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Community Roots Housing 


Community Roots Housing (CRH) 


YouthCare South Annex 


1534 and 1532 Broadway, 909 E Pine Street, 


$43,285,061 


$2,000,000  


 


$13,134,101 


$497,529 Cost Per Unit / $774.38 / Cost Per SqFt 


11% Residential 29% Commercial 


50 year term / 1% Deferred 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding – Affordable Housing RFP 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO 


I. OVERVIEW


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant………………………………..…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location…………………………………………..…….. 


Project type………………………………………….…….…….. ☒ Rental    ☐TOD   ☒ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA


Project activity…………………………………………..…..…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☐ Acquisition


Brief description 


1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………….. $56,419,162 


Total residential development cost….…………..…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ……………..……….. 


Total non-residential development cost….……..… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested………………………..…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………….. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….……………  


CRH partnered with YouthCare to acquire this site from Seattle Central College (SCC) and 
redevelop the South Annex site to serve homeless youth and low-income people in Capitol Hill. 
CRH will build an 8-story building containing 87 affordable studio apartment units and 27,000 
square feet of YouthCare service space. 35 of the units will provide permanent supportive 
housing for homeless young adults aged 18 – 24. 
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87 studio units 


$6,500,000 allocated from 2019/2020 Biennium 
Budget set aside 


85,762 total square feet / 7 floors 


55,897 residential / 29,866 Commercial 


All are Studio Units averaging 370 square feet. 


 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units…… 


Project total square feet/ # of floors………………… 


Project residential sf/ commercial sf… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


Other type of unit 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☐ Wood Frame  ☒ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr 


Studio 43  44   87  
One Bedroom      0  
Two Bedroom      0  
Three Bedroom      0  
Four Bedroom      0  


Total 43 0 44 0 0 87 0 


$6.5M Award letter requires repayment at 1% simple interest. As proposed the project cannot 
meet this requirement. 


The project will serve both people earning 50% of the area median income, with 35 of the units 
set-aside for young adults aged 18 – 24 in need of permanent supportive housing. 
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3/15/22 / 25 months 


82 


93 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☐ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☐Commercial ☒Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible  project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


The project site located in Capitol Hill a commercial and residential neighborhood consisting of a 
mix of single-family homes, apartments and retail. 


The site is a short walk to shopping, education, entertainment, parks and recreation services, 
healthcare services, and multiple forms of transportation infrastructure.  In addition, to frequent 
Metro bus service in all directions, and fixed rail Streetcar service to First Hill, the International 
District, and Downtown. 


27,000 square feet of YouthCare service space 
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Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues?..... ☐ YES      ☐ NO        ☒ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


Parking is not required since the project will consist of studio units only. 


The Phase 1 environmental report recommended a Phase II report due to concerns regarding 
previous uses involving USTs and a Hydraulic Lift. The Phase II testing found that total 
petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, PCBs and select metals were not detected above the laboratory 
method detection level (MDL) and/or the MTCA Method A Cleanup Level. 


 


 


 


Community Roots Housing (CRH) is the residential developer and is responsible for the design, 
development and construction. YouthCare does not have extensive experience with capital 
projects, they have engaged barrientos RYAN, a project management firm that specializes in 
developing mixed use and multi-family housing to assist them with the service space component  
of the project. 


CRH will solicit proposals from general contractors in the Seattle area. Respondents will be 
asked about their experience, philosophy, team, OH & P fees, WMBE participation, financial 
capacity, and relationships with their subcontractors. CRH will then select a GC that is most 
qualified for the project and will negotiate a contract. CRH will also require the GC to bid the work 
to their subcontractors so that competitiveness is an explicit element of this work.  Should the 
final cost of the work come back too high, CRH will reserve the right to bid the whole project. 
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Who will manage property after construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $2,000,000 


$2,597,164 (portion of 
the $6.5M committed 


with the remainder  
for the youth facility) 


$4,597,164 


Permanent Loan  $2,092,098 $2,092,098 


State Housing Trust Fund $5,000,000 $6,000,000 $11,000,000 


City/ ARCH $9,525,947  $9,525,947 


4% OR 9% Equity $13,505,135  $13,505,135 


Deferred Developer Fee  $2,564,717 $2,564,717 


Fundraising    


TOTAL $30.301,082 $13,253,979 $43,285,061 


 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


 


Community Roots Housing (CRH) for the residential portion and RYAN for the Youth Care 
service space portion. 


CRH will manage the residential portion and has extensive experience complying with city, state, 
federal, and LIHTC income verification processes and regulations. For the 35 young adult units, 
YouthCare will provide both property management and services. 


27,000 square feet of YouthCare service space, with an estimated cost of $13M. KC’s prior award 
to the project of $6.5M needs to be used on residential portion of project only, but the project 
shows $3,902,836 on the non-residential side, which is not an allowable use.  
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$4,079,623 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $6,024,992 $5M below appraised value. 


Construction/ Rehab Costs $26,788,330  


Soft Costs $5,712,195  


Financing Costs  $2,690,673  


Capitalized Reserves $468,135  


Other Development Costs $1,600,736  


TOTAL $43,285,061  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…………… $14.600,000 / 2/2019 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee………………………………………………..….. 


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


$2.5M deferred 


At this stage, the project is estimated to be higher than the TDC limits, but the applicant believes 
the cost of the project will come down as the team gets into design and identifies areas for 
savings.  


The third party construction report has not yet been received. 


Unknown at this time. 
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 .95  


91  


$2,092,098 


 


 


4%  / June, 2021 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required? ……………………......................☐ YES      ☒ NO     


 Date conducted………………………………….. 


Capture rate/absorption rate …………………………… 


Notable findings and Lease-up rate 


 


3D. FINANCING (move this section to 3B and move others down)  


How will construction be financed?......................... ☒ Construction Loan   ☒ LIHTC    ☒Bonds    ☐ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 4%/9% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing………………………. 


 4%/ 9%LIHTC self-score……………………… 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private debt proposed……………………  


Unconfirmed at this time.  


 


Applicant claims appraisal data has shown no need for a market study due to the level of 
affordability reached. Staff agrees. 


Seattle Office of Housing requires assuming .95 but CRH believes it may be lower based on 
conversations with Key Bank. A letter of interest was not provided. 


The cost waiver will be submitted in Spring of 2021. 
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$7,007 / unit 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO      ☐ N/A 


 


Can project leverage other financial resources not yet identified................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit …..…………………… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


Debt coverage at 1.15 is sufficient for the first mortgage, but does not allow payment of required 
debt service on the KC TOD loan. 


Project includes proposed state, local, county, LIHTC and private debt. 


.  


$5.1M capital campaign for the Youthcare non-housing portion is part of a larger fundraising 
campaign Youthcare is conducting with a consultant. 


 


 


Standard 5% 


Total cost per unit of $7,007 is 11% lower than similar projects. 
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If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☐ YES      ☒ NO    ☐ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit…. 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
Total  $   0.00  


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? ……………………………………….☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☒ NO       ☐ N/A 


        


Capitalized operating reserve of six months expenses and replacement reserve at $350/unit 
meets industry standards. 


CRH will manage the residential portion and has extensive experience complying with city, state, 
federal, and LIHTC income verification processes and regulations. For the 35 young adult units, 
YouthCare will provide both property management and services. 


YouthCare will fund services from its existing federal, state, local grants, and private 
foundation/corporate sources.. 


YouthCare is not participating in the local Coordinated Entry system for the 35 units designated 
for young adults who have experienced homelessness because they want to focus on serving 
young adults they believe are not currently prioritized for housing under King County’s 
Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) system, particularly young people of color. While Youthcare 
acknowledges CEA efforts are underway to address this issue the organization would like to use  
an alternative pathway to address this issue – Youthcare’s own internal referral system from the 
shelters, transitional living programs, rapid rehousing programs. 
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Referrals/marketing 


 


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services…………..☒ Referral Services ☒ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


 


 


V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☒ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☐ HOME ☒ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☒ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☐ Units are set-aside for homeless individuals and families and participate in CEA 
☒ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☒ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☒ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 


As described above YouthCare plans to use its own referral system where leadership in all 
housing and services areas work together to ensure that direct-service staff know about the 
available housing and are encouraged to make referrals. If the program is unable to fill vacant 
units with participants from other YouthCare programs, the organization will seek referrals from 
partner agencies that serve a similar population. 


The project includes a central, interior courtyard café event space, administrative offices, 
commercial kitchen and storefront space. 


YouthCare will provide case management and supportive services. Case management services 
are voluntary. Using a participant-centered and strengths-based approach, Case Managers will 
help each resident create an Individual Service Plan (ISP) outlining their goals related to 
maintaining stable housing, continuing their education, finding employment, addressing mental 
health or substance use concerns, or meeting other needs. Case managers also help residents 
navigate systems, such as public benefits enrollment, access to identification documents, and 
justice system navigation. 


Proposal does not meet the TOD loan repayment requirement. Project will not participate in 
CEA. DRAFT
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System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be veteran housing, serving veterans who are discharged from in-


patient medical or behavioral health treatment systems; the project expects to receive referrals 
from King County or a King County-approved agency 


☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 
treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☒ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☐ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☐ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☒ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☒ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the: 


☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☒ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.................................................. ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


NA Project located in Seattle. 
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1 


1 


Four, including Senior LGBTQ project that was previously 
awarded and South Annex, an applicant in this round 


 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio…. 


KC - Sponsor Projects 
Project Name Brief Description 
Station House 110 units, opened in 2020 


  
  


 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 
Bonanza Seattle 87 units 


 


# of projects under development…………………..…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


NA 


 


The current pipeline appears to be within the capacity of the Sponsor – especially since RYAN is 
in charge of developing the non-residential portion of the site. 
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Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


 


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Community Roots Housing was formerly Capitol Hill Housing. 


CRH Total assets were $104.3M in 2019, $88.9M in 2018. Total liabilities were $65.1M in 2019 
and $$68.6M in 2018. Their Net Position was $39.2M in 2019 and $20.3M in 2018, an $18.9M 
increase 


Net income was $18.9M in 2019, $515.7K in 2018. 


The positive change in net position and increase in net income is largely attributable to revenue 
from property sale of $13M.  


There were no findings or concerns raised in the 2019 audit. 


 


The target population for YouthCare’s Academy program and 35 housing units are young people 
who have experienced homelessness and housing instability, particularly those who identify as a 
person of color and/or LGBTQ+. This reflects the disproportionate rates of homelessness 
experienced by BIPOC and LGBTQ+ young people in the Seattle area. According to the 2020 
Point-in-Time count, 57% of young people experiencing homeless in Seattle/King County identify 
as people of color, with disproportionate representation among Black, Indigenous, and 
Hispanic/Latinx youth and young adults. There is additional overrepresentation of young people 
identifying as LGBTQ+, who make up 27% of the youth and young adult homeless population. 
The YouthCare Academy will actively address the disparities in the system and provide culturally 
relevant, affirming, and proactive support to young people who are furthest away from equitable 
access to education and employment opportunities. CRH’s housing units will also 
disproportionately serve the BIPOC population to address historic housing inequities. A majority 
of CRH’s current residents identify as BIPOC, including the third of residents identifying as Black. 
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What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


In the remainder of 2018, a CRS Task Force administered an all-staff assessment, created 
recommendations for de-biasing hiring panels, and advocated seeing every open position as an 
opportunity to interrupt cycles of power. Per the Task Force’s suggestion, the all-White executive 
team attended a two-day Undoing Institutional Racism training provided by the Peoples Institute 
in Winter of 2019. Throughout 2020 the Task Force has continued to develop and seek feedback 
on internal policy reforms, including an equitable decision-making framework, racial grievance 
policy, equitable promotion policy, all-staff racial equity training, and organization racial equity 
report card.  


The 15-member CRH Board includes 7 members representing a community of color and 6 
members who identify as women. They state a commitment to continually improving 
representation on their board and ensuring it reflects the communities CRH serves as to better 
understand their needs. CRH has 18 staff considered senior leadership, which includes 4 staff 
who identify as people of color and 8 staff who identify as women. This same demographic ratio 
is represented in the 10 staff considered executive leadership. They acknowledge an 
underrepresentation of people of color in their senior leadership and admit it has been a 
persistent point of concern and one of the top priorities of their Racial Equity Task Force. Since 
last fall, CRH has hired two new women to the senior leadership team; one identifying as a POC 
and the other White. 


Funding is not recommended for this round due to timing issues and lack of available funding. 


This is a well-supported project with over $13M in committed funds including $6.5M from King 
County that is still in its early development stage. The sponsor partnership of CRH and YouthCare 
is a solid development and management partnership. 


The project meets the priorities of Transit Oriented Development but as proposed cannot generate 
enough income to meet the county’s loan terms which require repayment at 1% simple interest. 


The project needs and the county supports legislative action to allow the current county 
commitment to be used for youth facilities, but this proposed legislation may not be approved until 
spring of 2021, or later. 


The project does not meet WSFC cost limits and will not make case for a waiver until Spring, 2021. 
CRH expects costs to go down as the design process progresses but admits that project site 
location in Capitol Hill will cause unavoidable staging issues that will prohibit the efficient use of 
labor. 


The project will not meet the county requirement for participation in Coordinated Entry for all 
homeless units. 


King County staff will continue to work with CR and YouthCare on funding solutions for this 
important project. 
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BRIDGE Housing Corporation   


N/A 


North Seattle College (NSC) Veterans Housing 


Seattle, WA 


$24,351,966 


$4,369,000 


$24,351,966 


N/A 


$329,080/ $511 


$1,500,000 via 2019/2020 Biennium Budget 
allocation 


18%/ $59,040  


50 years/ 1% Hard Debt on TOD 


 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO 
I. OVERVIEW 


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….…….  


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☒ Rental    ☒TOD   ☐ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA 


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☐ Acquisition 


Brief description 


 
1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


This is new construction of 74 units of affordable housing for veterans in Seattle. The site is 
vacant land and has an existing parking lot at the North Seattle College Campus.  
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74 units (73 restricted and 1 CAU) 


11/1/2022/ 14 months 


69 


47,588 sf/ 3 Floors 


N/A 


Studio 373sf, 1B 543sf, 2B 542sf 


2 ADA units 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential sf/commercial sf ………………… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☒ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr/ 
CAU 


Studio   35   35  
1 Bedroom   17 21  38 1 
2 Bedroom        
3 Bedroom        
4 Bedroom        


Total   52 21  73 1 


Project intends to serve all veterans, 74 units. BRIDGE mentioned they intend to serve veterans 
with lower service needs. BRIDGE is open to serving veterans with either lower or higher needs 
as long as service budget is commiserated. 
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57/64 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☒ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☐Commercial ☐Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


MIO-37-LR1(M) is the underlying zoning for the proposed project site. The site is part of North 
Seattle College’s Major Institution Master Plan, and affordable housing is not an institutional use 
and is subject to the underlying LR1 zoning. 


The LR1 zoning requirements state that the building type/structures need to match the 
“townhome” looks of the neighborhood. Therefore, the project is not permitted to build above 3 
stories and the building is much more expensive due to diseconomies of scale and less efficient 
construction.  


Site poses no challenges in development.  


The site is located on the North Seattle College Campus, and the surrounding neighborhood is 
mostly single-family homes.  


The project site is a 7-minute walk to the upcoming Northgate Link Light Rail Station. The project 
is located near shopping centers, parks, medical centers, and grocery stores.  


N/A 


DRAFT


3







 


Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


 


 


For affordable housing in this zone no minimum parking is required. However, the project is 
proposing 5 EV charging stations as part of the resident amenity and sustainability measure. The 
College also indicated willingness to provide optional campus parking permits for interested 
residents. 


Phase I was completed on 9/8/2020 and does not recommend a Phase II.  Site currently does 
not have any structures, only a parking lot.   


Wetlands - No regulated wetlands, watercourses, or other aquatic features are located within the 
project area. 


No mitigation is needed.  


Project does not include any development incentives.  


The affordable housing program funding strategy, and deal structure, includes a 99-year ground 
lease as the preferred form of site control by the Washington State Board of Community and 
Technical Colleges.  


Encumbrances on the project are tied to the overall North Seattle College parcel.  When the Lot 
Boundary Adjustment is performed, most of these encumbrances will be eliminated from the 
proposed parcel.  At this time, the overall campus contains typical easements in favor of water, 
sewer, power and energy companies, as well as a highway easement.  


N/A 
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General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


4% LIHTC Equity $8,484,272 $0 $8,484,272 


Tax Exempt Loan (Key Bank/ 
TBD) $6,125,513 


$0 
$6,125,513 


State $3,320,499 $0 $3,320,499 


King County TOD $669,000 $1,500,000 $2,169,000 


King County VSHSL (Veterans) $3,700,000 $0 $3,700,000 


BRIDGE Dev Fee Re-contribution $422,708 $0 $422,708 


Deferred Developer Fee  $129,974 $0 $129,974 


    


TOTAL $22,851,966 $1,500,000 $24,351,966 


BRIDGE selected Walsh Construction to estimate construction costs. BRIDGE will conduct a 
competitive bid process to select a general contractor. The contractor will be brought in early in 
the project and provide preconstruction services in order to deliver a more cost-effective building. 
The development team will identify and interview three well-qualified contractors for possible joint 
selection, with the following criteria: 


• Affordable housing experience in Seattle, and wage rate compliance abilities. 
• Overhead and Profit fees 
• WMBE participation 
• Financial capacity 
• Initial cost estimates 
• Relationships with their subcontractors 
 
BRIDGE will require the GC to bid the work to their subcontractors so that competitiveness is an 
explicit element of this work. Should the final cost of the work exceed the budget, BRIDGE will 
reserve the right to bid the project to the larger community. 


Walsh Construction will manage construction. 
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$2,600,000 


$2,170,176 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $25,000 


Acquisition costs do not include costs for land 
as proposed site control is through a 99-year 


ground lease. 


Construction/ Rehab Costs $18,262,349 
Costs seem reasonable.  Costs reflect modular 


construction.  


Soft Costs $3,778,877 Cost seem reasonable 


Financing Costs  $1,100,646 Costs are reasonable 


Capitalized Reserves $223,945  Costs include capitalized operating reserves 


Other Development Costs $961,149 Costs seem reasonable 


TOTAL $24,351,966  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


 


N/A 


Developer’s fee is $2,170,176, 9% of TDC.  


$422,708 re-contribution of developer fees, BRIDGE is proposing to maximize developer fees 
and re-contribute excess fees back into the project in order to increase eligible basis and 
therefore 4% LIHTC funding. After deducting cash fees and deferred fees, BRIDGE will re-
contribute to the project all remaining developer fees as a grant or a 0% interest loan with no 
repayment expected. BRIDGE has successfully utilized this structure to fund more units while 
stretching public funds in their Oregon and California projects and it is standard practice for 
almost all developers in California.  


$129,974 in deferred developer fees. 


$109,000 in project management/ developer consultant fees.  
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Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Based upon the review of the construction documents and experience with similarly completed 
projects, the total proposed budget appears to be consistent with the general range of 
anticipated costs in the subject locale for a project of this scope. 


Structures will require a Type II Master Use Permit (MUP) with design review. 


Based on the report, it is indicated that the soils beneath the site contain low liquefaction 
susceptibility. As per the report’s recommendations: 


1. Conventional spread footings bearing on firm native soil or structural fill on firm native soil are 
possible to support the building. 


2. All organic rich soil should be removed from foundation influence zones. 


3. Undocumented fill associated with prior site grading is present. Foundations should not be 
supported on undocumented fill and the fill should be completely removed if encountered under 
footings. 


4. Surficial organic-rich soil and peat are likely present at portions of the site. Foundations should 
not be supported on this material. It should be completely removed if encountered within the 
influence zone of footings. 


5. Infiltration capacity of the soil is expected to be low. 


6. Off-site disposal of stripping or other on-site soil should consider the results of site 
environmental studies. 


7. Foundation drains will likely not be required provided finished floor grades are at or above 
existing grades. 


8. The project budget may need to include a contingency for removal of boulders or other buried 
elements. 


The budget contains a contingency in the amount of $295,862 or 2% of the hard cost budget. For 
new construction, a total contingency of 5-10% is recommended for GMP or Guaranteed 
Maximum Price contract. For a Stipulated Sum contract, the contingency can be held in the 
Development Budget. The project includes a 4% new construction contingency and a 4% 
escalation contingency.  


Budget is assuming residential state prevailing wage rates.  
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$.92 


88 


9-16-2020 


2.54%/ 15 units per month 


Applying for 4% in the Spring 2022 round 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………………… 


Notable findings  


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☒ Construction Loan   ☒ LIHTC    ☒Bonds    ☒ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 4% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


 4%LIHTC self-score……………………… 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


 


Market study states that the proposed property will be able to achieve maximum allowable 
rents at its studio and one-bedroom units. 
 
Weaknesses: 
� The project’s proposed unit amenities are inferior to a majority of the comparable properties, 
particularly the market rate comparables. 
� The project’s unit sizes are smaller than the majority of comparable one-bedroom units and 
are smaller than all of the comparable studio units. 
 
Strengths: 
� The project will be in excellent condition as a new construction property, similar to slightly 
superior to the comparables and superior to a majority of LIHTC housing in the PMA; 
� The project’s location is slightly superior to that of the LIHTC comparable properties; 
� The project is in a market that has experienced significant demographic growth since 2000. 
This has increased the demand for housing, including affordable rental units. 
 
Market Feasibility 
There is adequate demand in the marketplace for the proposed project as conceived. The 
detailed analysis illustrates demand at 50% and 60% AMI. 


LIHTC score is low. BRIDGE will need to boost the score into the 90’s to be competitive. 
BRIDGE believes they will be able to increase their score prior to submitting their application to 
WSHFC in the of Spring 2022. Project has an LOI from KeyBank with pricing at $.92.  
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$8,294,513 


$508,614 for the first full year/ $6,873 per unit 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO      ☐ N/A 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Total Development Cost is $22,670,331 after WSHFC deductions for land, off-site improvements, 
and capitalized reserves and additional deduction for developer fees that are re-contributed into 
the project as a grant or no-interest loan.  


This TDC is approximately 6.43% ($1,457,690 million) above WSHFC cost limits of $24,128,021 
million based on the proposed unit mix. 


Hard debt includes $2,169,000 of proposed King County TOD funds and $6,125,513 of tax-
exempt loan. Hard debt coverage ratio is 1.15 in year 1.   


Project would typically apply for City funding, but since site control would be through a ground 
lease, the City would not be supportive of that model. 


$422,708 re-contribution of developer fees, BRIDGE is proposing to maximize developer fees 
and re-contribute excess fees back into the project in order to increase eligible basis and 
therefore 4% LIHTC funding. After deducting cash fees and deferred fees, BRIDGE will re-
contribute to the project all remaining developer fees as a grant or a 0% interest loan with no 
repayment expected. BRIDGE has successfully utilized this structure to fund more units while 
stretching public funds in their Oregon and California projects and it is standard practice for 
almost all developers in California.  


$129,974 in deferred developer fees. 


N/A  
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Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO    ☐ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


 


Rents are in line with WSHFC rent limits. The project is currently underwritten using utility 
allowances from the Seattle Housing Authority. However, BRIDGE plans on hiring a consultant to 
evaluate the Utility Allowance via Method 6 or 8 for inclusion at the 4% application with WSHFC.  


N/A 


Expected vacancy 5%, typical for this type of project.  


 Elevator, Insurance and Fire Safety costs are slightly more expensive for this project.  Overall 
total operating expenses are higher than the median and average for similar affordable housing 
projects of this size.  


Replacement reserves in year 1 is $25,550, or $345 per unit.  Slightly lower than the average of 
$350 per unit. Capitalized operating reserve is budgeted for $223,945.  No budget for capitalized 
replacement reserves.  


BRIDGE Property Management Company will provide asset management and oversee day-to-
today property management by FPI Management. FPI hires onsite staff, provides for the upkeep 
and maintenance of the project, proper accounting of the project funds, and overall supervision 
of the project. Monthly reports reflecting the project status are provided to BRIDGE. All units are 
inspected at a minimum of two times a year on a routine basis. Following a move out, FPI will 
refurbish units as necessary by shampooing carpet, painting walls and ceiling, cleaning, carpet 
replacement as needed. In most cases, carpet will be serviceable for 5-7 years. Major repairs will 
be accomplished by qualified independent contractors.  A minimum of 3 bids will be solicited. 
Common area and walkways cleaned daily. Preventative maintenance program for the property 
consists of a daily onsite maintenance schedule. Management policy is to complete service 
requests within 24-hours. All facility maintenance work will be inspected for deferred 
maintenance items.  


FPI management will include an on-site full-time manager, a half-time leasing agent off-site, and 
a full-time maintenance supervisor.  
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73/ $945.95 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
King County  King County VSHSL $70,000 Proposed 
     
Total  Total here  $70,000 


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO   ☐ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☒ NO     ☐ N/A 


        


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Since the project will be serving veterans, the project is requesting $70,000 in VSHSL ORS. 
BRIDGE intends to serve vets with lighter needs.  BRIDGE is open to serving lower or higher 
needs vets as long as the service budget meets the needs. King County ORS funding is 
prioritized for homeless projects outside of Seattle.  


N/A DRAFT
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Referrals/marketing 


 


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☒ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


All individuals and families at the site will have access to the full range of services put in place by 
BRIDGE and the Opportunity Center; with emphasis on a broad array of service referrals, 
educational and enrichment activities, and social integration/ community building. The 
Opportunity Center is committed to developing a veterans’ resource navigator role to offer 
support to residents on-site and facilitate referrals and connections to Opportunity Center and 
other accessible community-based resources.  


The affirmative marketing strategies and early and aggressive community outreach will allow 
BRIDGE and its management agent to identify interested prospective residents and help 
potential residents overcome issues that might otherwise lead to denial of a rental application. 
Prior to the application period, BRIDGE, FPI, and the Opportunity Center staff will provide in-
person outreach with a focus of providing information and creating a welcoming leasing 
opportunity. Staff will establish face-to-face relationships with community leaders, culturally 
specific organizations, service providers, schools, churches, community centers, the College’s 
Office of Veteran Services and others serving communities of color and veterans in Seattle such 
as El Centro de la Raza, the Urban League, the United Indians of All Tribes Foundation and 
Minority Veterans of America, and King County’s Veterans Program. These connections will be 
an important conduit for publicizing opportunities when leasing information is available. Other 
marketing and leasing channels will include phone calls, in-person visits, and attendance at 
community groups’ regular meetings and gatherings, and housing or resource fairs. 


BRIDGE and the Opportunity Center anticipate that language, immigration status, and rental 
history are going to be the most challenging barriers for housing access. Not having a social 
security number to work or obtain services, or the education to know what resources could be 
obtained, often lead to underutilization of services by Latinx and Asian American clients. 
Immigration status also plays a significant role, causing mistrust of systems and reservation 
around reaching out or connecting to services. BRIDGE believes that through a trauma informed, 
culturally responsive and client centered approach, BRIDGE will be able to build relationships 
and connect to clients and the community to deliver high quality services and support. In 
addition, clients often have potentially problematic histories such as homelessness, lack of rental 
history, or poor credit scores all of which present barriers to accessing housing.  


To reduce these barriers, BRIDGE has adopted a “screen-in” approach rather than “screen-out” 
approach for all of the local projects.   


BRIDGE’s low entry barrier approach is especially crucial for attracting and retaining tenants with 
higher than average rent burdens and other barriers to housing. BRIDGE employs practices such 
as the following to reduce barriers and create an open and transparent application and eligibility 
process.   


Community spaces will include parking, bike storage, resident services, community rooms, a 
media room, a business center, a community garden, and a laundry room. 
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V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☐ HOME ☒ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☒ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☐ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, 


and participate in CEA  
☐ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


At North Seattle College, in addition to housing, BRIDGE will oversee the implementation of 
resident services by working with the Opportunity Center and its local and regional community 
partners to provide high quality programs and services for residents, with the goal of developing a 
stable and active community. The specific services to be provided by each organization will be 
described through formal MOU between BRIDGE and its partners, with commitments including 
goals, objectives, activities and timelines. BRIDGE will be responsible for the overall contracting 
and coordination of the services programming to be implemented by the Opportunity Center and 
its staff.  


All individuals and families at the site will have access to the full range of services put in place by 
BRIDGE and the Opportunity Center; with emphasis on a broad array of service referrals, 
educational and enrichment activities, and social integration/ community building. In addition, 
physical space will be provided on-site for the primary purpose of offering a range of programs 
designed to build community, support individuals, and integrate diverse resident populations. 


The Opportunity Center will seek to identify unique needs of the housing residents through a variety 
of means, including individual assessment, to ensure responsive and relevant programs and 
services. The Opportunity Center is committed to developing a veterans’ resource navigator role 
to offer support to residents on-site and facilitate referrals and connections to Opportunity Center 
and other accessible community-based resources.  


Together, the Opportunity Center, College Office of Veterans Services, Meridian Clinic, and VA 
will work together to provide seamless social, employment, educational, healthcare services and 
public assistance benefits to veteran residents and their families. 


BRIDGE stated their intent is to serve lower need veterans but would be willing to serve higher 
needs as long as service funding can adjusted.  


The project intends to serve all veterans, 74 units. BRIDGE’s proposal assumes $669,000 of 
new TOD and $3,700,000 of VSHSL funding.  
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☐ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☐ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 
☒ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☒ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☒ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☒ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☒ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☒ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the:  
 ☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 


☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☒ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☐ YES      ☐ NO ☒ N/A 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO ☒ N/A 


 
N/A 


DRAFT


14







0 


11  


16 (Includes Northgate a County funded project) 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☒ NO  


 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects 
Project Name Brief Description 
N/A BRIDGE does not have any King County funded projects.  


  


  
 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction (sample) 
Project Name Location Brief description 


North Williams Portland, OR 
New construction of 61 units of affordable multi-
family housing.   


735 Davis  San Francisco, CA 
New construction of 53 multi-family units. Placed 
in service is anticipated January 2021. 


1950 Mission  San Francisco, CA New construction of 157 multi-family units.  
 


# of projects under development………………….…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


N/A 


King County does not have prior projects with BRIDGE Housing Corp in operation.  
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6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? ………… ☐ YES  ☐ NO ☒ N/A 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


 


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


BRIDGE has numerous projects under construction.  Many projects listed under construction 
pipeline have already placed in service or are within a few months of placed in service date, 
which will free up their pipeline for upcoming projects currently in predevelopment.  


BRIDGE did not provide an audit or financial information except what was contained in their IRS 
Form 990. The 990 indicated compliance with requirements for filing as a 501(C) organization 
exempt from income tax. The compliance includes listing of all required activities, board 
structure, policies and reporting requirements. They provided all financial information included in 
990 for years 2017 and 2018 and it is  assumed 2019 would not be complete until November 
2020 (due date is 11/15/2020). 


Based on these tax return BRIDGE Housing has a very strong financial balance sheet. Their 
2017 return also shows 2016 activity, which includes $20.3M in net income and $64.4M in net 
assets. In 2017, the net income was $4.8M and net assets was $69.2M. In 2018, the net income 
was $5.5M and net assets was $74.7M. Their revenues no not indicated federal funding, but 
public govt. funding includes about $800k from City of San Francisco in 2017 and $1.5M from the 
Housing Authority of Los Angeles and $786k from the CA State Dept. of Housing and 
Community Development.  


NA   
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Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


BRIDGE’s proposal will address the housing inequities in King County, specifically among 
historically underserved, vulnerable, marginalized communities, and/or for individuals with 
disabilities or for whom English is not a primary language.  BRIDGE will address the 
disproportional representation of persons of color among households who are extremely low-
income or homeless by a strategy that ensures these communities are engaged in the planning 
process, that the communities are affirmatively marketed to, and working with the communities 
through operations to make sure BRIDGE is fostering an inclusive community. BRIDGE’s robust 
community engagement process starts even before the project is designed. BRIDGE makes sure 
that people can participate in a variety of ways to eliminate any barriers to meaningful 
engagement. By promoting engagement and a sense of ownership of the proposed development 
among the community, the development team will seek above all else to integrate the project and 
its future residents into the surrounding community. By including community members’ input in 
the design development phase, BRIDGE believes the design intent shown in schematic drawings 
has the best chance of being retained as the architecture is refined. The strategy of partnering 
with local non-profits and community groups begins with community engagement and as the 
project moves along in construction and gets ready to be leased up, it becomes more prominent 
in helping people apply and reducing any application barriers. After lease up and even with the 
inclusion of Black, Indigenous, People of Color, BRIDGE understands that their work is not done. 
BRIDGE continues to work with residents to make sure that they feel not only included and 
welcomed, but that they have a home where they feel they can thrive economically and socially.  


BRIDGE understands that language is often a barrier for historically underserved communities. 
Staff will establish face-to-face relationships with community leaders, culturally-specific 
organizations, service providers, schools, churches & faith communities, community centers, and 
others serving communities of color. These connections will be an important conduit for 
publicizing opportunities when leasing information is available. Other marketing and leasing 
channels will include phone calls, in-person visits, and attendance at community groups’ regular 
meetings and gatherings, and housing or resource fairs. BRIDGE will translate fliers into 
whatever language their demographic research and community partners understand to be 
spoken in the area. BRIDGE uses census data to understand a community better and from there 
can figure out what groups to target, and what languages to put their marketing in. BRIDGE does 
this through culturally-specific media and translated marketing materials. BRIDGE works with 
local community groups to affirmatively market these populations. DRAFT
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What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


 


 


BRIDGE’s Evaluation Department was created in 2017 to measure the cumulative impact of 
high-quality, well-managed affordable housing and services on improving families’ and seniors’ 
overall quality of life. Data findings ensure data-informed decision-making for programs and 
services, real estate programming, commercial tenancy, as well as long-term tracking of 
economic, social and health outcomes. The Evaluation department completes a portfolio-wide 
survey to better understand its residents and their experiences and satisfaction living in BRIDGE 
housing. Data are used to inform future housing developments, improve BRIDGE programs and 
service initiatives, and advocate for the development of more affordable housing and social 
services to policymakers, investors and philanthropy. BRIDGE’s 2019 Household Survey asks 
residents of roughly 30 properties throughout California, Oregon and Washington to share their 
experiences. Residents will be able to complete the survey by phone or mail, and residents of 
some properties will also be able to complete the survey at their building with a member of the 
BRIDGE research team. The survey is available in up to seven languages, including English. 
BRIDGE hired researchers from Harder+Company Community Research and the Social Science 
Research Center (SSRC) at California State University, Fullerton to administer resident surveys 
and analyze results. Both organizations have many years of experience in developing and 
conducting surveys. Results from the 2019 survey are still being processed but BRIDGE has 
devoted itself to listening and constantly gain feedback from residents. 


Of BRIDGE’s board members, 15% identify as being from a community of color and 35% identify 
as female. The board is filled with people who have grassroots community development 
experience. 


BRIDGE’s 2019-2023 strategic plan recognizes inclusion, equity and diversity as a core value. It 
calls for “celebrating the diversity of the communities [BRIDGE] serves” and “providing 
opportunity for all while respecting individual differences.” BRIDGE believes that its success 
depends on the ability to understand the needs of the clients and the community, and to 
accomplish that, the staff and leadership must be as diverse as the people it serves. Currently: 


1. 61% of BRIDGE’s management staff identify as being from communities of color 
2. 78% of BRIDGE senior leadership team are women 
3. 75% of BRIDGE’s staff identify as being from communities of color 
4. 35% of BRIDGE’s board identify as female 
5. 15% of BRIDGE’s board identify as being from communities of color 
 
BRIDGE is committed to the continual improvement of its internal diversity, equity and inclusion 
metrics and processes. In order to advance BRIDGE’s commitment to equity, an interdisciplinary 
Diversity, Equity & Inclusion team will be formed from BRIDGE leadership, including board and 
staff, to develop this initiative.  In addition, BRIDGE is in the final stages of engaging with a 
diversity equity and inclusion consultant to develop a multi-year plan. A survey to all employees 
will provide the baseline structure. In the first year, trainings, one-on-one interviews, coaching, 
and other activities will focus on senior leadership, with year two building off that learning and 
engaging all staff. 
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VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


Staff does not recommend the additional funding for this project at this time, due to the early 
stage of the development project and lack of appropriate funding available this round. 
 
BRIDGE Housing has met with North Seattle College leadership and State Representative Frank 
Chopp multiple times throughout 2020 to refine the affordable housing program, funding strategy, 
and deal structure, including a 99-year ground lease as the preferred form of site control. BRIDGE 
currently has an access agreement to conduct feasibility studies. In order to comply with the 
requirements of the Washington State Board for Community and Technical Colleges, the College 
indicated that a formal Request for Information will be issued in September 2020 and BRIDGE 
intends to apply based on the concepts described in this Combined Funders Application. 


