCTION
Most additions to the rental housing inventory through
new construction are in multifamily buildings, although

not all multifamily units are built as rentals. At the height
of the homeownership boom, more than four out of 10
new multifamily units were built for sale. But with the
recent rental market recovery, the share of multifamily
units intended for renter occupancy rebounded to more
than nine out of 10. A small though important share of
single-family construction is also targeted to the rental
market. Indeed, while just 6 percent of new single-family
homes were built as rentals in 2012, these additions rep-
resented more than 30,000 units.

On average, 260,000 new rental housing units were com-
pleted each year between 2000 and 2009, including 41,000
single-family homes. But at the depth of the downturn in
2010, completions of homes intended for rent totaled a mere
151,000. Although rebounding to 186,000 in 2012, rental
completions remain well below average annual levels in the
ten years leading up to the recession despite the strength of
renter household growth.

While the overall rental housing stock is concentrated in
central cities and lower-income neighborhoods, the loca-
tion of newer rentals closely matches the distribution of all
existing housing (Figure 15). In contrast, new owner-occupied
units are nearly twice as likely to be located in high-income

Newer Rental Housing Is More Evenly Distributed Across Metro Areas

Share of Occupied Units in the 100 Largest Metros {Percent)

Moderate

Low

High

Median Household Income

I All Housing Units

Core Cities Suburbs Exurbs

Location

Il Rentals Built 2000 or Later I Owner-Occupied Homes Built 2000 or Later

Notes: Low-/moderate-/high-income neighborhoods are census tracts with median income that is under 80%/80-120%/at least 120% of the metropolitan median. Core cities have populations above 100,000.

Suburbs are urbanized areas in metros that are outside of core cities. Exurbs are all other areas.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, 200711 Five-Year American Community Survey.
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FIGURE 16

Millions of Single-Family Homes Have Become
Rentals Since the Recession

Net Owner-to-Renter Conversions {Mitlions}
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Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development,
American Housing Surveys

neighborhoods. Newer rental housing is also fairly evenly
distributed across cities, suburbs, and exurbs, expanding the
available housing options without contributing to sprawl.
New owner-occupied housing, however, remains heavily con-
centrated in exurban areas.

It is also noteworthy that increasing shares of new rentals are
in large buildings. From the 1970s through much of the 1990s,
multifamily buildings with two to nine apartments were the
most common rental structure. But a trend toward larger build-
ings emerged in the late 1990s. In both 2009 and 2010, nearly
four out of five new rentals were in structures with at least
20 units, and nine out of 10 were in buildings with at least 10
units, In fact, some 43 percent of new apartments in 2010 were
in buildings with 50 or more units. Although the housing mar-
ket downtum reduced its share of new construction, the large
building segment of the market still accounted for more than
two-thirds of rental completions in 2012. Buildings with two to
nine units accounted for less than 11 percent.

INFLUX OF OWNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING

While new construction and a reduction in vacant for-rent
housing helped to meet the recent surge in rental demand,
much of the increase in the rental inventory came from the
flood of formerly owner-occupied homes into the market.
In 2009-11 alone, about 1.9 million homes switched on net

from the owner-occupied to the rental stock. Another 1.1
million units had been converted on net to rentals between
2007 and 2009, bringing the inflow to more than 3.0 million
homes over the four-year period. With signs that this trend
continued after 2011, total additions are likely to be even
higher today.

Most of the homes converted to rentals are single-family resi-
dences (Figure 16), lifting the single-family share of the rental
housing stock to a new high of 35 percent in 2011. While the
share of single-family homes that are rentals also ticked up
from 14 percent to 16 percent over this period, this increase
only brought the share back in line with its long-run average.
Much of the growth in single-family rentals may thus reflect
the fact that these homes have become a larger share of the
overall housing stock since the late 1990s.

Although smail-scale investors have traditionally owned the
vast majority of single-family rentals, large investment pools
began to buy up foreclosed homes after the housing crash to
manage the properties as rentals. The largest of the groups
amassed portfolios of 10,000-20,000 homes, many of them con-
centrated in a few select markets. While systematic information
is hard to come by, CoreLogic found that institutional investors
(defined as those acquiring at least five foreclosed properties or
using a corporate identity) were most active in 2012 in Miami,
where they bought 30 percent of foreclosed properties, followed
by Phoenix (23 percent), Charlotte (21 percent), Las Vegas (19
percent), and Orlando (18 percent). These shares of corporately
owned single-family rentals are in fact close to historical levels.
At the same time, though, the scale of operation of the largest
institutional investors is unprecedented.

These new, large-scale ventures may have importance not
only in reviving moribund housing markets, but also in devel-
oping new models for financing and managing single-family
homes as rental properties. Until now, institutional investors
have shown little interest in this arena, presumably because
of the high cost of managing geographically dispersed proper-
ties as well as the challenges of financing and titling individu-
al units, If these business models can be profitable, they could
help to expand the rental options in both the market-rate
and affordable housing sectors. Some investors have recently
sought to securitize the cash flow from these portfolios, while
others have formed real estate investment trusts (REITs) as a
way to sell off a portion of their interest. However, it remains
to be seen whether large-scale investment in single-family
rentals will become a permanent part of the landscape or fade
as house prices recover and demand from owner-occupants
picks up, reducing the financial returns to investors.
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THE SUPPLY OF LOW-RENT HOUSING

According to AHS data, the median contract rent (exclud-
ing tenant-paid utilities) was $725 in 2011. When factoring
in typical monthly utility costs, the median gross rent was
$843. At the 30-percent-of-income standard, households
would have to earn at least $33,700 a year—several thou-
sand dollars more than the median renter income—to afford
this home. And for the nearly one-quarter of renters with
incomes of $15,000 or less, rents plus utilities would have to
total well under $400 a month to be affordable. Only 8 per-
cent of units have such low costs, although another 14 per-
cent receive some form of public subsidy that helps to close
the gap between the demand for affordable housing and the
private supply (Figure 17).

Affordable private market rentals are likely to be single-
family or mobile homes, which together account for
56 percent of residences renting for less than $400.
Moderately priced units (with rents between $400 and
$800) are more likely to be in multifamily buildings with
two to nine apartments. Meanwhile, 32 percent of units
renting for at least $800 are located in larger multifamily
buildings—almost double the share (17 percent) of units
renting for less than $400 in such buildings. A large per-
centage of single-family rentals also has high rents, given
that these homes are often more spacious and located in
higher-income areas.

I| FIGURE 17

Very Few Rental Homes Are Affordable
for Lowest-Income Renters

Government Assisted
14%

Under $400

$800 and Over 8%

39%

$400-599
19%

$600-793
20%

Notes: Excludes units without cash rent or with rent paid other than monthly. Afferdable rents are
defined as no more than 30% of household income. Monthly rents of $400 are roughly 30% of income
for & household earning $15,000 per year, which is also reughly equivalent to full-time work at the
federal minimum wage.

Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2011 American
Housing Survey.
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Much of the lowest-cost rental stock is at least 50 years
old. Nearly half (46 percent) of all unassisted housing with
rents under $400 were built before 1960, compared with
just a third of all units. In addition, many of the homes
renting in the $400-599 range were built between 1960 and
1979. Newer housing is much more likely to have higher
rents, with 52 percent of unassisted cash rentals built in
1980 or later leasing for at least $800 a month and just 6
percent renting for less than $400.

ONGOING LOSSES OF THE LOW-END STOCK

With little revenue to cover operating and maintenance
costs, the low-rent housing stock is especially vulnerable
to removal. Of the 34.8 million rentals that existed in 2001,
some 1.9 million were demolished by 2011—a loss rate of
5.6 percent. Losses of units renting for less than $400, how-
ever, were nearly twice as high at 12.8 percent (Figure 18).
Although making up only a small share of the overall rental
supply, homes renting for less than $400 thus accounted
for more than a third (650,000) of total removals. Removal
rates for units with rents between $400 and $600 were also
relatively high at 6.7 percent. Loss rates decline as rents
increase, falling to just 3.0 percent for units with rents of
$800 or more.

Age is a key factor in the high loss rates for low-cost rent-
als, with removals of homes built before 1960 at roughly 8
percent. Removal rates for single-family homes and two-
to four-unit apartment buildings are also comparatively
high. Fully 8.1 percent of rental units in non-metro areas
were lost from the stock over the decade, compared with
5.7 percent in central cities and 4.7 percent in suburbs.
High losses in rural areas reflect the greater presence of
mobile homes, particularly in the South and West where
they account for more than 10 percent of rentals. Mobile
homes have by far the highest loss rates of any structure
type, with more than one in five removed from the stock
between 2001 and 2011.

SUPPLYING LOW-COST HOUSING

While losses of existing rentals are concentrated among low-
rent units, new construction typically adds residences at the
upper end of the rent distribution. The 2011 AHS reports that
the median monthly gross rent for units built in the preceding
four years was $1,052—affordable only for households earning
at least $42,200 a year. Only 34 percent of new units had rents
below $300, or roughly at costs affordable for the median renter.

FOR
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Low-Cost and Older Rentals Are Especially at Risk of Loss

Share of Units Permanently Removed from Stock 2001-11 {Percent)

All Rentals

Rent Level
Under $400
$400-599
$600-799
$800 and Over

Year Built
Pre-1940 |

19401959 [
19601979 |
1980-1999
2000 and Later

Structure Type
Single-Family Detached
Single-Family Attached
Multifamily with 2-4 Units
Multifamily with 5-9 Units
Multifamily with 10 or More Units

Location .
Central Cities Ji

Suburbs
Non-Metro

Note: The removal rate for all rentals includes mobile homes.

e

Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urhan Development, 2001-11 American Housing Surveys.

One possible approach to lowering the costs of new construc-
tion would be to reduce the regulatory constraints on certain
types of housing—for example, by allowing higher-density con-
struction to economize on land costs, permitting smaller unit
sizes, and relaxing requirements for parking or other amenities.
In addition, requiring that rehabilitation of existing rental prop-
erties meet the same building standards as new construction
can make preservation efforts extremely costly. Allowing more
flexibility in meeting these goals, but without requiring specific
building materials or techniques, could help relieve some of
these costs. Any relaxation of land use regulations and building
codes must of course ensure the safety of residents and limit
the costs imposed on surrounding communities.

Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) also offer a promising
way to add more affordable rentals in higher-cost locations

without subsidies. ADUs are generally modest units located
inside of or attached to a single-family home, or in a struc-
ture on the same property, providing homeowners a rental
income stream or a place to house relatives or caregivers. But
they also increase the housing options for people otherwise
unable to afford to live in the communities where they work,
help satisfy demand for smaller residences (including from
owners who may want to downsize and rent out their pri-
mary residences), and add housing without the loss of open
space or the need for new infrastructure.

Yet local regulations enacted to preserve a community’s
character often pose barriers to the creation of ADUs. If
allowed at all, ADUs may be subject to minimum lot or house
sizes, minimum and maximum unit sizes, and requirements
for landscaping and design, off-street parking, and having an
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owner-occupant on site. A number of communities around
the country, however, have now created or liberalized ADU
regulations and offer technical assistance, low- or no-inter-
est loans to modify or create units, or amnesty programs to
bring illegal housing into compliance.

Like accessory units, micro-units are a potential housing
alternative for those seeking affordable urban living. Given
that these apartments are typically just a few hundred
square feet, development of micro-units frequently requires
changes to zoning laws related to minimum unit size or
maximum number of dwellings per parcel. Off-street park-
ing requirements pose another barrier, though some cities
provide waivers in areas well served by transit. Despite grow-
ing demand for smaller, centrally located rentals, concerns
about increased density and the untested nature of new
developments of this type have led some communities to
establish initial limits on micro-units and to require evalua-
tion of their impacts on neighborhoods and affordability to
inform future changes to regulations.

THE OUTLOOK

The recent housing boom and bust highlighted the dynam-
ic nature of the nation's rental supply. Although new con-
struction slowed sharply following the Great Recession,

surging demand was met by the conversion of some 3
million owner-occupied units into rentals, pushing the
single-family share of the rental stock to a new high. But
while the market has proven highly responsive to chang-
ing conditions, supplying housing for very low-income
renters continues to be a challenge because of the fun-
damental gap between the cost of development and what
these households can afford to pay.

The deterioration and loss of low-cost rental housing are
grave concerns. To some extent, the loss of older rent-
als may be inevitable as time takes its toll, particularly
when maintenance is deferred. Older housing may also
be less efficient to operate and have outdated designs.
While renovation and improvements might address some
of these deficiencies, the costs of upgrading older proper-
ties to current building codes are often prohibitive. Still,
rehabilitation of older buildings would provide the kind of
modest but secure housing that is difficult to add through
new construction. To encourage these investments, one
strategy would be to offer tax incentives for upgrades to
existing rentals that meet affordability standards. At the
local level, it may be important to exempt renovated hous-
ing from some current building code requirements where
doing so would help maintain affordability without com-
promising residents’ safety.
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By most measures, the rental housing
market has recovered from the Great
Recession. Now that vacancy rate declines
and rent increases are moderating, markets
may be approaching balance. A clear sign of
renewed health is the strong return

of most private sources of mortgage
financing. Going forward, though, a large
unknown is how impending reform of the
government role in the mortgage market will
affect the cost and availahility of credit for

rental praoperties.

RENTAL MARKET CONDITIONS

MOVING INTO BALANCE

While the owner-occupied market only began to show clear
signs of recovery in 2012, rental markets have steadily
improved for several years, From a record high of 10.6 per-
cent in 2009, the vacancy rate turned down in 2010 and has
continued to slide, averaging 8.4 percent in the first three
quarters of 2013. After four consecutive years of downward
momentum, the US rental vacancy rate is now well below its
average in the 2000s and approaching levels last seen during
the 1990s (Figure 19). Whether vacancy rates have further to
fall is difficult to judge because there is no clear benchmark
for what represents market balance, given the upward drift
in vacancy rates over the last few decades.

While vacancies for larger rental buildings posted both
the sharpest rise before and the sharpest drop after their
recessionary peak in 2009, rates for all structure types have
eased. Over the past three years, the vacancy rate for apart-
ment buildings with 10 or more units declined by 3.1 per-
centage points and that for buildings with five to nine units
by 2.8 percentage points. The overall rate for buildings with
at least five units—accounting for 42 percent of the rental
housing stock—stands at about 9.1 percent. Remarkably,
soaring demand was more than enough to absorb the 2.7
million single-family homes that flooded into the rental
market after 2007. Indeed, vacancy rates for single-family
rentals barely increased during the recession and have
fallen 1.8 percentage points since 2009 to just 8.1 percent.
Vacancy rates in small multifamily buildings with two to
four units have followed a similar path.

Throughout the downturn and recovery, vacancy rates for
professionally managed apartments—favored by large insti-
tutional investors—started out and remained much lower
than in the broader rental market. Still, MPF Research data
indicate that vacancy rates in this segment spiked by more
than 4.1 percentage points from 3.9 percent in mid-2006 to
8.0 percent at the end of 2009, before retreating to 4.7 per-
cent in the second quarter of 2013. Meanwhile, the cycle in
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M FIGURE 19

After Stair-Stepping Upward for Decades, Rental Vacancy Rates Are on the Decline

Rental Vacancy Rate (Percent)

1970s Average il 1930s Average 1990s Average 2000s Average

Note: The vacancy rate for 2013 is the quarterly average through the third quarter.
Source: US Census Bureau, Housing Vacancy Surveys via Moody's Economy.com

vacancy rates for all multifamily rentals was similar in tim-
ing but slightly more subdued.

RENTS ON THE RISE

The consumer price index (CPl) for contract rents—which
excludes tenant-paid utilities and covers all rental housing in
the country—is a key indicator of national trends. By this mea-
sure, the increase in nominal rents began to slow in late 2008
as the recession took hold and then bottomed out in mid-2010
(Figure 20). Rent growth then accelerated steadily through 2011
before stabilizing at about a 2.8 percent annual rate through
September 2013, outpacing the rise in overall prices.