The project will be providing much needed housing for veterans in a transit rich high opportunity 
area.  The building is situated in an ideal location with access for tenants to amenities nearby and 
public transportation through the forthcoming Northgate Link Light Rail Station. If funding is not 
available from VSHSL for veterans housing, BRIDGE will modify the target population and physical 
program to serve general low-income families instead. 


King County staff will continue to work with BRIDGE to refine the project to be competitive in future 
funding rounds.  
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HomeSight 


N/A 


HomeSight Home Purchase Down Payment Assistance 


King County 


$5,519,400 


$800,000 


$5,519,400 


N/A 


$324,670 


 14% / $45,000 


30yrs @ 1% 


 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO 
I. OVERVIEW 


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….…….  


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☐ Rental    ☐TOD   ☐ PSH   ☐HO  ☒ DPA 


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☐ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☒ Acquisition 


Brief description 


 
1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


HomeSight is requesting funding for its Puget Sound Homeownership Revolving Fund (RLF)  
Funds will be used to provide deferred purchase assistance loans to 17 low-income, first-time 
homebuyers that are below 80% AMI.  They will serve Veterans, Active Military, Immigrants and 
disabled households. $35,000 will be used towards a program delivery fee. Remaining $765,000 
will be used toward down payment assistance which is about $45,000 for each buyer (will vary 
based on eligibility/home etc.)  DRAFT
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HomeSight was awarded $800,000 for Home 
Purchase Down Payment Assistance in 2019 


800-1400 per home 


800-1400 per home 


1,100 sq. ft 


Homeownership Units (Homeownership Down 
Payment Assistance)  


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential sf/commercial sf ………………… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


 


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☒ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr/ 
CAU 


Studio        
1 Bedroom        
2 Bedroom        
3 Bedroom        
4 Bedroom        


Total   3 6 8 17  


Project intends to serve Veterans, active military, immigrants and/or households with a family 
member with a disability.   
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N/A 


 N/A 


N/A 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☒ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☐Commercial ☐Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


TBD  


N/A  


The homes will be located throughout King County, wherever eligible homebuyers need down 
payment assistance to purchase a home. 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 
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Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


N/A 


N/A  


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 
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Each property will have its own Appraisal & Inspection 


completed once an offer has been made. 


 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County  800,000  800,000 


Permanent Loans/ 1st Mortgages 100,000 4,080,000 4,180,000 


State Housing Trust Fund  425,000 425,000 


FHLB 60,000  60,000 


Buyer Cash 54,400  54,400 


TOTAL 1,014,400 4,505,000 5,519,400 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $4,719,400  


Construction/ Rehab Costs N/A  


Soft Costs N/A  


Financing Costs N/A  


Capitalized Reserves N/A  


Down Payment Assistance $800,000 $35k will go towards Program Delivery Cost 


TOTAL $5,519,400  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


N/A 
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N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Competitiveness of projects as compared to other-like projects 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☐ YES      ☒ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………………… 


Notable findings  


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☐ Construction Loan   ☐ LIHTC    ☐Bonds    ☒ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☐ YES      ☒ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 Anticipated 4%/9% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


 4%/ 9%LIHTC self-score……………………… 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


N/A 


N/A 


N/A  


N/A  


N/A 


N/A DRAFT


6







 


 


$4,180,000 


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Homeowner Down payment? .................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


N/A  


N/A 


HomeSight is a Full-service Mortgage Lender which provides first mortgages & purchase 
assistance. Their RLF (Revolving Loan Fund) Loan terms are as follows:  


Amortizing RLF Loan Product (No KC funds): Eligible households are those earning up to 120% 
of area median income. Loan amount = $10,000-$75,000. 30-year term, fixed interest rates: For 
families below 80% AMI - the 1st mortgage rate plus 1.5%. For families above 80% AMI – the 1st 
mortgage rate plus 2.0%; immediately amortizing. Debt coverage comments.  


Deferred RLF Loan Product (Includes King County and HTF funding): Eligible households are 
those earning at or below 80% of area median income. Loan amount = $20,000-$45,000, 3% 
interest, payments deferred for 30 years, balloon payment due year 30. There are no prepayment 
penalties. Principal plus interest is due in full upon sale, change of use of home, or refinance 
without re-subordination.  


HomeSight provides 1st time Homebuyer education which is a requirement for their applicants to 
take advantage of the affordable home loan products.  This provides them with financial 
education and counseling.  During this time, it may allow the client to fix their credit score and 
disputes any errors that may be found. This would in turn increase their credit score that would 
better help them qualify for a larger first mortgage.  


HomeSight will also be providing $425,000 from their HTF Revolving Loan Fund. 


HomeSight’s partner investors have approved a product allowing HomeSight borrowers to 
provide only 1% to the purchase transaction, less than what most customers would have to pay 
elsewhere. HomeSight’s RLF program conforms with Freddie Mac, Fannie Mae, FHA and USDA. 
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N/A 


N/A 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
    
Total  Total here   


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A DRAFT


8







 


 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☒ NO     ☐ N/A 


        


Referrals/marketing  


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☐ YES      ☒ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☐ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


 


 


V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☐ RAHP ☒ HOME ☒ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☐ TOD 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 


N/A 


N/A Low Income/Affordable Housing assistance 


Single Family homes only 


N/A 


HomeSight partners with a diverse group of agencies to help promote their Homeownership & 
down payment assistance programs for low-income families. They are a place-based organization 
that has over 30 years working with active military, immigrants and disabled populations.  They 
reach their population using traditional advertising, social media and direct marketing by 
partnering with organizations that serve these target populations. By sending out newsletters and 
printed materials to their affiliates along with social media post they believe they can continue to 
reach the populations they are focused on serving. HomeSight Partners with a variety of 
organizations such as: Multi-cultural Community Coalition Communities of Opportunity, Asian 
Counseling and Referral Service, Parkview Services, Ethiopian Community in Seattle, Habitat for 
Humanity of Seattle-King County, Vietnamese Friendship Association, Eritrean Association of 
Seattle and King County Housing Authority.  They currently do not have direct relationships with 
Veteran agencies but have a strategy in place to start networking and building partnerships with 
these agencies including Habitat for Humanity, Catholic Community Services, and Low-income 
Housing Institute. 
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☐ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, 
and participate in CEA  


☐ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 
with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☐ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☐ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☐ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☐ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☐ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☐ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☐ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the:  
 ☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 


☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☒ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☒ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 
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0 


0 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


 
VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects 
Project Name Brief Description 


HomeSight Home Purchase Assistance 2019 approval of $800,000 
Foreclosure Prevention 2018 approval of $500,000 


 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 
   


 


# of projects under development………………….…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


 


N/A 


HomeSight has Performed as expected providing a Satisfactory performance. 


N/A  
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6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☐ N/A  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Homesight didn’t provide a 2019 Audit or financial statement 


No measure of assets and liabilities in 2019. Net income was $57K in 2019 (unaudited) 


Homesight had total assets of $45.7M in 2019 and $41.1M in 2018. Total liabilities were $3.9M in 
2019 and $4.3M in 2018. Their Net Position was $41.7M in 2019 and $36.9M in 2018 


Net income was $4.7M in 2019 and $4.4M in 2018.  


Homesight 2018 Audit included $3M in federal awards and there was no findings  


No findings or concerns in previous audits. 


As a place-based community development corporation, HomeSight has a mission of serving low-
income, diverse, immigrant and special needs customers in their target areas. HomeSight has a well-
established record of successfully reaching these marginalized and underserved populations. 
HomeSight outreach success is demonstrated in the population of their home buyer counseling 
program. 
 
There is no direct impact on a “surrounding community” as the requested funds are for buyers of 
existing homes at scattered sites throughout King County.  Demographics of a specific neighborhood 
are not applicable. This down payment assistance program fully supports King County’s goals of 
equity and social justice by providing the opportunity to low-income first-time homebuyers to 
purchase affordable housing in a healthy environment with access to transportation and quality 
education at a location of their choice. 
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Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 


Creating homeownership opportunities for groups who faced red-lining, inequity and 
affordability challenges has been a priority since HomeSight founding in 1990. During the 
1990’s HomeSight developed over 200 homes in the I-90 area of Central Seattle. The buyers of 
these homes were over 60% persons of color, primarily African Americans facing early 
gentrification due to home prices doubling in three years between 1987 to 1990.  In 2002 
HomeSight completed Noji Gardens a 75-home subdivision in Southeast Seattle. This project 
reflects the community with most of the homebuyers being households of color with seven 
languages represented among the homeowners.  


HomeSight’s lending policies strike a balance between prudent lending consistent with CFPB 
regulations regarding the buyers “ability to repay” and providing flexibility for non-traditional 
borrowers such as immigrant families with multiple full and part-time incomes. While the loan 
policies are highly regulated by the state and federal laws for fair lending, including the new 
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, our policies are also reviewed annually by our loan 
committee to ensure they comply with these laws and also provide underwriting standards that 
are flexible to meet the needs of the diverse population we serve. The updated policies are 
reviewed and approved by HomeSight’s Board of Directors.  HomeSight provides customers 
who participate in our education and counseling programs with satisfaction surveys that we use 
to improve our service delivery. Through our community development activities, we work 
directly with our partners and community residents to gain input on program and project design. 


   


HomeSight has 13 members on its board including five persons of color and six women, with a 
range of backgrounds and experiences.  HomeSight’s board qualifies as a community-based 
board for US Treasury Community Development Financial Institution Certification. This 
certification requires that most of our board members are members of the underserved 
communities we serve or are representatives of organizations in those communities. 
HomeSight’s eight-person senior leadership comprises six members who are persons of color, 
two of whom are immigrants and two are women. 


 


Staff recommends fully funding this project at the requested amount.  


The HomeSight Purchase Assistance is a much-needed program that aims to serve veterans and 
vulnerable populations throughout King County. HomeSight has a long history of serving those who 
are underserved by conventional financial institutions (assisting more than 2,650 families in 
purchasing their first homes) and the HFP team is confident that the proposed program can replicate 
these results throughout the County.  


HomeSight is requesting $800,000, and $35,000 of the request will be used for program delivery 
costs, with the remaining $765,000 will be used to provide 17 households with roughly $45,000 of 
down payment assistance each. 
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Downtown Emergency Service Center 


Dominium 


DESC Burien  


801 SW 150th St., Burien, WA 98166 


$30,246,658 


$7,547,068 


$30,246,658 


N/A 


$318,386 per unit / $483.per square foot 


No 


25%/ $79,443 per unit 


50 years / 1% deferred 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO


I. OVERVIEW


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….……. 


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☐ Rental    ☐TOD   ☒ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☐ Acquisition


Brief description 


1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☐ YES ☒ NO


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


Acquisition of a site in downtown Burien that will be developed into a 95-unit Permanent 
Supportive Housing (PSH) project for homeless individuals. The site has an existing commercial 
building that will be demolished.  
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95 residential units/ 0 manager/ 95 total units 


10/1/21; expect 14 months for construction 


57 


62,612 square feet, 6 stories 


62,612 square feet/ No commercial, 


Approximately 350 square feet per unit 


10 units that meet ADA and 504 accessibility 
requirements at approximately 365 square feet.  


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential sf/commercial sf ………………… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☐ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☒ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr/ 
CAU 


Studio 48  47   95  
Total 48  47   95 0 


Chronically homeless – DESC Burien will serve 95 chronically homeless and highly vulnerable 
individuals. Per DESC’s application, the population of this project is expected to be similar to 
other PSH projects in their portfolio. They expect that nearly all residents will have substance use 
or mental health disorders. Additionally, many tenants are expected to  be elderly, HIV-positive, 
medically frail, physically disabled, developmentally disabled, or some combination of the above.  


This DESC project also has 15 units set-aside for homeless veterans. DRAFT
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Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☐ YES      ☒ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


  


Project is competing in City of Burien’s new Affordable Housing Demonstration Program which 
allows projects to effectively rezone the project site in exchange for a 50-year affordability period. 
The project must apply for the program, be reviewed by City staff in order to ensure the project 
meets the intent of neighborhood design guidelines, participate in two neighborhood meetings, 
and meet the final approval of the City Planning Commission and City Council in order to be 
granted a departure from the below referenced zoning requirements. DESC anticipates 4 to 6 
months to get through the process, which began in October 2020. 
 
City of Burien staff view the project favorably and a City Council vote could happen as early as 
December 2020, but it is more likely in the first quarter of 2021.    
 
The current zoning requirements that this project is seeking a variance from include:  


 BMC 19.15.025.1.F: Maximum Building Height. The base building height in this zone is 
three stories per Figure 19.15.025-1. The proposed project will be six stories. 


 BMC 19.17.010.2.B: Private and Common Recreation Space in the Downtown 
Commercial Zone. Multi-family projects within Burien are required to provide 85 square 
feet of common recreation space per studio dwelling unit. For 95 units, that would equal 
8,075 square feet. A minimum of 10% of that area must be provided as common indoor 
space. 


 BMC 19.17.010.2.B: Private and Common Recreation Space in the Downtown 
Commercial Zone. A minimum of 30% of the dwelling units in multi-family projects within 
Downtown Burien are required to provide outdoor private recreation space. Outdoor 
private space must be a minimum of 48 square feet and a minimum depth or width of 5 
feet. The private outdoor space must also be directly accessible from the dwelling unit. 
Additionally, the remaining 70% of units must provide alternative private recreation space 
in the form of Juliette balconies, decks, balconies, or patios that have a minimum depth 
of 12 inches and a minimum length of 6 feet. 


 BMC 19.47.110.2.B.i: Upper Story Setback. Buildings 4-stories or higher must step back 
upper stories by at least 10 feet measured from the façade of the third floor facing the 
street. 


No challenges other than navigating the new Affordable Housing Demonstration Program. Burien 
City Council could require some modifications that would increase project cost, but DESC said 
they would work through those challenges if they arise. 
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Walk score 93, transit score 54 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☐ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☐Commercial ☒Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


The project site is in a block marking the transition from a mostly single-family residential 
neighborhood to a more commercial corridor and Burien’s downtown. The high walk score of 93 
indicates that the daily errands will not require the use of a vehicle, meaning most essential 
services are within a reasonable walk of this location.  


The 120 Bus has a stop less than a quarter mile away. This route is slated to turn in to the Rapid 
Ride H line in 2021, with more frequent and later service planned. Additionally, there is a bus 
stop with 6 different routes, including Rapid Ride F line, less than a half mile away on 4th Ave 
NW.  


Within a half-mile of the project site are several groceries, pharmacies, clinics, and parks.  


N/A 


DESC is planning on providing 4 parking spaces at this project, which is in line with other 
projects in their portfolio.  


Phase 1 ESA report found that one of the tenant spaces in the existing building on site was 
utilized as a dry-cleaning business from 1987-1996. Also, two adjoining properties, one to the 
southwest and one to the west, were historically used by a gasoline service station and a dry-
cleaning business, respectively.  


Asbestos was also found in the black mastic of the tiling on 4 of the common area restrooms of 
the current building on site. 
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Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


  


Adapt Engineering is finalizing a Phase II ESA, but DESC expects to mitigate any potential 
contaminated soils within the current design parameters which call for over excavation to reach 
more buildable soils. DESC says several of their current sites have had similar issues and their 
project team is experienced with the necessary mitigation.  


The cost of asbestos abatement is built into the demolition estimate and will be completed prior 
to the existing building being torn down.  


N/A 


Building to the height and density proposed in this application would normally require several 
features that would add significant cost to the project. However, Burien’s Affordable Housing 
Demonstration Program would allow this project to move forward as planned after a process with 
city staff and a vote by the City Council. The exact timing of that vote is uncertain but is most 
likely to happen in Q1 2021. Assuming a successful outcome with the City Council, the project 
would need to work through an administrative design review process, but a conversation with 
Burien staff indicated this is necessary for any project in the downtown core and they should be 
able to find compromises on any sticking points.  


Dominium Consulting was founded in 1972 and is the second largest affordable housing 
development and management company in the nation. After doing their due diligence, DESC 
signed a consulting agreement with Dominium in early 2019, who offered their services pro bono 
on this project in exchange for public relation activities at a future date.  


DESC is handling the “on the ground” portion of development, with Dominium developing costs 
and financial modeling based off feedback from DESC. Dominium will negotiate all partnership 
agreements and loan documents (with DESC approval).  
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General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $7,547,068  $7,547,068 


State Housing Trust Fund $3,000,000  $3,000,000 


9% Equity $19,699,590  $19,699,590 


TOTAL $30,246,658  $30,246,658 
 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


DESC will prequalify a general contractor through a public Request for Qualifications solicitation 
process. Firms interested in submitting qualifications will be asked to provide examples of similar 
clients, similar types of development, compliance with public funding contract requirements and 
other qualifications specific to construction of supportive housing. In addition, DESC will consider 
the ability of the GC team to work collaboratively with the owner’s team and experience working 
with nonprofit clients on similar projects in King County. Price will be a factor in the 
prequalification process.  
 
Respondents will be asked to furnish business terms to aid DESC in determining the best GC for 
the project. When the best-qualified GC firm is identified, the selected firm will be notified, and 
the process will be documented in a memorandum for review by public funders. It is DESC’s 
intention to pursue a design services agreement (preconstruction agreement) with the selected 
GC, for the duration of the design phase. This early involvement reduces the potential for costly 
change orders related to building systems during construction.  
 
The GC will be asked to recommend subcontractors familiar with DESC and the types of systems 
DESC prefers, so that they may advise the design team on specific systems or construction 
methods. A benefit of this process is that the systems designs will be developed with both DESC 
team input and the expertise of specialized trades, resulting in systems that meet the cost, 
operational, and durability needs of the project.   


Dominium Consulting will provide construction management services pro-bono.  
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$1,900,000 


$2,120,590 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $1,915,000 Includes $15k of closing costs 


Construction/ Rehab Costs $21,350,803  


Soft Costs $3,486,963  


Financing Costs  $1,144,820 
Includes construction and permanent 
financing costs 


Capitalized Reserves $1,481,193  


Other Development Costs $867,879  


TOTAL $30,246,658  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


N/A  


7% of Total Development Costs (TDC) 


Proposed construction costs are less ($21.3M vs $23.7M) than the residential portion of Hobson 
Place II, a DESC PSH project with 91 units approved in the 2019 cycle.  


Hillmann Consulting, the third-party reviewer, stated that proposed construction costs are slightly 
higher than the general range of anticipated costs for a project of this scope. 


N/A 
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$0.92 


184 


9/15/20  


2% / 25 unit per month lease up rate 


Intend to apply November 2020 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………………… 


Notable findings  


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☒ Construction Loan   ☒ LIHTC    ☐Bonds    ☐ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☐ YES      ☒ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 9% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


 9% LIHTC self-score……………………… 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


 


The hard cost contingency estimate from DESC’s cost estimator, Excel, of 1%, (or $166,803), is 
considered low by Hillmann, who suggests it should be in the 5 to 10% range. However, the 
overall project development budget has a contingency line item of $907,921, or 5% of TDC. 
DESC also said Excel’s recent work on Hobson Place Phase I & II means that they are familiar 
with DESC and their standards and preferences, which allowed Excel to have more certainty in 
some of their assumptions and a correspondingly lower contactor contingency.  


DESC has already built Davis-Bacon wages and other federal requirements into the budget for 
this project.  


Chronically mentally ill/homeless & veterans units capture rate is 2.3%, LIHTC at 4.2%,  


No Letters of Interest provided, but DESC is expecting one from Enterprise and will share it when 
available. The self-score is competitive with other 9% projects reviewed by King County staff in 
this round, which ranged from 182 to 188. 
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N/A 


$1,163,112 annually/ $12,243 per unit 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO      ☒ N/A 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


Using the LIHTC calculation, land acquisition of $1,900,000 and capitalized reserves of 
$1,481,193 are omitted when considering TDC for LIHTC basis. With those two categories 
excluded, TDC drops to $26,865,464, below the limits for a project of this type. 


N/A 


As a PSH project, the operating pro forma does not carry the cash flow to make permanent debt 
payments.   


N/A 


N/A 


Utilities costs will be paid by DESC. Resident paid portion of rents will be $100/month.  


DESC has requested 95 vouchers and KCHA has indicated their interest in providing vouchers at 
that level. The monthly voucher payment would be $1,120 per unit.  
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95 subsidized units/ $10,956 per unit per year 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
King County ORS  $977,836 Proposed 
McKinney   Proposed 
FCS  $63,000 Proposed 
     
Total  $1,040,836  


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


5%, per the market study 


Total operating expenses are 12% higher than historical median operating expenses seen in 
PSH projects of this size. This is primarily due to the “other” cost category of $3,576 per unit 
annually. This cost category contains the federally approved 15% indirect overhead expenses 
billed to government funders.  


DESC contributes to replacement reserves at a higher rate based on their experience providing 
services to this target population. No operating reserve contributions are built into the operating 
pro forma, instead they are relying on service subsidy.  


DESC will be both property management and service provider and will have an integrated staffed 
model and coordination. Facility management is centralized across DESC’s portfolio of projects. 
Project to be staffed 24/7 with DESC is projecting 5.75 operating FTEs and 16 service FTEs (see 
Resident Services section for more information on service staffing). Janitors are part of the 
housing project’s supervisory structure and are overseen by the project manager to ensure day-
to-day upkeep.  
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Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO   ☐ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


        


Referrals/marketing 


 


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


 
Resident Services……….  ☒ Referral Services ☒ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☒Financial Assistance


 


There was some difficulty in forecasting the exact service funding by the three categories above, 
as DESC cannot predict how many total tenants will move in with Medicaid benefits in place, how 
many will accept Foundational Community Support (FCS) services, and how long it might take to 
work with other tenants to get Medicaid benefits in place. The numbers above reflect the 
applicant’s projections; however King County’s Homeless Housing Programs team believes 
DESC’s FCS amount is underestimated, and that the project could leverage at least $164,300 
per year in FCS. 


County’s services team reviewed ORS request and is likely to award $250,000 annual services 
funding for five years. 


100% CEA 


DESC will fill 100% of units using CEA with no waitlists maintained at this project site.   


There will be approximately 3000 square feet of first floor common area, including a 
lounge/recreation space for resident community-building, a multipurpose room for group 
activities, a private outdoor area, a common kitchen, a dining room, offices dedicated to resident 
services and tenant restrooms. 


There will be nine Residential Counselors (RCs) and an RC Supervisor will provide milieu support, 
crisis intervention, meals, and ongoing engagement with the tenants. In addition to the RCs, five 
Clinical Support Specialists and a Housing Stabilization Specialist will be on-site to provide 
individualized services to tenants. The Clinical Support Specialists (CSS) make initial and ongoing 
assessments of residents’ skill levels and stability, provide connections to all necessary and 
appropriate outside service providers, act as case manager and/or coordinate care and services with 
other DESC or outside case managers.  CSS assist and support tenants with the challenges of daily 
living, including providing nutritional support, reminders for medications and appointments, 
counseling on personal hygiene, monitoring of visitors, organizing resident apartments and 
preventing unsafe situations, assisting with communication and inter-resident communication, 
encouraging social engagement and outings, and a host of other everyday tasks. The Housing 
Specialist will work ad hoc with tenants determined to have higher needs and whose housing is at 
risk due to problematic behaviors or institutional stays. This innovative position, in partnership with 
the existing care team, will create and implement client-centered housing stability plans and assist 
residents with achieving goals that align with their stability plan.  


Overall, there will be 16 service FTEs on-site in year one, plus on-call counselors at 1.35 FTE. 
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V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☐ RAHP ☒ HOME ☒ VSHSL ☒ MIDD 2 ☐ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☒ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, 


and participate in CEA  
☒ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness  


☒ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☒ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 
☒ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☒ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☐ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☐ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☐ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☒ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☒ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the:  
 ☒ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 


This project’s development budget was built assuming federal wages and requirements, making 
Federal HOME funds a good fit. The application assumed 15 units set-aside for veterans as well, 
and DESC’s client base overlaps significantly with the MIDD eligible population. The project is 
within a half mile of several high-frequency bus routes, making TOD funding an option, however 
the project cashflow would not be able to accommodate the annual simple interest payments.  
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Three active projects 


☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects 
Project Name Brief Description 


Clement Place 
100 studio units with supportive services chronic for persons with mental illness, 
substance abuse disorders, and physical disabilities 


The Estelle 
91 formerly homeless individuals living with chronic mental illness and other 
debilitating conditions 


Interbay Place 97 units affordable supportive housing 
 


The maximum 2020 HOME subsidy limit for studios is $153,314 per unit.  


N/A 
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Three 


Three  


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 
Hobson Place 2 Seattle Awarded $1,295,000 of MIDD funds in 2019 
Morrison Hotel Renovation Seattle 190 unit PSH project 
Kerner-Scott House Seattle 25 bed overnight women’s shelter 


 


# of projects under development………………….…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


DESC generally provides required reports on time and their projects are generally in good 
financial condition.  


DESC has a strong track record developing and operating PSH projects, with an experienced in-
house development team and well-regarded consultants.  


DESC had total assets of $185.4M in 2019 and $170M in 2018. Total liabilities were $113.8M in 
2019 and $95M in 2018. Their Net Position was $71.2M in 2019 and $75.4M in 2018 


Net income (loss) was $(1.6M) in 2019 and $848K in 2018. Net Cash available for operations 
was $21.8M 


DESC has considerable federal funding and there were no findings or concerns raised in DESC’s 
Single Audit in 2019 or 2018. 
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If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


 


 


 


People of color are disproportionately represented in DESC’s target population of chronically 
homeless individuals. Therefore, it is expected that this PSH project will house a higher 
proportion Black and American Indian people than are represented in the City of Burien’s 
population. The applicant hopes that the project will serve as an example of how permanent 
supportive housing is an affordable, effective, and necessary investment for ending homeless, as 
well as serving as an example for Burien’s Affordable Housing Demonstration program.  


DESC practices a housing first model, which prioritizes housing the most vulnerable homeless 
individuals in our community with minimal barriers. Prior to All Home King County’s Coordinated 
Entry for All system, DESC developed the Vulnerability Assessment Tool (VAT), a qualitative 
instrument designed to help staff determine who is most likely to be taken advantage of and 
harmed on the streets. In this way, those individuals who were most in need were served first at 
DESC. Per the applicant, DESC’s Vulnerability Assessment Tool has become widely recognized 
by other homeless service providers regionally and nationally, as a viable instrument for 
determining placement of chronically homeless people into supportive housing. Since joining the 
CEA program, DESC has advocated for equity issues and review of the VI-SPDAT, the 
assessment tool currently in use. 


Forty-one percent of DESC’s Board are people of color and/or women. The fields they represent 
include banking, law, government operations, law enforcement, information sciences, property 
development and management, social services, architecture, health care, and communications. 
Board members include individuals with lived experience of disabling conditions like those 
experienced by DESC’s clients. Four of DESC’s seven Senior Directors are women, and two of 
them are people of color. 
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VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


This is a much-needed project that will serve chronically homeless and expand PSH opportunities 
outside of the City of Seattle; two of the County’s highest priorities in this funding cycle. However, it is 
uncertain if the Housing Trust Fund will be able to make an award this cycle and despite a relatively 
high 9% LIHTC score of 185, this project will not be competitive for a tax credit  allocation in this 
year’s cycle. With these considerations in mind, staff recommends a partial funding award to 
demonstrate the County’s serious commitment to this project. County staff will work with DESC and 
Dominium to make the project more competitive in the next funding  round.  


 
 How well the proposed housing model meets the County’s priorities established in the 


RFP – This is a PSH project that will serve chronically homeless individuals using CEA.   
 


 Financial feasibility & Leverage of other public and private sources – The $7,547,068 
request is high, but since this project is in Burien and it also applied to the Housing Trust 
Fund, there are no other public funders to leverage. As a PSH project, it will not have the 
cashflow to make debt service payments, so private sources are not a viable option.  


 
 Organizational capacity, financial and experience/pipeline – DESC is well staffed and has 


an experienced team. They have submitted three applications to the Department of 
Commerce and have already been granted a waiver allowing them to apply for a total of $6 
million in funding from the Housing Trust Fund, with this project being their second highest 
priority. Their higher priority project is a shovel ready project funded by the City of Seattle in 
their summer PSH NOFA. Dominium Consulting is the second largest affordable housing 
developer in the nation and is providing development consultant and construction project 
management service pro bono, which has reduced total costs and increased the depth of 
experience and capacity of the project’s team.  


 
 Readiness – Projected start date is 10/1/2021, with a 14-month construction period. Exact 


timing will be dependent on the project making it through the City of Burien’s Affordable 
Housing Demonstration Program without significant delays or mandated redesigns. Based on 
conversations with city staff and the applicant’s responses, the critical Burien City Council 
vote is expected in the first quarter of January 2021, which would allow the project to meet the 
projected started date, assuming all requests of public funds are awarded.  
 


Additional considerations – This project would allow DESC to develop a PSH project outside of 
Seattle, a longstanding organizational priority. The project’s location, near Burien’s downtown core 
and close to several bus stops with frequent service, will allow the residents to easily connect to 
services in their neighborhood or via a direct bus into Seattle. Additionally, the project meets King 
County Housing Authority’s priority of serving chronically homeless, making it likely to receive 95 
project-based vouchers. Lastly, the County’s homeless services team reviewed the ORS request and 
is likely to make an annual commitment of ORS for five years.  
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Horizon Housing Alliance 


Inland Construction and Development Co. 


Polaris at Eastgate 


 


$134,189,530 


$8,000,000 


$134,189,530 


N/A 


$379,066 cost per unit / $297 cost per sq. ft. 


6% of TDC / $$22,598 per unit 


50 year loan term / 1% interest rate 


 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO 
I. OVERVIEW 


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….…….  13620 SE Eastgate Way, Bellevue 


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☒ Rental    ☒TOD   ☐ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA 


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☐ Acquisition 


Brief description 


 
1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Construct a 354-unts of rental housing affordable for households earning up to 60 percent of the 
Area Median Income (AMI) including a mix of studio, one, two, and three-bedroom units.  


Polaris at Eastgate is one phase of a three‐phase Master Development Plan that includes a 
Homeless Men’s Shelter the County funded last year, and a permanent supportive housing 
project by Horizon Housing Alliance and Plymouth Housing, which also applied in the 2020 
funding round.   DRAFT
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351 / 3 / 354 


10/2021 / 14 months 


52 


No 


452,258 total square feet / Six floors 


452,258 / 9,449 


Studio 427sf, 1B 529sf, 2B 824sf, 3B 1,110sf 


20 percent (70) units will be set aside for disabled 
residents. 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential sf/commercial sf ………………… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☒ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr/ 
CAU 


Studio    24  24  
1 Bedroom    138  138 3 
2 Bedroom    117  117  
3 Bedroom    72  72  
4 Bedroom    0  0  


Total    351  351 3 


General population, families with children with 70 units for people with disabilities.  
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35 Walk Score / 53 Transit Score 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☐ YES      ☒ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☐ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☒Commercial ☐Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


The project is the second in a three-phase development that requires completion of a Master 
Development Plan (MDP) process. The master developer, Inland Group, will lead the MDP 
permitting process, including  State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) public notices in late 2020 
or early 2021. 


The City of Bellevue has estimated this Master Development Plan process to take 
approximately nine months. Additional environmental conditions noted on the next page.  


The area includes commercial and light industrial buildings and offices and a King County 
transfer station. Additional commercial development and a community college are to the east. 
The South side of the site abuts SE Eastgate Way, then I-90. 


The project is located one tenth of one mile from the 212 and 241 bus stops and one quarter mile 
from the Eastgate Park and Ride and less than one mile from the Factoria Mall. 


A 9,449 square foot early learning facility area will be provided for residents and the surrounding 
community. 
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Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


Proposed parking number based on the reduction allowed by City of Bellevue, under which 266 
total parking stalls are required. The stalls will be provided underground. 


Environmental conditions including documented soil and groundwater contamination, 
including petroleum hydrocarbons and volatile organic hydrocarbons (VOCs) in addition 
to the presence of unstructured fill at the Site, reportedly ranging in depths from 25-30 
feet and consisting of concrete, asphalt, and other unknown debris must be mitigated for 
approval of the State Department of Ecology.  


The unstructured fill is a landslide hazard that has resulted in groundwater seepage. 


King County owns the parcel. The Facilities and Maintenance Division (FMD) and Inland are 
currently negotiating the sales price taking into consideration the remediation expense. Any 
amendment to the purchase and sale agreement will go to King County Council for approval. 


 


Affordable housing requires a Master Plan Development. 


Horizon Housing Alliance and the Inland Group were selected to develop the full site in 2019.  
Inland Group will be the Master Developer responsible for entitlement of the whole property 
preparing it for a three-phase development including this Affordable Housing proposal. 


Horizon Housing Alliance will work with Inland Construction, the General Contractor. At least 
three bids (but typically as many as 6-10) will be received for each construction discipline and the 
best bids will be selected. 
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III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $           8,000,000  $           8,000,000 


Permanent Loan $         70,000,000  $         70,000,000 


City/ ARCH $               575,000  $               575,000 


4% Equity $         42,189,767  $         42,189,767 


Deferred Developer Fee    $             13,424,763   $             13,424,763 


TOTAL 
$       120,764,767   $             13,424,763 $         134,189,530 


 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $17,000,000  


Construction/ Rehab Costs $82,333,129  


Soft Costs $18,381,473  


Financing Costs  $9,827,472  


Capitalized Reserves $1,329,771  


Other Development Costs 5,257,685  


TOTAL $134,189,530  


 


The Inland Group is the Master Developer for the site and will to take the lead on the master 
development / binding site plan.  The Inland Group will be conducting site feasibility, 
environmental remediation analysis, geotechnical analysis, civil engineering design, and 
preliminary design in preparation for the predevelopment review, pre application conference, 
SEPA, and critical areas permits for the entire site.   
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$21,000,000 (entire MDP site – Polaris share is 


$17,000,000 ) – Dated 11/2019  


$16M with $13M deferred 


09/10/2020 


Six percent cap rate / 23 units/month lease-up 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………………… 


 


 


 


 


Hillmann Consulting found the total proposed budget to be slightly higher than the general range 
of anticipated costs in the subject locale for a project of this scope specifically - the costs 
identified for General Conditions, Site Work, Exterior Improvements appear to be higher than the 
anticipated range, however this can be accounted for in the amount of site work required for the 
project and the duration. 


 


Contingency is at 5 percent for new construction, which is appropriate for a project of this size. 


N/A DRAFT
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$.98 


89 


$70,000,000 


1/15/2021 4% round 


Notable findings  


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☒ Construction Loan   ☒ LIHTC    ☒Bonds    ☐ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 4% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


 4% LIHTC self-score……………………… 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO      ☐ N/A 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


The market study finds the cap rate, absorption rate, as well as the occupancy and wait lists of 
existing LIHTC developments in the area will result in the project being well-accepted. Overall, 
the study finds adequate demand for the project as proposed and will not negatively impact the 
existing LIHTC supply, as these properties have high occupancy rates and extensive wait lists. 
Market rents are over 30 percent higher than the project rents. 


Score of 89 seems on the edge of low. Pricing at $.98 seems high but is based on two recent 
similar projects (Polaris at Lake City, and Polaris at Together Center), that are closing in 
December 2020, with similar finalized equity investment terms  No LOI for equity was provided. 


The project costs are not over the TDC limits and will not require a waiver.  


 An initial combined construction (89M) and permanent (70M) commitment letter was provided by 
Citibank, supporting the proposed private debt.  A minimum 1.15 DCR is required. 
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$1,688,002 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO    ☐ N/A 


The development team needs to keep the bank DCR above 1.2 to accommodate debt service to 


subordinate loans.  Increasing the bank loan and annual debt service payment would reduce the 


projects ability to service the KC loan and, more critically, the deferred developer 


fee.  Eliminating the deferred fee would reduce the credits generated for the project requiring 


additional subsidy to finance the development. 


Sponsor contribution comments.  


Fundraising comments.  


All rents are at 60% AMI. 


NA 


Five Percent 


Operating Costs are about $2,000 or 11% lower than the average cost. 


Replacement Reserve at $250 /unit and Operating Reserves at 6 months expenses meet 
industry standards. 
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NA 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
    
    Awarded 
    Proposed 
     
Total  Total here   


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


        


Referrals/marketing 


Horizon will contract with FPI Management for experienced property management and 
compliance responsibilities. The Project will be staffed with approximately 7 full-time employees, 
including a Manager, Assistant Manager, two Leasing Agents, Maintenance Supervisor and tow 
Maintenance Assistants.  Up to three of the employees may reside at the Project, providing quick 
response in the event of an emergency.  A Regional Property Manager will provide additional 
oversight but will not be a direct expense to the property and will not work from an office on-site.   


 


 NA 
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Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☒ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


 


 


V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☐ RAHP ☒ HOME ☐ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☒ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☐ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, and 


participate in CEA  
☒ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☐ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☐ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 


The property will be managed by FPI Management, Inc (FPI), FPI will implement a variety of 
advertising strategies all of which shall be in accordance with applicable Equal Opportunity 
Housing Laws. To sustain the highest possible occupancy rates, FPI will anticipate and wherever 
possible, fill vacancies thirty days prior to the vacancy occurring.   Marketing materials will 
include wording that a purpose of the facility is to provide housing for low-income families.  
Community outreach efforts will occur to reach target groups who would most benefit from the 
housing provided.  


The project will include many of the standard apartment amenities including a business center, 
fitness center, resident lounge, theater, and multi-purpose room. Most notable, an early learning 
center will provide affordable childcare to the residents and the Eastgate Neighborhood. 


Monthly recreation and education activities will be offered. These may be cultural, educational for 
children or adults, health-related, or security/safety related. 


 DRAFT
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☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 
and their family members.   


☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 
treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☐ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☒ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☐ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☐ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☒ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the: 


☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 
☒ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☒ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


NA 
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None with Horizon 


4 


0 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects 
Project Name Brief Description 


  
 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 
Together Center Redmond 280 rental units anticipated 2023 
Polaris at Lake City Seattle 260 rental units anticipated 2023 
Polaris at Rainier Beach Seattle 306 rental units anticipated 2022 
   
Traditions at Federal Way Federal Way 200 rental units anticipated 2022 


 


# of projects under development………………….…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


NA  
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Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☐ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Horizon provided 990 tax returns and a 2020 budget. 


The budget includes $892,000 of revenue and $511,000 in expenses for a net income of $371,000. 


Horizon did not provide an annual statement for 2019. In 2018 total assets were $783,000 and 
total liabilities were $190,000. Net position was $593,000. 


In 2017, about two thirds of Bellevue’s residents who worked had relatively high earnings at or 
above $75K. Another 16 percent had moderate earnings between $50K and $75K, and the 
remaining 21 percent of residents working full time had relatively low earnings of less than 
$50K.Offering a housing mix with larger units equates to more inclusion. According to the 
American Community Survey, in the Seattle- Bellevue MSA 76% of black households occupy two 
bedrooms or more, versus only 44% of white households. Of black households, 47% occupy 
three or four-bedroom units, compared to only 16% of white households. Further, these 
proportions remained similar when Horizon analyzed lower income brackets (60% AMI and 30% 
AMI). This indicates that black households are more likely to need, units with more bedrooms 
than white households. Polaris at Eastgate unit mix will include 72 three-bedroom units for 
households earning up to 60% AMI housing. DRAFT
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What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


FPI, the Managing Agent, and the Owners want all customers, residents, prospects, and vendors 
to feel they have been provided professional and courteous service.  The Grievance Procedure 
provides a means for FPI’s customers to raise concerns about the community; such as a 
decision about the community itself, how management addressed a concern, or how FPI can 
better meet their customer’s needs.  The Grievance Procedures may also be used to raise 
concerns about incidents of all alleged discrimination, harassment, or retaliation. 


The Grievance Procedure is designed to ensure that there is a fair and equitable process for 
addressing customer concerns.  Also, to ensure fair treatment of customers if an action or 
inaction by a management representative adversely affects any customer visiting or residing in 
the community.  It is also designed to provide FPI with an opportunity to try and resolve 
escalated problems quickly and fairly. 


Horizon’s board of directors, two men and two women, includes professionals with backgrounds 
in affordable housing, finance, public relations, communications, business ownership, real estate 
development, and public service. 


Staff Recommends funding Horizon’s Polaris project at the requested amount because it is a well-
developed proposal that will provide Transit Oriented affordable housing for 351 low income 
households in Bellevue. 


Polaris at Eastgate is one phase of a three-phase Master Development Plan that includes a 
Homeless Men’s Shelter the County funded last year, and a permanent supportive housing 
project by Horizon Housing Alliance and Plymouth Housing, which also applied in the 2020 
funding round, and which is also being recommended for funding.   


Polaris is located one tenth of one mile from the 212 and 241 bus stops and one quarter mile from 
the Eastgate Park and Ride and less than one mile from the Factoria Mall. 


The project will be ready to start construction once environmental cleanup and the MDP process 
are completed. 


The development team of Inland and Horizon is strong and capable of successfully completing the 
project.  


The project has strong local support of the city of Bellevue. 
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FAME Housing Association 


Ally Community Development  


Bryant Manor 


1801 E. Yesler Way, Seattle WA 98122 


$54,977,932 


$1,000,000 


$58,129,244  


$3,151,312 


$534 


1.8% / $10,417 


50 years, 1% 


 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO 
I. OVERVIEW 


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….…….  


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☒ Rental    ☐TOD   ☐ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA 


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☒ New Construction  ☒ Rehabilitation  ☐ Acquisition 


Brief description 


 
1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential square foot…………….………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


The Bryant Manor project is divided into 2 phases – Phase 1 (this application) involves the 
demolition of 28 units of housing and the development of 97 units in their place. Phase 2 will 
replace 30 units of existing housing with 149 units for a total of 246 units completed. The project 
aims to combat gentrification in Seattle’s Central District by providing affordable housing to 
residents with historic ties to the neighborhood (predominantly Black & immigrant families). 


1


DRAFT







96 / 1 / 97 


July 2021 / 21 months 


68 


108,039 sq. feet / 7 floors 


102,944 sq. feet / 5,095 sq. feet 


1BR – 555 / 2BR – 781 / 3BR – 1032 / 4BR - 1300 


20 units – Households with disabled family 
member. 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential/commercial square feet..….… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☐ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☒ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr 


1 Bedroom   38   38  
2 Bedroom 22  2   24 1 
3 Bedroom 16  4   20  
4 Bedroom 11  3   14  


Total 49  47   96 1 


The primary goal of the project is to expand affordable, family-sized housing in the historically 
African American Central District of Seattle (30 – 50% AMI range). 20 units will house 
households with a disabled family member (with a physical or mental impairment that 
substantially limits one or more of the major life activities). 
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92 / 78 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☒ Single Family ☒Multifamily ☐Commercial ☐Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


The site’s MR zoning is an island, the only MR parcel surrounded by less dense zones LR3 and 
NC1-55; the site is also adjacent to a large, well-used city park. Maximizing the allowable density 
on site was not the appropriate solution given the design (use of courtyard to connect phase 1 & 
2 buildings – if maximized, out of scale and no relief in building massing). 


The property is eligible for historic designation.  However, DAHP will not prevent the property 
from being redeveloped, they will just require some type of mitigation. The City of Seattle has 
requested a historic review because the buildings are over 45 years old, but since they will not 
be 50 years old when demolished, the buildings are highly unlikely to be designated a landmark. 


The site is in the heart of the Central District, a neighborhood that has gone from over 70% 
African American in the 1970s to less than 18% in 2019. The site has access to several 
neighborhood amenities and access to three bus stops. 


The first floor will have 1,875 square feet of commercial space that aims to help revitalize the 
commercial corridor on Yesler. The space is being targeted to small, minority businesses (tenant 
not yet selected). FAME plans to separate out the ownership of the commercial space as a 
condominium and retain ownership. 
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Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


No parking in Phase I. Phase II will create 60 stalls of underground parking for 246 households. 


The original Phase 1 prepared in February 2018, recommended a Phase 2 be completed based 
on the presence of 14 nearby historic auto service and cleaner sites at the same or higher 
gradient than Bryant Manor and within 300 feet of the site. The environmental consultant 
recommended soil vapor sampling for the presence of PCE and TCE (dry cleaning solvent) 
vapors.  The September 11, 2020 Phase 1 update does not recommend a Phase 2.  It does 
however report that the results of the original Phase 2, (which was not given to FAME Housing at 
the time) and showed the presence of petroleum-related vapors in 3 of the 6 test locations at the 
property line on Yesler Way. 


In addition, there are asbestos-containing popcorn ceilings in all existing units (estimated 20,850 
square feet). 


Consultant recommended a management plan for possible soil vapor contamination on the site, 
including testing of any soil leaving the site during excavation. The likely source of any 
contamination was a gas station that had been located on the adjacent Pratt Park site before it 
was purchased by the City.  Given that the source of any potential contamination was off-site, the 
property owner is not required to identify or remove all contaminated soil, just that which is being 
removed from the site as part of development activities. 


$104,250 in budget for asbestos abatement. 
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General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source Proposed Amount 
 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $1,000,000 - $1,000,000 


City of Seattle $2,686,195 $2,428,527 $5,114,722 


State Housing Trust Fund $3,000,000 - $3,000,000 


Sponsor Loan - $7,238,688 $7,238,688 


Key Bank $24,052,000 - $24,052,000 


4% Equity $14,572,522 - $14,572,522 


FAME initially engaged Catholic Housing Services as their development consultant and secured 
an award from Seattle in 2018 to begin their master use permitting process. In February 2020, 
the agencies split and FAME selected Ally Community Development who has partnered with 
Ginger Segel of GSC to serve as development consultants.  


FAME has Environmental Works to complete all Capital Needs Assessments of their buildings 
since 2014.Environmental Works has shepherded the project through the City’s design review 
process and had an intake appointment for building permits on October 11th. 


Ally reviewed all feasibility elements for the project, facilitated deeper analysis of the high 
construction costs by bringing in a new GC to estimate the project construction costs, and 
completed a new RFP process for potential lenders.   


FAME held RFQ processes in both 2019 and 2020 to select a GC for preconstruction services.  


FAME’s general policy on vendor selection is to receive at least two bids and select the most 
cost-efficient vendor. 


Compass Construction was selected to manage construction. 


Compass is currently in the process of getting competitive bids for the mechanical, electric and 
plumbing trades because a portion of these trades will be done through a partial design build 
process.  The other subs will be select through competitive bidding in February 2021. 
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$9,590,000 / 9/24/2018  


2% / $1,292,058 


TOTAL $45,310,717 $9,667,215 $54,977,932 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $9,083,328  


Construction/ Rehab Costs $36,835,854  


Soft Costs $4,107,393  


Pre-development/Bridge Financing $210,357  


Construction Financing $1,260,955  


Permanent Financing $536,899  


Capitalized Reserves $1,002,951  


Other Development Costs $1,694,060  


Bond Related Costs $246,134  


TOTAL $54,977,932  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Developer has secured site control for the project, appraised land cost incorporated in budget. 


The third-party report for this project has not yet been received. Davis-Bacon Commercial 
Prevailing Wage Rates increases construction costs by 17%, according to Compass 
Construction. 
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$0.87 


103 


7/24/2018 


1% / 20 units per month 


1/15/2021 


 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/absorption rate…………………………… 


Notable findings  


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☒ Construction Loan   ☒ LIHTC    ☐Bonds    ☐ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 4% round application…….… 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


 4% LIHTC self-score……….…………………… 


 


Is project within WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Revision discussion. 


Appr. of project.  


Davis-Bacon (Non-Residential) wages triggered, submitted budgets incorporate federal wages. 


The report finds that there is significant need and demand to justify the development and that the 
project should be very competitive in the market. 


Based on the analysis presented in the report, the project would need to capture less than 1% of 
existing demand to achieve stabilized occupancy. This indicates a large renter market for the 
project. 
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$24,052,000 


$8,184 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO      ☐ N/A 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


The project team has worked extensively to reduce the cost as low as possible.  Unfortunately, a 
combination of triggering commercial Davis Bacon wage rates, large family units, and 
accommodations needed for an infill urban site have driven the cost up beyond the TDC limits.  
The project team has met with the WSHFC and the current budget has been reduced 
approximately 16% in response to their request to lower the project’s bond allocation need.  


There is a sufficient margin of safety. -Before the sponsor loan payments, there is over $600K of 
cash flow in year 15.  Cash flow has a positive trend over time. 


Sponsor loan of $7,238,688. 


Project uses maximum allowed rent + utility allowances for AMI. 


The project will preserve and transfer 58 existing units covered by Section 8 HAP contracts 


which bring in roughly $1.5 million in federal funding annually. The income restrictions of the 


HAP contract are as follows: 43 families at or below 30% of AMI, 14 families between 30 – 50% 


of AMI, and one family above 80% of AMI. 


5% residential vacancy rate (commercial vacancy not listed). 
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58 units / $1,552,392 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
HUD HAP Contracts Rent Subsidy $1,552,32 Awarded 


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


Project operating expenses are similar to and aligned with those within the King County portfolio. 


Replacement reserves similar to and aligned with those within the King County portfolio. No 
operating reserve. 


The Michael’s Organization (TMO) has a regional property manager that supervises the staff of 
FAME’s housing.  TMO will staff FAME’s three projects (Bryant Manor Phase I, Texada, and 
Imperial) with six full-time employees, a Community Manager, Assistance Manager and Office 
Assistant, along with a Maintenance Manager and two Maintenance Technicians. TMO will also 
have a Resident Services Coordinator, working with individual residents to meet goals as well as 
creating enrichment programs for all of the residents. 


The PM plan appears appropriate for targeted population. 


The project will preserve and transfer 58 existing units covered by Section 8 HAP contracts 
which bring in roughly $1.5 million in federal funding annually. 
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Referrals/marketing 


 


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☒ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☒Financial Assistance 


 


 


V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☐ HOME ☐ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☐ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 


The current residents will all be invited to return to Bryant Manor after construction is completed.  
The twenty-eight households living in buildings that will be demolished to make way for the new 
building’s construction may elect to return or to live elsewhere in the community. 


For the units not filled by existing Bryant Manor tenants, ninety days before anticipated certificate 
of occupancy, FAME will release a Notice of Housing Availability announcing the day that FAME 
will begin to accept applications.  All applications received on the first day will be ordered 
randomly on the waiting list.  After the first day, applications will be time and date stamped and 
considered in the order received. 


The Community Manager and Assistant Manager will review the applications in order, screening 
residents for income eligibility, families with children, and household size.  TMO will apply the 
City of Seattle’s approved neighborhood preference policy, giving preference to low income 
residents of the neighborhood since before 2010. 


Community meeting room with an adjacent kitchen and an outdoor courtyard gathering space 
including a children’s play area and community gardening beds. 


The project will have a Resident Services Coordinator to link residents to area services and to 
coordinate enrichment programming that will include financial literacy, nutrition and health, 
homework club and student support, and other topics. 


The project appears to be compatible with the following source: 


RAHP – Households with incomes at or below 50%, households with a member who has special 
needs. 
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☐ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, and 
participate in CEA  


☐ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 
with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☐ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☐ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☐ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☐ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☐ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☒ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☐ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the: 


☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 
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0 


0 


0 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☒ NO  


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects 
Project Name Brief Description 


  
How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


# of projects under development………………….…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


No concerns in performance/compliance reported from Asset Management. 


N/A, this is their only active project. 
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In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☐ N/A  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


 


First AME had total assets of $6.5M in 2019 and $4.9M in 2018. Total liabilities were $1.45M in 
2019 and $642.6K in 2018. Their Net Position was $5M in 2019 and $4.2M in 2018. 


Net income was $811K in 2019 and $912K in 2018.  


First AME provided a draft 2019 Audit which would include their first single audit with schedule of 
federal awards and management letter. The draft indicated no findings. 


 No findings or concerns. 


The goal of the project is to provide an affordable housing option to families who would otherwise 
have to leave the neighborhood, or have already left the neighborhood, due to rising rents.  
FAME will use the City’s new neighborhood preference policy to favor applicants who have 
historic ties to the neighborhood.  


The Central District went from over 70% African American in 1970s to less than 18% African 
American by 2019.  The project is a response to this gentrification, offering affordable housing to 
people otherwise displaced from the neighborhood. 


FAME mentions a process for resident input on building management & operations - FAME 
serves very diverse residents and takes input from residents on building management and 
operations.  FAME is including a Resident Services Coordinator in the redevelopment of Bryant 
Manor to improve access to enrichment programs by helping families navigate the web of 
services and possible supports available. 


The Board of Directors has seven members, with 6 men and 1 woman.  All are African 
Americans and have longstanding roots in the community.  The Executive Director is an African 
American man. 
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VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION


Staff recommends NOT funding the FAME Bryant Manor project at this time due to limited 
availability of funds for City of Seattle projects. King County would like to fund this project, but the 
type of funding compatible is limited to one source of funds –RAHP, which is further limited by 
geographic distribution, with only a portion of these funds available for Seattle projects. Staff has 
prioritized scarce Seattle funding for another Seattle project this year.  


The FAME – Bryant Manor project is a two-phase project that seeks to combat gentrification in 
Seattle’s Central District by providing 246 units of affordable housing (30 – 50% AMI) to residents 
with historic ties to the neighborhood. Phase I, with a TRDC of roughly $54M, involves the 
demolition of 28 units of housing and the development of 97 units in their place. The project is 
setting aside 20 units to house households with a disabled family member and is also preserving 
58 HUD HAP contracts which generate nearly $1.5 million in funding. 


Though the project team has worked extensively to reduce cost and has utilized several cost 
reduction strategies (such as CEDC, Seattle building incentives, and even changing contractors), 
the combination of triggering commercial DBA wage rates, large family units, and other 
environmental/development issues has driven the cost up beyond TDC limits. 


FAME’s Board of Directors, which consists of all African Americans with roots in the Central 
District community,  appears genuinely committed to bridging the gaps in inequity that 
gentrification and displacement have brought to the historically African American neighborhood. 
FAME intends to utilize the City of Seattle’s approved neighborhood preference policy to give 
preference to low income residents who have lived in the neighborhood since 2010. This 
knowledge of the neighborhood and challenges in inequity, in addition to what appears to be a 
very open and transparent input/dialogue process with both community and building residents, 
exemplifies FAME’s commitment to advancing equity & social justice in King County. 


Although FAME’s ask to King County is only $1 million, the projects is competing for 
extremely competitive and very limited Seattle-based King County funding. Funding awards in 
the Seattle pool are ultimately tied to timing, alignment with King County priorities, cost 
efficiency, and leverage of alternative funding sources. King County will continue to work with 
FAME to refine the project to be competitive in future rounds.
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Imagine Housing    


N/A  


Samma Senior Apartments 


Bothell, WA  


$23,726,283 


$5,350,000 


$23,726,283 


N/A 


$312,187/ $514 


$0 


22%/ $70,394 


50 years/ 1% simple interest Hard Debt on TOD 


 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO 
I. OVERVIEW 


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….…….  


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☒ Rental    ☒TOD   ☐ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA 


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☒ Acquisition 


Brief description 


 
1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


This is new construction of 76 units of senior housing in Northeast King County. The site has an 
existing building that will be torn down as part of the re-development of the site.  
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76 units  


2/28/2022/ 15 months  


59 


46,101sf/ 5 Floors 


46,101sf/ NA 


Studio 403 sf 


8 ADA units 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential sf/commercial sf ………………… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☒ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr/ 
CAU 


Studio   76   76 0 
1 Bedroom        
2 Bedroom        
3 Bedroom        
4 Bedroom        


Total   76   76 0 


The project intends to serve 76 seniors ages 55+. 20% (16) of the units, will be set aside for 
seniors with disabilities.  
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71/ 64 


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☐ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☒Commercial ☐Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Bothell City Council has recently approved zoning code changes to permit higher buildings in the 
Downtown Subarea if it creates more affordable housing. 


The project site is zoned SR522 Corridor District. The proposed project meets the current site’s 
zoning.  


Prior to issuance of building permits, there will be a boundary line adjustment to accommodate 
the permitted site plan. The City of Bothell will provide boundary line adjustments with the 
adjacent city park to create parking and a fire truck lane on the east side of the proposed 
building. Property area will not change. 


The site has poor soil conditions and will require concrete piles for building support. 


The site is located in the Bothell Downtown area off Bothell Way NE, a street with mostly 
commercial businesses.  The Bothell Downtown area has numerous new construction market-
rate buildings completed and under development. 


The project site is located within walking distance of a bus stop with multiple routes: 230, 372, 
522. 


N/A 
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Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


36 at grade parking stalls are proposed, 11 of which will be tucked under the building and 
reserved for accessible and electric vehicle parking. The City of Bothell amended their parking 
requirements in September 2020, reducing parking densities for transit oriented senior 
multifamily projects. Minimum parking now required is 23 stalls for the total project for staff an 
guests. Samma will exceed the minimum required stalls by providing at least 36 stalls for 
residents, staff, and guests. 


 


 


The most recent Phase I was completed on 9/9/2020, and a Phase II was not recommended. A 
Phase II was previously completed 2/26/2020.  


Limited survey for asbestos was performed, and while no asbestos was detected, due to the age 
of the structure built in 1962, there is an assumption that asbestos exists in the structure and will 
be abated according to State demolition and disposal regulations. 


Limited survey for lead based paint was performed, and while no lead based paint was detected, 
due to the age of the structure built in 1962, there is an assumption that lead based paint exists 
in the structure and will be abated according to State demolition and disposal regulations. 


Any mold discovered within the existing building during demolition, will be abated according to 
state demolition and disposal regulations. 


Limited wetland survey found no wetlands on the property. There are wetlands adjacent to the 
property and portions of the wetland buffer encroach into the property. 


The City of Bothell will require a Critical Area Survey to include adjacent wetlands and critical 
areas. The Critical Area Survey will be submitted with the Site Plan Approval application to the 
City Planning Department. 


King County Community Development program is working with Imagine on the NEPA triggered 
from ARCH CDBG award.  


The project site is a City surplus greyfield, intended to be re-developed and contribute to the 
downtown revitalization. 


Site currently has a condemned and derelict structure on site that will require demolition, 
asbestos and lead paint abatement.   


Budget includes $10,000 for building environmental abatement. $55,000 is budgeted for 
demolition of existing structure. 
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Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


The City of Bothell owns the property and is selling the property to Imagine Housing below fair 
market value as an incentive to develop affordable housing. This City-owned surplus property 
was created out of the SR-522 re-alignment through downtown Bothell as part of their new 
Downtown Revitalization Plan. Bothell placed the property on the open market in spring 2019, 
and Imagine Housing entered into a Purchase Agreement with the City in November 2019 with a 
December 2020 closing date. ARCH awarded the project $750,000 to be used for the property 
purchase in 2019. 


Historic preservation consideration is underway. Since the application was submitted, the NEPA 
process initiated a historic landmark review of the existing building and determined it is eligible 
for historic landmark status. Imagine Housing, State Historic Preservation Office, Washington 
State Department of Archeology + Historic Preservation, and King County DCHS are currently 
developing measures to mitigate adverse effects for inclusion in a Memorandum of Agreement to 
be approved prior to NEPA clearance.Mitigation options have been narrowed down to the 
following three measures, which Imagine Housing has agreed to include in the MOA:  


1. Formal Level II documentation based on DAHP Documentation Standards 


2. Placement of an outdoor interpretive sign adjacent to the proposed public path leading to 
Bothell Landing Park. The interpretive sign will include a photo of the existing building and a 
narrative about the Architect and building. 


3. Complete an inventory report of the nine to ten known remaining buildings designed by 
the Architect who designed the existing building. The inventory report will be formatted for 
inclusion in the DAHP WISSARD Architectural Data Base. 


The ownership entity will be a Limited Liability Company (LLC). The sponsor, Imagine Housing, 
will be the Managing Member, a non-profit organization. The Investor Member (TBD) will be the 
equity investor. An operating agreement will outline the rights and responsibilities of each 
member. 
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Who will manage construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


4% LIHTC Equity $7,599,377 $0 $7,599,377 


WCRA Perm Loan $4,899,407 $0 $4,899,407 


State $3,000,000 $0 $3,000,000 


State UHEE $496,159 $0 $496,159 


King County TOD $5,350,000 $0 $5,350,000 


ARCH $500,000 $750,000 $1,250,000 
Imagine Housing Social Impact 
Investment Fund $490,000 


$0 
$490,000 


Deferred Developer Fee  $600,580 $0 $600,580 


Imagine Housing completed a General Contractor selection process in July 2020 through a 
request for qualifications, schematic cost estimate, and proposed construction timeline issued to 
ten General Contracting firms with affordable housing construction experience. 


Four general contractors responded to the request and Imagine Housing interviewed and scored 
each general contractor with scoring criteria of: 40% qualifications, 40% schematic cost estimate, 
and 20% proposed construction timeline. 


To ensure the construction cost estimate from each proposal were based on equal assumptions 
and material estimates, Imagine Housing hired a Quantity Surveyor to prepare a complete bill of 
materials for each general contractor to assign labor and material costs. This method gave 
Imagine Housing greater confidence in hard costs included in the budget. Imagine Housing has 
hired Synergy Inc. as their general contractor for this project.   


Imagine Housing selected Architectural and Engineering services through a qualifications and 
competitive fee process. A&E RFQ Fee Proposal requests were issued to at least three pre-
selected firms, each proposing firm was interviewed, and selections were based on scoring of 
qualifications and fee competitiveness. Imagine Housing selected the A&E firms based on best 
score. Imagine Housing has hired Third Place Design Cooperative as their architect and 30 
Analytics/O’Brien & CO as consultants for the Passive House and UHEE elements. 


Synergy Inc. will manage the construction.  
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$930,000 – September 3, 2020 


$1,796,337 


GP Equity  $760 $0 $760 


HDC Exemplary Buildings $40,000 $0 $40,000 


TOTAL $22,976,283 $750,000 $23,726,283 


 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $780,000 Acquisition cost are less than appraisal value 


Construction/ Rehab Costs $15,596,627 Cost seem reasonable for this type of project 


Soft Costs $3,809,111 Cost seem reasonable 


Financing Costs  $1,601,614 Cost seem reasonable 


Capitalized Reserves $371,524 Costs seem reasonable 


Other Development Costs $1,567,407 Costs seem reasonable 


TOTAL $23,726,283  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


N/A 


Developer’s fee is $1,796,337, 8% of TDC. Imagine is proposing $600,580 in deferred developer 
fees and $399,217 in sponsor predevelopment funding.  
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8-20-2020 


4.3%/ 8 units per month 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………………… 


Notable findings  


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☒ Construction Loan   ☒ LIHTC    ☒Bonds    ☒ Other 


Based on the third-party consultant’s review of the construction documents and their experience 
with similarly completed projects, the total proposed budget appears to be within the reasonable 
range of anticipated costs in the subject locale for a project of this scope. 
 
The report listed the following; 


1. Costs included for Painting appear to be lower than the anticipated range. 
2. The costs included for Siding appear to be higher than the anticipated range. 
3. The costs included for Waterproofing appear to be lower than the anticipated range and 


should be clarified. 
4. The costs included for Window Treatments appear to be lower than the anticipated range 


 


The budget includes a hard cost contingency in the amount of $664,020, or 6% of the total hard 
cost budget, held in design contingency. The third-party report recommends a 5-10% 
contingency for a project of this scope and size on a GMP or Guaranteed Maximum Price 
contract. For a Stipulated Sum contract, the contingency can be held in the Development 
Budget. 


Budget is assuming residential state prevailing wage rates. 


Marketability will be good overall, with the project design suitable for the targeted tenant profile of 
seniors ages 55 and older. 


For more traditional low-income tenants, supply and demand appear favorable. Vacancies are 
generally low. Developing or potential supply likely will not materially change this supply/demand 
balance, as the development currently under consideration is less than sufficient to meet 
demand. Potential demand is also supported by income banding. Overall, the subject will be 
marketable to tenants earning 50% or less of the area median income. 
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$.92 


94 


$6,030,747 


4% 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 4%/9% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


 4%/ 9%LIHTC self-score……………………… 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO      ☐ N/A 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Projected self-score of 94 points appears very competitive based on scores from the last round.  


Boston Financial, Enterprise Community Investment, Redstone Equity, Raymond James and 
Regions, have provided LOIs for equity funding. All equity letters have a pricing of $.92.  


JPMorgan Chase provided a perm and construction letter of interest.  


WCRA provided a permanent loan letter of interest. 


The project’s TDC does not exceed the Washington State Housing Finance Commission’s 
maximum TDC Limits recently published in the 2021 application. 


Hard debt includes $4,899,407 of permanent loan financing, $5,350,000 of proposed King 
County TOD funds and $490,000 of Imagine Housing Social Impact loan. Hard debt coverage 
ratio is 1.15 in year 1.   


The project seems feasible with the proposed sources. The project is applying for most sources 
available for this type of project.   


Imagine Housing is providing a $490,000 loan in Imagine Housing Social Impact Investment 
Funds, $600,580 in deferred developers fee, and $760 in general partner equity.  Imagine is also 
proposing a $399,217 predevelopment loan.  
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$430,064 For the first full year/ $5,659 per unit 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO    ☐ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


The project is not proposing fundraising. 


Rents are in line with WSHFC 2020 rent limits. Utility allowance is based on the Energy 
Consumption Model. 


N/A 


Expected vacancy 5%, typical for this type of project.  


Operating costs for the elevator are slightly higher for this project, which is understandable for a 
senior project.  Overall total operating expense for this project are slightly higher than the median 
and slightly lower than the average for similar affordable housing projects of this size.  


Replacement reserves in year 1 is $26,600, or $350 per unit, typical for this kind of project. 
Capitalized operating reserve is budgeted for $163,801, and $26,600 capitalized replacement 
reserves.  
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$0 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Total  Total here   


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


        


Referrals/marketing 


Imagine Housing currently contracts with Allied Residential, who has served Imagine Housing 
projects since early 2019.  Allied is experienced in providing services to low income senior 
communities. Allied currently provides property management services to King County Housing 
Authority in addition to other owners.  


Imagine Housing will closely oversee all work by external property management and ensure that 
they are effectively and efficiently managing and maintaining their properties. 


Property management staff will include1 FTE property manager, 1 FTE maintenance technician, 
and 1 FTE janitorial staff.   


N/A 


N/A 
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Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☒ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


Prospective renters shall be recruited though an affirmative marketing strategy designed to 
ensure equal access to all appropriate-sized housing units for all persons in any category 
protected by federal, state, or local laws governing discrimination. Imagine has a comprehensive 
affirmative fair housing marketing plan that includes print, online media, outreach, referral 
program, and internal waitlist activities. 


Marketing will begin approximately 6 months before property operations are expected to start. 
The waitlist will open for 2-3 months with a set closure date 3-4 months before operations. If 
Imagine receives more applications for unit types and set asides than units available, a random 
order lottery will be generated. People who are not selected in the lottery will be placed on a 
waiting list.  


The Samma project will include a multipurpose community space for partner and volunteer 
groups to provide onsite recreational activities, services and meals to their residents.  Community 
space activities will be coordinated through a combined effort by Imagine Housing staff and 
property management. 


The Central Community Hub at the ground floor is where the passenger elevator, mailboxes, 
open media room, business center and the management office are located. Adjoining the 
Community Hub is the community space with a kitchenette, fitness center, and a community 
laundry room. 


Outdoor amenities provided onsite to residents include: 


1. Private ground floor patio adjacent the ground floor community space  


2. Raised bed vegetable garden available for use by residents. 


3. Public plaza with seating adjacent to an entrance to the Bothell Landing Park 


4. Public wetland viewing area adjacent to the wetlands south of the property. 


5. Public fitness trail from the wetland viewing area to the Bothell Landing Park. 
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V. FUNDING PRIORITIES


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☒ HOME ☒ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☒ TOD


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☐ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, and 


participate in CEA
☐ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness


☐ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services


Samma will not have dedicated case managers located onsite. For basic needs, property 
management will refer residents to 9-1-1 for emergencies, the 2-1-1 Community Resources Line, 
and will provide information regarding services and programs offered at the Northshore Senior 
Center, and the Northshore YMCA, both located in the City of Bothell. 


Offsite Imagine Housing Supportive Service staff will be available for urgent needs and will 
maintain a frequent presence onsite during lease-up, holidays, and the Energy Assistance season. 


Imagine Housing actively partners with a variety of nonprofit organizations in East King County to 
assist their residents.  In most cases, additional funding is not required, as Imagine strives to not 
duplicate services offered in the community and are referring residents into pre-existing programs. 
For programs that do require additional funding, such as the behavioral health program with 
IKRON, Imagine will seek grant support. Imagine Housing’s volunteer coordinator organizes 
volunteer efforts to provide goods and meals for their residents and conducts outreach to the faith-
based community, corporations and other volunteer sources. 


Imagine currently works with NAMI, IKRON, WeSpeakMedicare, and Providence Elder Place for 
services and programs to assist seniors. At other senior properties in the Imagine Housing 
portfolio, these partnerships have resulted in residents being stably housed by offering occasional 
rental assistance, basic needs, access to mental and other health services as well as recreational 
activities such as Bingo, Yoga or art classes. Another important partnership is Farms for Life who 
offers a program providing fresh produce to residents during the summer/fall growing season. 
Hopelink’s Northshore operations will also support this community with their robust menu of 
programs.  


The project intends to serve seniors ages 55+ and seniors with disabilities. This project is 
compatible with multiple sources, but the application is requesting and assuming TOD funding.  
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☐ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 
the project, including social services expenses 


  
System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☒ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☒ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☒ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☒ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☒ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the:  
 ☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 


☒ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☒ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO ☒ N/A 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


N/A 
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15 


1 


1 


 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects (sample) 
Project Name Brief Description 
30Bellevue New construction of 63 units in Bellevue.  Project placed in service in May 2019. 


Athene 
New constructions of 91 units for seniors in Kirkland. Project placed in service 
December 2017. 


  
 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 


Esterra Park 9% Redmond 


New construction of 49 units. Imagine partnered 
with Inland on this project. County is only 
funding ORS in this project. Project is schedule to 
place in service 8/2021.  


 


# of projects under development………………….…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


Imagine is not applying as their CHDO.  


Asset management has no financial performance concerns but notes that Imagine’s reporting 
has been late and requires technical assistance from staff. Projects appear to cashflow 
adequately.  
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6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


 


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


Imagine Housing will not have other projects under construction/development at the same time 
as Samma Senior.  


King County Fiscal Team found no concerns on the internal control reported in the 2017 -2018 
and Imagine Housing Samma Senior apartment has a debt ratio of 50% in year 2017 and 52% in 
year 2018.  
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Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Imagine works to address the historical racial inequities and barriers that exist within the low-
income population as a result of redlining, gentrification, predatory lending, and housing 
discrimination. With 43% of residents identifying as a person of color, their team works to remove 
barriers that limit underserved populations from accessing their properties, including communities 
of color, those living with disabilities, immigrants and refugees, and those who are limited English 
proficient. All of whom have experienced systemic barriers spanned over generations, impacting 
their earning potential, intergenerational wealth, and housing stability. In serving historically 
underserved communities, they address the economic disparity gap through low-barrier, 
permanent, affordable housing and services, creating access to opportunity and self-sufficiency 
in the high opportunity areas of the Eastside.  
 
Imagine’s community outreach is tailored for the population they intend to serve at each new 
community. For the senior communities Imagine has a two-pronged approach to community 
outreach and engagement:  
 
1. Imagine will reach out to local community service groups and our non-profit partners to inform 
them of their plans to open a new affordable housing community, and provide them with 
information for individuals they serve to learn more about the new community and how they can 
be added to the waitlist.  
 
2. Prospective renters will be recruited though an affirmative marketing strategy designed to 
ensure equal access to all appropriate-sized housing units for all persons in any category 
protected by federal, state, or local laws governing discrimination. Imagine will have a 
comprehensive affirmative fair housing marketing plan that includes print, online media, 
outreach, referral program, and internal waitlist activities.  
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What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Imagine provides care from a community-based perspective that ensures the inclusiveness of all 
people. They define diversity as creating communities where everyone feels safe and respected 
by offering services that invite and promote a diversity of race, ethnicity, religion, socioeconomic 
status, age, gender, sexual orientation, education, family status, national origin, and ability. They 
achieve this by advocating for policies and laws to include residents of all abilities in all aspects 
of the community; ensuring residents understand their rights; establishing and maintaining 
relationships with organizations and members of the community to promote equality and 
community engagement; referring residents to resources available that are culturally competent 
and relevant; and providing opportunities for residents to connect to their immediate and greater 
communities through community-building activities.  
 
On an annual basis, Imagine’s executive team and board develop goals to evaluate their 
progress, which includes how they provide services to their residents. Upon move-in, each 
household meets with their property manager. At this time, residents are notified of their right for 
reasonable accommodation to ensure all residents have equitable access and enjoyment of their 
dwelling and/or common areas at the community. Residents then meet with their case manager. 
Case managers educate residents with the support they provide: case management, community 
programming, basic needs, and referrals. They explain that services are voluntary and led by the 
needs and wants of the residents. They also collect demographic data at this time, including 
race, ethnicity, primary language spoken, household type, housing history, veteran status, 
disability status, and immigrant/refugee status. They collect demographic data to track resident 
participation at the community, allowing us to see who is participating in services. This data 
collection allows their services team to analyze trends and identify if certain populations are not 
utilizing services.  
 