Data from MPF Research for professionally managed prop-
erties, however, show much more volatility in rents over
the past few years. The disparity between the two sources
reflects both differences in management of the properties
and how each survey measures changes in rents. The MPF
data show a much steeper falloff at the start of the recession,
with nominal rent declines reaching fully 4.8 percent year-
over-year in the third quarter of 2009. Like the CPI, though,
this measure indicates that rents turned up in mid-2010 and
continued to gain momentum into late 2011, reaching 4.8
percent by year end. The MPF measure also suggests that
rental market tightening began to moderate in 2012, with
rent increases slowing to a 3.1 percent annual rate by mid-
2013—roughly matching the change in the CPI rent index
but still exceeding general price inflation by more than a full
percentage point.

1995 2000 2005 2010

Nearly every major metropolitan area has shared in the rental
recovery. As of the second quarter of 2013, 90 of the 93 metro
areas tracked by MPF Research reported annual rent increases,
about the same number as at the end of 2012. Of this group, 20
metros posted gains of 3.5 percent or more, outstripping overall
inflation by more than 2.0 percentage points. In 27 other met-
ros, rents rose somewhat more slowly but were still up by at
least 2.5 percent, or 1.0-2.0 percentage points above inflation.

The metropolitan areas where rents have risen the most
tend to have the strongest employment growth. For example,
metros with rent increases exceeding 3.5 percent saw job
gains of 2.4 percent in 2012. Most of these areas—including
Austin, Corpus Christi, Houston, San Francisco, San Jose, and
Santa Rosa—are concenlrated in the West and South. In con-
trast, job growth in metros with the smallest rent increases
or actual declines averaged just 1.4 percent in 2012,

However, some loss of momentum was also evident in 2012,
with rent increases and occupancy growth moderating in
most major metropolitan areas. Only a few metros—again
primarily in the South and West—posted annual gains sur-
passing the previous year's change. Data through the first
half of 2013 suggest that occupancy rates and rent increases
in most areas were roughly similar to those in 2012.

MULTIFAMILY CONSTRUCTION OUT IN FRONT
After hitting an all-time low in 2009, multifamily construc-
tion ticked up in 2010 and then surged in 2011 even as single-
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Rent Increases Have Picked Up Pace and Now Exceed Overatl Inflation

Annual Change (Percent}

L I R N T B CR ISy - Y

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 20M 2012 2013

! Prices for All Consumer Items [ Rents for Professionally Managed Apartments B cPI-U Rent Index

Notes: Prices for All Consumer Items is the CPI-U for All ltems. Rents for professionally managed apartment communities are from MPF Research. The CPI-U Rent Index is for primary residence.
Sources: US Bureau of Labor Statistics; MPF Research.
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Multifamily Construction Has Rebounded Much More Strongly than Single-Family Activity

Thousands of Units

Single-Family Starts Multifamily Starts
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Note: The 2013 estimate is based on the average monthly seasonally adjusted annual rate through August.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, New Residential Construction.

family starts found a new bottom {Figure 21). The momentum  recently regained steam, the multifamily sector is still
continued in 2012, with multifamily starts up another 38 responsible for an outsized share of construction activity,
percent. Overall housing starts rose by 194,000 units between  accounting for one in three new units as of mid-2013 com-
2010 and 2012, with multifamily construction accounting pared with just one in five in the 1990s and 2000s.

for two-thirds of the increase. Multifamily starts climbed

another 31 percent through the first eight months of 2013 to  The rebound in multifamily construction is evident across
a seasonally adjusted annual rate of 294,000 units—still well  the country. Over two-thirds of the 100 largest metros issued
below the 340,000 annual average prevailing in the decade  more multifamily permits in 2012 than 2011, while fully
before the downturn. While single-family construction has  one-third issued more in 2012 than in the 2000s on average.
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Through August 2013, the number of multifamily permits in
these metros was up by more than 20 percent from a year
earlier. However, there are some notable differences across
markets. At one extreme, the pace of permitting in Portland
(OR) and Orlando more than doubled, while activity in Miami,
Atlanta, and Phoenix jumped by 70 percent or more. At the
other extreme, Dallas, Houston, Charlotte, and Washington,
DC, posted year-over-year declines after several years of
strong growth.

The surge in multifamily construction has raised some con-
cerns about potential overbuilding in certain markets. While
activity in some metros has indeed surpassed peak rates in
the 2000s, growth in renter households has also been much
stronger than in that decade. Rather than past construction
volumes, rent levels and rental vacancy rates are more reli-
able indicators of whether supply is outstripping demand.

By those measures, there is no evidence of overbuilding
yet in areas with the most construction activity in recent
years. Nevertheless, the lags between multifamily starts and
completions mean that units begun in 2011 only began to
come on line in 2012. In fact, the number of newly completed
units rose to only 166,200 in 2012, representing a 20 percent
increase over 2011 and the first year-over-year gain since
2007-08. Indeed, in all three markets where multifamily per-
mits exceeded their 2000s peaks in 2012 (Austin, Raleigh, and
Washington, DC), the pace of permitting slowed markedly
through the first half of 2013 while vacancy rates held below

5.0 percent. Rent increases in Washington, DC, also slowed
noticeably, which may signal that additions to supply have
caught up with demand.

PROPERTY OWNERS PROSPERING

With vacancy rates falling and rents rising, the financial per-
formance of investment-grade properties improved markedly
over the past three years. According to the National Council
of Real Estate Investment Fiduciaries (NCREIF), the net oper-
ating income (NOI) for institutionally owned apartments was
up by at least 4.9 percent annually over the past 12 quarters.

The rebound in apartment property prices is even more
impressive. Since bottoming out in the fourth quarter of
2009, Moody’s Commercial Property Price Index for apart-
ment buildings climbed by 62 percent to a new high in
mid-2013. NCREIF’s transaction-based price index shows a
more moderate but still substantial increase of 53 percent.
By contrast, the S&P/Case-Shiller® US National Home Price
Index indicates that single-family house prices rose only 6.0
percent over this period. With these increases in NOI and
appraised property values, the annual return on investment
for apartment owners has remained above 10 percent since
late 2010 (Figure 22).

Declines in delinquency rates for multifamily loans mirror the
strength of the apartment property market. Through the early
and mid-2000s, the share of multifamily loans held by FDIC-
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Rental Properties Have Generated Solid Returns for the Past Three Years

Annual Rate {Percent)

2001
2002
2004
2005
2006

2003

M Return on Investment [l Net Operating Income

2007

2008
2010
2011
2012
2013

2009

Notes: Data are for apartments, Net operating income is defined as gross rental income plus any other incame less operating expenses. Annual rates are calculated across four quarters.

Source: JCHS tabulations of National Council of Real Estate Investment Fiduciaries (NCREIF} data.
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FIGURE 23

Federal Sources of Lending Have Backstopped the
Rental Market Throughout the Downturn and Recovery

Change in Outstanding Loan Volume {Billions of dollars)

bl 1

1998-2003

2003-07 2007-10 201013

B GSEsand FHA B Depository Institutions I cMBS I Other

Notes: Data for 2013 are through the second quarter. CMBS are commercial mortgage backed
securities issued by private firms. Other includes state and local governments, life insurance
companies, pension funds, REITs, finance companies, and businesses.

Source: Mortgage Bankers Association calculations based on Federal Reserve Board, Flow of Funds,
and FDIC data.

insured institutions that were at least 90 days past due or in
nonaccrual status hovered below 1.0 percent. But by the third
quarter of 2010, that share had shot up to 5.4 percent. Since
then, though, the share of noncurrent multifamily loans held
by FDIC-insured institutions fell for 10 consecutive quarters,
retreating to 1.5 percent in the first half of 2013. By com-
parison, the recovery in the owner-occupied market has been
much slower, with the noncurrent share of loans on one- to
four-unit properties hitting 11.4 percent in the first quarter of
2010 before moderating to a still high 9.5 percent in mid-2013.

Delinquencies on multifamily loans held in commercial
mortgage backed securities (CMBS) have been slower to
recede. According to Moody's Delinquency Tracker, the share
of CMBS loans that were 60 or more days past due, in fore-
closure, or in possession of the lender—a much broader mea-
sure of troubled loans than reported by the FDIC—peaked
at 15.9 percent in early 2011 and then eased to 10.5 percent
by mid-2013. While this market segment is finally on a path
to improved performance, at this rate it will be a long time
before delinquencies return to those prevailing before the
housing market crash.

Meanwhile, the share of multifamily loans held or backed by
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac (government sponsored enter-
prises or GSEs) that are 60 or more days delinquent remained
under 1.0 percent throughout the housing market downturn.

This performance indicates that, unlike on the single-family
side, the GSEs did not participate in the “race to the bottom”
by relaxing screening and underwriting standards. On the
contrary, the low delinquency rates on their loans indicate
that Fannie and Freddie remained more disciplined than
other market players through risk sharing arrangements and
careful oversight of lenders.

MULTIFAMILY LENDING IN RECOVERY

Over the past two decades, multifamily lending activity
has fluctuated with the financial fortunes of rental proper-
ties. The dollar volume of multifamily loans outstanding
increased steadily in the late 1990s as the market recovered
from weak conditions at the start of the decade. Multifamily
lending picked up even more in 2003-07 as the housing
market boomed. But when the Great Recession took hold,
both net operating incomes and property values plunged
while loan delinquencies soared, bringing lending growth to
a halt. Increases in outstanding loan volumes dropped off
sharply in 2008 and remained weak through 2010, but then
rebounded in 2011 as low interest rates and a burgeoning
recovery in the broader rental market created a favorable
environment for both borrowers and lenders.

In the decade leading up to the Great Recession, the GSEs
fueled a substantial share of the growth in outstanding loans—
outdistancing depository institutions that had once been
the single largest source of multifamily lending—and greatly
expanded their market shares (Figure 23). Much of the growth
in federally backed lending occurred before the market heated
up after 2003. Private asset-backed securities then emerged as
an increasingly important source of funding, accounting for
more than a quarter (27 percent) of net loan growth in 2003-07.
A combination of state and local governments, life insurance
companies, and other financial institutions also expanded
their lending during those years, sourcing another 22 percent.
The strong flow of credit for multifamily properties during this
period helped to propel a sharp rise in property values, mirror-
ing trends in the owner-occupied market.

Once the recession hit, however, loans backed by the GSEs
and FHA accounted for the lion’s share of multifamily lend-
ing, supporting the market between 2007 and 2010 when
private capital was scarce. During this period, depository
institutions and other lenders substantially reduced loan
originations as market conditions deteriorated. New issu-
ances of private asset-backed securities also ceased amid
the overall weakness of the market and the very high default
rates for such loans.
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The GSEs and FHA have continued to play a prominent
role in the multifamily market since the recovery in private
lending began in 2010. The Mortgage Bankers Association
(MBA) estimates that annual originations backed by the
GSEs nearly doubled between 2009 and 2012, while loans
insured by FHA were up five-fold. The MBA data also indi-
cate that private lending is reviving, attesting to lenders’
confidence in the multifamily recovery. Originations by
depositories exceeded their pre-recession levels in 2012,
and those by life insurance companies approached their
previous peak. In contrast, lending through the private-
label securities market, state and local governments, and
other sources remained moribund.

However, lending activity varies considerably by market seg-
ment. According to data reported under the Home Mortgage
Disclosure Act (which excludes many of the largest commer-
cial lenders that are not involved in the single-family mar-
ket), the volume of small-balance loans fell off much more
sharply between 2006 and 2011 than that of large-balance
loans. Multifamily loans of less than $1 million dropped by 42
percent over this period, while loans of $1.0-2,5 million were
down by 16 percent. These declines are several times larger
than the 3 percent dip in loans between $2.5 million and $25
million, which account for about half the market. Indeed, the
volume of loans over $25 million actually increased by 19 per-
cent even as the rest of the market had yet to recover.

Since depository institutions had been the principal source
of financing for smaller properties (and hence small-balance
loans), it is no surprise that the lending decline was more
severe in this part of the market. But given that smaller mul-
tifamily properties account for an outsized share of affordable
rental units, it will be important to monitor whether the lend-
Ing recovery extends to this segment.

Lending activity in low-income and minority neighborhoods
also plunged in 2006-11, reflecting in part the greater reli-
ance on small-balance loans in these areas as well as wide-
spread neighborhood distress. Over this period, multifamily

loan volumes were down 15 percent in low-income areas and
22 percent in minority communities, although up 8 percent
in high-income neighborhoods and 12 percent in predomi-
nantly white areas.

To foster further increases in private participation, the
Federal Housing Finance Agency (FHFA—the regulator and
conservator of the GSEs) has signaled its intent to set a ceil-
ing on the amount of multifamily lending that the GSEs can
back in 2013. While the caps are fairly high—$30 billion for
Fannie Mae and $26 billion for Freddie Mac—FHFA intends
to further reduce GSE lending volumes over the next several
years either by lowering these limits or by such actions as
restricting loan products, requiring stricter underwriting, or
increasing loan pricing. With lending by depository institu-
tions and life insurance companies increasing, the market
may well be able to adjust to these restrictions. The bigger
question, however, is how the financial reforms now under
debate will redefine the government’s role in backstopping
the multifamily market. Recent experience clearly demon-
strates the importance of federal support for multifamily
lending when financial crises drive private lenders out of
the market.

THE QUTLOOK

By virtually all rental market indicators, the recovery from
the Great Recession has been strong. The most telling sign
is the occasional alarms raised by some analysts that new
rental construction may be overshooting the mark. But with
vacancies still falling, rents rising, and the number of renter
households increasing rapidly, there seems little reason for
immediate concern. Given the lengthy lags in multifamily
compiletions, though, overbuilding could occur in select mar-
kets. The more important issue for the multifamily rental
market is how proposed reforms will affect the availability of
financing for a range of rental properties—and particularly
the traditionally underserved small property segment that
makes up a significant share of the privately owned afford-
able rental stock.
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After a decade of falling incomes and rising
rents, unprecedented shares of renters

in markets across the country pay more
than half their incomes for housing. While
lowest-income renters have the greatest
challenge finding affordable housing, nearly
half of moderate-income renters also pay
more than 30 percent of their incomes. The
lack of low-cost housing options undermines
quality of life for these families, forcing
difficult tradeoffs in both housing quality and

spending on other vital needs.

RENTAL HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

COST-BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS AT HISTORIC HIGHS

According to initial estimates from the American Community
Survey, the number of renters paying more than 30 percent of
income for housing (the traditional measure of affordability)
reached another high in 2012. Excessive housing costs strained
the budgets of more than half of all renters, or 21.1 million
households—a slight increase from the year before. The only
glimmer of good news is that the share of cost-burdened rent-
ers declined slightly for the first time since the recession began
in 2007, to 50 percent. But this modest improvement came
about only because the number of higher-income renters
increased sharply, reducing the overall cost-burdened share.

The recent deterioration in rental affordability comes after
a decade of lost ground. The share of cost-burdened renters
increased by a stunning 12 percentage points between 2000
and 2010, the largest jump in any decade dating back at least
to 1960. The cumulative increase in the incidence of housing
cost burdens is astounding. In 1960, about one in four rent-
ers paid more than 30 percent of income for housing. Today,
one in two are cost burdened. Even in 1980, following two
decades of worsening affordability, the cost-burdened share
of renters was just above a third.

The spread of severe cost burdens during the Great Recession
and its aftermath is particularly alarming, accounting for
roughly two-thirds of the total increase in the number of
cost-burdened renters during the 2000s. By 2011, 28 percent
of renters paid more than half their incomes for housing,
bringing the number with severe cost burdens up by 2.5 mil-
lion in just four years, to 11.3 million.