An annual, anonymous survey is administered to households to receive feedback about their 
experience living at an Imagine community which informs how Imagine can improve their service 
delivery. Imagine offers an incentive to encourage feedback. They also work with current 
residents in our design work for future communities through the Housing Development 
committee and board participation. They work with partner agencies to collaborate on how to 
improve service delivery through a culturally competent/relevant lens, consider specific 
population set-asides at future communities, or remove barriers for particular resources. 


Imagine continues to work toward a stronger alignment of board and senior leadership reflecting 
those who live in their 15 communities. Imagine is actively recruiting for new board members that 
represent the diverse expertise needed to support Imagine communities. Their board is 50% 
women and 50% men; 81% identify as White; 13% identify as Asian/Pacific Islander, and 6% 
identify as Black/African American. Their leadership team is led by a woman and 40% of senior 
leadership are women; 60% are men. 80% identify as White and 20% identify as Latinx. 
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VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


Staff recommends funding Imagine’s Samma Senior apartments to create 76 units of affordable 
Senior housing in Bothell. The project has support from the City of Bothell, who owns the 
property and is selling it to Imagine Housing below fair market value as an incentive to develop 
affordable housing. Local funder, ARCH, who provided acquisition funding last year, is prioritizing 
development funding this year, and the project is currently seeking funding from the State 
Housing Trust Fund. In addition, it’s projected 4% LIHTC score is very competitive based on the 
latest round.    
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Friends of Youth 


Centerra Alliance LLC 


New Ground Kirkland 


11005 NE 68th St, Kirkland, WA 98033 


$5,131,535 


$1,766,500 


$5,131,535 


N/A 


$213,814 per unit / $395 per sq ft 


34% of TDC / $73,604 per unit 


50 years / 1% deferred 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO


I. OVERVIEW


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….……. 


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☒ Rental    ☐TOD   ☐ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA


Project activity………………………………….……….….…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☐ Acquisition


Brief description 


1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☐ YES ☒ NO


Friends of Youth plans to redevelop a property they currently own, increasing density from 8 
studio sized units to 24 units. Units will include eight groups of three pods, with each pod 
containing a full living room and kitchen, while each bedroom is effectively a studio with its own 
bathroom, washer/dryer, and kitchenette.  
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24 total units / no manager units 


8/1/2021 / 13-month construction period 


This project site was awarded $599,488 in Human 
Services Levy funds in 2007 to acquire the site.  


13,000 / 3 floors 


N/A 


Studios avg 320 sq ft; each pod of three studios plus 
common room will average 1,500 sq ft 


N/A 


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential sf/commercial sf ………………… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☒ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr/ 
CAU 


Studio   24   24  
1 Bedroom        
2 Bedroom        
3 Bedroom        
4 Bedroom        


Total   24   24  


The New Ground Kirkland will house young adults 18-24 who are working and/or going to school.  
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63 


65 walk score, 47 transit score 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☐ YES      ☒ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☐ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☐Commercial ☒Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


  


Applicant hopes to take advantage of a local regulation that allows multifamily redevelopment to 
occur if the project does not increase density. It is uncertain if the City of Kirkland would agree 
with this interpretation of the definition of unit, given that the bedrooms are effectively studios.  


NA 


It is a mix of single-family homes and some multifamily properties. A shopping center is nearby 
containing grocery stores and pharmacies.  


There are drug stores and grocery stores nearby, but the two grocery stores are Metropolitan 
Market and PCC Community Markets, both higher end grocery stores that may not be affordable 
for the low-income population. 


N/A 
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Parking requirements?.................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


  


The current project has 9 parks spots and the intent is to keep that number static using the same 
read of the code that allows for 24 units in 8 pods. The viability of this plan will depend on 
Kirkland’s planning and development department.  


None. The developed site in a mixed-use, but fairly developed area of Kirkland. Sampling of 
building materials was completed, and there was one sample that tested positive for asbestos 
and another one for lead, but both came in under the action threshold. The current structure is 
the only building to ever occupy the site, and electric heat has been used for the duration of its 
existence, so there are no concerns about underground storage tanks. 


N/A 


N/A 


The zoning is unclear, but it seems it is a non-conforming structure that would be allowed to re-
developed provided it keeps the same density. The interpretation of what density means in this 
context is key. FOY is stating that the project will contain eight 3-bedroom units, however the 24 
bedrooms are studios with their own cooking space and bathroom, and may be considered 
individual living units. The relevant regulatory authorities need to review and rule on this design 
to determine if it is allowable or not.  


Rand Redlin, of Centerra is the development consultant and is receiving a development 
consultant fee (4.5% of TDC, currently at $195,000) for project management, pre-development 
financing (including public funding), development, construction management and oversight, and 
project closeout. This payment is addition to the developer fee to FOY.  
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General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $1,766,500  $1,766,500 


State Housing Trust Fund $1,760,056  $1,760,056 


City/ ARCH $1,069,979  $1,069,979 


Fundraising $535,000  $535,000 


TOTAL $5,131,535  $5,131,535 
 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


  


Friends of Youth through their development consultant will be going out to bid for qualified 
contractors who provided responsive bids.  Bids for construction contractors, will be selected by 
an RFQ/RFP process. Once qualifications are received, a short list will then be created from the 
respondent companies and organizations ranking them by scoring criteria established in the 
RFP/ RFQ (i.e., years of experience with affordable housing project, number of projects 
completed on time, on budget, etc.).   


Centerra, the development consultant will manage construction. 


N/A 
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N/A – site has been controlled by FOY for 12 years 


$535,000 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Construction/ Rehab Costs $3,864,223  


Soft Costs $913,400  


Financing Costs  $33,000  


Capitalized Reserves $42,000  


Other Development Costs $278,912  


TOTAL $5,131,535  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


  


Proportionally on the higher end at 10% of TDC. FOY has owned the site for 12 years with funds 
from King County and ARCH included in the acquisition of the site, with the affordability period 
and other conditions still in effect. 


Review indicates the costs are in the anticipated or lower than anticipated range.  


N/A 
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Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………………… 


Notable findings  


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☐ Construction Loan   ☐ LIHTC    ☐Bonds    ☒ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☐ YES      ☒ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 Anticipated 4%/9% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


 4%/ 9%LIHTC self-score……………………… 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


There is no contingency built into the hard cost construction estimate, but there is a $140,000 
contingency, approximately 2.5% of TDC or 5% of construction costs, built into the overall 
development budget. While this is on the low end, the current structure is the only structure ever 
built on this parcel and it never used an oil heating system, so there should be no unexpected 
environmental or construction contingencies that would add cost.  


No part of the design should trigger federal wages.  


 


N/A 


N/A 
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$0 


$147,200 annual / $6,133 per unit 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO      ☐ N/A 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


 


Applicant specifically requested TOD funds from King County and has the cash flow to make 
those payments, assuming an annual 3% rent escalation.   


There are no other financial resources available to them given the low cash flow associated with 
this project.   


Given the low cashflow for the project, there is not capacity for a deferred developer fee 
payment.  


Planning a capital campaign for $535,000, approximately 10% of the TDC. FOY points to past 
success in raising capital funds for three of their recent developments and will be using James 
Perez of the Ostara Group as a capital campaign consultant. 


Project will pay all utilities 


No vouchers, but rents are projected to be $630 per unit the first year.  


5% 
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Not proposed 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO    ☐ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
    
Total  Total here   


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


Project expenses, including reserve payments, are approximately $6,400 per unit annually. This 
is about 25% higher than what is expected at the average affordable housing project, however 
given the low unit count there are fixed costs that cannot be distributed across as many units, 
driving up the per unit rate.  


Contributing $6,600 ($3,600 to replacement, $3,000 to operations) annually.  


Friends of Youth has its own facility maintenance to keep the building in proper shape. There will 
be on site management with support of the off-site manager and the Director of Facilities & 
Assets. There will also be some part time resident managers living on the property. 


The full-time day shift Property Manager will be responsible for overseeing all residents, supports 
and schedules maintenance, will help connect clients to resources, and support clients need to 
transition to stable housing. The resident manager also collects rents, completes weekly room 
inspections, schedules move ins and make readies. One of the residents will become a part time 
assistant manager. They will be living on the site and available evenings and weekends.  


A part-time Program Manager oversees FOY’s young adult housing programs, effectively 
supporting the on-site managers. 
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4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


        


Referrals/marketing 


 


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☒ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


 


 


  


N/A 


This project will be limited to youth 18-24 who income qualify for this site. Application stated FOY 
is  working on a marketing strategy but understands there is a huge demand for affordable 
apartments in this area, especially for youth. 


Currently, Friends of Youth receives housing referrals from King County’s Coordinated Entry for 
All (CEA). FOY maintains a waitlist of young people experiencing homelessness to prioritize 
housing in the case King County cannot supply an eligible referral through CEA. Young people 
primarily connect to this waitlist through FOY’s Housing Navigators, dedicated case management 
staff who support young adults and young families to reach housing-focused goals. Housing 
Navigators offer the waitlist to all eligible young people. The list is first-come, first served. 


Each pod/apartment will have 3 studios connected to a shared living/common room  


The sponsor will not be providing services at this site. However, they will leverage service 
resources in the area, including: 


 Eastside Services/ Community Psychiatric Clinic: For mental health assessments and 
follow-up mental health counseling. 


 Lakeside-Milam Recovery Center:  For assessment and any treatment recommendations 
for out-patient substance abuse counseling 


 Lake Washington and University of Washington Dental School:  For free or low-cost 
dental care. 


 St. Vincent DePaul and Hopelink: Financial Assistance, food and clothing for clients.
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V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☐ HOME ☐ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☒ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☐ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, and 


participate in CEA  
☐ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☐ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☐ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☐ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☐ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☐ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☒ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☐ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the: 


☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


Project is all 50% AMI units, so that rules out 2331, nor are VSHSL and/or MIDD funds 
applicable. To award HOME funds the project would need to be revised to account for Federal 
wages. For TOD funds, it would need to be revised to account for the annual 1% interest 
payments.  
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☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects 
Project Name Brief Description 
Youth Haven 17 units in Kirkland, 2013 placed in service. Funding from HTF, KC, & ARCH 


  
 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


N/A 


N/A 


King County Asset Management says that Friends of Youth reports on time, relies on agency 
unrestricted cash to cover expenses, and saw a large increase in service subsidies and service 
expenses in 2019 
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6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


# of projects under development………………….…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


 


 


 


N/A  


FOY had total assets of $22.2M in 2019 and $22.7M in 2018. Total liabilities were $3.3M in 2019 
and $3.4M in 2018. Their Net Position was $18.9M in 2019 and $19.3M in 2018 


Net income (loss) was ($389K) in 2019 and $597K in 2018.  


FOY 2019 Audit included $5.2M in federal awards and there were no findings or deficiencies 
identified.   


No findings or concerns. 


N/A  
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VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


  


Friends of Youth’s affordable housing proposal will help address housing inequities for young 
adults and young families experiencing homelessness on the eastside of King County, who are 
disproportionately from minority, marginalized, and underserved communities. The proposed 
project will be located near downtown Kirkland, on the eastside of King County. According to the 
United States Census Bureau estimate in 2019, Kirkland houses 93,010 residents; of these, 
around 5,859 are living in poverty. The median household income for the City of Kirkland in 2018 
was $109,715. 28% of Kirkland residents identify as races other than White, and 25% report 
speaking a language other than English in their home. The young people seeking services within 
Friends of Youth’s Homeless Youth Service programs are all living below the Federal Poverty 
Level.  


Friends of Youth uses Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) for equity outcomes, 
client satisfaction surveys, and Youth Advisory Board. Additionally, Friends of Youth used the 
Youth of Color Needs Assessment report by the NW Network to evaluate their competence in 
serving youth of color. The report identified four key takeaways for FOY’s community: addressing 
the structural conditions that undergird the experiences of homelessness; reflecting the complex 
roles that families play in youth of color’s lives; expanding positive relationships between caring 
adults and youth of color; and providing strength-based and flexible services that meet their need 
for self-determination while helping them meet their basic needs.   


Friends of Youth’s Executive Leadership Team consists of sixteen people; of these, four (25%) 
are people of color, including their President and Chief Executive Officer (CEO), and twelve 
(75%) are women, including their Chief Financial Officer (CFO) and Chief Program Officer 
(CPO). FOY’s Board of Directors consists of fifteen people; of these, five (33%) are people of 
color, and five (33%) are women. DRAFT
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VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


 
Funding is not recommended at this time due to zoning issues and lack of available funding. 


 
 How well the proposed housing model meets the County’s priorities established in 


the RFP – This project aims to serve people ages 18 to 24 who are at 50% AMI, but do 
not have the intention of applying for placing project-based vouchers at this project. In 
the applicant clarification interview, they expressed strong interest in proposing Veteran 
set-asides, but those are not currently built into the application or proposed project.  
 


 Financial feasibility & Leverage of other public and private sources – The applicant 
seeks to use public sector investment to finance redevelopment, with a capital campaign 
accounting for roughly 10% of TDC. Additionally, it further leverages public sector 
investment from 2008 when the property was acquired using public sector funds. In 
effect, it is leveraging that initial investment as there are no land costs associated with 
this project as Friends of Youth own it, with the 2008 affordability requirements still in 
place. 


 
 Organizational capacity, financial and experience/pipeline – Friends of Youth has a 


69-year history of working with young adults ages 18 to 24 across its 26 program sites in 
King and Snohomish Counties. However, the model proposed in this application is a first 
for Friends of Youth.  


 
 Readiness – There is uncertainty if the City of Kirkland will agree with Friends of Youth’s 


definition of unit in this design for both the layout of the structure and the associated 
parking. The project is targeting starting the capital campaign in January 2021 but has 
not raised any funds yet and stated during the interview that COVID-19 has thrown off 
their normal fundraising cycle.  
 


 Additional considerations – Early feedback from ARCH is that they do not consider 
this application a priority in their 2020 NOFA cycle. Additionally, given the greater 
reliance on motor vehicles seen on the Eastside, if this project is built as planned, the 
planned parking would be insufficient for the number of residents if more than one-third 
of them has a car. 


 
King County staff will continue to work with Friends of Youth to improve this project for a future 
funding round.  DRAFT
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King County Housing Authority (KCHA) 


NA 


Rainier View Mobile Home Park 


32621 1st Avenue, Black Diamond 


$3,523,127 


$580,619 


$3,523,127 


NA 


$207,243 cost per unit / $192 cost per sq. ft. 


Existing Mobile Home Park 


16% of TDC / $38,708 cost per unit. 


50 years deferred.  


 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding – Affordable Housing RFP 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO 


I. OVERVIEW 


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/Owner…………………………………………………………… 


Development consultant………………………………..…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...…  


Project location…………………………………………..……..  


Project type………………………………………….…….…….. ☐ Rental    ☐TOD   ☐ PSH   ☒HO  ☐ DPA 


Project activity…………………………………………..…..…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☐ Acquisition 


Brief description 


 
1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….…………..…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….……..… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested………………………..….  


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….….. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


Complete infrastructure development to provide 17 additional mobile homes to an existing 
mobile home park in the City of Black Diamond, with 15 of the new homes sold to households 
earning 80% or less of the area median income. 
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Mobile Homes 


4/1/2021 / 18 months. 


51 


18,360 


NA 


Mobile Homes averaging 1,080 square feet. 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet/ # of floors………………… 


Project residential/commercial square feet……… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes/other type of units. …………… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☐ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Market 
Rate 


Studio        
1 Bedroom        
2 Bedroom     15 15 2 
3 Bedroom        
4 Bedroom        


Total     15 17 2 


 


Seniors with incomes at or below 80 percent median income. All homebuyers must have at least 


one household member who is 55 or older. 


2


DRAFT







35 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☒ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☒Commercial ☐Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


 


Rainier View is in Black Diamond’s downtown area, with good pedestrian access to the shops 
and services available in Black Diamond. 


The expansion will extend the existing park to the north and to the east. Rainier View is in Black 
Diamond’s downtown area, with good pedestrian access to the shops and services available in 
Black Diamond. This includes restaurants, convenience stores, civic clubs, coffee houses, hair 
stylists, post office, police station, schools, churches and parks. King County Metro Route 907 
provides hourly service on weekdays from Black Diamond to Maple Valley and the Renton 
Transit Center. 
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Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues?..... ☐ YES      ☐ NO        ☒ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


Who will manage property after construction? 


 


 


Unclear as the city has not yet responded to KCHA’s proposal for limited parking but KCHA has 
a contingency plan in the event they do not receive the parking scheme requested. 


No environmental issues were identified in the Phase I ESA. 


 


 


 


 


KCHA’s practice is to publicly advertise the procurement of contractors and use a competitive bid 
process. 


KCHA’s construction manager Hugh Watkinson who has worked on multifamily construction with 
KCHA since 2005. 


KCHA – the owner and manager of the Rainier View Mobile Home Park .  
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$2,170,000 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $580,619  $580,619 


KCHA  $2,052,036 $2,052,036 


State Housing Trust Fund $490,472  $490,472 


TOTAL $980,619 $2,052,036 $3,523,127 


 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $2,297,226 Includes Manufactured Homes 


Construction/ Rehab Costs $796,018  


Soft Costs $178,300  


Financing Costs  $8,000  


Soft Costs $243,584  


Capitalized Reserves   


Other Development Costs $243,584  


TOTAL $3,253,127  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


5


DRAFT







$8,823 


9/16/2020 


8% /10 units per month 


Developer fee………………………………………………..….. 


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Competitiveness of projects as compared to other-like projects 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted………………………………….. 


Capture rate/absorption rate …………………………… 


Notable findings and Lease-up rate 


 


 


TDC is very low compared to other projects. 


NA the project involves the purchase of manufactured homes. 


 


No other like projects were presented but overall costs appear reasonable. 


Ten percent contingency appears adequate and may be a little high given the scope of the 
project. 


 


Market study comparable - Cedarbrook Manufactured Housing Community in Black Diamond, 
has pad rents of $695 a month, which is 60% higher than the rents charged at Rainier View. The 
average space rent for all private parks surveyed in South King County is $760. There are 
currently no vacancies at either Rainier View or Cedarbrook. 
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NA since this is Homeownership  


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☐ Construction Loan   ☐ LIHTC    ☐Bonds    ☒ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☐ YES      ☒ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 Anticipated 4%/9% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing………………………. 


 4%/ 9%LIHTC self-score……………………… 


How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects? Letters of Interest received?  


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private debt proposed……………………  


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO      ☒ N/A 


 


Can project leverage other financial resources not yet identified................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit …..…… 


 


  


 


Sponsor contribution comments.  
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NA 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
    
Total  Total here   


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


Homebuyer Affordability Worksheet confirms monthly payments are affordable to Households 
earning 80% of AMI. 


 


 


 


 


KCHA has owns and manages this property. 
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4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☐ YES ☒ NO


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A


Referrals/marketing 


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☐ YES ☒ NO


Resident Services…………..☐ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance


V. FUNDING PRIORITIES


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☒ HOME ☐ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☐ TOD


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☐ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, and 


participate in CEA


Rainier View Mobile Home Park maintains a waitlist.  Currently there are 21 households on the 


waitlist.  When additional homes become available, KCHA places advertisements in local 


newspapers and on KCHA's website and MHVillage.com, a website specializing in mobile home 


sales.  All homebuyers must have at least one household member who is 55 or older. Potential 


buyers will be screened for suitability, including income and background, when they reach the 


top of the waitlist. 


No services available.  
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☐ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 
with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☐ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☐ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☐ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure, is within ½ 


mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the  
☐ All-County South pool 
☐ All-County North/East pool 
☐ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☒ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 
HOME funding is allowed to be used in mobile home parks.  
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32 


2 


2 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio…. 


KC - Sponsor Projects (sample) 
Project Name Brief Description 
Highland Village Purchase and rehabilitate 75 units affordable to households at 60% AMI. 
The Trailhead Construct 155 units of housing affordable to households at 40% and 60% AMI. 
Pacific Court Purchase and rehabilitate 32 units to provide permanent affordable housing. 


 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 
Abbey Ridge King County Affordable TOD 
Woodland North Apartments King County Affordable Housing 


 


# of projects under development…………………..…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


 


KCHA has consistently performed well throughout their portfolio. 


Backup documentation shows two projects currently under development. Abby Ridge and 
Woodland North Apartments. These acquisition/rehabilitation activities are within the capacity of 
KCHA. 
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Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Other notable audit findings. 


 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☐ N/A   


 


 


 


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


King County Fiscal Team found no significant concerns. 


KCHA’s expansion of Rainier View Mobile Home Park will help the community of Black Diamond 
address its shortage of affordable home ownership options for low income elderly households by 
creating new permanent affordable lots.  Black Diamond is a small city of approximately 4,500, 
with slightly over one-third of all adults holding college degrees, and median household income 
of almost $95,000. 
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What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


At the beginning of 2019, based on feedback at all-staff meetings and employee surveys, KCHA 
formed an internal Racial Equity Diversity and Inclusion (REDI) team made up of employees and 
leadership.  As part of the Northwest chapter of GARE (the Government Alliance on Race and 
Equity), KCHA had all members of the REDI team complete a 9-month hands-on training to 
prepare them to combat structural racism and promote equity in the workplace.  This executive-
sponsored group has a charter to shape organizational culture and practices in ways that will 
directly impact KCHA work in future months.   


KCHA has five Commissioners on its Board, including one African American, one senior, two 
women and three men.   


Staff recommends funding this project, if funds for homeownership are available. 


As proposed, KCHA will develop necessary infrastructure to support 17 mobile homes at Rainier 
View Mobile Home Park - an existing mobile home park owned by KCHA and located in the City 
of Black Diamond. Fifteen of the new homes will be sold to households earning 80% or less of 
the area median income. This project is well within the capacity of KCHA. 


KCHA is providing $2,052,000 in no-interest bridge financing to purchase and subsequently sell 
the homes as well as KCHA is paying for $172,000 in infrastructure and development costs for 
the two market rate units. 


KCHA states it needs public funds to pay for infrastructure on the affordable units because they 
cannot afford to put more than the $172,000 of infrastructure costs into the project and without 
public funds would have to seek bridge financing with the result being interest payments being 
passed on to the homeowners thus making the units unaffordable.  
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Habitat for Humanity Seattle-King County (HFHSKC) 
Community Housing Development Organization 


N/A 


Burien Home Ownership 


515 & 511 S. 136th Street Burien, WA 


$9,684,525 


$3,000,000 


$9,684,525 


N/A 


$358,976.25 per unit / $387.38 per sqft 


31% 


50 years / 1% deferred 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO


I. OVERVIEW


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….……. 


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☐ Rental    ☐TOD   ☐ PSH   ☒HO  ☐ DPA


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☒ Acquisition


Brief description 


1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Phased affordable housing development with a total of forty affordable units (3 bedroom / 1.5 
bath) across nine structures with forty-three onsite parking spaces. Twenty units are planned for 
this phase of the project, however some of the acquisition and infrastructure costs for phase two 
are included in this development budget.   DRAFT
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20 units in Phase I 


Begins 9/27/21 / period approximately 18 months 


59 


No 


25,000 square feet 


N/A 


1,250 sq ft per unit 


N/A 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential sf/commercial sf ………………… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☒ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr/ 
CAU 


Studio        
1 Bedroom        
2 Bedroom        
3 Bedroom     20   
4 Bedroom        


Total     20   


80% AMI cap, but MOU with the City of Burien requires average project incomes  of 50% AMI.  
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Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☒ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☐Commercial ☐Mixed-use 


The project has received the following zoning variances through Burien’s Affordable Housing 
Demonstration Program.   
 


 Minimum lot area per dwelling unit (BMC 19.15.005) – The minimum lot area per 
unit for the site is 7,200 s.f., which is approximately 6 single family lots per acre. The 
project proposes a density close to 12 single family lots fully developed per acre, 
inclusive of accessory dwelling units, to the maximum allowed by Burien’s Zoning 
Code.   
 


 Front setback from SW 136th Street (BMC 19.15.005) – The setback for the zone 
is 20 feet. A front setback reduction to 15- feet 3- inches will enable the project to 
maintain setbacks from single family lots to the east and to accommodate required 
critical area buffers at the south of the property.   
 


 Minimum parking spaces required (BMC 19.15.010.2) – The zoning code requires 
1.8 stalls per apartment dwelling unit, and 2 spaces per townhouse unit which would 
require between 72 and 80 parking spaces. The parking memorandum by JTE 
suggests that the project provide 52 parking spaces.  The project will provide one 
space per unit plus three guest parking stalls.  Additionally, 12 on-street parking 
spaces within the SW 136th Street right-of-way will assist the project to meet parking 
requirements. This results in 55 spaces being available for the project. 
 


 Multi-family common recreation space (BMC 19.17.010) – The project proposes 
5,000 square feet of common recreation space with 50% to be allocated as play 
space.  The code requires 8,000 square feet of common recreation space (200 
square feet per dwelling unit x 40 units). Together with the critical area buffer, the 
total open space would exceed the requirement of BMC 19.17.020.1.  While the 
code does not give credit for common recreation space located within critical area 
buffers, Habitat has agreed to improve the buffer for the purposes of improving the 
ecological function of the wetland and to provide public access to the buffer for 
educational purposes by constructing a trail through the open space/buffer area to 
access Miller Creek. 


 


There are wetlands on the project site, Wetland A and Wetland B. Wetland A requires a 105-foot 
buffer, while Wetland B is considered small enough that it can be offset by the purchase of 1.44 
mitigation credits. Additionally, there also needs to be a 100-foot buffer for Miller Creek, which 
runs through the south end of the property. There are also 21 significant trees, those have 
already been incorporated into project design.  
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66 walk score, 42 transit score  


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


This is a new construction development; the property location is 515 & 511 136th Street in 
Burien. The property is directly adjacent to Route 509 and single-family subdivisions surround 
the area.  


There is a single bus stop one-third of a mile away, but all other bus stops are more than a half-
mile away.  


N/A  


Zoning would normally require 2 parking spots per dwelling; however Habitat has requested a 
departure down to 1 parking space per unit, plus 3 guest parking stalls (1.08 stall per unit), 
resulting in 43 spaces when Phases I and II are finished.  


Two wetlands, Wetland A and Wetland B, are located within the subject property. Both wetlands 
are Category III wetlands with five habitat points. The City of Burien requires a standard 105-foot 
buffer for Wetland A and Wetland B.  Miller Creek, which runs through the south end of the 
property, is a Type F stream. The City of Burien requires a 100-foot buffer for Miller Creek. 


The project will require 1.44 mitigation credits from King County MRP. At a cost of $50,000 per 
credit plus the land use fee, the total cost would be approximately $74,000. $74,000 included as 
line item under mitigation fees on tab 6A and 6B of the development budget.    
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Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $3,000,000  $3,000,000 
HFHSKC Match & Fund for 
Humanity $0 $4,084,525 $4,084,525 


WA Housing Trust Fund $1,000,000  $1,000,000 
New Market Tax Credits – 
Habitat for Humanity 
International (HFHI) $1,000,000  $1,000,000 


There are no direct development incentives, though this project received zoning variances using 
Burien’s Affordable Housing Demonstration Program, in exchange for averaging homebuyer 
incomes at 50% AMI.  


Between the wetland mitigation and the Burien Affordable Housing Demonstration program, the 
options are constrained, but not truly restricted.  


N/A 


No GC for this project. Participating homebuyers are required to put in 250 hours of “sweat 
equity” in the development (not just their home to-be) and other individuals participate as 
volunteers.  


Nolan Corlett, Director of Construction for HFHSKC will be working as the general contractor. 
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None submitted, PSA for $2,000,000   


N/A 


Self-Help Homeownership 
Opportunity (SHOP)  $600,000  $600,000 


TOTAL $5,600,000 $4,084,525 $9,684,525 
 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $2,010,000  


Construction/ Rehab Costs $6,934,000 


The requested funds from HTF and KC will 
allow Habitat to build the homes. The 


mortgages will finance the project at the end, 
and any remainder and subsidy needed will 


be covered by the Habitat Fund for Humanity. 
Soft Costs $238,525  


Financing Costs  0  


Capitalized Reserves 0  


Other Development Costs $502,000  


TOTAL $9,684,525  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


N/A  


No developer fee is included in this project 
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N/A  


N/A  


N/A  


N/A  


N/A  


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Competitiveness of projects as compared to other-like projects 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☐ YES      ☒ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………………… 


Notable findings  


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☐ Construction Loan   ☐ LIHTC    ☐Bonds    ☒ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☐ YES      ☐ NO ☒ N/A 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 Anticipated 4%/9% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


 4%/ 9%LIHTC self-score……………………… 


  


As a homeownership project, this application was not submitted to a third-party reviewer for 
comment.  


N/A  


N/A  


N/A  


N/A  


The Homeownership CFA says that a market study is only needed for subdivision projects 
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$0 


N/A – homeownership program 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☐ YES      ☐ NO  ☒ N/A 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO      ☒ N/A 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☐ YES      ☐ NO  ☒ N/A 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


There will be no permanent debt, construction loans, or LIHTC associated with this project. 


Project is not applying to WSHFC  


No private debt proposed 


N/A  


Fund for Humanity and HFHSKC’s private match will contribute $4,084,525 of funds, or just over 
42% of the costs.  


The funds have been raised for this project. Proceeds from the sale of Phase I homes will be 
used to help finance Phase II construction. HFHSKC’s private match will come from raised funds, 
but they are not raising funds specifically for this project. 


N/A  


N/A  
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N/A  


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
Total  Total here   


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


N/A  


N/A  


N/A  


There will be educational programs for residents, including home maintenance classes. The 
condominium association that will be formed will be responsible for the repair and maintenance 
of the exterior of the buildings and ongoing landscaping. Agreeing to participate in training 
sessions on home maintenance and a “willingness to maintain the home” are part of the 
evaluation criteria in the homebuyer selection process.   


Additionally, once formed, the Condominium Owners Association will be hiring a professional 
property manager to help the COA Board make decisions, manage expenses, and maintain 
operating reserves. The reserves are to pay for the repair and maintenance of exterior building 
envelope. The monthly fee to residents will be between $200 and $250 in the first year of 
operations.  


N/A  
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Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


        


Referrals/marketing 


 


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☐ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


 


 


V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☐ RAHP ☒ HOME ☒ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☐ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☐ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, and 


participate in CEA  
☐ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☐ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 


N/A  


Habitat receives approximately 110 inquiries per week from families interested in purchasing a 
Habitat home. Habitat keeps a list of interested parties and the King County subregions they are 
interested in living in. At time of application, 928 families were interested in purchasing a home in 
South King County, which includes Burien. Applicants are then evaluated on the basis of: 1) 
Residency, 2) Need, 3) Ability to Pay, and 4) Willingness to Partner.  


There will be a Community Center and “Amenity Space” but limited information provided on 
either other than that they will exist  


N/A  


Applicant recently recertified as a CHDO, the only such applicant in this round of funding DRAFT
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☐ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 
the project, including social services expenses 


  
System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☐ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☐ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☐ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☐ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☐ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the: 


☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☒ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 
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6 


1 


1 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects (sample) 
Project Name Brief Description 
Sammamish Cottages 10 homes, 4 at 50% AMI, 6 at 55% AMI 
 La Fortuna 11 units of housing for first-time buyers 


 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 
Lake City Seattle  Phase I expected to be finished late ‘20/early ‘21 


 


# of projects under development………………….…  


  


The $3,000,000 request for 20 units is $150,000 per unit, so regardless of whether it’s 
considered Condo Housing ($280,930) or Cooperative ($275,306.20), this project is within 
HOME per unit subsidy limits. 


If HOME funds are only put into 11 units so as to not trigger Davis-Bacon Wages, this would 
change the per unit subsidy to $272,727.27, which is below the subsidy limit for either type. 


HFHSKC recently recertified as a CHDO.  Their registration expiries on 9/30/2021.   


The above reflects projects within the last 5 years. King County Asset Management had no 
comments on the performance of Habitat for Humanity-SKC projects in the King County portfolio. DRAFT
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How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


 


  


HFHSKC has an experienced development staff who is familiar with this method of developing 
homeownership and what it takes to make this type of project successful. 


Habitat for Humanity had total assets of $38.4M in 2019 and $40.7M in 2018. Total liabilities 
were $15M in 2019 and $16M in 2018. Their Net Position was $23.4M in 2019 and $24.6M in 
2018 


Net income was $14.6M in 2019 and $9.4M in 2018.  


Habitat for Humanity 2019 Audit included $3.1M in federal awards and there was a significant 
deficiency in internal control over financial reporting including preparation of the SEFA. Items 
missing from SEFA causing misstatement of federal awards expended. 


A corrective action plan was implemented and a new CFO was hired in August 2019. 
Additionally, a new grant management system was implemented at the organization. The 
recently completed Fiscal Year 2020 audit found no deficiencies and HFHSKC considers the 
implementation of the new grant management system a success. 


N/A  
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VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


Habitat SKC serves a higher proportion of minority homeowners (60%) than is represented in the 
overall population. Of the families who have purchased Habitat homes as first-time homebuyers, 
34% are Caucasian, 33% are African American, 13% are Asian, 14% are Latina/o, 3% are 
members of another minority group, and 3% did not respond. 


The project might affect the surrounding community because access to the property will be via a 
pre-existing residential street that currently terminates but will continue to serve as housing for 
40 additional families. Another challenge will be greater density and increased parking but 
applicant has kept designs in line with the surrounding community design, which is residential 2-
3 story units. 


Applicant pointed to no actual framework, but to regular feedback received from homeowners, 
local housing agencies, and social service providers. HFHSKC stated: ”As part of our outreach 
process, we can hold information meetings adapted for the needs of an ESL audience. For 
instance, we held a meeting for 20-25 Burmese families in a Renton church with a large 
congregation of Burmese and Karen speaking families. Staff members organized the 
presentation so the two interpreters could effectively translate each section, answering questions 
as they came up. This same outreach is being offered for Amharic, Vietnamese, and Spanish 
speaking audiences.” 


Additionally, HFHSKC provides translation services for those who are hearing and sight 
impaired. Depending on the language or need, HFHSKC will provide a volunteer translator or 
pay for a translator, varying on a case-by-case basis depending on the need. They also provide 
application information for the top five spoken languages in the area they are building. 


 


HFHSKC’s Board is 27% Female and 73% male. The Board currently has four people of color 
representing 18% of the board. Habitat has developed a strategic plan to increase the racial 
diversity of its board and has established two Board positions for Habitat homeowners to ensure 
the Board understands the diverse needs of the communities they serve.  
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VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION


 


 
Recommendation – Given the high demand for funds and the likelihood that the State Housing 
Trust Fund may be unable to offer an award this cycle, staff recommends a partial funding award 
for this project. A partial award will allow the lengthy NEPA review process to begin, which will be 
required as federal funds are expected be part of this award package. The proposed project 
expands affordable home ownership opportunities for a population in an area where demand 
always outpaces supply. It is also provides good value, as HFHSKC is able to match the 
proposed public sector awards with their internal funding streams and will be able to partially 
finance the second phase of the project through revenue generated in Phase I.  


 
 


 How well the proposed housing model meets the County’s priorities established in 
the RFP – This project expands affordable homeownership opportunities in South King 
County. The project will serve up to 80% AMI but will prioritize potential homebuyers who 
are at 50% AMI. Outside of these AMI targets, the project has no dedicated set-asides 
for a special population group built into their application.  
 


 Financial feasibility & Leverage of other public and private sources – Habitat for 
Humanity has access to significant fundraising and New Market Tax Credits that are not 
seen in smaller organizations. The project uses these sources as a match for public 
funder commitments, rounding out the project budget. Front loading infrastructure and 
acquisition costs make the first phase of this project more expensive than if costs were 
split evenly between the two phases, but the phased approach will allow Habitat to use 
proceeds from the sales of the first twenty units to help finance Phase II construction. 


 
 Organizational capacity, financial and experience/pipeline – Habitat for Humanity 


SKC is an experienced developer and participant in homeownership projects that use a 
land trust model. 


 
 Readiness – The project’s readiness will be informed timing of approval from Burien’s 


Affordable Housing Demonstration Program and any changes that may be required as 
part of that process. However, as there are no LIHTC considerations, site work could 
begin as soon as permits are received and construction financing closes. 
 


 Additional considerations – The presences of wetlands on the site, even with 
mitigation planned and budgeted for, could make NEPA approval a more time-
consuming process than it would be otherwise. Project has a targeted start date of 
9/1/21, so the project timeline does leave room for a lengthy review period if required.  
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$118,577,062 


$3,000,000 


$118,577,062 


NA 


$357,160/unit  $381/square foot 


$7,000,000  


3% of TDC / $29,940 cost per unit 


50 years/ 1% simple interest – hard pay 


Multi Service Center (MSC) 


Shelter Resources 


Redondo Heights TOD 


27606 Pacific Highway South, Federal Way, 98003 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding – Affordable Housing RFP 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO 


I. OVERVIEW


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner……………………………………………….. 


Development consultant…………………………………. 


Project name…………………………………………………… 


Project location………………………………………………..  