These increases are largely driven by the growing dispar
ity between renter incomes and housing costs. Throughout the
1980s and 1990s, real renter incomes moved up and down with
economic cycles, while real rents, though less volatile, also went
through periods of gains and losses. Affordability thus waxed
and waned over the two decades as incomes and rents drifted
apart and converged again. Since 2000, however, the two mea-
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Declining Incomes and Rising Rents Continue to Erode Affordability
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Large Shares of Renters Across the Country Are Housing Cost Burdened

Note: Cost burdens are defined as housing costs of more than 30% of household income.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey.

sures have diverged sharply (Figure 24). After remaining almost
flat through the 1990s, rents climbed 6 percent in real terms
between 2000 and 2012. Meanwhile, real median renter incornes
fell over much of this period, ending 13 percent lower in 2012
than in 2000. As a result, the gap between rental costs and renter
incomes in 2012 was wider than in any year except 2010.

NATIONWIDE SPREAD OF COST BURDENS

While housing costs and incomes vary significantly across
states, the incidence of renter cost burdens is similar.
Indeed, the share of moderately burdened renters is 45 per-

Share of Renters with
Cost Burdens (percent)

B Under 400

W 40.0-44.9
45.0-49.9

¥ 50.0 and Over

cent or higher in 41 states and the District of Columbia, and
exceeds 40 percent in all but three states. More than half of
all renters in 19 states, along with Washington, DC, are cost
burdened {Figure 25).

Many of the states with the largest shares of cost-burdened
renters have high housing costs, although the correlation with
rents is less than perfect. High-cost California and Hawaii rank
among the top three states in terms of cost-burdened share. But
more than half of renters in Michigan, New Mexico, Maine, and
Louisiana—states where both rents and incomes are relatively
low—are also cost burdened. States such as Massachusetts
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Higher-Income Renters Increasingly Face Affordability Challenges
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and Virginia have high rents, but are in the middle of the
pack in terms of affordability because renter incomes are also
relatively high. The states with the smallest shares of cost-
burdened renters are Wyoming and the Dakotas, where there
are few renters, rents are low, and incomes are high relative to
rents. Nonetheless, the shares of renters with cost burdens in
all states are well above levels prevailing a decade ago.

The widespread incidence of renter housing cost burdens
reflects the gap between what lower-income households can
afford to pay in rent and what housing costs to build and
operate across the nation. An analysis by the National Low
Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) compares the rent for a
modest two-bedroom home in each state in 2013 to the aver-
age hourly wage that full-time workers would have to earn to
afford that housing. In the highest-cost states, the estimated
wage is more than $20 an hour—well above the earnings of
a typical renter. But even in the lowest-cost states, the wage
needed to rent a modest horme is at least $12 an hour, consid-
erably more than the federal minimum wage of $7.25. In no
state did the mean hourly wage of renters exceed what was
needed to afford a modest home.

PRESSURES MOVING UP THE INCOME SCALE
Housing affordability is an almost universal challenge for
low-income households. Some 83 percent of renters with

incomes below $15,000 were cost burdened in 2011, with the
vast majority paying more than half their incomes for hous-
ing. Three-quarters of renters with incomes between $15,000
and $30,000 were also burdened, although less than half
severely so. But while the incidence of cost burdens among
these low-income renters did not rise significantly over the
past decade, the numbers of households with incomes below
$30,000 did. Between 2001 and 2011, the number of cost-
burdened renters with incomes below $15,000 rose by 2.5
million, while the number with incomes of $15,000-29,999
was up by 1.8 million.

Meanwhile, affordability problems among higher-income
groups increased substantially. Between 2001 and 2011,
the share of renters earning $30,000-44,999 and pay-
ing more than 30 percent of income for housing jumped
by 11 percentage points, to 44 percent (Figure 26). At the
same time, the cost-burdened share among those earning
$45,000-74,999 nearly doubled, reaching nearly one in five
of these relatively well-off households. With the sharp rise
in share, the number of cost-burdened renter households
with incomes of $30,000-44,999 increased by 800,000, while
the number with incomes between $45,000 and $75,000
increased by 651,000. The concentration of household
growth among low-income renters, together with the creep
of burdens up the income scale, thus propelled the spread
of housing affordability challenges.
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Working full time is no antidote. In fact, the increase in bur-
dens has been especially dramatic among full-time workers.
The cost-burdened share of fully employed renters jumped
from just 28 percent in 2001, to 34 percent in 2007, and to 38
percent in 2011. These increases boosted the cost-burdened
ranks by more than 2.5 million over the decade, including
1.4 million since 2007. Among those in the labor force, about
two-thirds of the growth in cost-burdened renters since the
Great Recession has been among the fully employed.

THE CONTRIBUTION OF ENERGY COSTS

Energy accounts for a substantial share of rental costs. The
2011 American Housing Survey reports that direct pay-
ments by the typical tenant to energy suppliers represented
13 percent of total monthly housing costs and 4 percent of
household income. And since the principal uses of energy—
heat, refrigeration, and lighting—are necessities, the amount
spent on energy varies little with income. As such, the medi-
an monthly outlay for energy was $91 among renters with
incomes below $15,000 annually, rising only to $135 among
those with incomes of $75,000 or more. Given the large
disparity in the incomes of the two groups, lowest-income
renters have to pay a much larger share of their income for
energy costs. Indeed, utility costs represent some 15 percent
of income for renters with incomes below $15,000, but just 1
percent for those with incomes of $75,000 or more {(Figure 27).

FIGURE 27

Low-Income Renters Pay a Disproportionately
Large Share of Their Incomes for Energy Costs
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But these estimates understate the total cost of energy con-
sumed in the home, given that landlords bear some costs for
energy used in common areas of multifamily buildings and
in cases where the rent includes heat. One way to gauge full
energy costs is to consider the outlays by renters who pay for
their own heat. For renters in this group with incomes below
$15,000, the median monthly energy expense was $116 in
2011-raising the share of income they spent on energy costs
to 21 percent.

The smaller shares of incomes and rents that higher-income
households devote to energy costs also reflect the greater
efficiency of their housing. Low-income renters typically live
in older buildings and are more likely than higher-income
renters to reside in units in two- to four-unit structures or
mobile homes. Older homes, especially in small multifamily
structures, are generally less energy efficient, while mobile
homes—even though not as old—use more energy per
square foot than conventional structures. Furthermore, a
recent study published by the National Bureau of Economic
Research found that among renters living in structures of
five or more units, those with lower incomes were less likely
to have Energy Star appliances, programmable thermostats,
or other energy-efficient features.

Among the biggest hurdles preventing rental property own-
ers from investing in energy improvements is the so-called
“split incentives” problem. The property owner bears the
costs of appliance purchases and upgrades to insulation,
windows, doors, and other features affecting efficiency. But
tenants that pay directly for energy use are generally the
ones that benefit from these investments. Unless landlords
can recoup the cost of such upgrades in higher rents, they
have no incentive to improve the energy efficiency of their
rental properties. Potential mechanisms for addressing this
problem include subsidizing investments in efficiency, man-
dating standards for energy efficiency, and improving the
transparency of energy efficiency and costs so that house-
holds can apply that information in choosing a rental and
landlords can better recover their costs.

THE GROWING SUPPLY GAP

While growth in the number of low-income renters is an
important factor driving the spread of cost burdens, the dif-
ficulty of supplying housing at rents these households can
afford is also a problem. As a result, the gap between the
demand for and supply of affordable rentals continues to
widen. The shortfall for extremely low-income renters (earn-
ing up to 30 percent of area median income or AMI) is most

JOINT CENTER FOR HOUSING STUDIES OF HARVARD UNIVERSITY

3



@ FIGURE 28

The Affordable Supply Gap Continues to Widen
Millions
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Low-Income Renters with Severe Cost Burdens Have Much
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acute, more than doubling from 1.9 million units in 2001
to 4.9 million units in 2011 {Figure 28). Most of this increase
reflects the 2.5 million rise in the ranks of extremely low-
income renters between 2007 and 2011, while the stock of
low-cost rentals was essentially flat. Competition from high-
er-income households further limits the supply of affordable
rentals available to lowest-income households. Of the units

AMERICA'S RENTAL HOUSING—EVOLVING

that extremely low-income renters could afford in 2011,
more than a third were occupied by households with higher
incomes. For every 100 extremely low-income renters, only
36 units were both affordable and available.

The shortage is evident in central cities, suburbs, and non-
metropolitan areas alike. In 2011, 36 central city rentals were
affordable and available for every 100 extremely low-income
renters, compared with 31 in suburbs and 46 in non-metro
areas. The larger supply of affordable and available units in
rural areas is offset somewhat by higher rates of inadequacy
within the low-cost stock. Excluding inadequate housing,
only 39 rentals were therefore affordable and available for
every 100 extremely low-income rural renters.

THE TOLL OF HOUSING COST BURDENS

When households pay more than half their incomes for
housing, they have much less to spend on other necessities
that profoundly affect quality of life. For lowest-income
households, high housing costs mean skimping on other
basic needs to the detriment of their health and well-being.
Cost-burdened households with even modest incomes
spend less on vital needs, although there are some notable
differences in where they make cutbacks. At the same time,
limited spending on non-housing items by these house-
holds has significant implications for large segments of the
economy, including the transportation, apparel, and enter-
tainment sectors.

According to the 2012 Consumer Expenditure Survey, renters
in the bottom quartile (corresponding to an annual income
of about $15,000) spend about $1,300 each month. Renters
in this group with severe cost burdens spend about $500
more each month on housing than their counterparts living
in affordable units. Cuts in spending to accommodate their
higher housing costs fall most heavily on the two largest
items in their household budgets—food and transporta-
tion {Figure 29). The tradeoff between spending on housing
and food is particularly troubling and underscores the link
between the lack of affordable housing and the problem of
hunger in America. The next-largest spending cutbacks are
for health care and retirement savings, further undermin-
ing renters’ well-being both now and in the future. Together,
these four categories account for more than 60 percent of
the difference in spending between bottom-quartile renters
that are housing cost burdened and those who are not. Cost-
burdened households also spend less on apparel and enter-
tainment, which together account for another 11 percent of
the disparity in expenditures.
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Patterns for households in the second-lowest expenditure
quartile are similar. Renters in this group spend roughly
$2,500 monthly on average (corresponding to an annual
income of about $30,000). Those with severe cost burdens
spend nearly $1,000 more each month for housing than their
counterparts devoting less than 30 percent of expenditures
to rent. As with renters in the lowest-expenditure quartile,
these households meet their high housing costs by spending
less on food than those with affordable housing.

The biggest differences, however, are in cutlays for transpor-
tation. Cost-burdened renters in the second-lowest expen-
diture quartile spend more than $200 per month less on
transportation than those living in affordable units, reflect-
ing in part the tradeoff between living in a unit that is less
expensive but far from work and one that is more expensive
and convenient to work. Also like the lowest-expenditure
renters who are cost burdened, this group cuts back on
retirement savings ($110 less each month than their coun-
terparts in affordable housing) and health care ($78 less).
All told, these four critical spending categories account for
more than half of the cutbacks needed to offset high housing
costs, with negative effects that are likely to be cumulative
and enduring.

FIGURE 30

Low-Income Renters Often Compromise on Quality
to Keep Their Housing Casts Down
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AFFORDABILITY AND HOUSING QUALITY

In searching for rentals they can afford, low-income house-
holds may settle for structurally deficient housing. Based on
the American Housing Survey's comprehensive measure of
housing adequacy, lower-income households are much more
likely to live in structurally deficient housing. Some 12.8 per-
cent of extremely low-income renters, as well as 10.3 percent
of very low-income renters (earning 30-50 percent of AMI),
live in units with structural deficiencies. By comparison,
7.1 percent of moderate- and higher-income renters (with
incomes above 80 percent of AMI) live in housing that fails
to meet AHS standards of adequacy.

The likelihood of living in inadequate housing is somewhat
higher for renters without cost burdens, highlighting the
tradeoff these households must make between affordability
and quality. In fact, across all income categories below 80
percent of AMI, the share of renters without cost burdens
living in inadequate housing is more than 3 percentage
points higher than the share for those with severe burdens
(Figure 30). For example, 15.7 percent of extremely low-income
renters without cost burdens live in inadequate housing,
compared with 12.1 percent of those with severe burdens—
nearly a 30 percent difference. Very low-income renters fare
a little better, although 11.6 percent of those without cost
burdens live in inadequate housing, along with 8.3 percent
of those with severe burdens.

THE OUTLOOK

The significant decline in real renter incomes since 2000,
together with a rise in rents, has fueled the spread of hous-
ing cost burdens. The latest measures indicate, however,
that renter incomes have stopped falling, providing reason
for hope that continued employment gains will help to stem
the erosion of rental affordability. Still, renter income growth
has a long way to go to catch up with housing cost increases.

Conditions on the cost side may in fact improve if rent
increases moderate as new rentals now in the pipeline come
on line. With the high cost of development and the scale of
the problem, however, making housing affordable for lower-
income renters will require a range of approaches that might
include allowances for more efficient forms of development,
as well as reducing the operating costs of existing rentals
through energy improvements.
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RENTAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE

Rental housing assistance is vital to the
well-being of many of the country’s most
vulnerable families and individuals. But
even before the recession, only a fraction
of those eligible were able to secure this
support, and that share continues to shrink
as funding pressures mount. Given the
scale and importance of today’s rental
affordability challenges, policymakers
must ensure that reform and expansion of
housing assistance efforts are not lost in the

federal budget debate.

THE RISING NEED FOR ASSISTED HOUSING

While eligibility criteria vary, many programs target rental
housing assistance to very low-income households, or those
earning no more than 50 percent of area median income.
But because assistance is not an entitlement, qualified rent-
ers increasingly outnumber assisted units. In the aftermath
of the Great Recession, the number of potentially eligible
households mushroomed from 15.9 million in 2007 to 19.3
million in 2011 while the number of very low-income renters
benefiting from some form of support only edged up from
4.4 million to 4.6 million. This trend stands in stark contrast
to entitlements, like the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program, that scaled up to meet growing need among unem-
ployed workers.

HUD estimates indicate that less than a quarter (23.8 per-
cent) of very low-income renter households received hous-
ing assistance in 2011, a drop from 27.4 percent in 2007. Not
only is the share without assistance rising, but so, too, is the
share of these renters with severe cost burdens or living in
severely inadequate housing (referred to as worst case hous-
ing needs). Among very low-income renters without assis-
tance, the share with worst-case needs climbed steadily from
46 percent in 2003 to 50 percent in 2007 and to 58 percent
in 2011.

Federal rental assistance programs support the nation's
most vulnerable families and individuals. Among residents
of assisted housing in 2012, 31 percent were age 62 or older,
34 percent were under age 62 but disabled, and 36 percent
were female-headed families (Figure 31). The incomes of these
assisted households are meager, with 47 percent having
annual incomes under $10,000 and another 37 percent hav-
ing incomes between $10,000 and $20,000. While more than
half of recipients are elderly or disabled, a substantial share
(23 percent) receives most of their income from wages.

For those able to secure housing assistance, the aid plays a
critical role in relieving cost burdens. The 2011 American
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FIGURE 31

Assisted Housing Serves the Nation's Most
Vulnerable Households
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Housing Survey reports that very low-income households
without housing assistance faced average monthly housing
costs of $745, while those with assistance paid an average of
just $311 per month. Such significant savings go a long way
toward helping these households pay for the other necessi-
ties of life.

ONGOING FUNDING PRESSURES

Rental housing assistance is delivered through a medley of
programs, reflecting shifts in policy priorities and changing
views about the most efficient means of providing afford-
able housing. In 2012, 2.2 million households lived in rent-
als found on the open market and subsidized by housing
choice vouchers {Figure 32). Another 1.3 million renters lived
in privately owned developments with subsidies tied to the
housing units through programs that were primarily active
from the late 1960s into the 1980s. A further 1.1 million
families and individuals lived in public housing, owned and
operated by local housing authorities. These units repre-
sent the oldest form of housing assistance, with most built
in the two decades following World War IL. Finally, slightly
more than 270,000 renters received subsidies through the
US Department of Agriculture, Office of Rural Development,
with most residing in properties also benefiting from below
market-rate financing that restricts the residences to lower-
income tenants.