Project type………………………………………….…….…….. ☒ Rental    ☒TOD   ☐ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA


Project activity…………………………………………..…..…. ☒ New Construction  ☒ Rehabilitation  ☒ Acquisition 


Brief description 


1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….…………..…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….……..… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested………………………..…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….….. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES ☒ NO


This is new construction of 72 units of affordable workforce housing. This project also includes 
acquisition of two adjacent existing apartment complexes, for a total of 334 total units.  
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332 residential units, 2 manager units/ 334 Total 


9/01/22 start  


Clarification forthcoming. 


Existing and New all 3 floors,  


Residential 311,218 total sf / No commercial 


132 Silver Shadows Acquisition, 130 units new 
construction site A, and 72 units new 
construction frontage site. 


 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet/ # of floors………………… 


Project residential/commercial square feet……… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes/other type of units. …………… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☒ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr 


Studio   2 2  4  
1 Bedroom   64 26  90 2 
2 Bedroom   112 48  160  
3 Bedroom   54 24  78  
4 Bedroom        


Total   232 100  332 2 


2019 award was for a 262-unit project, with two sites. This year’s application adds a third 
site, 334  units, and requests an additional $3,000,000.   


The project will provide workforce housing to people earning 50 and 60 percent of the Area 
Median Income (AMI). 
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62 / 39 


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☐ YES      ☒ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☐ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☐Commercial ☒Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Environmental  


A rezone is required. The City Planning Commission has reviewed the project and voted to move 
the rezone approval recommendation to the City Council. 


 


The project is located within ½ mile distance parameters from the proposed 272nd Star Lake 
Link Station and other neighborhood amenities including a Safeway, Bartell Drugs, public library, 
Chase Bank, Bank of America, various eateries, LA Fitness, and other retail stores. In addition to 
the proposed light rail station, Metro’s Rapid Ride A-Line is located just to the north of the 
property. 


The project is somewhat walkable, scoring a 62-walk score. Existing transit score is low at 39 
and the area is considered bikeable. However, the project is located within ½ mile distance from 
the proposed 272nd Star Lake Link Station. 


 


A total of 565 parking stalls will be provided including 188 existing stalls at Silver Shadows. The 
balance will be new stalls a portion of which will be underground. 
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Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues?..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO        ☐ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


The Phase I identified the potential for both arsenic and petroleum contamination. 


Mitigation, if necessary is the same for both conditions which is removal of the contaminated soil. 
SRI has consulted with their engineer and contractor who have recommended setting a 
$228,087 placeholder in the budget. 


 


 


MSC is the project sponsor / owner and SRI is the development consultant. SRI has a long and 
successful history of affordable housing development across Washington State.  


The project will use a request for qualifications process for the selection of a General Contractor.  
The selected Contractor will then enter into a pre-construction agreement with the owner to work 
with the design team to formalize pricing with the owner and the design team.  The formalized 
pricing will include Contractor Design Build MEP, Life Safety, CCTV, and, low Voltage systems, 
etc.  A stipulated sum Construction Contract will then be utilized. 


Len Brannen, President and sole shareholder of Shelter Resources, Inc. will be the principal link 
between construction and management activities in the project partnership. SRI developer Corey 
Baldwin has 10 years’ experience in affordable housing and will oversee construction with 
architects, contractors and funders. 
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$31,770,000 (all three sites) 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source Proposed Amount 


 
Committed 
Amount TOTAL 


King County $3,000,000 $7,000,000 $10,000,000 


Permanent Loan $62,230,000  $62,230,000 


4% Equity $33,054,630  $33,054,630 


Deferred Developer Fee $10,644,427  $10,644,427 


NOI During Construction $2,648,005  $2,648,005 


TOTAL $111,577,062 $7,000,000 $118,577,062 


 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $37,025,000  


Construction/ Rehab Costs $49,613,318  


Soft Costs $17,124,580  


Financing Costs  $6,766,168  


Capitalized Reserves $2,523,092  


Other Development Costs $887,319  


TOTAL $118,577,062  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 
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$13,948,484 


9/15/2020 


83 – 111 per month 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee………………………………………………..….. 


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted………………………………….. 


Capture rate/absorption rate …………………………… 


Notable findings and Lease-up rate 


 


3D. FINANCING   


$10.6 million loaned back to project as deferred developer fee. 


TDC is below the WSFHC Limits. 


Hillmann Consulting found the total proposed budget to be consistent with general range of 
anticipated costs in the subject locale for projects of similar scope. 


 


New construction contingency at 5 percent and rehab contingency at 10 percent appears to be 
adequate.  


 


The study found the proposed use very suitable for the market with no expected impact to 
existing LIHTC projects. 
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$0.90 


Not available 


$62,223,000 


$3,962 


1/27/2021 


How will construction be financed?......................... ☒ Construction Loan   ☒ LIHTC    ☒Bonds    ☐ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 4% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing………………………. 


 4% LIHTC self-score……………………… 


How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects? Letters of Interest received?  


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private debt proposed……………………  


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO      ☐ N/A 


 


Can project leverage other financial resources not yet identified................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit …..…… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Self-score has been requested. 


Permanent loan with 3.75% interest rate, 16 year term, 35 year amortization, and 1.15 DCR. 


There are few public resources for workforce housing as most are prioritized for PSH. 
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N/A 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO    ☐ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
     
Total  Total here   


 


 


 


5% 


At $4,449 per unit, operating costs are about 13 percent lower than average for an affordable 
housing development. 


At $262 per unit replacement reserves are 24 percent lower than similar affordable housing 
projects. Operating reserves capitalized at six months operating cost meet the industry standard. 


It is anticipated that Cirrus Asset Management will be hired to manage the property. Dan Gavin 
oversees Cirrus’ affordable housing department and holds both the C3P and HCCP 
designations. In addition, he previously worked with the Cesar Chavez Foundation, which 
focused on high-quality affordable housing. The company appears to have extensive experience 
in managing Low Income Housing Tax Credit Projects including six properties in Washington 
State.  The company will employ one manager, one assistant manager, one maintenance 
supervisor, one assistant maintenance, and one porter on site. DRAFT
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Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


        


Referrals/marketing 


 


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services…………..☒ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


 


 


V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☒ HOME ☐ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☒ TOD 


 


 


Marketing and tenant selection process appear to be adequate. 


Substantial community space will be provided which MSC intends to use for a variety of social 
services which could include but are not limited to energy assistance, rent assistance, youth 
services and employment services. This space will act as a satellite office for MSC, and tenants 
and community members who utilize this office will also be referred to additional internal and 
external resources as appropriate. Neighborhood House has reached out to MSC with an 
interest in operating a Head Start and Early Learning program in the building as well. 


MSC will provide basic services linking residents to resources as needed including information 
related to education, employment, housing, health, and transportation. MSC currently provides a 
variety of programs and services that will be available to eligible residents including but not limited 
to rent assistance, utility assistance, GED classes, youth and young adult supports, assistance 
applying for public benefits, and food and clothing. Group workshops like hiring events, resume 
and interview workshops, youth engagement activities, nutritional education and cooking classes 
will also be available to residents. These services will be funded out of project cash flow. 
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This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☐ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, 


and participate in CEA  
☐ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☐ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☐ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☒ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure, is within ½ 


mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the  
☒ All-County South pool 
☐ All-County North/East pool 
☐ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


HOME fund compatibility is unclear due to an potential choice limiting action related to the 
purchase of the Silver Shadows property after the award of HOME funds but prior to completion 
of the environmental review. 
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12 


 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio…. 


KC - Sponsor Projects (sample) 
Project Name Brief Description 
Mitchell Place Provide 50 units of senior housing. 
Radcliff Place 134 units of Senior Housing 
Maple Lane Estates 24 affordable apartments. 


 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 


 


An Environmental Review issue has not yet been resolved which may create an issue with the 
original award of HOME funds.  


 


MSC generally provides required reports on time and their projects are generally in good 
financial condition.  
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0 # of projects under development…………………..…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Other notable audit findings. 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO  
 
If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO  
 
If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO  
 
If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☐ N/A    
 


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


NA 


King County Fiscal Team found no significant concerns related to the internal control reported in 
2017-2019. However, MSC has continued to work on documentation and addressing specific 
risks, and some have been resolved.  


The Redondo Heights TOD project is located in an ethnically and culturally diverse area in 


Federal Way and will be well positioned to serve low and middle income households and 


provide them with access to amenities and opportunities. The Redondo Heights TOD project 


will further equity and social justice by providing affordable housing to households who may 


not be able to afford market rent, especially after construction of the light rail station may 


make the area even more desirable and expensive.  


DRAFT


12







Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


Every three years, MSC conducts a Community Needs Assessment to identify emerging needs 
and challenges of the communities they serve. As part of this process, the organization sends a 
survey out to hundreds of diverse stakeholders including but not limited to customers, volunteers, 
staff, funders, government entities, non-profit organizations, elected officials, private sector 
representatives and other community members. The current survey does ask questions related 
to issues of diversity, equity, inclusivity and social justice. 


Of MSC’s Board members, over a third are Latinx, Asian, or African American. 42% of MSC’s 
board is comprised of individuals identifying as women and 5% of the board identify as having a 
disability. MSC’s senior leadership is also diverse with 60% of directors identifying as persons of 
color, immigrants, or with a disability 


Staff recommends funding this project to the extent that funds are available.   


MSC applied for funding under the 2019 King County RFP and was awarded $7,000,000  
through a combination of 2019/2020 Biennium TOD – South funds ($4,629,232) and 2018/2020 
HOME funds ($2,370,768) to purchase and rehabilitate the Silver Shadow’s apartment plus two 
adjacent vacant parcels to construct additional units for a total of 262 affordable units. The 
applicant now proposes to purchase an additional parcel fronting highway 99 to build an 
additional 72 units of affordable housing bringing the total to 334 units of affordable housing. 


Total development costs are well below the WSHFC limit and tax credit pricing estimate of $0.90 
with Enterprise is reasonable. 


The opportunity to provide for additional units for a total of 334 unit since in south King County is 
rare.  King County staff will continue to work with MSC and SRI towards a successful 
development. 
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Mount Zion Housing Development (MZHD) 


Ally Community Development and GS Consulting 


Mount Zion Senior Housing at 19th 


1722 19th Avenue, Seattle, WA 98122 


$24,443,380 


$1,000,000 


$24,894,464 


$451,083 


$400,711 / $517 


$150,000 (per 2019/2020 budget set aside for pre 
development) 


4% / $16,393 


50 years / 1% 


 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO 
I. OVERVIEW 


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….…….  


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☒ Rental    ☒TOD   ☐ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA 


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☐ Acquisition 


Brief description 


 
1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


MZHD seeks to demolish an existing 4-unit building to create and provide housing to 61 seniors 
with incomes between 30 – 60% AMI, with 15 units set aside for senior veterans and 5 for 
disabled seniors. 
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61 / 0 / 61 


June 2021 / 17 months 


58.5 


48,163 / 7 


47,290 / 873 


SRO – 410sq. ft / 1BR – 511sq. ft / 2BR – 595 sq. ft 


Five percent of units will be Type A ADA units, fully 
accessible for people with mobility impairments. 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential/commercial square feet.……… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☐ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☒ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr 


SRO 5  5   10 - 
1 Bedroom 9  20 21  50 - 
2 Bedroom   1   1 - 


Total 14  26 21  61 - 


The project intends to serve senior adults age 55 and older who have been displaced, or who are 
at risk of being displaced, due to gentrification of the Central District. MZHD intends to use the 
Seattle Community Preference Policy to give people with historic ties to the neighborhood priority 
in tenant selection. Fifteen units will be set aside for senior vets & five for disabled seniors. 
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92 / 71 


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☒ Single Family ☒Multifamily ☐Commercial ☐Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


Environmental issues were identified, seen next page for detailed findings. 


The project is located in Seattle’s Central District neighborhood with access to several services, 
cultural/social amenities, and rapid transit. The project seeks to restore income and racial 
diversity to a neighborhood that has changed from African American families to its current 
primarily White residents. 


The project is located in a transit and service-rich neighborhood, on a Bus Rapid Transit line, and 
within close proximity to services and light rail. 


873 SF of commercial space on the ground floor. MZHD is currently working with the Seattle 
Office of Economic Development to use this space to support small business, W/MBE, or other 
community economic goals. Absence of commercial rent in operating budget allows MZHD to 
charge low rent to community businesses. 


Current zoning does not require any parking but the project is proposing 5 residential stalls for 
employees and visiting service staff. 
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Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


The Phase 1 ESA identified the presence of a decommissioned heating oil tank on the property. 
MZHD has contracted with an engineering consultant to remove the tank (completed in 
September 2020) and contaminated soil underneath. A small area of asbestos will be abated 
before demolition. 


$35,000 has been included in the budget to address the environmental concerns. 


Ally Community Development is partnering with GS Consulting as the Development Consultants.  
Philippa Nye and Ginger Segel have both been working in affordable housing development for 
decades and are very experienced with affordable housing finance, construction, and operations.  
Ally and GS Consulting are facilitating every step of the development process. 


MZHD has an active and skilled Board that is making all of the decisions for the project, including 
target population, design, financing, and public communications.  The Board incudes community 
leaders from the Central District of Seattle 


MZHD selected Deacon Construction, a general contractor, through a competitive RFQ process 
to provide preconstruction services. One of the criteria for selection was overhead and profit as 
well as general conditions costs.   


MZHD is not obligated to go with Deacon as the GC but anticipates keeping them on the 
development/construction team if the construction cost estimates continue to be reasonable and 
they continue to be responsive to owner direction. 
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$4,750,000 (8/10/2020) 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


City of Seattle $8,762,944.33 $510,750 $9,273,694 


King County $1,000,000 $123,750 $1,123,750 


State HTF $3,000,000 - $3,000,000 


Sponsor Loan - $4,298,917 $4,298,917 


WCRA $6,504,518 - $6,504,518 


State Capital Projects - $242,500 $242,500 


TOTALS: $19,267,463 $5,175,917 $24,443,380 
 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $4,678,630  


Construction/ Rehab Costs $15,867,131  


Soft Costs $2,315,915  


Financing Costs  $476,196  


Capitalized Reserves $394,457  


Other Development Costs $711,051  


TOTAL $24,443,380  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Roughly $450,000 of TDC dedicated to non-residential/commercial space costs. There is no 
commercial rent included in the operating budget, so MZHD will have the ability to charge a low 
rent to community businesses. 
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3% developer fee 


8/10/2020 


3% / 20 units per month 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Competitiveness of projects as compared to other-like projects 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………………… 


Notable findings  


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☒ Construction Loan   ☐ LIHTC    ☐Bonds    ☐ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Developer owns land and is adding to project cost. Developer fee: $760,488. 


This third-party report has not yet been received. 


Revision discussion. 


Competitiveness of project.  


Appr. of project.  


Project will use State Prevailing Wages – Residential. 


The project would only capture 1% of the current demand, showing a strong need for this 
housing in the Seattle market. 
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$6,504,518 


$394,411 / $6,465 per unit 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO      ☐ N/A 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


Debt coverage ratio ranges from 1.15 to 1.40 through year 15. 


Though the project could pursue 4% LIHTC financing, the feasibility analysis done by MHZD 
consultants reveals that the project would not be competitive enough to secure an allocation of 
4% credits. MZHD would need an outside guarantor to utilize the credits, thereby potentially 
losing developer fee and some operational control of the project. 


Sponsor grant of $451,083. 


Proposed rents are at the maximum allowable for unit size and AMI levels. 


Project expects some of the residents to have tenant-based Section 8 vouchers that will allow 
them to pay 30% of income in rent. DHS Aging & Long-Term Support Administration (ALTSA) will 
refer and provide services residents for the five units set aside for people exiting nursing homes 
or state institutions. 


5% vacancy rate based on McKinney Manor actuals (nearby MZHD project). 
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5 subsidized units/ $84,840  


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding 
Funder Fund Type Amount 
WA DSHS ALTSA Services Grant (Committed) $84,480 


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Project operating expenses are similar and aligned with comparable projects in King County’s 
portfolio. 


Replacement reserves are similar and aligned with comparable projects in King County’s 
portfolio. No operating reserve. 


MZHD engages United Marketing (UM) for their property management.  UM has 50 years of 
experience managing subsidized housing including HUD funded Section 8 and 811/202 PRACs, 
LIHTC, and other public sources. UM staff reports to the Board monthly on the occupancy and 
financial status of each project. UM employs a Certified Occupancy Specialist who will complete 
all income certifications.   


United Marketing plans to consolidate the staffing for McKinney Manor (nearby MZHD project) 
and the new project with a Manager, an Assistant Manager, 2 Maintenance Technicians, and a 
part time janitor.  UM’s maintenance staff will perform the majority of maintenance and repair 
functions but will supervise outside contractors for specialized services such as pest control and 
elevator maintenance. This plan will result in an economy of scale for both projects and 
estimates operating costs at around $6,000 per unit per year. 


Project not seeking ORS funding. 
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Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A        


Referrals/marketing 


 


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☐ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


 


 


V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☐ HOME ☒ VSHSL ☒ MIDD 2 ☒ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☐ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, and 


participate in CEA  


MZHD intends to use Seattle’s community/neighborhood preference policy to give people with 
historic ties to the neighborhood preference in tenant selection. UM will open the waiting list 
approximately 60 days before certificate of occupancy.  Applicants will be considered in the order 
received and reviewed in compliance with the neighborhood preference policy. 


The site will include a spacious roof deck that will allow for container gardening on this dense 
urban infill site, an activity room with a kitchen, in addition to laundry rooms and trash rooms on 
each floor. 


Project will benefit from the resident services provided at the adjacent McKinney Manor project, 
including health/fitness programs and lunches. 


The following KC funds are compatible with the project: 


RAHP – 40 of 61 units are for individuals with incomes at or below 50% AMI. 


VSHSL (Seniors) – The project intends to serve seniors 55+. 


VSHSL (Veterans) – 15 units are reserved for veterans. 


MIDD 2 – 5 units are reserved for disabled seniors exiting institutions. MIDD 2 funding 
compatible for these units if individuals are at or below 30% AMI 


TOD – Eligible for Seattle TOD. 
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☒ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 
with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☐ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☐ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☒ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☐ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☒ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☒ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☒ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☒ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the: 


☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☒ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 
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VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


King County’s Fiscal Team found no significant concerns.  


Mount Zion Housing Development was formed by members of Mount Zion Baptist Church in the 
1980s to create affordable housing in the Central District, an African American neighborhood.  
Since that time gentrification has substantially changed the demographics of the area, with the 
majority of Black residents displaced by rising housing costs.  The goal of the project is to 
provide an affordable housing option to seniors who would otherwise have to leave the 
neighborhood or have already left the neighborhood due to rising rents.  MZHD plans to use the 
City’s new neighborhood preference policy to favor applicants who have historic ties to the 
neighborhood.  The neighborhood went from over 70% African American in the 1970s to less 
than 18% African American in 2019. MZHD will add 61 affordable units for seniors who otherwise 
would not be able to live in the neighborhood. 
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Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 


McKinney Manor has a high occupancy rate and a long waiting list.  MZHD is a very hands-on 
owner, and has limited rent increases over the years responding to the needs of the tenant 
population and the fact that their incomes have not been rising at the same rate as inflation. 


The Board of Directors has seven members, with five men and two women.  Five of the seven 
are seniors.  All of the Board members are African American, from the community, and some 
were raised within a few blocks of the site.  In the last year the two youngest members joined the 
team, as MZHD builds its capacity to expand its operations. 


Staff recommends funding this project at the requested amount of $1,000,000. 


King County’s pool of Seattle projects requesting funding is very competitive. This project is a 
County priority because it:  1) has a pre-development loan from King County, 2) has a strong 
racial equity mission, 3) has support from the City, and 4)   can move forward without an 
allocation of scarce LIHTC bonds.  


Mount Zion Senior Housing at 19th will be located within Seattle’s Central District neighborhood, 
and is a strong project that seeks to demolish an existing 4-unit building to create and provide 
housing to 61 seniors with incomes between 30 – 60% AMI, with 15 units set aside for senior 
veterans and 5 for disabled seniors. With access to several services, cultural amenities, & rapid 
transit, along with an intent to utilize Seattle’s new Community Preference policy, this project seeks 
to restore income and racial diversity to a neighborhood that has changed from African American 
families to its current primarily White residents. 


MZHD is only requesting $1,000,000 from King County, since the bulk of their funding requests 
are to the City of Seattle, State HTF, and WCRA (totaling $18M). The absence of a 4% LIHTC 
funding request makes the project financially competitive. Assuming other public funding 
requests are awarded, the project can be fully constructed and operated without placing reliance 
on the very competitive 4% LIHTC allocation. 


MZHD Board of Directors, which consists of all African Americans who are members of the 
Central District community, appear genuinely committed to bridging the gaps in inequity that 
gentrification and displacement have brought to the historically African American neighborhood. 
With adoption of a policy that provides preference in tenant selection to those with ties to the 
community, the board’s vision of the project centers around preserving/providing affordable 
housing to members of an established community at risk of both cultural and physical 
displacement. 


The project is projected to begin construction on 7/1/2021.   
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Parkview Services 


- 


Parkview Homes XV - Kenmore 


19016 73rd Ave NE, Kenmore, WA 98028 


$804,943 


$250,000 


$804,493 


N/A 


$201,235 per unit / $468 per square foot 


31% / $62,500 


40 years / 1% 


 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO 
I. OVERVIEW 


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….…….  


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☒ Rental    ☐TOD   ☐ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA 


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☐ New Construction  ☒ Rehabilitation  ☐ Acquisition 


Brief description 


 
1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/square foot……..………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO       


Parkview Services is requesting $250,000 to rehabilitate their single site residential property 
located in Kenmore. The 4-bed/2-bath house is part of Parkview’s Affordable Housing Program 
and is currently rented to four individuals with intellectual and developmental disabilities. Units 
are income restricted (<30% AMI) and limited to individuals with case management contracts 
through the Developmental Disabilities Administration (DDA). 
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4 / 0 / 4 


7/1/2021 , 2 months 


18 (single family score met) 


1,720 square feet / 1 floor 


1,720 / 0 


$410,500 (Parkview XIV – 2019 Funding Round) Project previously awarded KC funds……………….    


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential/commercial square feet..….… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Development Processes 


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr 


Beds 4     4  
Total 4     4  


Funding request within HFP guidelines Property is currently being financed through a private 
lender and that loan will need to be converted to a grant, or a deferred loan, in order for the 
property to remain affordable at 30% AMI. 


The project will serve individuals with intellectual and developmental disabilities who have also 
been co-diagnosed with chronic mental illness and who receive 24/7 in-home behavioral/case 
management services.   The project will preserve residency and services to four individuals  
managed by DDA and Tahoma Hills Supported Living.  DRAFT
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31 / 41 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☒ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☐Commercial ☐Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


Zoning supports the current and future intended property use. 


Property in generally good condition. Main water line has a failed pressure valve in need of 
replacement, but majority of rehab activities will be accessibility/energy-efficiency improvements. 


Property located in an existing single-family neighborhood already accustomed to the intended 
property use (rented to tenants affected by IDD/CMI). No plans to change front-facing 
appearance/aesthetic of property, which is indistinguishable from any property in the 
neighborhood. 


Property meets parking requirements (2 parking stalls).  


Lead-based paint detected on interior doors and trim work. Elevated spore counts detected in 
bathrooms. 
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Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☐ YES      ☒ NO 


General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $250,000  $250,000 


State Housing Trust Fund $487,443  $487,433 


Parkview Services  $67,500 $67,500 


TOTAL $737,443 $67,500 $804,943 
 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


All building materials containing lead-based paint will be removed/replaced during rehab. 
Rehabilitation activities proposed as components of this project will address the ventilation 
issues present, and any deteriorated wood will be replaced. 


Parkview uses a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) process for selecting a remodeling contractor. 
Both a RFQ notice and a set of questions are sent to potential contractors for consideration and 
submittal. The responses are reviewed and scored. Based on the overall scoring, either a 
contractor is selected, or interviews are scheduled to further inform the selection. The selected 
contractor is given the opportunity to price the scope of work, negotiate any differences with 
Parkview, and with agreement sign a contract. 


Environmental Works identified as project architect but general contractor will be identified after 
project is funded (RFQ process). 
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$451,000, 1/29/2019 


$73,744 / 9.16% 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $401,389  


Construction/ Rehab Costs $280,704  


Soft Costs $84,744  


Financing Costs  $9,750  


Capitalized Reserves $10,000  


Other Development Costs $18,356  


TOTAL $804,943  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☐ YES      ☒ NO   


 


3D. FINANCING   


The provided budget includes a hard cost and design contingency in the amount of $41,544 or 
21% of the total hard cost budget, held in design contingency. Contingency deemed as 
adequate. 


This property already has four tenants receiving services though DDA referral. 
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$0 


$2,137 / $534.25 


How will construction be financed?......................... ☐ Construction Loan   ☐ LIHTC    ☐Bonds    ☒ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☐ YES      ☒ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Is project subject to WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO      ☐ N/A 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


The WSHFC TDC limit for a four-bedroom property is $429,834.  The project’s TDC is $527,443 
(after subtracting land value and capitalized reserves) which exceeds the TDC limit by $97,609. 
All rehab items in the project budget are either called for in the Capital Needs Assessment or are 
required for long-term accessibility by the population served in project. 


This project is in an area eligible to apply for ARCH’s Housing Trust Fund. 


Sponsor committing $67,500 (~8% of project cost). 


Parkview sets rent at 30% of AMI minus a utility allowance.  Rents are determined based on 
each tenant’s income. Utility allowance amounts are determined from local utility company 
estimates for the appropriate number of bedrooms within the home. 
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Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


No project-based subsidies, properties in PS portfolio are income restricted to individuals earning 
30% or less of AMI and who have contracts with and case management through the 
Developmental Disabilities Administration (DDA). 


Vacancy rates are functionally not applicable as DSHS DDA will provide payments to Parkview in 
order to hold the unit available until a new tenant placement can be approved. 


Project expenses similar those of past Parkview projects. 


The replacement reserve budget will be forward loaded at development to cover all anticipated 
replacement reserve needs identified in the first 5 plus years. 


Parkview’s property management plan focuses on providing a decent, safe place for tenants to 
live while ensuring the long-term financial viability of the houses and compliance with the 
contract conditions of the funders. The property management plan includes the process for filling 
vacancies exclusively through referrals from the Developmental Disabilities Administration.  


Parkview Services will act as owner, property manager and landlord, and will continue to partner 
with Tahoma Hills who has a direct care provision contract with the tenants and with DSHS DDA. 


Current tenants will be relocated during the short rehab period of two months (relocation costs to 
be covered by DSHS DDA). 
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Referrals/marketing 


 


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☐ YES      ☒ NO         


Resident Services……….  ☐ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☒Other 


 


 


V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☒ HOME ☐ VSHSL ☒ MIDD 2 ☐ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☐ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, and 


participate in CEA  
☒ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☒ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☒ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 


Tenants for this project were selected by DDA. Parkview has an ongoing Referral Agreement in 
place with DDA whereby they will refer all prospective tenants as vacancies occur who have a 
dual diagnosis of a Chronic Mental Illness (CMI) and Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities 
(IDDs). 


Parkview does not directly provide supportive services; Parkview partners with third-party 
supportive care providers who provide in-home supportive care to for tenants. Tenants contract 
directly with the third-party provider and Parkview acts as owner/developer and landlord. 


The project is compatible with the following King County funds: 


RAHP – Households with incomes at or below 50% AMI, households who are homeless or have 
special needs. 


HOME – Households with incomes at or below 60% (serve special needs populations) 


MIDD 2 – Households with mental illness and/or substance abuse issues with incomes at or 
below 30% AMI, experiencing homelessness or being referred directly from an institution or 
hospital setting. DRAFT
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System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☒ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☐ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☐ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☐ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☒ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☐ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the: 


☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☒ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☒ YES      ☐ NO    ☐ N/A 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☒ NO  


 


 


No explicit interest in CHDO funds or becoming a CHDO. 
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VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects 
Project Name Brief Description 
Parkview XI Federal Way/Algona - acquisition/rehab project – 6 units – 2015 award 
Parkview XII Kenmore - acquisition/rehab project -  3 units – 2016 award 
Parkview XIV Tukwila – acquisition/rehab project – 8 units – 2019 award 


 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


# of projects under development………………….…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Parkview Homes XI and XII were open on-time/on-budget and placed in service 2016/2017, 
respectively. Parkview XIV is currently in development and projected to open 6/2021. No 
concerns in performance/compliance reported from Asset Management. 


Though Parkview’s Development and Management Team and Executive Director have a wealth 
of experience in developing, managing and operating affordable housing for extremely low-
income adults with IDDs, the applicant currently has 6 projects in the pipeline. While there isn’t a 
concern on the property management piece (as Parkview currently has 64 properties and 183 
tenants), it is slightly unclear whether this is too many projects for a development team of two 
staff and one executive director.  


Barring capacity concerns, Parkview has indicated that their proposed Pierce County project, 
Parkview XIX, is the priority project for this application round.  
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Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review, summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


 


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


King County’s Fiscal Team found no concerns on the internal control reported in the 2017 – 2018 
audit. Parkview has a high debt ratio averaging  80%. The forgivable loans increase the debt 
ratio, as they are included in the calculation. 


Parkview’s proposal will address housing inequities for extremely low-income people with 
Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities (IDDs) by breaking traditional barriers to permanent 
housing with supported living services. Parkview’s model of shared housing enables extremely 
low-income people with disabilities to live comfortably in a community that otherwise would be 
unaffordable to them. Historically, the home has been utilized for decades as a shared-housing 
home for people with IDDs and Parkview does not anticipate many challenges from the 
surrounding community. 


Parkview projects prioritize accepting tenant referrals from DSHS Developmental Disabilities 
Administration (DDA). The DDA is committed to ensuring diversity, equity, and inclusion, as 
exemplified through its effort to adapt existing crisis support programs to bridge gaps in inequity. 
Their commitment to social justice directly influences the lens of Parkview Services as it relates 
to tenant selection. 


While Parkview has not shared any explicit plans for review of structural or internal policies and 
programs, Parkview has shared some efforts to expand opportunities to WMBE contractors and 
appears genuinely committed to bridging gaps in inequity for extremely low-income people with 
Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities (IDDs) 
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What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


Parkview’s Board of Directors and senior leadership is comprised of approximately 50% men and 
50% women with a majority identifying as White. Many of the board members are deeply 
connected to the IDD community and several of their organization leaders have social services 
backgrounds and have served people with IDDs in direct care roles. 


While this project meets King County’s priorities, there is significant demand for the limited 
dollars that could serve this project this year. In order to prioritize funding larger PSH projects in 
the County this year, staff recommends not funding this project at this time.  


In addition, the project may be able to secure full funding from the State Housing Trust fund to 
move forward this year without a County award. 


How well the proposed housing model meets the County’s priorities established in the 
RFP – Parkview Services – Parkview XV (Kenmore) is requesting $250,000 to rehabilitate their 
single-scattered site residential property located in Kenmore. The 4-bed/2-bath project intends to 
serve individuals with intellectual and developmental disabilities who have also been co-
diagnosed with chronic mental illness and who receive 24/7 in-home behavioral/case 
management services.  With a goal of providing low-income housing to individuals in East King 
County, the project will preserve residency/services to four individuals managed by DSHS 
Development Disabilities Administration (DDA)/Tahoma Hills Supported Living. 


Organizational capacity, financial and experience/pipeline – While Parkview has exemplified 
their wealth of experience in managing and operating several affordable housing properties (64 
properties and 183 tenants), there is some concern that having 6 projects in development and 1 
project under construction may be pushing the limit for a team of 3.  


Readiness –Barring capacity concerns, Parkview has indicated that their proposed Pierce 
County project, Parkview XIX, is the priority project for this application funding round. If capacity 
concerns are addressed and funds remain, the Parkview project could be recommended for 
funding. Parkview Services owns the home and would be ready to start rehab in July 2021, after 
temporarily relocating tenants.  


Additional considerations –Though Parkview’s efforts to apply an equity and social justice lens 
to tenant selection is somewhat constrained by public funder requirements/policies (DDA serving 
as their referral agency), Parkview is genuinely committed to bridging gaps in inequity for 
extremely low-income people with Intellectual and Development Disabilities (IDD). 


Given Parkview Services’ history of performance, compliance, and success, along with an 
explicit mentioning of a higher project priority, the project should be considered for award if funds 
are available (once higher priority KC projects have been awarded). 
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Plymouth Housing 


Horizon Housing Alliance 


Eastgate Permanent Supportive Housing  


13620 SE Eastgate Way, Bellevue 


$27,909,454 


$27,909,454 


NA 


 $303,363 /unit & $540 /square foot  


$5,703,705 


20 percent TDC / $61,997 Cost per unit 


50 years / 1 percent deferred 


 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO 
I. OVERVIEW 


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….…….  


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☐ Rental    ☒TOD   ☒ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA 


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☐ Acquisition 


Brief description 


 
1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


The proposal is to construct a four-story building on vacant county-owned land to provide 92 
units of permanent supportive (PSH) housing for homeless individuals. 


Eastgate PSH is one phase of a three-phase Master Development Plan that includes a 
Homeless Men’s Shelter the County funded last year, and a general affordable housing project 
by Horizon Housing Alliance and Inland Group, which also applied in the 2020 funding round.   
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 92/ 3/ 95 


10/2021 / 14 months 


52 


51,694 sf / Four Floors 


NA 


Studio 375 average square feet 


NA 


 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential sf/commercial sf ………………… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☒ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Development Processes 


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr/ 
CAU 


Studio 92     92 3 
Total 92     92 3 


General Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) for homeless individuals and 25 units set aside 
for those with Chronic Mental Illness. In addition, funding will require 30% of the homeless units 
(28) serve individuals experiencing chronic homelessness.  DRAFT
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35 Walk Score / 53 Transit Score 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☐ YES      ☒ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☐ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☒Commercial ☐Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Environmental  


The project is the second in a three-phase development that requires completion of a Master 
Development Plan (MDP) process. The master developer, Inland Group, will lead the MDP 
permitting process, including State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) public notices in late 2020 
or early 2021. 


The City of Bellevue has estimated this Master Development Plan process to take approximately 
nine months. Additional environmental conditions noted on the next page.  


The area includes commercial and light industrial buildings and offices and a King County 
transfer station. Additional commercial development and a community college are to the east. 
The South side of the site abuts SE Eastgate Way, then I-90. 


The project is located one tenth of one mile from the 212 and 241 bus stops and one quarter mile 
from the Eastgate Park and Ride and less than one mile from the Factoria Mall. 


 


Parking will be shared with the Eastgate Shelter which will be constructed as part of the same 
master development plan. The parking study for both buildings requires 63 stalls based on the 
daytime peak parking demand calculations. The proposed parking plan includes 65 stalls. 
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Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


 


Environmental conditions including documented soil and groundwater contamination, including 
petroleum hydrocarbons and volatile organic hydrocarbons (VOCs) in addition to the presence of 
unstructured fill material at the site, reportedly ranging in depths from 25-30 feet and consisting 
of concrete, asphalt, and other unknown debris must be mitigated for approval of the State 
Department of Ecology.  


Geotechnical reports identified a slope and landside hazard that has resulted in groundwater 
seepage. Plymouth will pursue methods to regrade and stabilize the slope. 


 


King County owns the parcel. The Facilities and Maintenance Division (FMD) and Inland are 
currently negotiating the sales price taking into consideration the remediation expense. Any 
amendment to the purchase and sale agreement will go to King County Council for approval.   


 


The nonconforming use and scope of the proposed PSH, Homeless Shelter and Affordable 
Housing requires a Master Plan Development. 


Eastgate is one phase of a three-phase Master Development Plan. Site consultants, architects 
and general contractor were selected prior to Plymouth’s involvement. Inland Group, the master 
developer, has a construction division, Inland Construction, that has experience with affordable 
housing and shelter developments.   


Plymouth Housing and Horizon Housing Alliance will work with Inland Construction, the General 
Contractor. Plymouth and Horizon will require Inland Construction to solicit bids for sub-
contractors in an open and competitive manner.  This will be done through regional plan centers, 
website, and bid advertisements.  Plymouth will require their General Contractor to secure a 
three-bid minimum for each trade on the project and to select the most competitive price in 
relation to the quality of work and construction schedule. 
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Who will manage construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $5,703,358  $5,703,358 


Permanent Loan    


State Housing Trust Fund $2,000,000  $2,000,000 


City/ ARCH $500,000  $500,000 


9% Equity $19,703,538  $19,703,358 


Deferred Developer Fee  $2,211 $2,211 


TOTAL $27,907,243 $2,211 $27,909,454 


 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $2,300,000  


Construction/ Rehab Costs $19,003,073  


Horizon will take the lead on setting project milestones and conducting coordination meetings 
between the architect, consultants, and contractors, as Horizon is involved in the larger Eastgate 
campus development of which Eastgate PSH is one part.  Having the same site consultants 
working on each phase of the development avoids replication and creates a synergistic 
development plan and schedule. As the selected Architect, Hoist LLC team members will provide 
the design, permitting oversight, and construction management of the project. John Torrence of 
Plymouth will work with Horizon on the financing closing and serve as owner’s representative 
from closing through completion.   