Each program has come under significant funding pressures
in recent years. Since the early 1990s, the housing voucher
program has been the main vehicle for expanding assistance.
Between 1997 and 2004, increases in funding and improve-
ments in program management helped to lift the number of
vouchers by some 649,000. But despite a 12 percent increase
in outlays for the program from 2007 to 2012, higher market
rents and utility costs—along with income losses primarily
resulting from recession-induced unemployment—raised
the per tenant cost of vouchers, thus leaving the number of
assisted renters almost unchanged.

Since vouchers provide the largest share of rental assis-
tance, the program will bear the brunt of federal budget
cuts under sequestration. With across-the-board reductions
of 5 percent, HUD estimates that 125,000 families will lose
their vouchers in 2013, with additional cuts ahead if the
next stage of sequestration is implemented in 2014. The
voucher program is also affected by cutbacks in funding
for administrative functions at the public housing authori-
ties (PHAs) that manage the program. To achieve the man-
dated spending cuts for the fiscal year, PHAs had to reduce
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administrative funds by about a third. According to a May
2013 survey, half of the 300 PHA respondents had already
stopped issuing vouchers, and more than a quarter had
been forced to cut staffing. PHAs have also reported other
stopgap measures, such as reducing the amount of subsidy
they provide—adding to the financial burden that tenants
must bear and limiting the incentive for landlords to par-
ticipate in the program.

Project-based and public housing assistance have been
subject to sequestration cuts as well, forcing property
managers to make difficult choices about absorbing losses
while tenant contributions toward rent remain capped
at 30 percent of income. Although they may make up for
some of the shortfall by reducing administrative expenses
or tapping reserves, landlords will still need to take addi-
tional steps—particularly if the cuts continue. The fear is
that they will find ways to pass some additional costs on to
tenants and thus raise rent burdens, or scrimp on property
maintenance and security to the detriment of the health
and safety of residents as well as the longer-term viability
of the properties.

Budget cuts have also hastened the physical deterioration
of public housing projects. Despite a HUD-sponsored study
In 2010 estimating the need for $26 billion in capital repairs,
outlays for these investments fell 18 percent between 2008
and 2012. Sequestration will bring further funding cuts.
Federal efforts are under way to address the capital needs
backlog through the Rental Assistance Demonstration
(RAD) program with PHAs, which are testing whether pri-

vate capital can be leveraged to fund needed improvements
in a cost-effective way while still maintaining long-term
affordability. But the current political climate threatens
the viability of these programs as well. If the impasse
continues, many public units will be subject to further
undermaintenance, making it even more costly to attend to
cumulative problems.

After rising rapidly from the 1970s into the 1990s, the num-
ber of families helped through rural housing assistance pro-
grams plateaued and began to decline as few new units were
added. Other federal programs that support assisted housing
have undergone outright cuts. In particular, appropriations
for the HOME program in fiscal 2012 were down 45 percent
from two years earlier, while those for the Community
Development Block Grant program were off by 26 percent.
These deep cuts undermine state and local capacity to stave
off losses of affordable rental housing and improve condi-
tions in distressed communities.

THE CRITICAL ROLE OF THE LIHTC PROGRAM

The Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program has been
the primary source of funding for both development of new
low-income housing and preservation of existing subsidized
properties since 1986. Over the quarter-century from 1987
through 2011, the LIHTC program supported construction of
roughly 1.2 million new units and rehabilitation of another
749,000 homes {Figure 33). Compared with earlier generations of
supply-side programs, LIHTC projects have a very low failure
rate, with only 1-2 percent of properties undergoing foreclo-

FIGURE 33

The LIHTC Program Has Supported Development and Preservation of More than Two Million Affordable Rentals
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sure. An important factor in this success is that private inves-
tors, rather than the federal government, provide the equity up
front and bear the financial risk for the projects.

Rather than providing direct subsidies that reduce tenants’
monthly contributions to rent, the LIHTC program reduces
the effective cost of developing rental housing by generat-
ing capital through the sale of tax credits. In exchange for
the credits, developers must set aside a minimum of either
20 percent of the units for renters with incomes that do not
exceed 50 percent of area median income, or 40 percent of
units for those with incomes up to 60 percent of area median
income. In practice, nearly nine out of 10 rental units in
developments supported by the tax credits have been set
aside for low-income renters.

Rents for set-aside units are capped at levels affordable at
the specified income limit and are not tied to the tenants’
income. But since many qualifying renters have significantly
lower incomes, developers often have to apply other forms of
subsidy to make the homes affordable. This layering of subsi-
dies has enabled the LIHTC program to serve extremely low-
income tenants. Indeed, a 2012 New York University study
found that 43 percent of LIHTC occupants had incomes at or
below 30 percent of AMI and that nearly 70 percent of these
extremely low-income residents received additional forms
of rental assistance. With the benefit of this support, only 31
percent of renters in this income group were severely hous-
ing cost burdened—significantly less than the 63 percent
share of extremely low-income renters overall. In addition,
these extremely low-income residents benefit from newly
built or renovated housing that is of higher quality and often
offers better access to supportive services than housing they
would otherwise be able to secure.

To date, federal fiscal pressures have not yet directly reached
this off-budget program. In fact, to help spur housing devel-
opment after the recession, Congress boosted the value of
the tax credit through the end of 2013. But cuts to the HOME
program have sharply diminished the pool of funds available
to close gaps between what the tax credit can deliver and
what is needed to bring rents down to more affordable levels.
In addition, deficit-reduction efforts may yet lead to mean-
ingful tax reform, and many proposals call for substantial
elimination of tax expenditures (indirect means of funding
such as deductions, credits, and other measures that reduce
taxes owed).

The LIHTC program could no doubt be improved to make
housing more affordable for lowest-income renters and

to work more efficiently with other subsidy programs. But
eliminating or significantly curtailing this program would
create a substantial void in affordable housing production
and preservation—and at the expense of one of the most
successful efforts on record in terms of sound financial per-
formance and delivery of good-quality rentals.

HOUSING AS A PLATFORM FOR OPPORTUNITY

Linking supportive services and housing assistance can pro-
vide residents a springboard to economic self-sufficiency
by addressing the underlying causes of poverty. A landmark
effort in this vein is the Jobs-Plus demonstration, run from
1998 to 2003 in six public housing developments across the
country and funded by HUD and a consortium of founda-
tions and private funders. The program used a three-pronged
approach to improve employment and earnings among work-
ing-age, non-disabled residents: on-site job centers where
participants could get job search help and referrals to voca-
tional training and support services, modified rent rules so
that they could increase their earnings without worrying that
their rents would also rise; and neighbor-to-neighbor outreach
to circulate news of job opportunities and encourage com-
munity support for engaging in work. A rigorous evaluation
of the program found a modest but long-lasting increase in
earnings for participants at sites where the program was fully
implemented. On the basis of these promising outcomes, HUD
has requested funding for a Jobs-Plus pilot for FY2014.

Ancther such initiative is the Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS)
Program, first authorized in 1990, which targets housing
voucher holders as well as public housing residents. Under
this program, housing authorities take a case management
approach to connect residents with employment assistance,
job training, child care, financial literacy classes, and other
supportive services in the community. Participating tenants
enter into a contract that lays out specific goals for achieving
economic independence over a five-year period. The hous-
ing authority creates escrow accounts on behalf of residents
and deposits any increments in rent that they pay as their
incomes rise. If program participants fulfill their contracts,
they are awarded the amount accrued in the escrow account
plus interest.

A recent evaluation of the program found that among a
small sample of participants tracked over a four-year period,
roughly 24 percent had completed their contracts, 39 per-
cent were still engaged in the program, and slightly more
than a third had dropped out. Those who completed the
program had accrued an average of $5,300 and saw their
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FIGURE 34

Recent Additions to Permanent Supportive Housing
Have Helped Those Most at Risk of Homelessness
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incomes increase by more than two-thirds. Despite the posi-
tive results, participation in the program remains relatively
limited, with only 57,000 tenants enrolled as of 2012.

Yet another example of HUD partnerships with PHAs to
foster self-sufficiency among assisted renters is expansion
of the Moving to Work (MTW) demonstration program in
FY2014. This program exempts high-performing state and
local PHAs from certain public housing and voucher rules,
allowing them more flexibility to use federal funds to design
and test locally driven policies related to helping tenants
find employment.

One dramatic success in using housing as a platform for
opportunity has been in assisting the formerly homeless.
Homeless individuals and families often struggle with
substance abuse, mental illness, or domestic violence. In
growing recognition of these root causes, efforts to end
homelessness have shifted from emergency shelter-based
services toward a model that links supportive services
with housing. Since passage of the Homeless Emergency
Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act
in 2009, the availability of permanent supportive housing
has increased by 55,000 beds (Figure 34). As a testament
to the success of this strategy, the number of chronically
homeless individuals fell by 10 percent during this period
despite the severity of the recession.

There is growing evidence that supportive housing can also
reap significant savings for federal, state, and local govern-
ments compared with emergency shelters and institution-
alized care for the homeless. For example, a 2013 report
from the Economic Roundtable found that placing high-cost
hospital patients in Los Angeles into permanent supportive
housing resulted in a net public cost avoidance of nearly
$32,000 per individual in the first year, even including the
costs for housing subsidies and housing placement.

ASSISTING ELDERLY RENTERS

With the leading edge of the baby-boom generation crossing
the age 65 threshold, 2010 ushered in an era of significant
growth in the senior renter population. The Joint Center esti-
mates that if current homeownership rates hold, the number
of renters age 65 and older will increase by 2.2 million, or
some 40 percent, in the decade ending in 2023. With substan-
tial shares of these households living on fixed incomes, both
the need and eligibility for rental assistance will soar.

In 2012, 1.5 million residents of HUD-assisted units were 62
or older, which is the eligibility standard used for housing
reserved for “elderly” residents. To just keep pace with the 40
percent projected growth in these older renters, the number
of assisted units dedicated to this segment of the population
would have to increase by some 600,000 (Figure 35). And this
figure does not account for the 2.5 million very low-income
elderly renters that lacked housing assistance in 2011, fully
1.5 million of which had worst case needs.

Among the population of older renters assisted through fed-
eral programs, a large share reside in housing developments
reserved for the elderly. The Government Accountability
Office estimated that there were 943,000 units specifically
designated for older households in 2004. In keeping with
this estimate, HUD administrative data indicate that, as
of 2012, 1.0 million elderly renters lived in either public
housing or privately owned developments with unit-based
assistance. Another 435,000 seniors, or 30 percent of all
assisted older renters, relied on housing choice vouchers—
a significantly lower share than the 47 percent among all
assisted households.

Since the design of elderly housing should include accessibil-
ity features, project-based assistance may be better suited
for older households than vouchers. Indeed, few rentals in
the private market offer such features and landlords that
accept vouchers have little incentive to add them. Many
states in fact use some degree of targeting in their LIHTC
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programs to increase the supply of elderly housing. Over its
history, the tax credits have supported roughly 311,000 units
for older renters. Given its current scale, however, the LIHTC
program has made only a marginal contribution toward
meeting escalating demand, with only about 13 percent of
tax credit properties so far dedicated to senior housing.

The population over age 75 is also increasing rapidly, and
the pace of growth will accelerate in 2020 as the oldest baby
boomers reach this age. At that time of life, renters are more
likely to require additional assistance with activities of daily
living. HUD's Section 202 program, established in 1959, has
long been the primary means of expanding housing with
supportive services for the elderly, but only an estimated
263,000 units were still in operation as of 2006. In its cur-
rent form, the program provides an upfront capital grant
to reduce development costs, as well as ongoing funding
to close the gap between the cost of providing housing and
what tenants can afford to pay.

The Section 202 program faces a number of significant chal-
lenges. Many developments are quite old and in need of rein-
vestment. In addition, the subsidy contracts on an estimated
65,000 units—about a quarter of the total—will expire by
2023, requiring action to preserve this housing as afford-
able. Development of new units has also slowed because

Rapid Growth in Senior Renters Will Exert Pressure
on Housing Assistance for the Elderly

Renter Households (Millions)
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Notes: Elderly is defined as age 62 and alder. Very low income {VLI) is defined as less than 50% of
area median.

Sources: US Department of Housing and Urban Development, Worst Case Housing Needs Reparts to
Congress; US Census Bureau, Current Population Surveys; JCHS 2013 household growth projections.

the capital grants alone cannot support the costs, requiring
the layering of additional subsidies including the LIHTC.
The Obama Administration has proposed halting the capital
grants to allow redesign of the program, and legislation was
passed in 2010 to improve provision of operating funding and
prevent developments from opting out of the program. Given
the future need for this type of housing, revitalization of this
production program is critical.

THE URGENT NEED FOR POLICY DEBATE

It is hardly hyperbole to call the growing lack of rental
affordability a crisis. More than half of all renters pay more
than 30 percent of income for housing, including more than
one in four that pay more than 50 percent. For the nation’s
lowest-income families and individuals, the situation is
especially dire, with more than seven out of 10 paying more
than half their income for rent.

Even before the Great Recession took hold, the steady erosion
of renter incomes had already led to worsening affordability.
And since 2007, the number of very low-income households
that are generally eligible for housing assistance has surged,
unmatched by a meaningful increase in the availability of
assisted units. Any increases in funding that have occurred
have been eaten up by the growing shortfall caused by rising
rents and declining renter incomes. As a result, the share
of income-eligible households receiving rental assistance
stands at its lowest point in years.

Given the costs of land, building materials, labor, and
capital, market forces face a fundamental challenge in sup-
plying housing that is within reach of the lowest-income
segments of society—the elderly, the disabled, the working
poor, and those underemployed and unemployed workers
seeking full-time jobs. Given this sober calculus, there is a
clear and compelling need for public assistance to close the
gap between what these families and individuals can afford
and what it costs developers to provide decent housing and
a suitable living environment.

Expanding the reach of housing assistance should, of course,
include efforts to make more efficient use of existing
resources. And current assistance efforts should be tailored
as much as possible to help address the underlying causes
of economic instability, connecting recipients to communi-
ties, services, and supports that create a pathway to self-
sufficiency. Housing production programs can also be bet-
ter designed to improve the fabric of the neighborhoods of
which they are a part. Nonetheless, greater efficiency and
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better targeting alone are not enough to bring existing assis-
tance programs to the scale necessary to meet the country’s
spiraling need for affordable housing.

Despite the magnitude of the affordability crisis and the
clear need for new thinking about assistance, active debate
on rental housing policy has just begun. HUD's many
reform proposals are a start. So, too, is a recent analysis
from the Bipartisan Policy Center's Housing Commission
that presents a thoughtful set of recommendations. A vari-
ety of other organizations has also identified opportunities
for operational improvements in existing programs and
outlined new approaches for funding affordable housing.

Hopefully, Congress will take up this lead to engage in a
much-needed dialogue. While the political climate remains
fractious, the work of the BPC Commission demonstrates
that common ground on these issues can be found.