 N/A 
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$21,000,000 (entire MDP site – Eastgate share is 


$2,300,000 ) – Dated 11/2019  


$2,400,000 


Soft Costs $2,954,750  


Financing Costs  $1,070,233  


Capitalized Reserves $1,191,398  


Other Development Costs $1,390,000  


TOTAL $27,909,454  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


$2,211 of the Developer Fee is loaned back to the project. This amount is the 0.01% ownership 
interest Plymouth is bringing to the project.   


Hillmann Consulting found the total proposed budget appears to be within the reasonable range 
of anticipated costs in the subject locale for a project of this scope. 


N/A 


 
Conforms to standard of 10 percent for new construction. 


The project-based Section 8 vouchers will trigger Davis-Bacon. 
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$.92 


188 


$0 


N/A 


N/A 


11/2020 


Market study required ……………………......................☐ YES      ☒ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………………… 


Notable findings  


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☒ Construction Loan   ☒ LIHTC    ☐Bonds    ☐ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 9% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


  9%LIHTC self-score……………………… 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO      ☒ N/A 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


N/A  


Pricing is reasonable for the project type and location per the letter of interest provided by NEF. 
The self-score is very competitive compared to other 9% projects reviewed by King County staff 
in this round, which ranged from 182 to 188. 


The project is currently below the cost limits for the number of units.   


 


The proposed project leverages a good mix of state, local and county funds. 
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$1,511,552 total & $15,911 /unit 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


$2,211 in deferred developer fee. 


N/A  


The project has requested vouchers to subsidize 100% of rents.  


Plymouth has requested 92 vouchers. KCHA is likely to award this level on the condition that the 
project serve 30% chronically homeless.  


Five percent. 


Operating Costs are about $5,000 greater than the average cost, mostly due to on-site 
management costs at $8,800 per unit. 


Replacement reserves at $500 per unit are higher than the $386 per unit average. Operating 
reserves conform to the standard six months of operating costs. 
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92 subsidized units/ $7,268.36 per unit 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
King County ORS  $355,000 Proposed 
Cash Flow  $149,689 Committed 
Foundational Community 
Supports (FCS)  $164,000  


Proposed 


     
Total  $688,869  


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO   ☐ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS 


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


        


Referrals/marketing 


Plymouth will manage the property, and be responsible for the qualification of tenants, staffing 
the building, supporting tenants, providing maintenance, and completing funder reports. There 
will be 9 FTE Property Management staff at the project including a Building Manager, a Building 
Coordinator, and 6 Building Assistants The building manager will have overall responsibility for 
building management, security, unit turns, and light maintenance. The building coordinator and 
building assistants will work staggered hours and monitor building security and safety into the 
evening, and back-up responsibility for leasing, rent collection and tenant income-recertification. 


Service funding levels are feasible for the general homeless population as proposed. County’s 
services team reviewed ORS request and is likely to award $250,000 annual funding for five 
years. Project should be competitive leveraging Foundational Community Supports funding. 


Plymouth has an established track record working with CEA. All homeless housing units are 
required to go through CEA.  
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Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☒ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☒Medical Services ☒Financial Assistance 


 


 


V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☒ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☒ HOME ☒ VSHSL ☒ MIDD 2 ☒ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☒ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, 


and participate in CEA  
☒ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☒ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☒ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 


Plymouth currently expects that all units will be filled through the operation of CEA in King 
County. Agencies working in Eastside communities can assess potential clients for prioritization 
through CEA.   


Eastgate PSH will provide a community room with a kitchenette, a shared laundry room, and 
outside courtyard for resident use.  


The property will have 24/7 staffing and four Housing Case Managers who will work with tenants 
to meet their goals by helping the tenant access medical, dental and mental health care; substance 
use treatment; veterans’ services; legal services; and food banks. They will also help tenants 
qualify for income support programs (ABD, SSI, VA benefits), and support tenants to improve skills 
needed to maintain stable housing. The site will include a small health clinic for use by residents 
only. 


This project’s development budget was built assuming federal wages and requirements, making 
Federal HOME funds a good fit. The applicant agreed to up to set-aside up to 5 units for 
veterans, and Plymouth’s client base overlaps significantly with the MIDD eligible population. The 
project is within a half mile of several high-frequency bus routes, making TOD funding an option, 
however the project cashflow is not able to accommodate the annual simple interest payments.  DRAFT
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System-connected housing 
☒ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☒ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☐ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☐ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☐ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☐ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☒ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the:  
 ☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 


☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


The maximum 2020 HOME subsidy limit for studios is $153,314 per unit.  
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Eight 


1 


Three in pre-development 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects 
Project Name Brief Description 
Plymouth on Stewart Create 84 SROs for very low-income individuals. 
Scargo Provide 46 units of permanent supportive housing. 
Sylvia Odom’s Place Provide 63 units of permanent housing for formally homeless individuals. 
Bob & Marsha Almquist 
Place Provide 102 units of permanent supportive housing. 
Humphrey House Provide 81 units of permanent supportive housing. 
Plymouth First Hill Provide 80 units of permanent supportive housing. 
Simons Senior 
Apartments Provide 90 units of homeless housing for seniors. 
Williams Apartments Provide 81 units of permanent supportive housing. 


 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 
Hope House- Volunteers of America Spokane 60 rental units anticipated Spring 2021 
   
   


 


# of projects under development………………….…  


Plymouth generally provides required reports on time and their projects are generally in good 
financial condition.  DRAFT
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How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☐ N/A  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☐ N/A   


 


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


The three pre-development and one construction project timelines seem to be well balanced with 
completion ranging from 2021 to 2023. This appears to be within the scope of Horizon’s capacity. 


In 2018 Plymouth has total assets of about $154M and total liabilities of about $83M. Plymouth’s 
Net position was $7M. Net operating income was ($668K) in 2018. 


Through 6/30/2019 Plymouth total assets of $21M, total liabilities of $99.7M and a net position of 
$111.4M. During six months of 2019, Plymouth had $33M in net income due to capital campaign 
revenue of $34.4M. 


Plymouth had no findings or concerns in 2018 audited statements. 


Horizon Housing Alliance had total assets of $167,800, $0 liabilities and net income of $29,000.  


No audited financial Statements. 
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Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


Bellevue is a wealthy community, rich in opportunity for residents.  Bellevue public schools are 
consistently ranked amongst the highest in the state.  Eastgate PSH contributes to social justice 
by creating 92 affordable housing units in Bellevue.  These units will be the first permanent 
supportive housing in East King County.  Plymouth will maintain open and inclusive practices 
that intentionally welcome a tenant population that closely reflects the population experiencing 
literal homelessness – by race, gender, age, veteran status, disability status, and other protected 
classes. Plymouth’s leadership team reviews these metrics on a regular basis, and considers 
policy changes, both internal and external, that may improve equity wherever possible. 28% of 
Plymouth’ supportive housing tenants are Black/African American and 14% of their tenants are 
American Indian/Native Alaskan, which reflects the single adult homeless population. 


Plymouth Housing is committed to doing its work with compassion and respect for the dignity, 
worth and uniqueness of all people. Plymouth values all members of its community—residents, 
staff, and board. Plymouth encourages curiosity and promotes interest in learning about the 
experiences of other people. They commit to supporting ongoing cultural learning and to develop 
and enhance practices and policies through a lens of cultural awareness and respect for 
personal experiences related to homelessness, race and ethnicity, poverty and class, disability, 
age, gender and gender identity, spiritual practices, sexual orientation, language and literacy. 


Plymouth Housing’s board is 65% female, and 35% male. There are 4 people who identify as 
African American (17%), 2 people who identify as Asian (9%), 1 person who identifies as Native 
American (4%) and 16 people who identify as White (70%).  


Staff highly recommends funding Plymouth’s Eastgate project at the requested amount to provide 
much needed permanent supportive housing (PSH) for homeless households in East King County. 
The project meets the County’s highest funding priority, is well positioned to receive funding from 
the State Housing Trust Fund and ARCH, and its 9% tax credit self-score looks competitive for an 
allocation this year.  


Overall, this is a very sound proposal, albeit a very complicated one with many site-related 
challenges but the development team is solid with the addition of Plymouth’s expertise as owner 
and operator. 


King County funding and KCHA vouchers will be conditioned on the applicant serving at least 
30% chronically homeless households. 
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Regional Area Youth Development Organization  
(a non-profit affiliate of Sons of Haiti Grand Lodge 
No. 1 ) 


Low Income Housing Institute (LIHI) 


Water Estates  


Renton, WA 


$20,407,912 


$6,182,210 


$22,745,590  


$2,337,678 


$416,488 per unit / $621.75 


None 


30%/ $126,167 


50 years/ 1% 


 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO 
I. OVERVIEW 


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….…….  


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☒ Rental    ☐TOD   ☒ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA 


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☒ Acquisition 


Brief description 


 
1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


Waters Estates will develop 49 units in South King County with 37 units (76%) for permanent 
supportive homeless households. The site has an existing building that will be torn down as part 
of the re-development of the site.  
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48 residential units / 1 manager / 49 total units 


 


9/15/2021 


61 


38,267 sf/ 4 floors 


32,823 sf/ 5,444 sf  


Studio 336sf, 1B 516sf, 2B 675sf 


5 ADA units 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential sf/commercial sf ………………… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☒ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr/ 
CAU 


Studio 25     25  
1 Bedroom 8  11   19 1 
2 Bedroom 4     4  
3 Bedroom        
4 Bedroom        


Total 37  11   48 1 


Project intends to serve homeless, low-income, veteran, and developmentally disabled 
individuals. 37 units will be set aside for homeless individuals earning up to 30% of AMI, and 11 
units will be set aside for those earning up to 50% of AMI, with 1 on-site manager unit. 10 units 
will be set aside for developmentally disabled individuals, and 10 units will be set aside for 
veterans.  
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92/ 59 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☐ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☐Commercial ☒Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


The property is located within the Commercial & Mixed Use (CMU) land use designation and 
Center Downtown (CD) zoning designation. In addition, the proposal is within the following 
overlays: Urban Design District ‘A’; Downtown Business District; City Center Sign Regulation 
Area; and Airport Influence Area. The proposed multi-family dwelling units are permitted uses in 
the CD zone. 


The City of Renton has concerns over the site’s size accommodating both proposed uses. Street 
parking is limited and with housing and an early learning center, the site would require more 
parking than would be possible on site. The project would potentially need to go through the 
parking modification process with the City. The City believes the proposed site is too small for the 
residential portion and the early learning center.  The City would need to analyze the site 
capacity to see if both residential and early learning center would fit. The City has recommended 
that Sons of Haiti eliminate the early learning center or purchase an adjacent site to fit both 
portions.  


It is very likely that the building will need to be supported on a deep foundation system that will 
embed into the dense underlying gravel. The new structure will need to be supported on either 
augercast piles or drive, steel pipe piles. 


The project site is in downtown Renton and close to a variety of amenities. Multiple grocery 
stores are located within a mile and many medical providers are within three miles, including 
Swedish Specialty Care, Kaiser Permanente Renton Medical Center, Providence Health & 
Services, Providence Infusion & Pharmacy Services, UW Medicine Occupational Health, and UW 
Medicine Valley Medical Center. Site is within a half mile of a food bank, and within a mile of 
multiple social services providers. Many schools and parks are nearby, and it’s close to multiple 
public transportation route stops.   
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Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


Site is located near multiple bus lines: 101,106,107,160, and the F line.  


The project will include an early learning facility on the ground floor. The early learning center will 
include 3 classrooms for toddlers and preschool age children from low-income families. 


13 residential stalls and 7 commercial stalls are required per city code.  Project is proposing 4 
residential stalls and 7 commercial stalls of surface parking. The project will be requesting a 
parking modification from the City of Renton based on the minimal anticipated demand for 
parking from the building’s residents.  


Phase I ESA was completed on 9/14/2020.  There were no Recognized Environmental 
Conditions identified on the subject property. The Phase I ESA only recommended additional 
subsurface exploration prior to redevelopment to assess for the movement of potential 
contaminants from neighboring sites. Sons of Haiti will complete such additional environmental 
work if the project is awarded funding.  


Asbestos - A total of 20 homogeneous areas of suspect asbestos-containing material (ACM) 
were identified. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) and Washington Department of 
Labor and Industries (L&I) require that ACM be removed prior to building demolition or 
renovation that would otherwise disturb the material. A state licensed abatement contractor 
employing certified asbestos personnel must complete the removal of ACM. Notification to 
PSCAA and L&I is required prior to asbestos abatement. 


Lead-Based Paint - The exterior of the existing building is largely adorned with ceramic tile; the 
extent of lead paint is limited. The single sample was collected from the soffit at the rear entrance 
of the building. Lead was found in the sample at a concentration of 25,000 milligrams per 
kilogram (mg/kg). The demolition contractor and other site workers will be informed of the 
presence of lead-containing paint and will take appropriate precautions to prevent dust 
generation during demolition activities. The landfill receiving demolition debris may require a 
TCLP test. 


Mold – No mold was found by the environmental consultant.  


Wetlands – There are not wetland areas on or near the property. 
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Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


The issue of potential contaminants migrating onto the site from neighboring sites will be 
addressed through the completion of additional environmental testing prior to redevelopment to 
determine whether a vapor barrier or other method is recommended for the new building. 


Asbestos and lead paint abatement will be completed according to the recommendations of the 
Hazmat Survey prior to building demolition.  


$25,000 “Environmental Abatement - Land” and “Environmental Abatement – Building” line items 
are included in the project budget to cover the costs of required abatement. 


No incentive programs for project location.  


 


LIHI and Sons of Haiti have signed a Development Consultant Agreement, which states that 
LIHI, as consultant, will be responsible for developing the project and managing the housing unit. 
Sons of Haiti will be responsible for managing the community unit, which is the early learning 
facility on the ground floor. 


General contractor selection will occur through an open solicitation process for qualified general 
contractors who are then ranked, rated, and short-listed for interviews leading to a selection. 
Advertising for both the general contractor and subcontractors will involve outreach to WMBE 
contractors. 


LIHI will manage construction of the project.  
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$1,650,000 / 9/23/2019 


$1,000,000   


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $6,182,210 $0 $6,182,210 


State Housing Trust Fund $3,000,000 $0 $3,000,000 


9% Equity $11,225,702 $0 $11,225,702 


TOTAL $20,407,912 $0 $20,407,912 


 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $1,670,000 Acquisition cost reflect appraisal value 


Construction/ Rehab Costs $13,946,848 Costs seem reasonable 


Soft Costs $2,277,500 Costs seem reasonable 


Financing Costs  $765,593 Costs seem reasonable 


Capitalized Reserves $450,593 Reserves are reasonable 


Other Development Costs $1,022,971 Costs seem reasonable 


TOTAL $20,407,912  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


The project will include an early learning facility on the ground floor. The early learning center will 
be operated by Launch and include 3 classrooms for toddlers and preschool age children from 
low-income families.  Launch had provided a letter of support. TDC of the commercial space is 
$2,337,678. $800,000 of State Community Capital Facilities for Early Learning has been 
committed.  The project is proposing $1,537,678 of King County PSTAA funding. PSTAA funding 
will not be available until Spring 2021 at the earliest.   
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9/3/2020 


N/A – demographics/ 15-20 units/ month 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………………… 


Notable findings  


 


3D. FINANCING   


Developer Fee is 4% of TDC, which is reasonable.   


Total proposed budget appears to be within the reasonable range of anticipated costs in the 
subject locale for a project of this scope. 


The costs for Rough Carpentry appear to be lower than the anticipated range. 


The costs for Finishes appear to be lower than the anticipated range. 


Third party reviewer has no recommendations.  


The budget includes 5% for hard cost contingency. For new buildings, a total contingency of 10% 
is recommended for GMP or Guaranteed Maximum Price contract. For a Stipulated Sum 
contract, the contingency can be held in the Development Budget. 


The project is estimating Davis Bacon – Non-Residential wage rates, due to the anticipated 
vouchers.  


By 2024, vacancy levels are expected to decrease further, with an anticipated vacancy rate at 
3.5% for the market area. This suggests strongly favorable market conditions for the subject 
property, which should contribute to a swift lease-up of the subject apartment units. Also, 
favorably, while there are proposed affordable apartment projects for subject’s larger competitive 
area in South Seattle, there are no proposed projects in the subject’s immediate downtown 
Renton area. Therefore, demand for the subject may be higher than currently forecasted, and 
absorption rates might surpass the initial forecast of 15 to 20 units per month. 


Based on the Market Study’s analysis, the subject is well positioned within its market area. 
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$.88  


182 


$0 


Applying for the 9% round in 11/4/2020 


How will construction be financed?......................... ☐ Construction Loan   ☒ LIHTC    ☐Bonds    ☒ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 9% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


 9%LIHTC self-score……………………… 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO      ☐ N/A 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


LIHI submitted LOIs from Enterprise and Raymond James, with pricing at $.88. National Equity 
Fund provided a letter of interest with pricing between $.92 - $1.00.  


Project sources are assuming pricing at $.88. 


The self-score is at the low-end of competitive with other 9% projects reviewed by King County 
staff in this round, which ranged from 182 to 188. 


Project is over the WSHFC TDC limits by 14.38%.  LIHI applied for a TDC waiver on 9/1/2020. 
The TDC Waiver was completed prior to the finalization of the project design so LIHI could meet 
WSHFC’s review date deadline, the cost overage has decreased slightly since the TDC Waiver 
was submitted. 


Project does not have hard debt. The project covers residential service costs with cash flow and 
has excess cash flow ($37k in year 1.) 


The project is applying to all available public funding sources.  


The sponsor is not proposing contributions to the project.  
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$445,238 for the first full year/ $9,068 per unit 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


No proposed fundraising for this project.  


Project is using WSHFC’s 2020 rent limits.  


The utility allowance schedule used for the project budget is based on King County Housing 
Authority's utility allowance chart; however, the project will procure an energy consultant to 
develop utility allowance modeling for the project per WSHFC guidelines. 


The project is requesting a total of 37 vouchers, 27 Section 8 and 10 VASH vouchers from King 
County Housing Authority. The project does not specify serving Chronically Mentally Ill (CMI) 
individuals, which makes the project less competitive for KCHA vouchers. In the event that 37 
vouchers are unavailable, LIHI stated that the project would need a minimum of 29 vouchers to 
be feasible.  


Budget shows residential vacancy at 5%, this is reasonable. 0% vacancy shown for non-
residential.  


Marketing and turnover costs are higher than other similar projects.  Overall total operating 
expenses are higher than the median and less than the average for similar permanent supportive 
housing projects.  
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N/A 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
Cash Flow Cash Flow $189,400 in year 1 Proposed 


Medicaid 
Foundational Community 
Supports  Up to $100,000 a year 


 
Proposed 


     
     
Total  $289,400   


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Replacement reserves are budgeted at $16,800 in year 1, or $350 per unit with a 3% escalator. 
$350 per unit is typical for these projects.   


Operating reserves are budgeted at $2,500 in year 1, or $51 per unit with a 3% escalator.  


The proposed capitalized reserves in the project are based on prior reserve requirements from 
equity investors involved in similar permanent supportive housing projects. The operating 
reserve is based on the amount of six months of operating expenses plus approximately 
$200,000 for COVID-19 related contingency.  


LIHI will provide property management for Water Estates.  Property management on-site staffing 
for this project will include 1 FTE site manager, 1 FTE maintenance person, and 1.2 FTE 
security. Off-site staffing will include an .1 FTE area manager.  


The project is not requesting King County ORS but has requested up to 37 vouchers from KCHA. 
In addition, FCS could contribute up to $100,000 annually.  
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Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


        


Referrals/marketing 


 


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☒ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


 


The homeless units will be filled through King County’s Coordinated Entry program.  


At the time lease-up begins (90 days prior to Certificate of Occupancy), neighborhood 
employers, schools, social service agencies, and faith-based institutions will be sent fliers and 
posters regarding the availability of units. Advertising will be done through Craigslist and various 
local websites. If it is anticipated that leasing applications will significantly exceed the number of 
available units, a lottery may be held. Sons of Haiti and LIHI will affirmatively market the 
development to the racial/ethnic groups, income classes, veterans, and economically 
disadvantaged populations that are under-represented in the local market. The Property 
Manager will be available on-site to lease up the building. 


The homeless units will be filled through CEA. Tenants will also be screened and must qualify as 
homeless through third party verification before signing a lease. 


Developmentally disabled individuals will be referred by SOUND, which specializes in supportive 
services for individuals living with developmental disabilities. 


The ground floor of the building will include an early learning center with a separate entrance 
from the residential portion of the building.  The ground floor residential area will include support 
facilities such as a lounge, mail area, outdoor play area, and offices. Property management and 
case management/behavioral health services offices for residents will be located on the ground 
floor. The project will also include a community room, computer lab, and bike storage.  


Services include on-site case management services for homeless, veterans, other low-income 
individuals, and individuals with developmental disabilities; and on-site behavioral health services 
for individuals with developmental disabilities.  Case management and supportive services will be 
provided on site to residents of the housing units by LIHI and funded by the project’s rental income.  


Sons of Haiti and Sound have an MOU in which Sound, a licensed behavioral health provider, will 
provide on-site behavioral health care services for residents with developmental disabilities, which 
will be partially funded by Medicaid. LIHI’s property management staff will also provide on-site 
programming and events for residents.  


Property management and case management/behavioral health services offices for residents will 
be located on the ground floor. 
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V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☒ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☐ HOME ☒ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☒ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☒ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, and 


participate in CEA  
☒ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☒ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☒ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 
☒ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☐ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☐ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☐ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☒ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☒ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the:  
 ☒ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 


☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 


Project intends to serve low-income individuals, homeless individuals, veterans, and individuals 
with developmental disabilities.  Project intends to serve individuals earning up to 30% and 50% 
AMI. Project could accommodate some TOD funding if necessary.   
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☐ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 
☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 


the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?........................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO  ☐ N/A 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects (sample) 
Project Name Brief Description 
An Lac Apts New constructions of 69 units in Seattle. Project placed in service 2/2020 
June Leonard Apts  New construction of 48 units in Renton.  Project placed in service in 4/2019 
The Marion West New construction of 49 units in Seattle. Project placed in service in 6/2016 


 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


If HOME funds are awarded the HOME units will comply with maximum subsidy limits. 


N/A 


Projects have been completed on time and within budget.  
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6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 


Othello Park Seattle 
106 units in the Othello Neighborhood of Seattle. 
Project is expected to place in service on 10/2021 


 


# of projects under development………………….…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☐ N/A   


 


 


LIHI has a solid experienced development staff who will handle the development of their projects. 
LIHI recently hired a development associate to help with some of the work.  


King County Fiscal Team found no concerns on the internal control reported in the 2017 – 2018 
audit, and RAYDO Waters Estates has a debt ratio of 59% in 2017 and 52% in 2018.  


King County Fiscal Team found no significant concerns.  
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VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Waters Estates will provide homeless, low-income, veteran, and developmentally disabled South 
King County residents with the opportunity to obtain stable housing near downtown Renton and 
the Renton Transit Center, and a set of services that will connect them to employment, health 
care, and educational opportunities. Sons of Haiti and the LIHI will seek to further social equity 
by affirmatively marketing available units to all underrepresented communities in Renton 
especially those disproportionately affected by homelessness and the housing affordability crisis. 
Sons of Haiti will also continue its volunteer efforts and engagement with community groups as a 
way of ensuring that local stakeholders are aware of the progress of the project and have an 
opportunity to find affordable housing and avoid displacement by gentrification. 
 
Sons of Haiti and LIHI’s affirmative marketing and leasing practices will ensure that people of 
color and under-represented populations gain access to affordable rental housing. LIHI’s past 
projects demonstrate that LIHI is successful in creating diverse, multiracial communities in its 
housing developments. LIHI significantly increases housing opportunities for racial minorities and 
other groups often under-represented and least likely to apply. As a local, African American 
organization, Sons of Haiti also has numerous ongoing partnerships with many local 
organizations serving the various local communities of color that will assist in communication and 
outreach efforts. 


Waters Estates will also help address housing inequities by serving as a model for future 
community-led projects through the capacity building partnership between LIHI as a development 
consultant and the Sons of Haiti as a local, African American, community-led organization. Sons 
of Haiti owns real estate throughout the United States and the hope is that this partnership will 
lead to the national Sons of Haiti organization growing its capacity to develop existing 
underutilized real estate into black-developed and black-owned affordable housing. Moreover, 
Sons of Haiti hopes to use this project as a model for building a community organization into a 
community-led development organization and for emphasizing the inclusion of minority-led 
businesses and minority youth in the affordable housing development process. 
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What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Sons of Haiti and LIHI’s affirmative marketing and leasing practices ensure that people of color 
and under-represented populations can gain access to affordable rental housing. LIHI’s 60+ past 
projects demonstrate that LIHI is successful in creating diverse, multiracial communities in its 
housing developments. LIHI significantly increases housing opportunities for racial minorities 
and other groups often under-represented and least likely to apply. As a local, African American 
volunteer organization, Sons of Haiti also has numerous ongoing partnerships with many local 
organizations serving the various local communities of color. 
 
LIHI’s current building residents are also surveyed biannually regarding the in-building programs, 
resources, and supports the residents would like to see implemented. LIHI residents are 
surveyed for their opinions and suggestions; there is a grievance procedure in the management 
plan for each LIHI property; and the property managers are encouraged to implement 
programming within their properties that serve resident needs. LIHI has a Volunteer Director who 
aligns in-building programming with volunteer engagement to create diverse programs/events 
and refer resources of benefit to residents. In the past, this has included after-school homework 
clubs at properties with children; senior activities; and family stability supports such as financial 
planning, bus transit training, and nutrition classes. 
 
LIHI also develops an affirmative marketing plan for its developments reviewed by HUD and the 
applicable local funder. The affirmative marketing plan includes specific steps that leasing staff 
take to market the community to ensure under-represented populations are contacted regarding 
available housing, including advertising in minority press/media, meeting with community 
organizations serving people of color, and sending leasing information to local businesses, and 
schools. 


Sons of Haiti’s 5 board members are all African American (as are the 3 directors of Regional 
Area Youth Development Organization). As a Haitian American Masonic Grand Lodge and 
fraternal organization whose mission is to serve their local community by referring and providing 
support services, holding public forums and other community events, as well as mentoring youth 
and providing career opportunities, Sons of Haiti’s members are involved with many  
local community organizations and volunteer activities. Because of the experience and 
connections of the directors of the Sons of Haiti (and Regional Youth Area Development 
Organization), Sons of Haiti is clearly 
able to understand and address the specific pressing needs of their own community. 
 
The LIHI Board is 54% people of color and includes three Blacks, one Black/Hispanic, one 
Asian, one Asian Pacific Islander, one Native American/Asian, and six whites. 53% of LIHI 
staff are people of color. The Executive Director is a woman and a person or color who leads a 
Board whose members are 46% female. One-third of the board is comprised of low-income 
people or representatives of low-income communities.  
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VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


Although RAYDO and Sons of Haiti’s Water’s Estates would provide needed homeless housing 
in Renton, staff does not recommend funding at this time for the following reasons:  


1) The City of Renton has significant concerns about the site’s ability to accommodate both 
proposed uses and the level of parking proposed. The City will not issue permits until 
these two issues have been addressed. At this time the project cannot move forward. 


2) Project does not appear competitive for 9% tax credits in this round, scoring the lowest of 
County projects. 


King County staff will continue to work with RAYDO/Sons of Haiti and LIHI to strengthen their 
application for future funding rounds.  
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Renton Housing Authority (RHA) 


Brawner and Company 


Sunset Gardens 


Renton (East Highlands Neighborhood) 


$28,719,133 


$3,000,000 


$42,229,133 


$13,510,000 


$377,883 per unit, $523.28/sf 


No 


10%, $39,473 


50 years, 1%  


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO


I. OVERVIEW


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….……. 


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☒ Rental    ☒TOD   ☒ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☒ Acquisition


Brief description 


1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


This is new construction of 76 units, 75% of which is permanent supportive housing serving 
homeless households in South King County. The site has an existing building that will be torn 
down as part of the re-development of the site.  
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76, no manager’s unit, 76 Total 


10/1/2021, 15 months 


66 


73,716 sf / 4 FLOORS 


54,882 sf / 18,834 sf 


Studios 440sf, 1 BR 545sf, 2 BR 720sf 


4 ADA units 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential sf/commercial sf ………………… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☒ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr/ 
CAU 


Studio 9  9   18  
1 Bedroom 25  25   50  
2 Bedroom 4  4   8  
3 Bedroom        
4 Bedroom        


Total 38  38   76  


Project intends to serve 75% homeless (56 units) with 50% of total units (38) set-aside for 
homeless veterans. 17 of the homeless units will serve chronically homeless.  
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77/36 


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☐ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☒Commercial ☐Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


1w 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Current zoning is Center Village and allows for the project. 


No major site challenges.  


Project site is in the Sunset neighborhood of Renton, which is going through a revitalization.  The 
goal of the Sunset Area Transformation plan, a joint effort by the City of Renton, the Renton 
Housing Authority and several other institutions, is to transform the Sunset neighborhood into a 
more vibrant, diverse and equitable mixed-use regional center. The project site is located within 
walking distance to many grocery stores and multiple bus routes. 


Site is located near bus route 240.  


The ground floor will include roughly 14,000 square feet of office space to house the Renton 
Housing Authority’s main office.  


The office space will be segregated into a separate stand-alone legal property via a 
condominium structure. The Partnership will lease the office space to RHA with the option to 
purchase the space after construction completion. 


The project budget includes hard debt payment for the non-residential portion of the project.  
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Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO     ☐ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Parking requirements and proposed parking include 25 residential stalls and 47 commercial 
stalls.  


The Phase I ESA was completed 9/6/2019, and a Phase II is not recommended. 


Asbestos - The identification of suspect asbestos containing materials was found in accessible 
areas of the existing building. Sampling of suspect material was not performed and is anticipated 
to be performed in the next 60 days. 


Lead Based Paint – Due to the date of construction in1982, the potential use of lead-based paint 
was minimized due to regulatory requirements which took effect in 1979. 


Mold – Property did not visibly contain mold. 


Wetlands - Review of NWI data did not identify any wetlands. 


The environmental assessment has revealed no evidence of recognized environmental 
conditions (RECs), historical recognized environmental conditions (HRECs), controlled 
recognized environmental conditions (CRECs), significant data gaps, or significant business 
environmental risks in connection with the Project. No further action or investigation is 
recommended at this time. 


Existing asbestos and lead based paint (if found), will be abated during demolition. Budget 
includes costs for abatement and demolition under “New Building”. A visual report is included in 
the Phase I, but further testing will be completed in conjunction with the demolition process. 


No incentives to build on this site.   


No listed restrictions in development.  
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General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $3,000,000 $0 $3,000,000 


State Housing Trust Fund $3,000,000 $0 $3,000,000 


9% Equity $17,719,133 $0 $17,719,133 


Bonds $5,000,000 $0 $5,000,000 


TOTAL $28,719,133 $0 $28,719,133 
 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Brawner and Company is the financing and development consultant on this project and take the 
lead on financing and overall project management.  


RHA is the sponsor and developer of Sunset Gardens. RHA will partner with a tax credit investor 
to form Sunset Gardens LLLP to fund and manage the project for the 15-year tax credit period. 
This partnership will help provide equity for the development. 


The Renton Housing Authority will follow all Agency procurement guidelines in soliciting bids and 
selecting a general contractor.  RHA will secure at least three bids and the highest qualified firm 
will be selected. All procurement will be completed by the partnership. RHA has already selected 
an architect, SMR Architects, and contractor, Andersen Construction, under a competitive RFP 
process. 


McCullough Allen, the owner’s representative, will manage construction 


Commercial space will include the construction of the RHA offices on the ground floor of the 
building.  TDC for commercial is $13,510,000, and $8,260,000 of RHA internal unrestricted funds 
have been committed. $5,250,000 of permanent financing for non- residential is proposed. The 
operating pro forma shows residential cash flow paying hard debt on the commercial bank debt, 
which is not allowable, and would need to be restructured such that only commercial income 
pays for commercial debt.  
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$2,575,800, tax assessment 


$0 Developer’s fee, $985,000 Dev. Consultant fee  


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $2,250,000 
Closing, title and recording costs under 


“Other” 


Construction/ Rehab Costs $20,073,381 
Demolition, Sitework and Abatement costs are 


listed under “New Building” costs. 


Soft Costs $3,243,952 Costs are reasonable 


Financing Costs  $1,330,493 Costs are reasonable 


Capitalized Reserves $1,113,250 


$390,000 listed for operating reserves, 
$190,000 listed for replacement reserves, and 


$533,520 for other - Reserve required between 
the time period of RAD section 8 rents and 


SVC section 8 rents. 


Other Development Costs $707,786 Costs are reasonable 


TOTAL $28,719,133  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


$985,000 is included in the budget for the developer’s consultant fee, this is 2% of TDC. RHA 
owns the land.  
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9/1/2020 


3% for homeless, 28% for veterans, 16 units per month 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………… 


Notable findings  


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☐ Construction Loan   ☒ LIHTC    ☒Bonds    ☒ Other 


The third-party construction report states that the total proposed budget appears to be slightly 
higher than the general range of anticipated costs in the subject locale for a project of this scope. 


Remediation of hazardous materials should be considered as an allowance as the sampling of 
suspect materials has not yet been performed. 


The costs identified for Concrete appear to be higher than the anticipated range. 


The costs identified for Mechanical appear to be lower than the anticipated range. 


The costs for Doors, Windows, Frames, and Hardware appear to be lower than the anticipated 
range. 


The costs for Woods and Plastics appear to be lower than the anticipated range. 


Third-party reviewer has no recommendations.  


The budget does not include a hard cost contingency. For new construction, a total contingency 
of 5-10% is recommended for Guaranteed Maximum Price contract. For a Stipulated Sum 
contract, the contingency can be held in the Development Budget. 


Project will trigger Davis Bacon-Non-Residential due to the proposed 76 vouchers.  


Because the subject is serving homeless with likely nominal to near zero annual incomes, the 
bulk of this homeless population would not have the minimum income required to pay the full 
restricted program rent assuming a LIHTC operation without subsidies.  
Assuming a homeless housing project as outlined in this report, it is the opinion of Kidder 
Mathews that the baseline demand is sufficiently deep to justify development in 
the current market. 
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$.95 


184 


$5,000,000 bonds - private debt  


Applying for 9% round in 11/2020 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 9% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


  9%LIHTC self-score……………………… 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO      ☐ N/A 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Project received a LOI from RBC with $.95 pricing.  


Brawner listed the project as 2% below TDC limits.  


Hard debt includes $5,000,000 in private permanent bonds, RHA did not submit an LOI. 
$5,250,000 permanent financing for non-residential, and $3,000,000 in proposed funding from 
Commerce of HTF, for a total of $13,250,000. Even with all this proposed debt, the DCR in Year 
1 is 1.36, which is very high. In addition, non-residential debt should not be included as a 
payment from in residential cash flow.  


Proposed project is leveraging all avaible public funds. The project has a very healthy cash flow 
and could leverage a private loan on the residential side. The proforma shows the permanent 
financing for the non-residential portion paid through hard debt. Removing the this amount, 
would increase further increase cash flow.  


The non-residential portion of the project will be partially funded with RHA internal unrestricted 
funds.    


No fundraising is proposed.   
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$555,442 For the first full year/ $7,308 per unit 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


Project rents are based on 90% of HUD FMR. 100% of units will be supported with project-based 
vouchers, and as a result, the rents are based on rent reasonableness of comparable market 
units. Residents will not pay more than 30% of their income. 


The utility allowance schedule is based on the Section 8 U/A. 


RHA will administer Section 8 subsidy for the 76 units. RHA will utilize existing Public Housing 
Vouchers through the mixed finance process and will convert them to Section 8 vouchers. There 
will be a reserve of $533,520 set-aside to cover the time period it takes to convert the Public 
Housing vouchers to Section 8 vouchers.  


5% vacancy rate, typical for this type of project. 0% vacancy for non-residential.  


 Turnover costs are much higher compared to other permanent supportive housing projects 
(PSH). Overall total operating expenses are slightly lower the median for similar PSH projects.  