The country faces difficult choices as an aging population
and rising health care costs strain the federal budget. It
would be all too easy for rental housing concerns to get lost
in the debate. But given how vital good quality, affordable
housing is to the well-being of individuals and communities,
the nation needs to decide that the time has come to recom-
mit to its longstanding goal of ensuring that every American
can afford a decent home in a suitable living environment.
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Renter Incomes and Housing Costs: 1986-2012

Monthly income and Housing Costs Housing Costs as a Share of Income
(2012 dollars) (Percent)
Asking Rent for Asking Rent for
Year Median Renter Income Contract Rent Gross Rent New Apartments Contract Rent Gross Rent New Apartments
1986 2,972 708 834 957 238 281 32.2
1987 2,943 m 831 1,045 242 282 355
1988 3,031 709 825 1,067 234 21.2 352
1989 3133 703 817 1,092 224 26.1 34.9
1990 3,033 695 806 1,054 229 26.6 34.7
1991 2,908 690 801 1,035 237 215 35.6
1992 2,827 687 797 959 24.3 28.2 339
1993 2,798 683 793 910 244 283 325
1994 2,761 682 790 892 24.7 286 32.3
1995 2,833 680 785 987 240 217 34.8
1996 2,858 678 783 983 23.7 274 34.4
1997 2,922 682 787 1,036 233 269 354
1998 2,981 693 795 1,034 232 26.7 34.7
1999 3,088 699 799 1,090 226 259 353
2000 3,106 701 802 1121 228 25.8 36.1
2001 3,080 nz2 821 1,142 231 26,6 311
2002 2,965 729 831 1172 246 280 39.5
2003 2,866 733 840 1,162 25.6 293 405
2004 2,826 133 842 1,186 25.9 29.8 42,0
2005 2,844 730 846 1,107 25.7 29.7 389
2006 2,923 733 855 1,178 25.1 29.2 40.3
2007 2,935 743 865 1,133 253 295 386
2008 2,828 742 869 1,169 26.2 307 413
2009 2,806 761 885 1,138 211 315 405
2010 2,115 751 873 1,134 218 322 1.3
20M 2,702 740 860 1,084 274 318 40.1
2012 2,M 744 861 1,090 274 318 40.2

Notes and Sources: Values are adjusted for inflation using the CPI-U for All llems Renter incomes are median renter househald incomes from the US Census Bureau, Current Population Survey [CPS). Renters exclude those paying no cash renl.
Contract rent equals median contract rent from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2011 American Housing Survey [AHS), indexed by the CPI rent of primary residence. Gross rent equals median gross rent from the 2011
AHS, indexed by a weighted combinalion of the CPI rent of primary residence, the CPl energy services index, and the CPl water and sewer maintenance index Asking rent is the median asking rent from the US Census Bureau, Survey ol Markel
Absorpiion, and is far newly compleled, privalely financed, unsubsidized, and unfurished rental apariments in slructures of five or more units

AMERIGA'S RENTAL HOUSING—EVOLVING MARKETS AND NEEDS




TABLE A-2

Renter Household Characteristics by Structure Type and Location: 2011

Households {(Thousands)

City

Central

Single-Family

Suburbs

Metro

Central

City

2-4 Units

Non-
Metro

Central

City

Multitamily

5-9 Units

Suburbs

Age of Householder

Under 25

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65-74

75 and Over

Race/Ethnicity of Householder
White
Black
Asian / Other

Hispanic

Education of Householder
Less than High School
High School Graduate
Some College

Bachelor Degree

Household Type
Married without Children
Married with Children
Single Parent
Other Family
Single Person

Other Non-Family

Household Income Quartile
Bottom
Lower Middle
Upper Middle
Top

All Households

457
1,345
1,049

710

an

251

153

1,954
1,235

298
1,015

896
1,153
1,536

917

526
882
934
536
1,001
623

1,691
1,338
944
529

4502

385
1,595
1,673
1,196

698

291

250

3,689
913
364

1,022

864
1,709
2,048
1,367

891
1,558
1,078

624
1,287

550

1,643
1,678
1,669
1,009

5,988

272
830
733
598
452
197
202

2,462
321
167
333

572
1,129
1,088

485

518
m
612
293
854
285

1,235
1,095
730
224

3,284

485
1,101
650
586
387
218
149

1,560
959
261
807

42
919
1,025
900

386
395
653
323
1,210
560

1,566
1,086
593
342

3,587

Note: Totals exclude a small number of households for which struclure type was unavailable
Source: JCHS 1abulations of US Deparlment of Housing and Urban Development, 2011 American Housing Survey

280
797
513
440
323
182
115

1,470
441
191
547

464
815
825
546

306
354
544
250
925
269

1,067
843
516
224

2,650

208
319
21
171
146

93

78

904
182

81
127

213
426
424
169

140
116
287

73
504
172

780
320
152

4

1,293

367
673
441
337
240
105

60

877
616
195
534

447
497
121
552

195
266
407
176
884
294

1,030
674
389
129

2223

253
609
376
323
252
102

97

977
148
169
418

N
540
676
476

240
21
366
183
Il
ARl

763
636
403
21

2,013

104
171
75
67
63
53
3

371
109

64

19
146
212

91

44
48
13
30
259
68

348
151
62

568

10 or More Units

Central
City

894
1,690
930
904
ns
456
595

2,765
1,393

624
1,406

1,072
1,303
1,816
1,997

699
510
674
an
3,128
707

2,875
1,57
1,097

645

6,188

Suburhs

452
1,267
679
629
451
219
an

2,200
87
425
132

574
1,024
1,281
1,340

amn
467
554
279
2,034
424

1,638
1,207
955
429

4,229

Non-
Moetro

220
150
76
97
95
44
156

646
72
67
53

174
237
339

88

56
30
102
31
493
127

591
172
61

838

Central

City

35
26
26

43
38

95

Mobhile Home

Suburbs

103
165
126
93
9
51
28

476
36
25

ng

238
22
156

4

58
149
97
62
205
86

3565
196
92
13

657
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Non-
Moetro

86
176
149
180
67
4
48

551
70
33
99

255
307
159

31

108
107
137
m
187
102

400
223
110

pal

163




Characteristics of the Rental Housing Stock: 2011

Occupied Rental Units (Thousands)

Single-Family Multitamily

2-4 Units 5-9 Units 10 or More Units Mobile Home

Census Region )
Northeast 1,039 506 2,180 870 2,890 124 7,609

Midwest 2,348 407 1,676 951 2,124 162 7,668
South 4,610 965 1,958 1677 3,352 924 13,486
West 3,122 778 1,715 1,305 2,889 294 10,103
Metro Area Status
Central City 3,308 1,194 3,587 2,223 6,188 95 16,594
Suburbs 4,762 1,226 2,650 2,013 4,229 657 15,536
Non-Metro 3,048 236 1,293 568 838 753 6,736
Region/Metro Status
Northeast
Central City 242 267 1172 45 1,932 0 4,028
Suburbs 566 210 804 362 817 86 2,845
Non-Metro 231 29 204 93 140 38 735
Midwest
Central City 731 175 834 398 985 17 3,140
Suburbs 832 174 478 391 825 59 2,759
Non-Metro 785 58 364 163 313 86 1,770
South
Central City 1,286 417 821 787 1.7 42 5,070
Suburbs 1,893 465 678 666 1,379 407 5,489
Non-Metro 1,431 82 458 224 256 475 2927
West
Central City 1,049 335 759 623 1,554 35 4,356
Suburbs 1,472 376 690 594 1,207 105 4,443
Non-Metro 601 66 266 88 129 154 1,304
Year Built
Pre-1940 2,496 376 2,244 660 1,359 18 7,153
19401959 2814 317 1,165 464 1,016 48 5,824
1960-1979 3,202 817 2,440 1,880 4,438 533 13,360
1980-1999 1,552 731 1,243 1,404 2,891 742 8,563
2000 or Later 1,085 413 437 396 1,502 163 3,965
Rent Level
Less than $400 1,196 280 991 562 1,396 363 4,787
$400-599 1,172 387 1,800 1,157 2,028 556 7,700
$600-799 1,951 539 1,724 1,309 2,485 216 8,221
$800 or More 4,654 1,278 2,660 1,651 5,038 m 15,393
No Cash Rent 1,315 122 175 28 101 m 1,953
Other Rental / Rent Not Paid Monthly 230 48 182 96 208 48 812
Number of Bedrooms
0 24 18 96 a3 612 0 843
1 568 417 1,995 1,748 5,530 98 10,355
2 2,820 1,198 3,990 2,397 4,322 739 15,467
3 5,379 845 1,250 507 678 620 9,219
4 1,882 149 161 54 95 43 2,383
5 or More 446 27 36 5 19 5 539
Unit Size
Under 800 Sq. Ft. 812 351 2,059 1,675 4,748 331 9,975
800-1,199 Sq. Ft. 2,235 728 2,553 1,783 3,690 607 11,596
1,200 Sg. Ft. and Over 6,713 954 1,464 634 1,126 365 11,256
Rental Assistance
Without Rental Assistance 10,533 2,300 6472 3967 9,049 1,460 33,782
With Rental Assistance 586 355 1,057 836 2,206 a4 5,084
Total
All Renters 11,119 2,855 1,529 4,803 11,255 1,504 38,866

Note: Assisted units include public housing and other governmenl-subsidized units, as well as rentals where the tenanis use vouchers
Source: JCHS 1abulations of the US Deparimenl of Housing and Urban Development, 2011 American Housing Survey
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TABLE A-4

10-Year Rental Stock Loss Rates: 2001-11

Share of 2001 Stock Permanently Removed within the Decade (Percent}

Single-Family Multifamily
Detached Attached 2-4 Units 5-9 Units 10 or More Units Mobile Homes

Cash Rentals 5.6 6.4 5.5 14 4.0 3.1 20,7

Occupied 5.1 59 5.2 6.7 38 28 196

Vacant 9.7 125 8.0 15.1 6.0 5.4 28.0
No Cash Rentals 16.1 94 318 15.3 299 101 343
Rent Levet

Under $400 12.8 106 15.9 16.8 94 9.2 226

$400-539 6.7 17 6.9 74 33 38 232

$600-799 44 54 46 54 40 3.0 10.6

$800.and Over 30 43 28 48 26 15 19.2
Year Built

Pre-1940 18 8.0 6.6 9.4 9.3 38 337

1940-1959 84 12 12.9 12.6 65 56 0.0

1960-1979 5.1 5.8 5.1 52 28 37 21.0

1980-1999 2.5 19 20 1.8 13 1.4 209

2000 and Later 1.6 0.0 44 00 00 0.0 46.2
Location

Central City 5.7 5.9 12 8.0 48 40 215

Suburbs 47 6.3 41 59 32 19 238

Non-Metro 8.1 13 6.1 8.7 35 52 19.2

Note: Loss rates by year built and location exclude no cash renials
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Deparlment of Housing and Urban Developmenl, American Housing Surveys
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TABLE A-5

Tenure Shifts by Structure Type: 2003-11

Units (Thousands)

Structure Type Type of Switch 2003-05 200709 2009-11
Single-Family
Total
Own to Rent 2,587 2,723 3,082 3673
Rent to Own 2,196 2,051 1,968 2,009
Net Shift to Rental 391 672 1,083 1,664
Detached
Own to Rent 2,291 2,395 2,707 3,284
Rent to Own 1871 1,838 1731 1,850
Net Shift to Rental 414 558 976 1433
Attached
Own to Rent 295 321 325 389
Rent to Own 318 213 237 158
Net Shift to Rental -23 114 88 231
Multifamily
Total
Own to Rent 541 680 692 690
Rent to Own 767 760 592 480
Net Shift to Rental -226 -80 100 210
2-4 Units
Own to Rent 272 312 mn 288
Rent to Own 356 304 269 233
Net Shift to Rental -84 8 i 55
5 or More Units
Own to Rent 210 368 Ll 403
Rent to Own 410 456 322 248
Net Shift to Rental -140 -87 99 155

Source JCHS tabiilations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development. 2003-11 American Housing Surveys
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TABLE A-6

Renter Household Characteristics and Housing Cost Burdens: 2001, 2007, and 2011

Thousands

No Moderate Severe No Moderate Severe No Moderate Severe
Renter Characteristics Burden Burden Burden Total Burden Burden Burden Total Burden Burden Burden Total
All Renter Households 21,658 7,335 1,457 36,450 19,813 8,174 8,880 36,866 20,008 9,267 11,342 40,615
Household Income
Less than $15,000 1,543 1,009 5,056 7,608 1614 1122 5,686 8423 1,706 1,223 7,293 10,222
$15,000-29,999 2,589 341 2,016 8,015 2,451 3,546 2,567 8,563 2410 3,961 3,270 9,641
$30,000-44,999 4,674 1,997 295 6,966 4,072 2,212 486 67M 4,002 2,489 611 7.103
$45,000-74,999 7,070 758 81 7,908 6,311 1,072 129 7512 6,296 1,331 158 7,185
$75,000 and Over 5,782 160 9 5,951 5,365 Al 1" 5,598 5,591 264 10 5,865
Age of Householder
Under 25 2432 1,086 1,475 4,993 1,861 986 1,487 4,335 1457 927 1,672 4,056
25-44 11,700 3,512 3,078 18,290 9,926 3,876 3,692 17,495 9,942 4,347 4,756 19,045
45-64 5,198 1,620 1,603 8,421 5721 2,125 2,300 10,152 6,150 2,646 3,255 12,052
65 and Over 2,328 1,117 1,300 4,746 2,299 1,186 1,400 4,885 2,457 1,348 1,659 5,463
Household Type
Married Without Children 3,499 680 451 4,630 3,095 776 521 4,393 3,300 935 696 4,931
Married With Children 3,835 1,037 606 5478 3,144 1,202 79 5137 3,244 1,390 1,110 5,744
Single Parent 2,733 1,553 1,851 6,136 2,523 1,699 2,289 6,510 2,505 1,858 2,829 7,193
Other Family 1,778 546 455 2,779 1,724 623 607 2,954 1,800 831 907 3,538
Single Person 7213 2,927 3,511 13,651 6,897 3,210 3,986 14,092 6,772 3441 4,859 15,071
Non-Family 2,599 592 583 3,775 2,431 665 685 3,781 2,384 812 941 4,138
Race/Ethnicity of Householder
White 13,754 4118 3,924 21,796 12,301 4,344 4,465 21,109 12,161 4,832 5534 22,528
Black 3,433 1,436 1,705 6,574 3,169 1,661 2,131 6,960 3,129 1,855 2,665 7,650
Hispanic 2,956 1,291 1,226 5472 2919 1,606 1,640 6,166 312 1,928 2,277 1317
Asian/Other 1,515 491 602 2,608 1424 563 644 2,631 1,603 652 866 3121
Education of Householder
No High School Diploma 3,967 1,906 2,307 8,180 3,063 1,730 2,281 7,064 2,680 1,742 2514 6,997
High School Graduate 5,883 2,118 2,048 10,050 5710 2,57 2,793 11,074 5,023 2,657 3,272 10,952
Some College 6,268 2,143 2,074 10,485 5,788 2,494 2,587 10,869 6,335 3133 3,827 13,295
ﬁfg“hheer"" Degres and 5,539 1,168 1,028 7735 5,262 1379 1219 7,860 5,967 1735 1,669 9471
Weeks Worked in Last 12 Months
Fuily Employed 14,730 3.887 1,790 20,407 13,250 4,453 2,332 20,035 13,544 5,097 3,088 21,729
Short-Term Unemployed 2,147 928 874 3,949 1,920 933 1,016 3.869 1,503 893 1,158 3,553
Long-Term Unemployed 1,247 582 1444 3,274 1,093 647 1,643 3,383 878 593 1,623 3,094
Fully Unemployed 95 7 223 388 127 80 276 483 355 251 875 1,480

Notes: Moderale {severe) burdens are defined as housing costs of 30-50% (more than 50%) of household income. Households with zero or negative income are assumed to be severely burdened, while renters paying no cash rent are assumed
to be unburdened. Children are the householder's own, slep, or adopted children under Ihe age of 18 White, black and Asian/ather householders are non-Hispanic, while Hispanic householders may be of any race. Asian/other includes
muktiracial householders, High school graduates include thase wilh a high schaal diploma, GED, or other altemale credential. Fully employed householders worked for at least 48 weeks, shorl-leim unemployed for 27-47 weeks, and long-lerm
unemployed for 1-26 weeks. Fully unemployed householders did not work in the previous 12 months but were in the labor force

Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, American Community Surveys
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Multifamily Housing Market Indicators: 1980-2012

Value Put
Completions’ Rental in Place:

Size ol Vacancy New Units’®

Permits ' Starts’ For Sale For Rent New Units' Rates* {Millions of

(Thousands) (Thousands) (Thousands) {Thousands) {Median sq. ft.) {Percent) 2012 dollars)
1980 480 440 174 3N 915 5.4 46,554
1981 a1 379 164 283 930 5.0 44,100
1982 454 400 148 226 925 5.3 36,968
1983 704 635 152 314 893 5.7 51,744
1984 759 665 197 430 871 5.9 62,362
1985 77 669 184 447 882 6.5 60,896
1986 692 626 133 503 876 73 65,020
1987 510 474 134 412 920 1.7 51,440
1988 462 407 m 329 940 11 43,275
1989 407 3713 90 307 940 14 41,297
1990 317 298 76 266 955 12 33,815
1991 195 174 56 197 980 14 25,535
1992 184 170 a4 150 985 1.4 21,428
1993 213 162 44 109 1,005 13 17,141
1994 303 259 49 ) 138 1,015 14 21,815
1995 335 278 51 196 1,040 76 26,950
1996 356 316 50 234 1,030 18 28,740
1997 3719 340 54 230 1,050 11 32,734
1998 425 346 55 260 1,020 79 34,614
1999 M7 339 55 279 1,041 8.1 37,807
2000 394 338 60 272 1,039 8.0 37,678
2001 401 329 75 240 1,104 8.4 39,288
2002 415 346 63 260 1,070 8.9 42,054
2003 428 349 56 236 1,002 9.8 43818
2004 457 345 72 238 1,105 10.2 48,549
2005 473 353 97 199 1,143 9.8 55,602
2006 461 336 127 198 1,192 9.7 60,135
2007 419 309 116 169 1,134 9.7 54,213
2008 330 284 101 200 1,089 10.0 47,281
2009 142 109 66 208 1124 10.6 30,541
2010 157 116 30 125 1,137 10.2 15,463
2011 206 178 16 123 1,093 9.5 15,078
2012 3n 245 n 155 1,056 8.7 21,348

Notes and Sources: Value put in place is adjusted for inflation using the US Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPL-U) for All Items Web links confirmed as of November 2013
1. US Census Bureau, New Privalely Owned Housing Units Autharized by Building Permits, hitp://www census gov/construction/pdf/bpann pdf
2. US Census Bureau, New Privately Owned Housing Units Started, www census gov/construction/arc/xls/slarts_cust xls
3. US Census Bureau, New Privately Owned Housing Units Completed in the United States, by Purpose and Design, htip://www census gov/consleuction/nrc/pdf/quarterly_starts_completions pdf
4. US Census Bureau, Housing Vacancy Survey, hitp://www census gov/hausing/hvs/data/histiabs html
5. US Census Bureau, Annual Value of Private Consleuction Put in Place, hitp://www.census gov/construction/c30/historical_data html
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KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

TO: Board of Commissioners
FROM: Nikki Parrott
DATE: February 24, 2014

RE: Healthy Homes Research Study

In 2009, KCHA was awarded $875,000 from the HUD Office of Healthy Homes
and Lead Hazard Control for a formal study of the effects of providing select
weatherization improvements combined with in-home education for families
with children severely affected by asthma. The HUD grant was managed by
KCHA’s Weatherization Department and leveraged funds from KCHA
Weatherization program to undertake improvements that reduced airborne
mold, dust and other asthma triggers. KCHA partnered with Highline School
District, Puget Sound Educational Services District, Public Health — Seattle/King
County, Neighborhood House and the National Center for Healthy Housing to
conduct the study.

The study concluded that weatherization improvements and limited home repairs
combined with an in-home education program had more significant, positive
impacts on managing chronic asthma than education alone. Weatherization
improvements included insulation, air sealing, and mechanical ventilation, while
HUD funds paid for repairs such as replacing carpet with hard surface flooring,
repairing plumbing leaks, and mold and pest abatement.

HUD funds also supported the asthma education program which included a
series of four visits by community health workers who worked with the individual
households on a tailored set of actions to better manage the child’s asthma. Each
family was provided with items to reduce asthma triggers including allergen-
impermeable bedding, a low-emission vacuum, and a cleaning kit, as well as
educational materials.

Details of the study approach and outcomes have been published in the on-line
version of the American Journal of Public Health. The article, Effect of
Weatherization Combined with Community Health Worker In-Home Education
on Asthma Control, is attached.
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Effect of Weatherization Combined With Community
Health Worker In-Home Education on Asthma Control

| Jill Breysse, MHS, CIH, Sherry Dixon, PhD, Joel Gregory, Miriam Philby, David E. Jacobs, PhD, CIH, and James Krieger, MD, MPH

Asthma is a major public health and environ-
mental justice issue associated with multiple
interacting environmental and other factors.
Asthina prevalence and morbidity among all
US children have increased dramatically in
the past 2 decades and remain high.! Asthima
disproportionately affects disadvantaged pop-
ulations, who have a higher prevalence of the

disease™

and experience more severe im-
pacts.>*# Being poor or a person of color is
associated with increased rates of sensitization
to several asthma-associated allergens.”~2%
Sensitization to airborne allergens is one of
the main risk factors for developing asthma
and its complications.?'~23

Disparities in asthima morbidity and allergic
sensitization may be due, in part, to dispro-
portionate exposure to indoor environmental
asthma triggers associated with substandard
housing'>?**5 Moisture and dampness, poor
ventilation, crowding, residence in multiunit
dwellings, deteriorated carpeting, and struc-
tural defects can contribute to high levels of
indoor asthma triggers.

In its Guide to Community Preventive
Services,?® the US Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention (CDC) summarized studies®” 3>
showing that home visits, in particular those
performed by community health workers
(CHWs) and addressing multiple asthma trig-
gers, improve self-management behaviors,
reduce exposure to triggers, decrease symp-
toms and urgent health care use, and increase
quality of life. The US Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD),*® US Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency,*” and CDC?®
recommend home visits, and the National
Asthma Education and Prevention Program?®
recommends that home visits be considered,
but notes that this area needs more research.

The historical Seattle—King County Healthy
Homes 1T (HH-II) project studied the effec-
tiveness of CHW home visits for controlling
asthma.®® CHWs provided in-home education
and helped participants implement action plans

January 2014, Vol 104, No. 1 | American Journal of Public Health

Objectives. We assessed the benefits of adding weatherization-plus-health in-
terventions to an in-home, community health worker (CHW) education program
on asthma control.

Methods. We used a quasi-experimental design to compare study group homes
(n=34) receiving CHW education and weatherization-plus-health structural inter-
ventions with historical comparison group homes (n=68) receiving only edu-
cation. Data were collected in King County, Washington, from October 2009 to
September 2010.

Results. Over the 1-year study period, the percentage of study group children
with not-well-controlled or very poorly controlled asthma decreased more than
the comparison group percentage (100% to 28.8% vs 100% to 51.6%; P=.04).
Study group caregiver quality-of-life improvements exceeded comparison group
improvements (P=.002) by 0.7 units, a clinically important difference. The de-
crease in study home asthma triggers (evidence of mold, water damage, pests,
smoking) was marginally greater than the comparison group decrease (P=.089).
Except for mouse allergen, the percentage of study group allergen floor dust
samples at or above the detection limit decreased, although most reductions
were not statistically significant.

Conclusions. Combining weatherization and healthy home interventions (e.g.,
improved ventilation, moisture and mold reduction, carpet replacement, and
plumbing repairs) with CHW asthma education significantly improves childhood
asthma control. (Am J Public Health. 2013;104:e57-64. doi:10.2105/AJPH.2013.

301402)

that addressed multiple triggers. The study
found that the CHW home education program
was relatively inexpensive, significantly re-
duced asthma morbidity and trigger exposure,
and improved caregivers’ quality of life. The
HH-II study also found that adding CHW home
visits to clinic-based asthima education yielded
a clinically important increase in asthma-
symptom-free days and modestly improved
caretakers’ quality of life.>® However, the
homes of many low-income asthmatic children
needed structural interventions beyond the
scope of the home visit program.

In this Highline Communities Healthy
Homes Project, we used a quasi-experimental

design to determine whether adding weather-

ization-plus-health structural interventions to
an existing home CHW home visit program
resulted in greater reductions in asthma mor-
bidity and exposure to home asthma triggers
than reductions achieved for the historical

HH-II comparison group receiving CHW home
education visits alone. Over 100 000 homes
are weatherized each year,*” yet we found

no studies that examined the impact of weath-
erization work on resident asthma outcomes.

METHODS

We collected study data in homes of low-
income children in the Highline communities in
southwest King County, Washington. Enroll-
ment of children and homes occurred between
October 2009 and September 2010. Inter-
ested families having 1 or more children who
used asthma medication during the school day
and who had a medical verification of asthma
diagnosis were referred by school district
nurses to the public health department for
phone eligibility screening. Families were
eligible if they met the following study and
weatherization program requirements:

Breysse et al. | Peer Reviewed | Research and Practice | e57



cwirently lived in Highline School District
and intended to remain in the same home for
at least 1 year;

spoke English, Spanish, or Vietnamese;

had 1 or more children with asthma who

were 3 to 17 years old at enrollment;
had not participated in other asthma pro-

grams in the past 3 years;

had a child whose astlhima control level
met the National Heart, Lung, and Blood
Institute (NHLBI)'s 2007 definition of not-
well-controlled or very poorly controlled
asthma™,

resided in a rental property and the owner
was willing to participate; and

were low income as defined by both HUD
and weatherization programs (at or below
HUD 809% annual median income and 60%
of state median income or 200% of federal

poverty level).

The county housing authority aided enroll-
ment, using its weatherization permission form
to ask whether any household member had
respiratory issues and referring potential par-
ticipants to the public health department.

The housing authority sent weatherization
application forms to those who passed the
phone screening.

Participants drawn from the previous HH-1I
study served as this study’s historical compar-
ison group. Comparison group enrollment oc-
curred between November 2002 and October
2004, with CHW home visits ending in No-
vember 2005. CHWs for both the study and
comparison groups received the same training
and followed similar home visit protocols.
Comparison group eligibility criteria (similar to
the study group criteria) were as follows:
children aged 3 to 14 years with not-well-
controlled or very poorly controlled asthima;
mcome below 200% of the 2001 federal
poverty threshold or child enrolled in Medic-
aid; caretaker’s primary language English,
Spanish, or Vietnamese; and residence in King
County, Washington. The HH-II research team
recruited comparison group children primarily
through community and public health clinics.

Community Health Worker Home Visit
Intervention

For both study and comparison groups,
a CHW from the public health department

€58 | Research and Practice | Peer Reviewed | Breysse et al.
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obtained informed consent and conducted

a baseline assessment of the home environ-
ment and a health interview, described else-
where.3%% Over a 1-year period, the CITW
made an average of 4 additional home visits to
provide education and supplies. For the cdu-
cation component, the CHW worked with each
family on a tailored set of actions to reduce
asthima triggers, based on standard proto-

Q
cols, 3942

including tailored educational mes-
sages and demonstrations about medical man-
agement of asthma and trigger reduction.
During the first education visit, the CHW pro-
vided allergen-impermeable bedding encase-
ments for the study child’s bed, a low-emission
vacuum, vacuum bags, a cleaning kit, a peak
flow meter so the caregiver could periodically
monitor the asthmatic child’s breathing, an
mhaler spacer if needed, an asthma medication
and action plan storage box, and low-literacy
educational materials. At the exit visit, approx-
imately 1 year after the first visit, a CHW
repeated the home environment assessment
and the health interview.

Weatherization-Plus-Health Structural
Interventions

County housing authority personnel con-
ducted a weatherization-plus-health audit that
determined the scope of stictural interven-
tions. The “weatherization” part included di-
agnostic home air tighthess measurements,
combustion safety testing, a heating system
assessment, and an assessment of moisture-
related problems. The housing authority used
the US Department of Energy—approved
Targeted Residential Analysis Energy Tool
(TREAT) software to determine weatherization
work specifications, including energy upgrades,
related repairs, and health and safety improve-
ments, with work varying in intensity and cost
depending on the type of dwelling (apartments
vs duplexes or single-family homes).

The “health” part of the audit included an
assessment of asthma triggers that could be
treated through additional structural interven-
tions beyond routine weatherization, primarily
in the bedroom and main play areas of the
child with asthma. Weatherization-plus-health
interventions performed in at least 35% of
the study group homes are listed in Table 1.
The median total cost of weatherization-plus-
health interventions was $4200 for apartments

and $6300 for duplexes or single-family
dwellings.

Environmental Measures

In the stucly and comparison groups, the
CHW completed a home environment check-
list and an interview with the primary care-
giver, both described elsewhere,®*2 1o assess
home conditions and identify the presence of
6 asthma triggers: pets, smoking inside the
home, coclroaches, rodents, mold, and water
damage. At baseline and exit visits, we calcu-
lated a “trigger score” for each home, with
scores ranging from O to 6 depending on the
number of triggers identified by methods
described elsewhere.*?

In a subset of study homes, we used a stan-
dard HUD method** to assess exposure to
asthma-related allergens {dust mite, cockroach,
and mouse) through floor dust vacuwm sam-
pling in the study child’s bedroom, living room,
and kitchen at baseline and exit visits. We
marked an area of approximately 3 sq ft adjacent
to upholstered furniture in the living room and
adjacent to and slightly tnder the bed in the
child’s bedroom, with each area vacuumed for
approximately 2 minutes. On bare floors, we
sampled more than one 3 sq ft area if needed to
collect sufficient dust for analysis. In the
kitchen, we sampled the floor perimeter along
the base of walls, appliances, and cabinets.
Laboratory analysis was by the Multiplex
Array for Indoor Allergen (MARIA) method
(Indoor Bioteclmologies, Charlottesville, VA) for
dust mite allergens Der f1 and Der p1, Mite
Group 2 (combination of Der f2 and Der p2),
cockroach allergen Bla g2, and mouse allergen
Mus m1.

Clinical Outcome Measures

Using mterview data, we classified each
participating child’s asthma as well controlled,
not well controlled, or very poorly controlled in
accordance with NHLBI guidelines.* The in-
terview included the Pediatric Asthma Care-
giver’s Quality of Life Questionnaire score,*?
ranging from 1 to 7, with higher scores in-
dicating better quality of life and a change of
0.5 units being clinically significant. Interview
data included use of asthma-related urgent
clinical care during the previous 12 months
(including an overnight stay in hospital, emer-
gency room visit, or unscheculed clinic visit)

American Journal of Public Health | January 2014, Vol 104, No. 1



TABLE 1—Most Frequently Performed Weatherization-Plus-Health Structural Interventions:
Highline Communities Healthy Homes Project, October 2009-September 2010

RESEARCH AND PRACTICE

Dwellings With Task, %

Task Apartments (n = 11) Duplexes and Single-Family Dwellings (n = 23)
Install bathroom fan timer(s) 82 87
Replace bathroom fan(s) 64 74
Insulate water pipes 27 78
Replace carpet” 91 48
Install CO detector 18 74
Repair or replace ductwork® 21 61
Insulate home® 18 61
Reduce air infiltration 18 57
Install smoke detector(s) 18 48
Weather-stiip door(s) 18 48
Insulate or seal ductwork? 0 52
Replace light fixture(s) 18 43
Install CFLs 18 35
Install crawl space vapor barrier 9 35
Repair electrical issue(s) 18 30
Repair plumbing 9 35
Install door sweep 0 35
Replace door(s) 0 35
Replace kitchen range hood 18 26
Replace dryer hood 9 26

of this article at http://www.ajph.org.

vents.
into or out of the home.

heating and air conditioning systems.

and self-reported asthma attacks in the pre-
vious 3 months.