Replacement reserves is $30,400 in Year 1, $400 per unit, higher than the usual $350.  No 
operating reserve is listed.  
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76/ $17,862 


 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
RHA 8A- PHA Subsidy (76 units) $1,357,512 Proposed 


FCS 
Foundational Community 
Supports  Up to $140,000 


 
Proposed 


     
     
Total  $1,497,512  


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Sunset Gardens will be directly managed by a RHA Property Manager. The Property Manager 
will conduct site visits, will oversee unit turnover, and will ensure property operation in 
accordance with annual budget and RHA regulations. All RHA Property Managers receive 
training, attend industry seminars, and receive mentoring from senior RHA administrators. 
Additionally, RHA will require that the Property Manager either be certified or takes steps toward 
certification with the National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials. 


The Property Manager and the Maintenance Operation Supervisor together with certain outside 
vendor contractors will be responsible for maintaining the property and will work to implement the 
maintenance and repair programs.  The Property Manager and Maintenance Operations staff will 
be responsible for unit turnover preparations, unit and common area work orders, minor repairs, 
and regular routine cleaning of the property, as well as program rent-up and compliance. 


The project will include a site manager, a leasing assistant, a maintenance lead, and a 
maintenance technician; all full-time positions on-site.  Off-site operating staff will include a half-
time regional manager, and a part-time portfolio manager, property manager and accounting 
manager.  


This project intends to serve homeless individuals in 75% of the units, however RHA is not 
requesting King County ORS.  The project will have rental subsidies for all 76 units, which will 
cover all costs and allow the project to cash flow. The proposed staffing model seems light for 
the homeless population, however RHA has begun conversations with Catholic Community 
Services regarding the addition of Foundational Community Supports funds, which could pay for 
additional services staff.  
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Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


        


Referrals/marketing 


 


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☐ Referral Services ☒ Counseling ☒Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


 


RHA will screen 75% of the units for eligible homeless or at-risk households, referred by the local 
Coordinated Entry system into the RHA Support Services Program. 19 units will not go through 
CEA; instead RHA will give preference to previous tenants of their Sunset Terrace project, which 
is a requirement of the voucher conversion. RHA’s intention is to run the project using Housing 
First principles.  


RHA, in conjunction with their selected service provider, CCS will deploy outreach activities to 
communicate vacancies and provide community awareness regarding the services specifically to 
homeless individuals in King County. In addition to the outreach and marketing efforts RHA also 
has multiple local partners within the community such as REACH (Evergreen Treatment Services 
that cater services to both homeless and at-risk family populations). 


An admissions specialist will carry out the marketing of the property in accordance with RHA 
waitlist and the approved Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing Plan. The plan outlines the 
advertising media to be used, the outreach letters to be mailed out, and the flyers that will be 
posted to advertise the properties for lease.  This will include advertising in the mainstream 
media, as well as ethnic language media, advertising in community newsletters, and contact with 
local service providers. 


The admissions specialist will also prepare for initial rent-ups, establishing waiting lists, and 
utilizing news media to inform prospective applications of availability of rental units with 
certifications of tenant's incomes starting ninety days prior to completion of the construction work 
at the property.  New residents will be screened for eligibility and suitability within RHA criteria, 
detailed in the RHA Admin Plan. 


The project will include 2,500 square feet of community, social service spaces and management 
offices. 


RHA intends to partner with service providers that provide case management services to 
households and individuals accepted into the RHA Support Services Program directly through 
staff or through contract with additional providers. Households and individuals accepted into the 
program will receive life skills and work skills training, along with intensive case management 
services.  The Renton Housing Authority intends to work with CCS on to provide homeless 
services and is looking to other service providers to provide additional services to serve the 
homeless veterans. A letter of intent between RHA and CCS is included. Case management will 
be provided to all residents. Services will include residential services and supportive services.  
Much of RHA service model stems from the fundamentals of the Housing First program 
developed by the National Alliance to End Homelessness. Additionally, residents will be near the 
future Sunset Neighborhood Center, which is currently under construction and slated to open by 
the end of the year, which will provide opportunities for residents to access healthcare, mental 
health counseling, and education services. 
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V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☒ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☒ HOME ☒ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☒ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☒ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, 


and participate in CEA  
☐ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☒ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☐ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 
☒ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☐ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☐ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☐ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☒ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☒ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the:  
 ☒ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 


☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


Project intends to serve 75% homeless individuals with 50% units set-aside to serve veterans.  
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☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects 
Project Name Brief Description 
Sunset Court Apts. No compliance issues 
Kirkland Avenue 
Townhomes Completed over 5 years ago 
Glennwood 
Townhomes Completed over 5 years ago 


 


How have these KC projects performed? 


Section 8 vouchers will trigger Davis Bacon wage. While HOME funds would add an additional 
level of compliance, they would not necessarily have an adverse impact on the project. 


N/A 
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6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 


Sunset Oakes Renton 
The project is 60 units of workforce, expected 
completion date 12/31/2021. 


Renton Crest Renton 
274 units of housing expected to be completed 
12/30/2020.  


 


# of projects under development………………….…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


RHA reports are on time and generally good financial condition. 


Sunset Gardens is expected to begin construction as Sunset Oakes is completed. Sunset 
Gardens would be RHA’s only project in development.  


King County Fiscal Team found no concerns on the internal control reported in the 2017 -2018 
reports.  


Sunset Gardens has a high debt ratio averaging 50% 
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If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


 


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


RHA is very sensitive of the population it serves and strives to hire staff and engage social 
service providers who understand the needs of residents.  RHA has been providing affordable 
housing in the Renton Highlands/Sunset Area since the agency’s inception 73 years ago. Today 
RHA operates over 1,500 units of subsidized housing and offers a high-level of services and 
referrals to all its residents through its One-Stop social services center where service providers 
use and lease space. RHA and its partners act as a resident resource and will proactively 
promote family physical and emotional health, self-sufficiency, and educational and vocational 
growth for residents of Sunset Gardens Apartments. RHA’s existing housing communities include 
a resident population comprised of families from Africa, Russia and Eastern Europe, Spanish 
speaking countries, and many Asian counties.  RHA assists residents with accessing language 
translation when needed. This level of engagement between RHA and its residents contributes to 
mutual understanding and a respectful and healthy community. 


RHA provides housing to a primarily non-white population, which addresses the disparity in 
access to affordable housing based on race and ethnicity.  Over 53% of RHA’s tenants are 
people of color, and people of color are also more likely to occupy the affordable units at Sunset 
Gardens because the neighborhood is more diverse than the King County norm.  The Sunset 
Area is substantially more diverse than Renton overall, with a Hispanic population of 24.8% 
compared to 10.1% for the rest of the city. The Sunset area is comprised of 48% minority 
residents.   


RHA understands that supportive housing helps vulnerable people live and thrive in the 
community.  For some of the most vulnerable people in King County— people with mental 
illness, chronic health conditions, histories of trauma, and other struggles — a home helps them 
begin to get adequate treatment and start on the path toward recovery 


RHA’s existing housing communities include a resident population comprised of families from 
Africa, Russia and Eastern Europe, Spanish speaking countries, and many Asian counties.  RHA 
assists residents with accessing language translation when needed. This level of engagement 
between RHA and its residents contributes to mutual understanding and a respectful and healthy 
community.  RHA staff undergoes annual cultural training classes to assist in their interaction 
with the diverse resident population and ensure that they provide quality assistance to their 
resident population who typically possess diverse values, beliefs, and traditions. 
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What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


The RHA Board of Commissioners is comprised of three women and two men. One woman is 
Hispanic and two women are of Caucasian descent and have been long term Renton residents. 
One woman serves as Resident Commissioner and lives in one of RHA’s low income public 
housing buildings. Two Commissioners are Caucasian men, one of whom was RHA’s past 
executive director, and one of whom is a US Navy Veteran. 


This is RHA’s first proposed permanent supportive housing project serving 75% homeless, with 
50% of total units serving homeless Veterans and 17 units serving chronically homeless. 
Permanent supportive housing units in balance of County are a priority for County funding. 


The project does not appear to be competitive for 9% tax credits in this round and needs to also 
secure a State Housing Trust Fund award to be feasible. If these resources are not secured this 
round, staff recommends partially funding this project until these additional resources can be 
secured.  This will allow staff to continue working with RHA to either increase their 9% score for 
the next round, or to possibly restructure the project so it can move forward without using that 
scarce resource. 
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Chief Seattle Club 


Lotus Development Partners 


Sacred Medicine House 


14315 Lake City Way NE, Seattle, WA 98125 


$33,571,100 


$750,000 


$33,571,100 


N/A 


$279,759.17 per unit / $558.28 sq ft 


N/A 


2.23% of TDC, $6,250 per unit 


N/A 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO


I. OVERVIEW


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….……. 


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☐ Rental    ☐TOD   ☒ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☒ Acquisition


Brief description 


1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☐ YES ☒ NO


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


This is a 120 unit PSH project in Lake City with a focus on the American Indian/Alaskan Native 
population that will use a trauma-informed and culturally responsive service model.  
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117 residential units, 3 manager units, 120 total units 


60,133 sq ft/ 5 floors 


48,090 sq ft for residents, remainder service delivery 


401 sq ft, including manager units 


N/A 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential sf/commercial sf ………………… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


  


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr/ 
CAU 


Studio 59  58   117 3 
1 Bedroom        
2 Bedroom        
3 Bedroom        
4 Bedroom        


Total 59  58   117 3 


88 units are for “multiple special need” under PSH and 29 are “multifamily rental.” Project is 
primarily focusing on American Indian/Alaskan Native and other indigenous peoples, particularly 
those experiencing homelessness. Applicant expects the population to have the following health 
challenges: 


 30% with some form of physical disability,  
 30% with a serious mental health condition  
 30% with substance abuse issues,  
 25% with chronic health conditions,  
 10% will have a developmental disability. 
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4/29/21 / 12-month construction period 


56 


72 walk score, 49 transit score 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☐ Wood Frame  ☒ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☐ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☐Commercial ☒Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Neighborhood height limits were recently increased with MHA. The zoning for the property is split 
between NC3-75 Neighborhood Commercial Zoning with 75-foot limit, and MR Zoning with an 
80-foot limit. Application materials included a letter from SDCI confirming the proposed building 
will fall within allowable zoning restrictions.  


Geotech found a variety of soils with a variety of load bearing capability that requires excavating 
down to approximately 7 feet to reach denser soil. There is a degree of liquefaction in the soil, 
but the Geotech firm does not consider it to be a hazard risk during a seismic event.  


Mixed use neighborhood of smaller multifamily properties, commercial retail, and services. Older 
buildings, but newly upzoned with the MHA so newer development is expected. The project  is 
on Lake City Way, a major thoroughfare through the region and is less than two blocks from the 
City of Seattle’s northern border.  


There is a Walgreen’s 1/10th of a mile away and a Fred Meyer 7/10ths of a mile away. There is 
frequent north-south bus service with connections to UW Medical Center and the light rail as well 
as express bus options to downtown. 
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Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


N/A 


There will be approximately 10 parking spots on-site for staff 


Yes – Phase I recommended follow up study for subsurface assessment.  


 Site previously held an automotive repair shop and other commercial businesses 
including a plumbing contractor and auto glass repair shop. Property shows up on 
several listings related to a confirmed release of total petroleum hydrocarbons to the soil.  


 Was part of Ecology’s Voluntary Cleanup Program which issued a No Further Action  
(NFA) in 2016. However, that NFA was for a single underground storage tank, while 
records indicate there may be more buried on site. The Phase I ESA considers this a 
high risk.  


 Three groundwater monitoring well are on site, though 4 are on record. All would need to 
be decommissioned per state guidelines.  


 Seattle Fire Department has historically used  solvents in the auto shop. The Phase I 
ESA considers this a moderate risk. 


 Neighboring gas station is on Ecology’s cleanup site and no NFA has been issued. 
Potential for soil and groundwater contamination due to it being upgradient. High risk. 


 The gas station across Lake City Way is listed as a cleanup site with Ecology due to 
confirmed groundwater contamination.  


If mitigation is needed, there is an allowance in the budget that was developed with consultation 
by PBS Environmental.  


No incentives but the project did receive over $12M in funding from Seattle Office of Housing as 
part of the PSH pilot and the SOH is actively involved with this project. 
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2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


  


An existing ingress/egress easement runs along the southwest corner of the site, from 32nd 
Avenue eastward, encompassing approximately 20 feet by 98 feet. This easement does not 
restrict the proposed site plan and is expected to remain with the proposed development. 


Lotus Development and Sustainable Living Innovations (SLI) are involved in project development  
through an arranged partnership with the City. Lotus was selected specifically because it is a 
minority and woman-owned business. Lotus’s responsibilities during the project will be providing 
overall project management, operating and service program development, compliance 
coordination and finance related activities. 


Due to the unique nature of the City of Seattle’s Supportive Housing NOFA, SLI was chosen as 
the design-build contractor by the City and was paired with Chief Seattle Club to respond to the 
City’s RFP in June.  CSC will enter into a Design-Build agreement with SLI to perform all 
coordination of design and permitting activities, as well as to serve as the prime general 
contractor for the project.   


Construction will be handled in two ways: The site work, infrastructure, landscaping, first floor 
construction and vertical tower elements (elevator, stairs, hallways above the first floor) will follow 
conventional construction methods.  SLI, as the Design-Builder, will coordinate competitive 
selection of a general contractor to perform the site infrastructure and first floor construction. All 
on-site construction by the site GC will comply with both procurement requirements and 
prevailing wage rate and reporting requirements of the public funders. 


SLI’s modular building product (the “SLI Box”) will be built in a Tacoma factory and will be 
delivered to the site in fully completed panels which will comprise all unit construction from floors 
two through five.  SLI will self-perform assembly of the panels once those are delivered to the 
site, and SLI crews will complete interior finishes to those units once placed.  All SLI on-site work 
will comply with prevailing wage rate and reporting requirements of the public funders. 


A combination of Sustainable Living and Lotus Development. Lotus will handle the overall project 
management, with SLI focusing on manufacturing panels and other construction activities.  
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$3,250,000, 10/7/2020 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $750,000  $750,000 


State Housing Trust Fund $3,000,000  $3,000,000 


Seattle Office of Housing $0 $12,322,703 $12,322,703 


9% Equity $17,498,397  $17,498,397 


TOTAL $21,248,397.00 $12,322,703.00 $33,571,100.00 
 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $2,642,600  


Construction/ Rehab Costs $26,457,500  


Soft Costs $2,492,973  


Financing Costs  $491,667 
Includes permanent and 


predevelopment/bridge financing costs  


Capitalized Reserves $928,500  


Other Development Costs $557,860  


TOTAL $33,571,100.00  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


N/A  
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$500,000 or 1.4% of TDC 


9/26/2020 


Approximately 2% and 25 units/month.  


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………………… 


Notable findings  


 


 


This is lower than seen on most projects, but the City put pressure on PSH applicants to have 
lower developer fees and Chief Seattle Club is a mission driven organization. 


Seattle Office of Housing awarded funds to this project in September 2020, , therefore they opted 
not to submit this project to a third-party construction for review. SOH and King County normally 
share the third-party construction reviews, with SOH responsible for ordering reports within 
Seattle. 


Revision discussion. 


Competitiveness of prject.  


The overall development budget has a new construction contingency of  $1,225,158, 5.4% of the 
construction budget and 3.6% of total development costs. 


The applicant does not believe federal wages will be triggered.  


When considering only the 88 homeless units, capture rate is 1.1%, the remaining LIHTC units 
have a capture rate of 0.5%.  
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$0.93  


186 


$0 


November 2020 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☐ Construction Loan   ☒ LIHTC    ☐Bonds    ☒ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☐ YES      ☒ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 9% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


 9% LIHTC self-score……………………………. 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO      ☒ N/A 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Pricing is in line with what is being seen in other 9% applications this round. The applicant says it 
is based off conversations with US Bank, National Equity Fund, JP Morgan, Goldman Sachs, 
and Raymond James, but does not have any letters of interest at this time.  


Self-score is in on the high end of what has been seen this round.  


WSHFC TDC limits for studio units in King County are $282,891/unit. Eligible TDC per unit costs 
for this project are $257,737.50 per unit.  


There is no permanent debt associated with this project  


CSC Board authorization for this project listed several other potential sources, including Impact 
Capital, Craft3, Enterprise Community Loan Fund, as well as private loans and/or grants. 
Options are limited with PSH projects as project operations cannot support any significant debt 
payments but grants from other sources are possible.  


N/A  
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$1,285,569 total / $10,713 per unit 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A  


 


N/A  


Residents will not be charged for utilities 


The operating pro forma includes annual operating subsidy from City of Seattle, but no project-
based vouchers or similar subsidy.  


Project rents for homeless PSH units are based on the experience of other PSH providers 
leasing up through Coordinated Entry for All (CEA). Many of Chief Seattle Club’s  most 
marginalized community members are not currently receiving the benefits (SSI, SSDI, Social 
Security, etc.) to which they are entitled. In addition to the disruption of living homeless, AI/AN 
people often have additional layers of distrust of non-indigenous systems.  


Having no income is not uncommon while others in the community work sporadically.  When 
these individuals are employed, they are over income for a 30% unit under the LIHTC income 
verification methodology.  These individuals will need some level of subsidy that can fluctuate 
with their employment status. 


2.5% 


Per unit project expenses are projected to be 2.2% less than similarly sized PSH projects.  


Contributing $350/unit annually into a replacement reserve. No contributions to operating 
reserves as the project is relying on operating subsidy from the city 
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117 units / $7,708 per unit annually 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
Seattle O & M Operating Subsidy $627,163 Proposed 
King County ORS Service Funding $210,811 Proposed 
Medicaid reimbursement via FCS Service Funding $63,882 Proposed 
Total  $901,856.00  


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO   ☐ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


Will hire a third-party property management firm to handle the facility management and LIHTC 
compliance requirements. CSC will be looking for firms that demonstrate cultural competency 
and a will work collaboratively with CSC administrative and service staff. The plan will be 
formalized approximately 6 months out from placed-in-service date and CSC will work to develop 
a plan that fits the building’s unique design.  


Planned staffing includes a Leasing Manager (one FTE, employee of third-party property 
management firm). 2.5 FTE maintenance and janitorial staff members, also from the property 
management firm. 


King County ORS prioritizes PSH projects outside of the City of Seattle and is very competitive in 
this round. Medicaid reimbursement via  FCS is logistically challenging as Chief Seattle Club 
does not currently have the capacity to become a Medicaid biller, so they will likely need to find a 
third party to be that biller in order to access those funds. City of Seattle O&M funds are 
expected, but those are not committed this far from the placed in-service date, projected to be 
4/15/2022.  
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Referrals/marketing 


 


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☒ Referral Services ☒ Counseling ☒Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


 


 


V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☒ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☐ HOME ☐ VSHSL ☒ MIDD 2 ☐ TOD 


The project is 75% homeless, with all homeless units to be filled through CEA process. There is 
an option built into CEA for clients to ask to work with Native organizations. This “By Name List” 
typically has around 200 names which are discussed at weekly AI/AN case conferencing 
sessions, and those eligible will be invited to work with Chief Seattle Club to initiate the 
application and income eligibility process.  


They plan to offer all homeless units through CEA. 


The first floor is designed to provide ample service space to accommodate the needs of our 
community of residents. The primary service area will provide approximately 7,800 square feet of 
common area including a lounge/recreation space for resident socialization, private outdoor area, 
a common kitchen, a dining room, laundry and bathrooms, a multipurpose room and offices 
dedicated to supportive services for the residents. Consult rooms will be included for a variety of 
onsite services to be provided by CSC and other partner providers. A central feature of the first-
floor program will be the Medicine Room, a space for traditional healing ceremonies that will be 
available for drumming, singing, storytelling, smudging, talking circles, memorials and prayer 
groups. 


Chief Seattle Club will provide 24/7 support, engagement, and housing-based Case 
Management on site for all residents. As with their Eagle Village project, they will aim to foster 
community and healing with on-site programming including traditional healers, traditional 
ceremonies, art classes, drumming and singing, healing circles, and Wellbriety classes. 
American Indian/ Alaska Native residents will have access to additional services and support, 
such as daily meals through membership in CSC’s Pioneer Square central service Day Center, 
which is easily accessed from the site through public transit.  


Medicaid funded healthcare and behavioral health services will be provided by a partner agency, 
such as the Seattle Indian Health Board (SIHB) or the Cowlitz Tribal Health Clinic, either in multi-
use office space on the first floor or at the Day Center and new SIHB clinic located in Pioneer 
Square. Additionally, CSC will be work with traditional healers to promote a holistic approach to 
healing, and also to connect CSC members to their culture and traditions. 
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This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☒ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, 


and participate in CEA  
☒ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☒ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☒ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☒ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☐ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☐ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☒ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☐ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☒ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the:  
 ☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 


☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 


Given their target population and commitment to using CEA, funding sources for chronically 
homeless and extremely low-income are a good fit for this project. As a PSH project, it does not 
have the cash flow for debt service payments, ruling out TOD funds.  


DRAFT


12







 


 


0 


1 


☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 
intergenerational poverty.  


 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES     ☒ NO 


 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects 
Project Name Brief Description 
N/A N/A 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 


Chief Seattle Club Housing Pioneer Square, Seattle 
Mixed-use housing project w/ clinic and 
admin space 


Project is in the City of Seattle; therefore it is not eligible for King County HOME funds – two 
questions above are N/A. 


 


King County Asset Management is not currently tracking any projects sponsored by Chief Seattle 
Club.   
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# of projects under development………………….…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


  


CSC’s staff has been involved with one finished and one in progress housing project, making this 
CSC’s third affordable housing project. Additionally, CSC has retained Lotus Development to 
coordinate all finance related aspects of the development, as well as overall project 
management. Lotus’s staff members on this project have over 30 years of affordable housing 
experience. The third party to this team is SLI who will bring design, production, manufacturing, 
and construction management to the project.  


Over the last three years, Chief Seattle Club total assets have about doubled every year, from 
$4.5M in 2017 to $8.8M in 2018, to $17.2M in 2019 (Unaudited). Total liabilities were very low 
with 2019 amount at $2.3M.  


Net income was $7.9M in 2019, $2.4M in 2018 and $1.1M in 2017 


Net Position – $14.8M Very strong financial growth and no concerns. DRAFT
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VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


American Indian/Alaskan Native, (AI/AN) people are under-represented in the Lake City 
neighborhood, which has a slightly higher percentage of people of color than other Seattle 
neighborhoods.  AI/ANs faced the highest decrease in population by race in urban 
centers/villages from 1990 to 2010. This project will provide the opportunity for some AI/AN 
people to remain in Seattle. Like many neighborhoods Lake City residents and businesses are 
impacted by homeless people living their lives in public.  Sacred Medicine House will be located 
slightly North of “downtown” Lake City but may experience scrutiny during development, lease up 
and stabilization by neighbors due to their experiences with the homeless currently using the 
local library and park.   


Chief Seattle Club has successfully argued for changes to CEA to use AI/AN case conferencing, 
making King County the only non-tribal jurisdiction in the US using such a tool. Additional, CSC 
uses an equity and social justice lens throughout the entire agency and uses a Native lens 
throughout every aspect of its work. For example, CSC calls clients “members” as they view 
them as an extended Native family or relatives; and elders are served first during meals. 


In 1970, Chief Seattle Club was founded by Father Raymond Talbot, a white Jesuit priest who 
worked with tribes. For decades, it had non-Native Executive Directors and a predominantly non-
Native board of directors. Since 2008, Chief Seattle Club has transformed to a Native-led 
organization - its staff is 82 percent AI/AN and Board is 75 percent indigenous (including two 
Native Hawaiians).  
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VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


 
Chief Seattle’s Sacred Medicine House is a much needed project which will provide 117 PSH 
homeless units in Seattle. Despite limited funding available for City of Seattle projects, staff 
recommends the project be awarded funding in the amount requested. The project appears to be 
competitive for 9% tax credits and is likely to secure a State Housing Trust Fund award. 
 
 


 How well the proposed housing model meets the County’s priorities established in 
the RFP – Project is a PSH project including 75% of units for chronically homeless. It will 
use CEA to identify residents and will be providing services.  


 
 Financial feasibility & Leverage of other public and private sources – It has  an 


award of $12.3 million from the City of Seattle’s PSH pilot project and will be seeking a 
Housing Trust Fund award and a 9% LIHTC bond allocation to cover approximately 
$17.5 million of the development budget.  
 


 Organizational capacity, financial and experience/pipeline – This is CSC’s third 
housing project, with their project in Pioneer Square currently under construction. They 
are working to build the internal capacity to staff to manage a their first true PSH project. 
Along with the Eagle Village project, this is CSC’s third project in an approximately a 4-
year timespan, marking a rapid growth in assets and operations.  


 
 Readiness – The project is projected to begin construction on 4/29/2021, with the 


certificate of occupancy issued less than a year later on 4/15/2022. The city has paired 
Chief Seattle Club with Sustainable Living Innovations who uses a modular building 
system that will allow much of the work to happen offsite, shrinking the active 
construction time and allowing the 120 unit project to be ready approximately 12 months 
after construction begins. There are concerns about possible underground storage tanks 
at the site, but there is sufficient contingency built into the budget if additional 
remediation is needed.  


 
 Additional considerations – The project is in Seattle and is receiving significant SOH 


support as part of their PSH pilot. The project will use a CEA process CEA to allow an 
emphasis on populating this project with people who identify as American Indian or 
Alaskan Native.  


  DRAFT
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Seattle Chinatown International District Preservation 
and Development Authority (SCIDpda) 


Edge Developers 


North Lot – Building A 


Seattle, WA  


$76,004,939  


$1,000,000 


$93,862,074  


$17,857,135 


$475,030 / $456 


1%/ $6,250/ unit 


50 years/ 1% simple interest hard pay 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO


I. OVERVIEW


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner……………………………………………… 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….……. 


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☒ Rental    ☒TOD   ☐ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☒ Acquisition


Brief description 


1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO


This is new construction of 160 units of affordable multi-family housing in Seattle. The site is 
vacant land, adjacent to the Pacific Medical Tower.  
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159 residential, 1 CAU, 160 total units 


6/15/2021/ 20 months 


68 


$3,000,000 for original acquisition  


201,159 sf / 7 floors (5 over 2) 


166,435 sf/ 34,724sf 


Studio 464sf, 1B 578sf, 2B 810sf, 3B 1,013sf, 4B 1,255sf 


Building A will include 9 ADA units. 


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential sf/commercial sf ………………… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…… 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☒ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr/ 
CAU 


Studio   21 9  30  
1 Bedroom   32 13  45 1 
2 Bedroom   36 15  51  
3 Bedroom   20 9  29  
4 Bedroom   3 1  4  


Total   112 47  159 1 


Project intends to serve working families, and larger size families including  intergenerational 
families in around the communities of Beacon Hill and the CID that are at highest risk of 
displacement. Household sizes will range from a minimum of one individual in a studio unit, to 
eight or more individuals in a 4-bedroom unit. 
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73/ 94 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☒ Single Family ☒Multifamily ☒Commercial ☐Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Site is zoned CI-75, CI-95. 


The project is located next to the Pacific Tower which is listed in the National Register of 
Historic Places and is designated as a landmark building by the City of Seattle.  The 
project will have to comply with prescribed historic standards which includes placement 
of the building to protect view corridors of the existing tower and will recommend the use 
of exterior siding materials according to fit with the current building. 


The site is situated on a triangular parcel that slopes dramatically in several places to 
the north, so this presents challenges with placement of the two proposed buildings as 
well as construction when dealing with the elevation changes. The amount of required 
site work for this site is unusually high, even for Seattle as it is a 3-acre parcel and not 
an urban infill project. It’s more akin to a campus development that might be found in 
less densely populated areas. 


The project site is located at the intersection of the Chinatown International District (CID) and 
Beacon Hill. Communities within these two neighborhoods are traditionally underserved 
communities of color, immigrants, and refugees. The site is located near multiple grocery stores, 
services, and modes of public transportation. 


The project site is located near light rail, streetcar, and bus transit stops.  
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Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Building A will include an early childhood education center, serviced by El Centro De La Raza.  
Building A will also include a Program of All-Inclusive Care for the Elderly (PACE) a program that 
provides care to nursing home eligible seniors with the goal of allowing people to age in place in 
their communities. PACE will be operated by a partnership between International Community 
Health Services (ICHS) and Kin On, who have formed the entity called Aging in PACE (AiPACE). 


The 24,555 square foot space for the PACE facility will be a condominium separate from the 
affordable housing project. SCIDpda and AiPACE have executed a Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) that outlines general terms of the condominium agreement. SCIDpda will develop the 
core and shell of the facility, condo the space (including parking spaces required for licensing), 
and then sell the property to AiPACE for an amount that will be negotiated. The MOA has been 
included in the application. 


The 10,169 square foot childcare space will remain under the ownership of the tax credit entity. 
El Centro will lease the space for at least 20 years per funding requirements from the City of 
Seattle’s Childcare Bonus Program. 


0 residential parking stalls and 25 commercial parking stalls are required.  The project is 
proposing 53 residential parking stalls and 25 commercial parking stalls.  The additional 
residential stalls are provided for the convenience of those with disabilities and larger families. 


The North Lot will have two separate daylight parking garages under each building with a total of 
53 stalls for residential usage that will help meet the needs of the families and alleviate 
neighborhood concerns about the lack of parking in the area. Twelve parking stalls will be 
reserved for the PACE and the early childhood education facilities, as required by State licensing 
regulations. SCIDpda is also trying to engage with the Department of Commerce to share the 
use of their existing leased 226 stall parking garage on the adjacent site, especially in the 
evenings and weekend hours. 


The Phase I ESA was completed on 9/5/2019, with an updated letter dated 8/10/2020. A Phase 
II study is not recommended.  


No environmental issues were identified in Phase I.  


No incentives.  
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Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


The project will consist of two separate buildings, which will be oriented to maximize light into the 
site while also acknowledging the Property Use and Development Agreement (PUDA).   


Per historic preservation standards and feedback from early design guidance, the building 
heights will not block the iconic Pacific Tower.  The buildings will be designed not to distract from 
the Tower in height or in material selection. Project plans preserve views of the tower and the 
landmarked fence and trees. 


No further actions for historical preservation are necessary to complete the review of the supply 
shed currently on the site. The shed will, however, be studied for hazardous materials before 
demolition to determine the appropriate abatement protocols during demolition. 


In 2016, PHPDA (current owners) and the King County DCHS executed an affordable housing 
covenant that requires 50 years of affordability (ending on 12/31/70) for the greater of 100 units 
or 50% of units built on the site at or below 80% AMI with rents capped at 30% of monthly 
income. 


Edge is the development consultant for this project. The project will be owned and managed by 
SCIDpda to ensure that the public benefits remain within a public entity. Edge will ensure that 
SCIDpda has the resources it needs to successfully navigate the financing and project 
management required to make this project a reality. 


Marpac was selected by SCIDpda through a competitive RFQ process. In April of 2019, SCIDpda 
released an RFQ for Construction and Pre-Construction Services. The organization actively sent 
the request to four general contractors that are known to construct mixed-use and residential 
buildings in the Seattle area at the scale of the proposed project. Of the four, only Marpac 
responded to the request and submitted a Statement of Qualifications. The other three firms 
declined to submit because they were at capacity with active projects in their pipelines. SCIDpda 
conducted an interview and selected Marpac to ensure that the project’s predevelopment 
activities could move forward and allow SCIDpda to submit a comprehensive NOFA application 
in 2020. 


Edge will manage construction.  
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Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $1,000,000 $0 $1,000,000 


Permanent Loan $19,200,000 $0 $19,200,000 


State Housing Trust Fund $3,000,000 $9,000,000 $12,000,000 


City $0 $14,000,000 $14,000,000 


Seattle City Light $560,000 $0 $560,000 


4% Equity $24,502,264 $0 $24,502,264 


Deferred Developer Fee $0 $4,742,675 $4,742,675 


TOTAL $48,262,264 $27,742,675 $76,004,939 


 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $6,014,633  


Construction/ Rehab Costs $52,461,365  


Soft Costs $11,787,891  


Financing Costs  $3,427,922  


Capitalized Reserves $1,153,761  


Other Development Costs $1,159,367  


TOTAL $76,004,939  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


The project will include two commercial spaces; 24,555 square feet for Programs for All-Inclusive 
Care for the Elderly (PACE) and 10,169 square feet for an early learning childhood education 
facility. TDC for the commercial portion of the building is $17,857,135. $5,775,000 of State BDCF 
and direct appropriation funds have been committed for commercial portion. Most funding for 
commercial will be public and grant sources, except for a $1,500,000 permanent loan which will 
be repaid through cash flow.    
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$9,830,000 ‐ addendum dated 9/6/2019, 03/14/2019 


$6,900,000 


9/12/2020 


0.3%/ 12.8 units/ month 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………………… 


Notable findings  


Developer’s fee is $6,900,000 on the residential budget. $7,515,000 for total developer’s fee 
from both residential and commercial. Developer’s fee is 8% of TDC and is reasonable. 
$4,742,675 will be deferred developer’s fee repaid through hard debt in the first 11 years after 
project completion.  


Third-party construction consultant reports were requested by the Office of Housing and have not 
been received by the County.  


Third-party construction consultant reports were requested by the Office of Housing and have not 
been received by the County. 


Third-party construction consultant reports were requested by the Office of Housing and have not 
been received by the County. 


The project is assuming Residential State Prevailing Wage rates. A commercial prevailing wage 
will be required for the childcare tenant improvements. DRAFT
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$.92 


92 


$19,200,000 


Anticipated to apply for 4% January 2021 


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☐ Construction Loan   ☒ LIHTC    ☒Bonds    ☒ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 4%/9% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


 4%LIHTC self-score……………………… 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO      ☐ N/A 


The subject project will target tenants earning 50- 60% or less of the area median income. The 
subject will benefit from its proximity to the services provided in the South Seattle (North Beacon 
Hill) market. The subject’s location to the areas major transportation routes affords tenants 
average to good access, employment centers, shopping, and services. For more traditional low-
income tenants, supply and demand appear favorable. Vacancies are generally low. Developing 
or potential supply likely will not materially change this supply/demand balance, as the 
development currently under consideration is less than the sufficient to meet demand. Potential 
demand is also supported by an income banding. Overall, the subject will be marketable to 
tenants in the proposed income strata. 


The project received an LOI from Enterprise for equity pricing at $.92.  


The project is over WHFC TDC limits, but the application does not state the % over the WSHFC 
TDC limits.  


Reasons for exceeding the TDC limits include: 


Continued escalation of construction, site specific reasons include a gradual slope on the land 
which poses some construction challenges, design and program changes to the project, 
participation in the Exemplary Building Program; collocation of two different licensed non-
residential uses; and larger 3 and 4 bedrooms to serve families. 
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$1,017,254 for the 1st full year / $6,385 per unit 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


DCR is 1.05 in year one and remains at 1.05 and 1.04 in the first 10 years, slightly lower than a 
typical DCR.  


The project is leveraging all public funding available to this project. Bellwether Enterprise 
Development Capital, LLC provided an LOI for up to $19.7M of permanent financing. 


The project is proposing deferring $4,742,675 the developers fee. SCIDpda had also provided a 
$1,200,000 sponsor loan for predevelopment.  


The project is proposing to fundraise $5,119,860 for the non-residential portion of the project.   


Project rents have been determined by WSHFC program requirements. The project will utilize the 
most recent Seattle Housing Authority utility allowance schedule. The project will individually 
meter utilities (electricity, and water/sewer). 


The project is not proposing any rental subsidies.  


Expected vacancy rate for residential is 5%, and 0% for the non-residential portion of the project.  
These rates are typical for this type of project.  


Legal services and marketing are slightly higher for this project.  Overall total operating expenses 
costs are slightly higher than the median and lightly lower than the average for similar affordable 
housing projects of this size.   
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N/A 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO    ☐ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Total  Total here   


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


        


Referrals/marketing 


Replacement reserves in year 1 is $56,000 or $350 per unit, typical for this type of project.  


The project will include $1,153,761 in capitalized operating reserves. 


SCIDpda will provide the property management of the North Lot. On-site staff will include one full 
time building manager, a full-time maintenance technician, and a full time custodian. Off-site staff 
will include a part-time compliance manager, part-time maintenance manager, a part-time senior 
property manager, and a part time commercial manager.  


The project is not applying for ORS.  


N/A 
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Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☐ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


 


 


V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☐ HOME ☒ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☒ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☐ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, and 


participate in CEA  
☐ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☐ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 


SCIDpda is targeting their marketing to residents in Beacon Hill and the CID who rely upon 
culturally competent resources and services provided in the area. 


The marketing strategy will follow SCIDpda’s general community engagement plan and will 
evolve into an affirmative marketing plan as outlined in the City’s Housing Levy Administrative 
and Financing Plan (A&F Plan). The City is expected to formally include a community preference 
plan for families that work and live in the area. Upon that amendment to the A&F Plan, and if 
completed before the marketing plan is finalized, SCIDpda will include a community preference 
plan as well.  