Statistical Analysis

We used the 2 test to determine whether
there was a difference in baseline demographic
and other characteristics between the study
and comparison groups (Table 2). Type of
residence was the only significant difference
between the 2 groups, with 32% of study
group children living in apartments compared
with 53% of comparison group children
(P=.049). Because type of home could in-
fluence the type of weatherization-plus-health

January 2014, Vol 104, No. 1 | American Journal of Public Health

Note. €O = carbon monoxide; CFL = compact fluorescent lamp. The table presents interventions performed in at least 35% of
study group dwellings. A full list of weatherization-plus-health interventions is available as a supplement to the online version

?In various homes, carpets were replaced with low-volatile-organic-compound (low-VOC) carpets, laminate flooring, vinyl,
refinished hardwood, or a combination of carpet and laminate.

"Includes replacing bathroom fan duct, installing passive roof vent, venting kitchen exhaust fan, cleaning dryer duct, installing
heat vent, repairing baseboard heater, repairing dryer vent, repairing duct and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
(HVAC), replacing crawlspace duct, replacing duct, venting bathroom fan, and replacing dryer duct, to improve ducts and

“Includes insulating attic, walls, ceiling, or crawlspace, or a combination of these locations, all done ta prevent air leakage

%includes insulating HVAC ducts, sealing ducts, and insulating furace walls, all done to prevent energy leakage from various

interventions conducted in a given dwelling,
we adjusted for these differences using pro-
pensity score weighting, controlling for the
differences between the 2 groups; this resulted
in an unbiased estimation of the treatment
effect. To create the propensity score, we used
a logistic regression model to predict the
log-odds of being in the study group vs the
comparison group. The regression model

was based on child’s age (3—6 vs =7 years),
apartment versus house, winter (December
21-March 20) data collection period (yes vs
no), and year of construction (1940~1959,
1960-1979, or 1980-2009).

We used propensity score weighting for all
analyses except for descriptive statistics about
the structural interventions (Table 1) and
baseline household demographics (Table 2).
Although propensity score weighting was wn-
necessary for within-group comparison of
baseline versus exit visit data, we used it for
consistency.

For yes-or-no interview questions, we usec
the McNemar test to test the hypothesis that the
percentage of people within each group who
answered yes to a question was different at
baseline versus exit visit. When all people had
the same responses at both times, we could
not calculate the P value. We used a logistic
model to test whether or not the log-odds of yes
answers was different for the study vs com-
parison groups, controlling for the baseline
response for each variable.

For categorical variables with answers rep-
resenting some order of intensity (e.g., very
sure, somewhat sure, not sure at all), we used
the Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel row mean
score to test whether responses were the same
at the baseline and exit visits. For questions
involving the number of days, quality-of-life
scores, number of visits, and number of trig-
gers, we used the paired 7 test to test whether
there was a significant change in the means
from baseline to exit visit. For these same
variables, we used the 2-sample 1 test to de-
termine whether the mean change from base-
line to exit visit was significantly different
between the study and comparison groups.
For all tests, we defined statistical significance
as P<.05.

We used McNemar'’s test to determine
whether the percentage of allergen samples
with concentrations at or above the detection
limit (DL) was the same at,baseline and exit
visits.

RESULTS

The study team enrolled 45 households, of
which 34 were retained through the 1-year
follow-up visits (76% retention rate). The 34
study households had low annual incomes,
and the education of most caregivers was either
less than high school or a high school di-
ploma or GED (Table 2). Almost half (47%) of
enrolled children were Hispanic, 21% were
Vietnamese, and 18% were African American.

Breysse et al. | Peer Reviewed | Research and Practice | e59



Project, October 2009-September 2010

TABLE 2—Baseline Household Characteristics: Highline Communities Healthy Homes

RESEARCH AND PRACTICE

Characteristic Study Group (n = 34), % Comparison Group (n = 68), % p
Child's age, y 327
3-6 b 51
7-17 59 49
Dwelling type 049
Single-family 68 47
Apartment (= 3 units) 32 53
Caretaker's education .19
< high school 44 1
High school graduate or GED 21 21
Some college 35 35
College graduate 3
Child's race/ethnicity 74
African American 18 16
Hispanic 47 46
Other Asian/Pacific Islander 6 10
Other or unknown 3 1
Vietnamese 21 12
White 6 9
Child's asthma control J79
Not well controlled 50 53
Very poorly controlled 50 47
Child's gender .253
Male 68 56
Female 32 44
Primary language in home .953
English 50 49
Spanish 32 35
Vietnamese 18 16
Season of data collection 241
Not winter 7 81
Winter” 29 19

group.
"December 21 to March 20.

Fifty percent of households reported English
as the primary language, 32% reported
Spanish, and 18% reported Vietnamese. The
average time between the baseline and exit
data collection visits for the study group was
12 months (range = 11-15 months), com-
pared with 14 months (range = 8-24 months}
for the comparison group.

Clinical Outcomes
Between baseline and exit visits, the per-
centage of study group children whose asthma

@60 | Research and Practice | Peer Reviewed | Breysse et al.

Based on ? test to determine whether study group baseline characteristics were different from those of the comparison

was either not well controlled or very poorly
controlled significantly improved, from 100%
to 28.8% (P<.001; Table 3). The comparison
group also had a significant improvement,
from 100% to 51.6% (P<.001); however, the
study group’s absolute percentage reduction
was significantly greater than that of the com-
parison group (P=.04). Moreover, the study
group’s improvement in caregivers' quality of
life exceeded that observed for comparison
group caregivers (P=.002) by 0.7 units, a
clinically important difference.

For the following measures, the study group
showed greater improvement than the compari-
son group, but the across-group difference in
improvement did not reach statistical significance:

—_

. percentage of children with wrgent clinical
care visits in the previous 12 months;

2. mean symptom-free days in previous 2 weeks;

3. mean days of limited activity in previous 2
weeks;

4. mean days of rescue medicine use in previous
2 weeks; and

5. mean nights with symptoms in previous 2

weeks.

The improvement in the mean number of
asthma attacks in the previous 3 months for the
comparison group marginally exceeded that of
the study group (P=.092).

Asthma Triggers

The percentage of study group homes with
visible evidence of mold, and of those with
water damage, condensation, leaks, or drips,
significantly decreased from baseline to exit
(Table 4; P<.001 and P=.01, respectively).
The percentage of study group homes with
visible evidence of rodents marginally de-
creased (P=.087). Although the decline in the
percentage of homes with indoor smoking was
not significant (P=.128), a low percentage of
caregivers reported indoor smoking at baseline
(6.9%), and by the end of the study, no
caregivers reported indoor smoking. Although
visible signs of cockroach exposure appeared
to mcrease from baseline to exit (14.3% to
25.3%), this increase was not significant
(P=.17).

Study group improvements in mold and
water damage issues significantly exceeded
those of the comparison group (P=.078
[marginally significant] and 0.029, respec-
tively). The decline in overall exposure of study
group children to asthma triggers (baseline
and exit trigger scores = 1.8 and 0.8, respec-
tively) was marginally significantly greater
than that of comparison group children (base-
line and exit trigger scores= 1.2 and 0.7,
respectively; P=.0809).

Allergens
Overall, Bla g2 was infrequently detected
in study group homes (n=16), with median

American Journal of Public Health | January 2014, Vol 104, No. 1
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Study group caregivers did not have sub-
stantially greater improvements in cleaning
activities than the comparison group (data
not shown), suggesting that the observed re-
duction in asthma triggers was more likely
related to weatherization improvements and
less to caregivers’ education and actions. The
weatherization improvements may have also
yielded the reductions in dust mite allergen
levels and reduced moisture and water damage
in study group homes.

We observed only a modest decline in
visible evidence of rodents and a small increase
in visible evidence of cockroaches. Integrated
pest management was not a formal part of
the weatherization-plus-health interventions.
CHWs did emphasize the behavioral compo-
nents of integrated pest management, including
proper food material storage and disposal.
CHWs also performed a one-time cleaning
training session in homes with visible cock-
roach problems. The study findings, including
the lack of significant improvements in Mus m1
allergen levels, suggest that education and
one-time cleaning alone is insufficient to reduce
pest-related asthma triggers.

Strengths and Limitations

Study strengths included a high retention
rate, the availability of a comparison group, and
mclusion of vulnerable populations. Because
the work was done in real-world settings, it is
probably generalizable to other weatherization
programs.

This study also has limitations. Blinding of
the study team was not possible. A randomized
controlled design was infeasible because the
way homes are processed through the weath-
erization program precludes randomization.
The robust findings of this observational study,
however, support the conclusion that a package
of weatherization-plus-health interventions
and education yield greater improvements in
asthma control. As with all intervention studies,
the placebo effect may account for some of
the findings; however, such placebo effects
may be considered a useful intervention,
yielding health benefits. The small study size
and duration did not permit a formal economic
analysis, but the greater decline in urgent
health care use in the study group, although not
significant, suggests that the intervention has
the potential to generate health cost savings.
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If structural interventions are durable, longer-
term follow-up might reveal greater health
improvements. Because of the small sample
size, we could not contro! for multiple com-
parisons. It would also be beneficial to study
the impact of weatherization alone on child
health outcomes. In general, weatherization
programs are limited in the types of repairs
they can make comparec with a more holistic
approach that has both weatherization and
healthy homes funding.

Conclusions

A comprehensive program combining an
intensive CHW in-home education program
with structural weatherization-plus-health in-
terventions substantially improved asthma
control and caregivers’ quality of life and
significantly reduced the presence of home
asthina triggers. These improvements were
significantly greater than those observed in
households that received asthma education
visits alone. Improved coordination among
weatherization and public health programs
may result in greater improvements in both
the home and the health of children with
asthma. W

About the Authors
Jill Breysse, Sherry Dixon, and David E. Jacobs are with the
National Center for Healthy Housing, Colwnbia, MD. Joel
Gregory is with the King County Housing Authorily,
Tuhwila, WA. Miriam Philby and James Krieger are with
Public Health—Seattle and King County, Seaitle, WA,
Correspondence should be sent to Jill Breysse, MHS, CIH,
National Center for Healthy Housing, 10320 Little
Patuxent Parkway, Suite 500, Columbia, MD 21042
(e-mail: jhreysse@nchh.org). Reprints can be ordered at
http//www.ajph.org by clicking the "Reprints” link.
This article was accepted April 12, 2013

Contributors

]. Breysse, a subgrantee project manager, aided in the
overall study design and implementation, oversaw
evaluation data collection and analysis, and was the
primary author of the article. S, Dixon, the study bio-
statistician, was responsible for data management and
statistical analysis. J. Gregory, the primary grantee project
manager, aided in the overall study design and imple-
mentation and recruitment of homes, determined the
weatherization work to be done and oversaw and
documented that work, and collected allergen samples,
M. Philby, a subgrantee program manager, oversaw

the enrollment of residents, managed the community
health worker visits, oversaw health and visual assess-
ment dala collection, and managed the health and visual
assessment data. D.E. Jacobs, the subgrantee principal
investigator, aided in overall study design and contrib-
uting Lo the data interpretation. J. Krieger, a subgraniee
co-principal investigalor, aided in the study design, data

analysis, and interpretation of study findings, and over-
saw the provision ol comparison group dala

ficknowledgments
Funding was provided by the US Department of Housing
ancl Urban Development’s Office of Lead Hazard Control
and Healthy Homes (grant WALHHO186-08). The work
that provided the basis for this publication was supported
by American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funding.
Project partners for this study included resiclents,
rental property owners, the King County Housing Au-
thority (prime grantee), Public Health Seattle—King
County, and the National Center lor Healthy Housing
Nole. The authors are solely responsible for the
accuracy of the statementls and inlerpretalions contained
in this publication. Such interpretations do not necessar-
ily reflect the views ol the US government.

Human Participant Protection

The University of Washington's human subjects
review committee approved this study prior to any
data collection.

References

1. Akinbami L], Moorman JE, Liu X. Asthma preva-
lence, health care use, and mortality: United States,
2005-2009. Natl Health Stat Report. 2011;(32):1-14.

2. Aligne CA, Auinger P, Byrd RS, Weitzman M. Risk
factors for pediatric asthma: contributions of poverty,
race, and urban residence. Am J Respir Crit Care Med.
2000;162(3 pt 1):873-877,

3. Crain EF, Weiss KB, Bijur PE, Hersh M, Westbrook
L, Stein REK. An estimate of the prevalence of asthma
and wheezing among inner-city children. Pediatrics.
1994;94(3):356-362.

4. Litonjua AA, Carey V], Weiss ST, Gold DR. Race,
socioeconomic factors, and area of residence are associ-
ated with asthima prevalence, Pediatr Pubmonol. 1999;
28(6):394-401.

5. Weiss KB, Gergen PJ. Inner-city asthma: the epide-
miology of an emerging US public health concern. Clest,
1992;101(6 suppl):3625-367S.

6. Wissow LS, Gittelsohn AM, SzKlo M, Starfield B,
Mussman M. Poverty, race and hospitalization for child-
hood asthima. Am J Public Health. 1988;78(7):777-782.

7. Car W, Zeitel L, Weiss K. Asthima hospitalizalion
and mortality in New York City. Am J Public Health.
1992;82(1):59-65.

8. Marder D, Targonsky P, Oris O, Persky V,
Addington W. Effect of racial and socioeconomic factors
on asthma mortality in Chicago. Chest. 1992;101(6
suppl):4265-4298.

9.  Call RS, Smith TF, Morris E, Chapman MD, Platts-
Mills TAE, Risk factors for asthma in inner city children.
J Pediatr. 1992;121(6):862-866.

10. Lang DM, Polansky M. Patterns of asthma mortality
in Philadelphia from 1969 to 1991. N Engl | Med.
1994:331(23):1542-1546.

11. Grant EN, Alp H, Weiss KB. The challenge of
inner-city asthima. Curr Opin Pulm Med. 1999;5(1):
27-34.

12. Eggleston PA, Urban children and asthma, inununol
Allergy Clin North Am, 1998;18(1):75-84.

Breysse et al. | Peer Reviewed | Research and Practice | e63



13. Chistiansen SC, Martin SB, Schleicher NC, Koziol
JA, Hamilton RG, Zuraw BL. Exposure and sensitization
to environmental allergen of predominantly Hispanic
children with asthma in San Diego's inner city. / 4flergy
Clin Imnmunol, 1996;98(2):288-294.

14, Willies-Jacobo L], Denson-Lino ]V, Rosas A,
O'Connor RD, Wilson NW. Socioeconomic status and
allergy in childven with asthma. J . Allergy Clin fmnunol.
1993;92(4):630-632.

15. Gelber LE, Seltzer LH, Bouzoukis [K, Pollart SM,
Chapman MD, Plats-Mills TA. Sensitization and exposure
Lo incloor allergens as risk factors for asthma among
palients presenting to hospital. Am Rev ftespir Dis.
1993;147(3):573-578.

16. Sarpong SB, Hamillon RG, Eggleston PA, Adkinson
NF, Socioeconomic status and race as risk lactors for
cockroach allergen exposure and sensitization in children
with asthma. J Allergy Clin fnmunol. 1996;97(6):
1393-1401.

17. Egglesion PA. Environmental causes ol asthma in
inner city children. The National Cooperative Inner City
Asthma Study, Clin Rev Allergy Immunol. 2000;18(3):
311-324.

18. Gergen PJ, Tuwrkeltaub PC, Kovar MG. The preva-
lence ol allergic skin test reactivity to common aeroal-
lergens in the US population. J Allergy Clin Immumnol.
1987;80(5):669-679.

19, Lewis SA, Weiss ST, Platts-Mills TAE, Syring M,
Gold DR. Association of specific allergen sensitization
with socioeconomic factors and allergic disease in a pop-
ulation of Boston women, J Allergy Clin Immunol.
2001;107(4):615-622.

20. Strachan D. Socioeconomic factors and the develop-
ment of allergy. Toxicol Lett. 199G;86(2-3):199-203,

21. Eggleston PA, Bush RK. Environmental allergen
avoidance: an overview. / Allergy Clin Inmunol.
2001;107(3 suppl):S403-5405.

22. Platis-Mills TA, Sporik RB, Wheatley LM, Heymann
PW. Is there a dose-response relationship between
exposure to indoor allergens and symptoms of asthma?
J Allergy Clin Immunol. 1995;96(4):435-440.

23. Sporik R, Squillace SP, Ingram JM, Rakes G,
Honsinger RW, Platts-Mills TA. Mile, cat, and cockroach
exposure, allergen sensitisation, and asthma in children:
a case—control study of three schools. Thorax. 1999;
54(8):675-680.

24, Huss K, Rand CS, Butz AM, et al. Home environ-
mental risk factors in urban minority asthmatic children.
Ann Allergy. 1994;72(2):173-177,

25. Kitch BT, Chew G, Burge HA, et al. Socioeconomic
predictors of high allergen levels in homes in the greater
Boston area. Environ Health Perspect. 2000;108(4):
301-307,

26. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2012,
Asthma control: home-based multi-trigger, multicompo-
nent environmental interventions. Available at: http://
www.thecommunityguide org/asthma/rrchilcren.html,
Accessed February 22, 2012.

27. Crocker DD, Kinyota S, Dumitru GG, et al. Effec-
tiveness of home-based, multi-trigger, multicomponent
mterventions with an envirommental focus for reducing
asthma morbidity: a commuuity guide systematic review.
Am [ Prev Med. 2011;41(2 suppl 1):S5-832.

28. Nurmagambetov TA, Barnett SBL, Jacob V, et al.
Economic value of home-based, multi-trigger,

e64 | Reseaich and Practice | Peer Reviewed | Breysse et al.

RESEARCH AND PRACTICE

multicomponent interventions with an environmental
locus for reducing asthima morbidity: a community guide
systematic review. Am f Prev Med. 2011:41(2 suppl 1):
S33-547.

29. Task Force on Communily Preventive Services,
Recommendations from the Task Force on Conmumity
Preventive Services to decrease asthma morbidity
through home-based, mulli-trigger, multicomponent in-
terventions. Am [ Prev Med. 201 1;41(2 suppl 1):S1-54.

30. Crocker DD, Hopkins D, Kinyola S, Dumitru G,
Herman E, Ligon C. A syslematic review ol home-basedl
muilti-trigger multi-component environmental interven-
tions Lo reduce asthma morbidity. / .Alfergy Clin nmunol.
2009;123(2):520.

31. Atherly A]. The economic value of home asthma
interventions. Am J Prev Aed, 2011;41(2 suppl 1):
559-561.

32. Kreger JW, Philby ML, Brooks MZ. Belter home visits
for asthma: lessons learned from the Seattle-King County
asthma program, Am J Prev Med 2011;41(2 suppl 1):
$48-551.

33. Murphy ]S, Sandel MT. Asthma and social justice:
how to get remediation done. Am J Prev Med. 2011;
41(2 suppl 1):557-S58.

34. Sever ML, Salo PM, Haynes AK, Zeldin DC. Inner-
city environments and mitigation of cockroach allergen
Am [ Prev Med. 2011;:41(2 suppl 1):555-S56.

35. Wilce MA, Garbe PL. Evaluating home-based,
multicomponent, multi-trigger interventions: your results
may vary. Am J Prev Med. 2011;41(2 suppl 1):552-554.

36. US Dept of Housing and Urban Development, Office
of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control. Draft
strategic plan. Available at: http://www.hud.gov/offices/
lead/library/hhi/drattHHStratPlan_9.10.08.pdf.
Accessed December 1, 2011,

37. Environmental Protection Agency. Implementing an
asthma home visit program. 2011. Available at: http://
www.epa.gov/asthma/pdfs/implementing_an_asthma_
home_visit_programpdf. Accessed December 15, 2011.

38, NAEPP Guidelines Implementation Panel. National
Asthma Education and Prevention Program Guidelines
Implementation Panel Report. Bethesda, MD: National
Institstes of Health; December 2008, NIH publication
09-6147.

39. Krieger ], Takaro TK, Song L, Beaudet N, Edwards
K. A randomized, controlled trial of asthma self-
management support comparing clinic-based nurses and
in-home conumunity health workers. Arch Pediatr Adolesc
Med. 2009;163(2):141-149.

40. US Dept of Energy. Weatherization assistance pro-
gram goals and metrics. 2012. Available at: http://
www 1 eere.energy.gov/wip/wap_goalshtml. Accessed
March 7, 201 2.

41. National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute. Guide-
lines for the diagnosis and management of asthma
(Expert Panel Report 3). 2007. Available at: http://www.
nhibinih.gov/guidelines/asthma. Accessed December
15,2011,

42. Public Health-Seattle and King County. Healthy
Homes IT Asthma Project, King County, 2012. Available
at: hitp://www.kingcounty.gov/healthservices/health/
chironic/asthma/past/HH2.aspx. Accessed Oclober 14,
2012.

43. Takaro TK, Krieger J, Song L, Sharify D, Beaudet N.
The Breathe-Easy Home: the impact of asthma-friendly

American Journal of Public Health | January 2014, Vol 104, No.

home conslruction on clinical outcomes and trigger
exposure, Am J Public Health. 2011;101(1):55-62.

44, US Dept of Housing and Urban Development, Office
ol Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control. 2008.
Vacuum dust sample collection protocol lor allergens,
version 2.0. May 2008, Available at: hitp://www.hudl.
gov/oftices/lead/library/hhts/DusiSampleCollection
Protocol_v2_05.08 pdl. Accessed April 23, 2009.

45, Juniper EF, Guyatt GH, Feeny DH, Ferrie P, Griltith
LE, Townsend M. Measuring qualily of life in the parents
of children with asthma. Qual Life Res, 1996;5(1):27-34.
46. Thomas WR, Geography of house dust mite
allergens. Asian Pac J Allergy Immunol. 2010;28(4):
211-224.



= g 0

< D = MO W

14



WA -- KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY ACQUIRES PATRICIA HAR-

RIS MANOR IN REDMOND
Redmond Reporter — 1/4/2014
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Patricia Harris Manor

Bellevue Manor, Bellevue WA

As part of a statewide initiative to preserve federally subsidized rental housing, the King County
Housing Authority (KCHA) recently completed the purchase of four Section 8 “expiring use” proper-




ties in King County, including Patricia Harris Manor, a 41-unit complex that houses very low-income
seniors in Redmond.

The other properties acquired by KCHA are Bellevue Manor in Bellevue (66 units of senior housing),
Northwood Square in Auburn (24 units of family housing) and Vashon Terrace on Vashon Island (16
units of family housing). Together, the four properties serve 107 seniors and 40 families with chil-
dren.

“Preserving existing subsidized housing is the most cost-effective way to maintain the supply of af-
fordable rental apartments,” said Stephen Norman, executive director of the KCHA. “Thanks to the
support of King County, we have been able to protect 147 low-income households, most of whom are
frail seniors, from being forced from their homes — and at the same time, have preserved these cru-
cial local housing resources for the long term.” The preservation of these complexes is important be-
cause of the populations they serve, their highly desirable locations and the federal funding they lev-
erage.

The Section 8 contract preserved through the acquisition of Patricia Harris Manor provides about
$370,000 in annual rent subsidies, keeping this housing affordable to low-income seniors.

Eighty-five percent of current residents are 70 or more years old; one resident is over 90. Their aver-
age annual household income is approximately $10,000. Demand for housing affordable to low-
income seniors greatly surpasses the supply and the need is growing. In King County, it is expected
that the number of seniors living in poverty will increase to 53,793 in 2025, up from 23,617 in 2008.

The complex is well-sited, located close to downtown Redmond, and within easy walking distance of
shopping, mass transit and community facilities.

King County is assisting in the acquisition through the provision of $1 million to fund fire safety and
handicapped accessibility repairs and upgrades for all four complexes. “I’m very pleased that King
County could assist in ensuring that the Patricia Harris Manor continues to be available for housing
for seniors ranging from 70-plus to 96 years old,” said King County Council member Kathy Lambert.
“Our senior population continues to expand and preserving this property for senior housing is a wise
and strategic investment of taxpayer funds.”

Between 1965 and 1990, the federal government subsidized private developers to build and operate
rental housing for low-income families as well as disabled and elderly households living on fixed in-
comes. These developers executed long-term rental subsidy agreements under the Section 8 program.
The initial Section 8 contract on Patricia Harris Manor has already expired; a subsequent short-term
contract renewal expires on Dec.1, 2015. Given the excellent location of the property, there is little
doubt that had a private developer acquired this site, Patricia Harris Manor would have been demol-
ished or redeveloped as condominiums or high-end rentals. The current owner, who was also the ini-
tial developer and long-term owner of the property, worked with the housing authority to assure the
preservation of these apartments as affordable housing.

The entire portfolio of nine subsidized properties was put on the market as an “all or none sale” by
the seller. KCHA is acting as lead purchaser on behalf of four other local housing authorities in pre-
serving the five properties situated outside of King County. The combined purchase price for the
portfolio is $28.7 million. The housing authority is using tax-exempt debt to finance the purchase.
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KCHA will restart housing vouchers

By JOURNAL STAFF

SEATTLE — The King County Housing Authority said it will
resume issuing Section 8 vouchers to families on its general waiting

list.

The waiting list was frozen 11 months ago due to the automatic
budget cuts to all federal programs that took effect in March.

The program gives vouchers to help low-income families, elderly
and disabled people rent private apartments. KCHA said it provides
assistance to about 11,000 households with an average annual
income of $13,846.

KCHA lost approximately $6.3 million and stopped issuing vouchers
to families on the general waiting list.

Copyright ©2014 Seattle Dally Journal and dis.com,
Cormmaents? Quastiong? Contact us.
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King County Housing Authority
resumes issuance of Section 8 rental
| assistance vouchers

02/05/2014

The King County Housing Authority will resume issuing Section 8 vouchers to
families on its general waiting list. The waiting list has been frozen for the past 11
months as a result of sequestration, the automatic budget cuts to all federal
programs that went into effect March 1, 2013.

p—

The move to unfreeze the list is due to the FY 2014 Consolidated Appropriations
Act, in which funding levels to the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program were
restored to approximately 99 percent of housing authorities’ eligible funding.

"After nearly a year on hold, families on our waiting list can finally breathe a sigh of
relief," said Stephen Norman, executive director of KCHA. “For that we are deeply
grateful to Sen. Patty Murray, who successfully negotiated to reverse last year's
devastating sequester cuts to the Section 8 program.”

“| am so proud King County Housing Authority will once again be able to provide
assistance to those in need,” said Sen. Murray, who reached a bipartisan budget
deal with Congressman Paul Ryan that rolled back a significant portion of
sequestration cuts. "Many of these families in King County were unfairly paying the
price as Washington D.C. lurched from crisis to crisis, and that's why | fought hard to
ensure the budget agreement reversed some of the most harmful impacts of
sequestration that were hurting families across the country.”

e

KCHA lost approximately $6.3 million in funding last year due to sequestration and
stopped issuing vouchers on turnover to families on its general waiting list. Now, with
the restoration of most of the funds, KCHA can start reissuing vouchers. . 5

L m——

“There continues to be a critical shortage of housing affordable to low-income
families,” said Norman. “In the aftermath of the recession, families at the lower end
of the income scale are still being hampered by unemployment or underemployment
and elderly and disabled people are barely surviving on low, fixed incomes. Yet
already high rents continue to rise. The Section 8 program helps protect the well-
being of thousands of economically disadvantaged households. A Section 8 voucher
is often all that stands between a struggling family and homelessness.”

The Section 8 program provides vouchers that enable the most vulnerable low-
income families, including elderly and disabled individuals, to rent private
apartments. KCHA currently provides assistance to about 11,000 households on any
given night. A typical household has an average annual income of $13,846. Many of
these families were already homeless, doubled-up or on the verge of becoming
homeless when they received their voucher.

B e e s S PP U

The most recent one night count of people living on the streets of Seattle and King
County showed an increase from 2,736 in 2012 to 3,117 in 2013.
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< vouchers

FROM B1

RENTAL SUBSIDIES GET
FUNDING REPRIEVE

But funding won’t -
clear long waiting lists

ish County, said his office
began contacting the 170
names at the top of a Section
8 waiting list of 9,800 fami-
lies last week.

Davis defended the timing
of the warning letters, saying
that given the budget uncer-
tainty — and the herculean
task of finding new housing
on little money — it was
prudent to give families as
much notice as possible.

Housing vouchers can be
used to rent private apart-
ments or single-family
homes. Most families, like
Salamanca’s, pay about 30
percent of the rent.

A typical Section 8 family
in King County has an annual
income of $13,846. Many are
elderly, disabled, unem-
ployed or taking care of a
family member.

Though welcome, the
restored funding will make |
only a dent in the regional

King County, where some
poor households pay as little
as $25 amonth in rent, the
list has 13,772 families.

The applicant at the top of
the list for a one-bedroom
unit in Federal Way, Des
Moines and elsewhere in
Southwest King County, for
example, has been waiting
since October 2006.

In Snohomish County, at
least 6,000 families are wait-
ing for an opening for one of
just 210 units.

Salamanca, the Mountlake
Terrace mother, was terrified
she and her three sons — 16,
10 and almost 2 — couldn’t
afford to stay together and
would have to split up. She’s
upset Snohomish County
targeted families for possible
termination strictly based on
how long they’d been receiv-
ing subsidized rents.

She’s grateful for being
able to tap on and off various
forms of public assistance
since she faced her first preg-
nancy 18 years ago alone,
broke and addicted to

alcohol.

Salamanca reluctantly quit
a part-time job stocking
inventory at Macy’s last sum-
mer to take care of her
youngest son. Cruz, who
turns 2 in March, has had
surgery for a heart defect
related to Down syndrome.
Salamanca said she has been
unable to find a day-care
center to watch him until he
can walk.

“Iam a taxpayer. If I could
work, I would be right now,”
she said. “It’s nice to be com-
pletely independent, butI
need subsidized housing.”

Her voucher is safe for
now, but Salamanca fears
the reprieve won't last.

“It’s a terrible thing to have
hanging over your head.”

Meanwhile, she has anoth-
er worry. The landlord for
her two-bedroom house,
who has kept the rent below
market at $900 a month, is
seeking to raise it.

Kyung Song: 202-383-6108 or
ksong@seattletimes.comn.
Twitter: @KyungMSong

demand for housing assis-
tance. When King County
opened applications for
rental vouchers for two
weeks in 2011, 25,306 fami-
lies sought help. The county
randomly selected 2,500
names to add to the waitlist.
It whittled the list down by
60 percent before being
forced to halt new vouchers a
year ago.

In Seattle, 2,000 families
are waiting for vouchers. Of
that, 140 families have been
notified they’ll recejve help.
It would take the Seattle
Housing Authority two to
three years to reach the last
name on the list, said Lisa
Wolters, director of housing
advocacy.

In March 2011, the Seattle
agency quit issuing vouchers
for 15 months in anticipation
of leaner budgets. Since

e Dl Ly Michelle Salamanca, a single mother of three sons from Mountlake Terrace, has been
worried she could lose the federal housing voucher that pays 70 p}ercent of her rent.
Her voucher is safe for now, but Salamanca fears'the reprieve won’t last.

ber of vouchers issued by
about 3 percent, or 290 few-
er families, a month.

The demand for public
housing — rental units most-
ly owned and operated by
housing authorities —is
equally great. Seattle has
20,136 families waiting. In

DEAN RUTZ / THE SEATTLE TIMES
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