Property Management will work with Community Initiatives in generating marketing materials, 
distributing through community channels, attending meetings and speaking about the project and 
leasing in general. The geographic focus of marketing will be the same as SCIDpda’s community 
engagement focus. SCIDpda will also rely on their partners at this project– PHPDA, El Centro, 
and AiPACE to help market the property. 


Community spaces will include a bike rooms, parking and amenity rooms.  


N/A 


The project is eligible for RAHP on the 50% AMI units, VSHSL vulnerable populations, and TOD.  DRAFT
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☐ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 
the project, including social services expenses 


  
System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☒ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☒ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☐ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☐ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☒ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the:  
 ☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 


☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☒ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☒ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO ☒ N/A 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


N/A 
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1 


1 


1 


 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects 
Project Name Brief Description 


 No projects funded with King County funds withing the last 5 years.  
 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 


Yesler Family Housing Seattle 


New construction of 156-unit rental apartments.  
The project is expected to place in service on 
9/1/2022. This project is not funded with King 
County funds.  


 


# of projects under development………………….…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


N/A 


King County Asset Management does not have any concerns over SCIDpda’s monitoring and 
reporting. Asset Management noted that generally SCIDpda’s reports are completed on time. 
There was a large negative cashflow in 2019, but that may be explainable by a change in 
programing.  


With the development the North Lot, and other potential projects currently in their pipeline, 
SCIDpda has brought on staff with relevant real estate experience to assist in workload.  
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Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☐ N/A   


 


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


King County Fiscal Team found no concerns on the internal control reported in the 2019  


SCIDpda North Lot has a debt ratio averaging 79%.  


King County Fiscal Team found no significant concerns and 79% debt ratio.  


SCIDpda’s mission is to preserve, promote, and develop the Chinatown International District 
(CID) as a vibrant community and unique ethnic neighborhood. SCIDpda uses real estate 
development as one of several tools to address social inequities among the historically 
underserved, vulnerable, and marginalized communities in and around the CID. The North Lot 
will address the social inequities tied to affordable and culturally inclusive housing, senior care, 
and childcare. Most of the families that reside in the nine buildings SCIDpda currently  manages 
include many seniors for whom English is not a primary language and mobility is increasingly a 
challenge. Sitting just to the south of the traditional boundaries that define the CID, that North Lot 
will expand opportunities for these families and others in the community that are at high risk of 
displacement due to the commodification of housing in the current economic system, generally, 
and the increased speculative development in both the CID and North Beacon Hill 
neighborhoods, specifically. SCIDpda engages the communities in both neighborhoods through 
their affordable housing and commercial property management as well as with their community 
and economic development programs. SCIDpda will leverage their existing relationships within 
the community to ensure that an affirmative marketing and community preference plan is 
developed with maximum community input and awareness. By maintaining close contact with 
members of the communities that are in need of affordable housing or know of others who are in 
need of affordable housing, SCIDpda intends to meet its objective of stabilizing the community 
and providing as many families as possible the opportunity to stay in the community they have 
called home for generations. 
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Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


According to SCIDpda’ s charter, SCIDpda exists to "work for the conservation and renewal of 
the unique cultural and ethnic integrities characteristic of the area historically known as the 
Chinatown-International District," which informs what is at stake when working for, with, and/or 
within SCIDpda: is an organization mostly led by people of color, mostly composed of people of 
color, serving people of color. SCIDpda's employee handbook clearly states that "it is their intent 
to maintain a work environment which is free of harassment, discrimination, or retaliation 
because of age, race, color, national origin, ancestry, religion, sex, marital status, sexual 
orientation (including gender identity and expression), pregnancy (including childbirth, lactation, a 
woman's potential to get pregnant, and pregnancy-related conditions), physical or mental or 
sensory disability (including the use of a trained dog guide or service animal), genetic information 
(including testing and characteristics), military status or status as an honorable discharged 
veteran, or HIV/AIDS or Hepatitis C status. SCIDpda is dedicated to the fulfillment of this policy in 
regard to all aspects of employment, including but not limited to recruiting, hiring, placement, 
transfer, training, promotion, rates of pay, and other compensation, termination, and all other 
terms, conditions, and privileges of employment. SCIDpda expressly prohibits any form of 
unlawful employee harassment or discrimination based on any of the characteristics mentioned 
above. Improper interference with the ability of other employees to perform their expected job 
duties is absolutely not tolerated." 


 


SCIDpda currently has 13 sitting board members. Of the 13: 9 are of East Asian descent, three 
are of Pacific Islander descent, and 1 is white. Seven of the 13 use she/her pronouns and the 
remaining six use he/him. Of the four executive positions, three use she/her pronouns. SCIDpda 
believes this composition helps organizational capacity to understand and address diverse needs 
of the underserved communities because ethnically and racially, their members represent those 
communities of the CID. SCIDpda’ s board members have themselves grown up in the CID, work 
in the CID, or have historical family ties to the CID., which means they can provide firsthand 
accounts or have direct access to firsthand accounts of the challenges and needs of the 
community. DRAFT
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VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


Staff recommends funding this project at the requested amount due to the following reasons:  


Financial feasibility & Leverage of other public and private sources- The project is leveraging all 
available public sources. King County and the Office of Housing have already committed funds to 
this project in a previous funding round.  


How well the proposed housing model meets the County’s priorities established in the RFP 
– SCIDpda– North Lot is requesting $1,000,000 to develop a Building A on the lot adjacent to the 
Pacific Medical Tower. Building A will include 160 units of affordable housing include commercial 
space for Programs for All-Inclusive Care for the Elderly (PACE) and an early learning childhood 
education facility. The project intends to serve working families, and larger size families including 
intergenerational families in around the communities of Beacon Hill and the CID that are at highest 
risk of displacement. The project site is located near multiple nodes of transportation, and ideal to 
received TOD funding.  


Additional considerations –North Lot will be participating in the HDC Exemplary Building Program 
with a goal to create a 100% electric residential building free of fossil fuels.  


Organizational capacity, financial and experience/pipeline – SCIDpda will be working with EDGE 
as their consultant to develop this project.  This project will help grown SCIDpda’s portfolio and 
produce more affordable housing to the community in the CID and Beacon Hill.   


Readiness –The project currently has $27.7M already committed. The site will now be acquired by 
SCIDpda instead of leased as originally proposed. In October of 2019, SCIDpda and PHPDA 
entered into a Purchase and Sale Agreement (PSA) and expect to close in summer of 2021. 
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YWCA Seattle | King | Snohomish 


Brawner and Company 


Fifth and Seneca Building 


Seattle, WA 


$75,894,370 (Includes $22.4M of acquisition cost) 


$1,000,000 


$75,894,370 


N/A 


$665,740 cost per unit / $1,323/sf 


1.3% TDC / $8,771 Cost per unit 


1% deferred / 50 years 


 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO 
I. OVERVIEW 


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….…….  


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☒ Rental    ☐TOD   ☒ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA 


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☐ New Construction  ☒ Rehabilitation  ☐ Acquisition 


Brief description 


 
1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Redevelop the existing three‐story YWCA property into an eight‐story building to create 114 
studio and one‐bedroom units affordable to individuals with incomes at or below 50% of the 
Area Median Income (AMI). 
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114 


4/8/2021 / 22 months 


62 


N/A 


97, 716 Square Feet / 8 Floors 


57,360 Residential / 40,356 Office/Community Area 


Studios at 320 sq. ft. / 1-bedroom at 464 sq. ft.  


23 units for individuals with disabilities. 


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential sf/commercial sf ………………… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☐ Wood Frame  ☒ Steel Construction ☐ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr/ 
CAU 


Studio   100   100  
1 Bedroom   14   14  
2 Bedroom        
3 Bedroom        
4 Bedroom        


Total   114   114  


The project will primarily serve individuals with incomes at or below 50% AMI but will set aside 20 
percent of units for individuals with disabilities. 
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99 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☐ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☐Commercial ☒Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


The site is zoned as DOC1 U/450/U and meets the proposed projects zoning. 


The current building was built in 1914 and requires numerous systems upgrades to better serve 
its tenants. The project will convert temporary SRO units into permanent housing options that are 
studios and one-bedrooms. Recommended capitalization of replacement reserves $265,350 and 
recommended annual contribution to replacement reserves is $42,700.  


The project site is located in the downtown Seattle District. Surrounding buildings are mostly hi-
rise buildings. Project site is located near important services for the YWCA clients.   


The project is located in Downtown Seattle with access to commercial, retail, business, bus, light 
rail and medical services within walking distance. 


 


The project site does not require parking and will not include parking. 
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Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


Minor Environmental concerns identified in the Phase I Environmental assessment include 
Asbestos, lead based paint and mold, all of which will be abated/disposed of during construction. 


 


 


The building was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 2006 and further received 
City of Seattle Landmark Status in September 2010 giving the City of Seattle's Landmark Board 
jurisdiction over the exterior of the building as defined in the Controls and Incentives document 
dated May 3, 2012. 


The project will also seek Historic Tax Credits, which will require a National Park Service (NPS) 
Parts II and III application. NPS and the Washington State Department of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation (DAHP) review the interior and exterior historically significant elements of 
the building. All disciplines will be required to comply with the Secretary of the Interior Standards 
for Rehabilitation. The floor plans included with this application take these standards into 
account.  


Once the scope of work has been finalized, the development team will present the proposed 
scope to the historic preservation board for compliance and any necessary scope alterations to 
remain in compliance. 


Brawner and Company is the project’s development consultant.  


The YWCA and Brawner and Company used the Design-Build procurement method and a 
qualification-based RFP selection process with a fee proposal to select construction contractors. 
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III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $1,000,000  $1,000,000 


Tax Exempt Bonds $3,475,000  $3,475,000 


State Housing Trust Fund $3,000,000  $3,000,000 


City of Seattle $6,500,000  $6,500,000 


FHLB/ Other $1,000,000  $1,000,000 


4% Equity $22,092,566  $22,092,566 


YWCA Sponsor Loan  $29,594,303 $29,594,303 


Historic Tax Credit Equity $9,232,501  $9,232,501 


TOTAL $46,300,067 $29,594,303 $75,894,370 


 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $22,400,000  


Construction/ Rehab Costs $38,560,387  


Soft Costs $8,908,938  


Financing Costs  $2,346,792  


Construction management is performed by YWCA's financing and development consultant, 
Brawner and Company. Brawner has a long and successful history as a development consultant 
for affordable housing. 
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$22,400,000 / September, 2020 


$5,345,620 


Capitalized Reserves $553,256  


Other Development Costs $3,124,997  


TOTAL $75,894,370  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….….


 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Competitiveness of projects as compared to other-like projects 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


The budget includes $5,345,620 for developer’s fee that is 7% of TDC plus $1,440,100 for the 
Developer’s consultant fee, 2% of TDC. Developer’s fee and Developer’s consultant fee is under 
10% of TDC which includes the acquisition costs of $22.4M which is being donated to the 
project. 


Third-party review expected week of 11/23/20.  
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$0.95 


96 


$5,475,000 


9/8/2020 


Capture rate 43 / Lease-up rate 7 


4% / January round 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………………… 


Notable findings  


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☒ Construction Loan   ☐ LIHTC    ☐Bonds    ☐ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 4%/9% round application… 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


 4%/ 9%LIHTC self-score……………………… 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO      ☐ N/A 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


A letter of interest from Boston Capital confirms pricing. Projected self-score of 96 points appears 
to be very competitive for an award, based on most recent 4% round. 


The project is 35% over TDC utilizing 2021 TDC limits. YWCA will be submitting a TDC waiver in 
the coming weeks. YWCA and feels confident it will be approved based on the unique nature of 
the gut rehab, historic, and City imposed seismic requirements which drive the majority of costs. 


Hard debt includes $3,475,000 of the permanent bank loan, and $3,000,000 State Housing Trust 
Fund. Hard debt coverage ratio is 1.37 in year 1 which seems very high but is needed in order to 
allow the project to serve individuals with incomes below the targeted 50 percent AMI. 
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$713,823 For the first full year / $6,262 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☐ YES      ☐ NO    ☒ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


The project leverages state, local, county, and federal funds. 


YWCA is donating the appraised value of the land. 


 


 


The project currently has a HAP contract through 2042. 


Four percent. 


Project expenses are about 16 percent lower than other PSH housing projects. 


Operating reserve capitalized at six months expenses is standard. Replacement reserves at 
$375 per unit are about $25 per unit higher. 
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$222,200 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
YWCA YWCA Grant Funding $222,200 Awarded 
Total  $222,200  


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☒ YES      ☐ NO     ☐ N/A 


        


Referrals/marketing 


 


YWCA currently owns and operates the building and will continue to do so after renovation. 
YWCA proposes a sound plan to manage the property including: Compliance and Centralized 
Application Specialists for screening housing applications and qualifying all residents; Facilities 
Technician to maintain the central building systems and manage  all long-term maintenance and 
capital facilities improvements; General Maintenance Technicians for day to day maintenance 
issues including janitorial/custodian duties; and off-site financial management. 


 


The YWCA will serve 57 homeless individuals, and only half will go through the Coordinated 
Entry system. The YWCA prefers the flexibility of leasing a certain number of units to homeless 
individuals that align with the agency’s mission and objectives as well as a location to place 
residents from other YWCA programs. Setting aside only a portion of units for Coordinated Entry 
provides flexibility for the YWCA to serve homeless clientele from other programs 


The YWCA uses a centralized application process for all of its King County housing properties. 
Prospective residents can call one phone number and find out what properties they would be 
eligible for. They are then placed on the list for that (those) properties). Wait lists are kept for 
each property, including Seneca. The Centralized Applications Specialist works with the 
applicants until they are approved for move in. Then the property management staff take over to 
complete the move in process. The specialist reports to the Asset Manager who also oversees 
compliance as well. 
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Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☒ Referral Services ☒ Counseling ☒Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


 


 


V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☒ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☐ HOME ☐ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☒ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☒ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, and 


participate in CEA  
☒ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


New community spaces will include a business center and wellness/fitness space. 


Residents in the current Permanent Supportive Housing units receive individual case management 
services from a Resident Life Coach. However, all Seneca residents receive supportive services 
based on their unique experiences in navigating structural barriers and building towards housing 
stability and economic independence. This can include providing support, resources, and referrals 
to employment services, bus tickets and other transportation resources, food bank vouchers, 
clothing vouchers, applying for cash/food/medical benefits, accessing mental health and other 
healthcare providers. Seneca Women’s residence partners with Integrative Care Outreach to hold 
a weekly health clinic for residents with naturopathic doctors. Staff also coordinates activities, such 
as resident meetings, monthly resident meals, game nights, movie nights, and other fun activities 
to establish rapport and build community amongst residents and staff. These services are funded 
through a combination of grants of operating revenues and will remain in place and be expanded 
once the rehabilitation of the building is complete.  


The YWCA receives HUD Continuum of Care (McKinney) funding for 49 units of permanent 
supportive housing between the Seneca Women's Residence and Opportunity Place Apartments 
for individuals who are disabled and who are chronically homeless, per the HUD definition. At 
Seneca Women's Residence, there are approximately 15-20 units for this program at any given 
time. These McKinney program residents are paired with a Resident Life Coach and receive 
individual case management services along with the services that all residents receive, as 
described above. 


The project intends to serve individuals at or below 50% AMI. 23 units will be set aside to serve 
those with disabilities. 57 units will serve homeless individuals. 
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☒ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☒ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☒ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☐ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☐ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☒ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☒ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the: 


☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☒ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 
Project is in Seattle and not eligible for HOME. 
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Six 


1 


0 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects (sample) 
Project Name Brief Description 
Family Village Provide 145 units of affordable housing in Issaquah. 


 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 
Opportunity Place Seattle Create 145 units of PSH. 


 


# of projects under development………………….…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Project is in Seattle and not eligible for HOME. 


YWCA has consistently provided required reports and is in compliance.  


Opportunity Place is nearly complete and there are no other developments in the pipeline. 
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Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


 


In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☒ N/A  ☐ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


King County Fiscal Team found no concerns on the internal control reported in years 2017 -
2019.  


The resident population of downtown Seattle has exponentially increased, nearly doubling since 
2010. As of 2020, more than 96,000 residents live in downtown Seattle, with 20% of residents 
having lived in the area for over 10 years. Although the majority of downtown Seattle’s resident 
population are white households, over the past decade, the population of Black/African-American 
communities in downtown Seattle has increased the most, comprising the third highest segment 
of the neighborhood’s resident population as of 2020. Diversity has increased in downtown 
Seattle since 2010, with communities of color close to outnumbering white residents this year. 
While median income in the region is over $82,000, 81% of residents in downtown Seattle are 
renters and nearly half of residents have no personal vehicle for commuting. 


In 2019, the YWCA went through a strategic planning process that resulted in the development 
of the YWCA Race and Social Justice Toolkit. This engaged departmental teams in intentional 
discussion and implementation of goals, timelines, and tangible steps toward these priorities. 
This year, the program cabinet will assess the outcomes achieved by each department’s work 
plan and develop strategies for more targeted action and impact on an agency and program 
level. YWCA is committed to a continued process of reflection, analysis, planning, and action in 
the direction of advancing racial equity and uplifting the needs and experiences of those 
structurally positioned furthest from opportunity, 


Thirty-five percent of the organization’s board members and 23% of staff members identify as 
Black/African-American while 56% of board members and 58% of staff members represent POC 
(people of color communities). Nearly 80% of staff members, 74% of leadership / management 
staff, and 85% of board members identify female. 
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VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 
 


Staff does not recommend funding for this project at this time due the limited availability of 
County funds for projects in Seattle. 


The project would convert temporary housing (153 units) to permanent housing (114 units), as well 
as preserve a key historic property in downtown Seattle.  


The project is 35% over TDC utilizing 2021 TDC limits. The development team will request a waiver 
and is confident it will be approved based on the unique nature of the gut rehab, historic, and City 
imposed seismic requirements which drive the majority of costs 


Urgency for County funds is unclear as King County’s proposed investment of $1M comprises 
only 1.3 percent of total project funding. Debt Coverage Ratio of 1.37 is very high and is 
proposed as a buffer for potential increases in expenses and/or serving individuals with incomes 
below 50 percent median. 


King County will continue to work with YWCA to strengthen their application for future funding 
rounds. 
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Catholic Housing Services and First African Methodist 
Episcopal Church – Equity Alliance of Washington 
(FAME-EAW)  


N/A 


Elizabeth Thomas Homes 


4524 S. Henderson Street, Seattle  


$49,515,982 


$1,000,000 


$49,786,360 


$270,378 


$416,100 per unit /  $460 per sq foot 


2% of TDC / $8,403 per unit 


50 years, 1% simple interest 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding for Affordable Housing Projects 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO


I. OVERVIEW


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant……………………………….…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location………………………………………….……. 


Project type………………………………………….…….……. ☐ Rental    ☒TOD   ☐ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA


Project activity………………………………………….….…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☒ Acquisition


Brief description 


1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….………….…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….…….… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested……………………….…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….…. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☐ YES ☒ NO


Project plan calls for building 119 units ranging in size from studio to 3-bedroom family units on a 
currently vacant lot two blocks from the Rainier Beach light rail station. Will have a single 
commercial unit.  
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119 residential units, no manager units 


No 


108,580 total sq ft / 7 floors 


107,530 residential sq ft / 1,050 commercial sq ft 


Studio – 384 sq/ft; 1-Bedroom – 528 sq/ft;  


2-Bedroom – 744 sq/ft; 3-Bedroom – 1,008 sq/ft 


11 units will meet Type A accessibility standards. 3 
units will be live-work units 


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet / # of floors……………… 


Project residential sf/commercial sf ………………… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


 


Average unit sizes …………………………….…………… 


 


Other type of unit. …………………………….……..……… 


Target population  


 


  


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI  


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr/ 
CAU 


Studio   5 5  10  
1 Bedroom   23 22  45  
2 Bedroom   16 16  32  
3 Bedroom   16 16  32  
4 Bedroom        


Total   60 59  119  


20% of the units are set aside for people with disabilities, including physical disabilities, mental 
illness, and learning disabilities. 20% of the units are set aside for large households. The 
remainder of the units are for low income people at 50% and 60% AMI. 
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10/15/21 / 18-month construction period 


61 


Walk score 73, transit score 62 


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☐ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☒ Combo 


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO          


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☒ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☐ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☐Commercial ☒Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


  


It was recently up-zoned. 


The site has a parking easement with the neighboring apartment building, which allows for the 
easement to be terminated if zoning changes reduce the apartment buildings parking 
requirements. With the rezoning of the site, there is no longer a minimum parking requirement 
and the project team has begun the process of removing the easement.  


The site for Elizabeth Thomas Homes (ETH) will be located at the intersection of S. Henderson 
St and Renton Ave S. just two blocks from the Rainier Beach Light Rail Station. This project, with 
seven floors of family housing with affordable rents, street-front commercial space, and a central 
plaza with an entrance on Henderson St., will be a welcoming gathering space for residents, 
community members, and business patrons. ETH will be less than two blocks away from South 
Shore K-8, Rainier Beach Community Center, and Rainier Beach High School. 
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Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Parking requirements?.................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues? ........ ☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


  


Proposing a single 1,050 square foot commercial space with final tenant improvement budget to 
be established once the final tenant is selected. Project staff have been working with Rainer 
Beach Action Coalition and the Rainier Beach Merchant’s Association to match the right 
business with the space. Looking to charge fair market rates for the space, which is in the $17 to 
$20 a square foot range.  


This neighborhood was recently rezoned, and in the process parking minimums were removed.  


None. The Phase I completed in 2013 identified historical uses on neighboring parcels that led 
the Environmental consultant to recommend a Phase II.  The Phase II on the subject parcel, a 
vacant lot, does not indicate any issues with the soil or surrounding parcels. 


DCI Pre-app forms indicate that there is an existing row of trees along the eastern property line 
and additional trees along the southern property line. Trees will be evaluated by a certified 
arborist to determine if any qualify as “exceptional trees”, which could impact project plans. 


N/A  


N/A 


The current site is a former parking lot and has some larger cottonwood trees that border the lot. 
The applicants have procured an arborist to review the site and issue a report, but it is unlikely 
any of those trees will meet the standard for “exceptional”. Even if they do, the site design will not 
be impacted.  
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2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


  


They are using in house development and consulting staff, from both FAME and CHS.  


 Evelyn Thomas Allen, Executive Director of FAME-EAW - will liaise with community 
groups and FAME-EAW board 


 Chris Jowell, Vice President of Catholic Housing Services - will liaise with community, 
CHS board and leadership  


 Jenny Weinstein, CHS Associate Director of Housing and Community Development – 
finance and budget 


 Jeremy Oslund, CHS Housing & Community Developer – Project Manager 
 Jeanne Le Duc, CHS Director of Catholic Real Estate – LIHTC  


Walsh has been selected as the General Contractor. CHS and FAME - EAW comply with the 
regulations of 2 CFR 200 Sections 200.318 through 200.326, and Federal, State and local laws. 
In the event that state or local requirements conflict with the standards and procedures, CHS and 
FAME-EAW defer to federal requirements. CHS and FAME – EAW selected the general 
contractor through process that included a published Request for Proposals with criteria for 
selection, proposal review, and interviews of prospective contractors. The contractor was 
selected based on the published criteria in the RFP. 


Jeremy Oslund, CHS Housing & Community Developer will act as the Project Manager for the 
rest of the project, with staff and leadership from both organizations assisting as needed 
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III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $1,000,000   


Permanent Loan $15,987,378   


State Housing Trust Fund $2,250,000   


City $10,000,000   


Sponsor Loan (Commercial) $270,378   


4% Equity $17,463,604   


Deferred Developer Fee $2,815,000   


TOTAL $49,786,360   


 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $1,349,875 Includes $257,311 of land holding costs 


Construction/ Rehab Costs $38,265,868  


Soft Costs $6,489,042  


Financing Costs  $1,984,443 
Includes bridge, construction, permanent 


financing and bond related costs 


Capitalized Reserves $456,845  


Other Development Costs $1,240,287  


TOTAL $49,786,360  
 


Shell of commercial space to be built using a sponsor loan, with the budget finalized as the 
tenant is selected and any improvements are made.   
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$2,500,000 


$4,430,476, with $2,815,000 deferred 


8/31/20 


.3% capture rate / Lease up rate of 15-30 units/month 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee……………………………………………….…. 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Competitiveness of projects as compared to other-like projects 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted…………………………………. 


Capture rate/ Lease-up rate …………………………… 


63.5% of the developer fee will be deferred. The site for Elizabeth Thomas Homes was secured 
in 2014 using funding from the Washington State Finance Commission and a Seattle 
Cornerstone Grant through the Office of Housing. The carrying costs for holding the land in that 
time are included in the development budget. Those costs, plus the original land valuation are 
still less than the currently appraised value.  


This project was submitted to a 3rd party reviewer by the Office of Housing. The 
construction review report for this project has not been returned as of 11/16/20.  


Revision discussion. 


Competitiveness of project.  


Appr. of project.  


The current design and funding sources should not trigger federal wages.  
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$0.95 


92 


June 2021 4% round 


Notable findings  


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☒ Construction Loan   ☒ LIHTC    ☐Bonds    ☒ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 4% round application…….. 


Projected LIHTC pricing ……………….……. 


 4% LIHTC self-score…….……………………… 


Were Letters of Interest provided? How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects?  


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


  


High demand/need for these units. Market study recommends no modifications to project plan 


Projected score should be competitive based on the awards from the June 2020 4% round (most 
recent). Projects awarded allocation in that round had scores between 98 and 89.  


CHS and FAME – EAW have had preliminary discussions with US Bank and Raymond James. 
Tax credit investors are uncertain about the current market and are approaching LIHTC projects 
conservatively. CHS and FAME – EAW will solicit RFPs from equity investors in 2021 and are 
hoping for greater market clarity closer to the application deadline. 


Provided letters of interest are for permanent debt, not LIHTC pricing.  


WSHFC TDC Total limit = $42,157,616 
Total Residential Costs = $49,515,982, less acquisition ($1,349,875) & capitalized reserves 
($456,845) = $47,709,262 
 
The current cost per unit does exceed the Washington State Housing Finance Commission’s 
TDC limits. The current development budget is approximately 15% over the current WSHFC 
TDC. CHS and FAME – EAW will seek a waiver for the TDC limit prior to applying for 4% Low 
Income Housing Tax Credits. CHS and FAME – EAW will work with Walsh and Environmental 
Works to value engineer during design development and get closer to the TDC limit.  
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$15,987,378 


$758,991 total, $6,378 per unit 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private permanent debt proposed …………… 


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO      ☐ N/A 


 


Could project leverage other financial resources not yet identified?  ................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Construction financing assumptions are based on the Seattle Office of Housing (OH) 
underwriting guidelines. US Bank is interested in financing the construction of the project and 
their terms are within OH’s underwriting guidelines. The permanent financing rate is lower than 
OH’s underwriting guidelines by 0.5%. The lower rate is supported by Northmarq who is 
interested in providing a Freddie Mac Tax-Exempt Loan for the project’s permanent loan.  


DCR, based on projected permanent debt payments is 1.15. After annual deferred developer 
fees are paid the DCR drops to 1.05, but the pro forma makes those payment after permanent 
debt payments. 


Despite the HTF award limit of $3,000,000, project chose to apply for only $2,250,000 because 
Catholic Housing Services submitted two projects to the Housing Trust Fund this year, both at 
that amount. CHS submitted a waiver for the per applicant yearly funding limit of $3,000,000 in 
order to do so. CHS was awarded $1,500,000 in 2019 and the combined $4,500,000 in 
applications for 2020 is all that remains left for CHS’s 2-year limit of $6,000,000. 


Sponsors are deferring a portion ($2,815,000 of 4,430,476, or 63.5%) of the developer fee. 
There will also be a sponsor loan of $270,378 for work on the commercial space, to be repaid 
through commercial cash flow (see tab 7A). 


N/A  


Rents and utility allowance limits are within required ranges. Given current plans to use energy 
efficient components, CHS will engage an energy modeling consultant to determine utility 
demand and costs based on the specified building fixtures closer to operations.  
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N/A 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☐ YES      ☒ NO    ☐ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


No project-based rental subsides are currently proposed.  


5% for the residential portion. No projections for the single commercial space.  


Expenses are 13.6% higher than the average for an affordable housing development of this size, 
an understandable variance considering over half of the units are 2 or 3 bedrooms in size.  


Annual replacement reserve deposits of $350/unit, no operating reserve commitments. 6 months 
of operating costs are built into the capitalized reserves  


Catholic Housing Services of Western Washington will be the property management provider. 
Property management services will include building maintenance (maintenance, repairs, etc.) 
and on-site management (budget, and technical/administrative requirements). Preventative 
maintenance will take precedence, with the goal to focus enough attention on planned 
preventative maintenance to reduce the incidence of responsive maintenance.  Staff will work 
with residents to modify behaviors that could be causing damage to their unit or the property. 


Facility maintenance includes annual unit, appliance, and mechanical equipment inspections. If 
deficiencies to any equipment are noted, the on-site staff or a contractor will make repairs. If a 
replacement is needed, it will be coordinated with on-site staff.  Residents will be trained in the 
proper use of each appliance when initially occupying a unit.  


Property management will conduct a Capital Needs Assessment (CNA) every 5 years and it will 
be updated annually to establish life cycle markers for capital equipment and material. The CNA 
will be used in the budgeting process to determine replacement reserves needed to sustain the 
project. 
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Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
Total    


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO  ☒ N/A 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


        


Referrals/marketing 


 


Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services……….  ☒ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


Residents will have access to CHS’s Village Spirt Center Services, which helps families set goals 
and achieve them, with goals typically focusing on education and asset acquisition. However, 
these services are at a different location, are optional for residents, and will not be paid for using 
project revenue.  


N/A 


This project hopes to use the Community Preference Policy to attract the desired tenant 
population. Applicant will continue their partnerships with the Rainier Beach community, with 
groups such as Rainier Beach Action Coalition (RBAC), Somali and Ethiopian Ethnic Community 
Centers, and the SE Effective Development. 


Additionally, CHS and FAME-EAW plan to market unit openings to community-based 
organizations and non-mainstream organizations that serve the targeted population of low-
income working families. Marketing for this project will include email notifications to a wide variety 
of list-serves, newspaper advertisements, and flyers. Advertising will attract residents of all 
minority groups who meet resident eligibility requirements, as set forth in the Affirmative 
Marketing Plan.   


There will be a central plaza for resident use as a community space. 
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V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☒ RAHP ☐ HOME ☒ VSHSL ☒ MIDD 2 ☒ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☐ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, and 


participate in CEA  
☒ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☐ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☐ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   


FAME-EAW and CHS bring partnerships with the CCS-Village Spirit Center (Life Skills 
Training/resources),  the Rainier Beach Economic Development Roundtable, the Rainier Beach 
Action Coalition, the Food Innovation Center, Rainier Beach Learning Garden, Rainier Beach 
Urban Farm, Got Green, the Southeast Effective Development and area coordinated youth 
activities/groups. These partnerships will help bring resources of jobs and job training, activities 
that engage youth in service and leadership as well as healthy eating. The development team is 
currently in conversation with local Rainier Beach businesses who have expressed interest in the 
leasable Commercial Space such as the Food Innovation Center, Champs Resource Service 
Center (job training and resource center), and Fathers and Sons Together. These potential 
partnerships will have a direct, positive outcome for the ETH residents. 


Project is designed for households at either 50% or 60% AMI. This would make the eligible for 
TOD funds. RAHP would be eligible for the 50% AMI units, Given the plan to include accessible 
units, VSHSL would be a possibility with set asides for veterans, seniors, or vulnerable 
populations. Would require some level of additional tenant eligibility verification, but there will 
already be LIHTC reporting requirements. MIDD is an option as 20% of the units are set aside for 
people with disabilities, including physical disabilities, mental illness, and learning disabilities. 
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☒ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 
treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


  
Transit-Oriented Development 
☒ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure. 
☐ Repurpose under-utilized publicly owned property or other community assets 
☐ Utilize alternative housing models and cost saving construction methods 
☐ Serve lower income households between 30% to 50% AMI. 
☒ Project is within ½ mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the: 


☐ All-County South pool (2016 TOD) 
☐ All-County North/East pool (2016 TOD) 
☒ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) (2019 TOD) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☐ YES      ☐ NO  ☒ N/A 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO  ☒ N/A 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☐ NO ☒ N/A 


 


 


N/A 


N/A 
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1 


4, including this one 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio... 


KC - Sponsor Projects 
Project Name Brief Description 
Kirkland Shelter for Women and Families 98 units, PSH 


  
6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 
Kent Veterans Housing Kent, WA PSH 
   
   


 


# of projects under development………………….…  


How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Summary of audited info for the past two years (Assets, Liabilities, Net Worth, Liquidity, Debt Ratios) 


CHS has an experienced development team with dedicated in house project management staff, 
with their ability to staff this project enhanced by the partnership with FAME-EAW. The active 
CHS project, Kent Veterans Housing, is ahead of schedule and expected to finish construction in 
November 2020, freeing up additional organizational capacity.   DRAFT
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In addition to audit reports, were unaudited financial statements also reviewed?                  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If unaudited financial statements were reviewed, did they show the same trends as audits? ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If Audits were not available, were unaudited financial statements reviewed?             ☐ N/A  ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


If more than one applicant submitted financial statements for review summarize the second applicant’s 
financial statements below. ☒ N/A   


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Catholic Housing Services of Western WA (CHSWW) is a subsidiary of a much Larger 
Archdiocese organization that includes Catholic Community Services and Catholic Charities and 
affiliates. 


For the year ended June 30, 2019, CHSWW had Net Assets of $104M, an increase of $9M over 
2018, and Total liabilities of $78.2M, an increase of $6.5M. Total liabilities includes $10.M of 
forgivable mortgage notes. The net operating income was $1.3M, a decrease of $124K from 
2018. 


In CHSWW’s 2019 audit, there was a significant deficiency in reporting for non-cash transactions 
that were not properly reported in the current fiscal year related to property development and 
acquisition. Management agreed with the finding and implemented actions that will address this 
proper recording of these non-cash transactions. There were no findings or questions costs for 
federal programs, nor deficiencies on internal control over compliance. 


The project plans to use Community Preference Plan to combat displacement in the 
neighborhood by providing affordable family sized units.  


Outreach materials translated to seven languages (Amharic, Cantonese, Mandarin, Oromo, 
Somali, Spanish, and Tigrinya). Marketing and outreach to involve local groups such as the 
Rainier Beach Action Coalition, Southeast Effective Development (SEED), and the Somalian and 
Ethiopian Community Centers. 


The Rainier Beach neighborhood: 


 82% identify as People of Color;  
 57.2% speak a language other than English in the home;  
 27.1% of community members are unemployed compared to 14% Citywide;  
 The median household income is $43,041 (compared to $65,277 Citywide). 


The two applicant organizations both have experience mitigating the displacement and 
gentrification of historically ethnic and low-income communities. Partnership highlights CHS 
strength operating housing, with FAME-EAW’s lived experience helping in community 
engagement and project operations.  
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What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 


 FAME-EAW is a Black lead organization with the majority of its board members 
identifying as Black or Brown. 140 years of history in the central area of Seattle. 


 Catholic Housing Services is led by its President, Michael Reichert, an enrolled 
member of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe, White Earth Indian Reservation 
alongside a senior leadership team comprising of women and men, the majority of 
whom identify as White. CHS’ Board comprises a mix of 13 White and Latinx 
members, five of whom identify as women 


Elizabeth Thomas Homes is a good project creating 119 units of affordable housing in the Rainer 
Beach neighborhood of Seattle. If not for the low availability of funds to award in the City of 
Seattle, staff would recommend this project for funding. The low request, the adjacency to a light 
rail station, and the intent to build family sized units make this a competitive project in an area 
facing displacement due to rapid changes from growth and development.  
 
King County has prioritized funding PSH outside Seattle and has an opportunity to fund two 
County projects in this round. Due to limited funding available for City of Seattle projects and the 
County’s geographic priority, staff recommends not funding this project at this time. 
 


 How well the proposed housing model meets the County’s priorities established in 
the RFP – This project leverages existing transit infrastructure with a two-minute walk to 
Rainier Beach light rail station. It will also set aside 20% of units for people with 
disabilities.  
 


 Financial feasibility & Leverage of other public and private sources – Aside from an 
allocation of 4% LIHTC, the project has applied for HTF, SOH, and King County funds, 
and will be using deferred developer fee and a sponsor loan as their development 
sources. The private debt used a low interest rate of 4.5%  based on a conversation with 
Northmarq, who is interested in providing a Freddie Mac Tax-Exempt Loan for the 
project’s permanent loan.  


 
 Organizational capacity, financial and experience/pipeline – CHS has the 


experience to develop this project and their partnership with FAME-EAW allows for CHS 
to focus on the physical development while FAME-EAW works with the community and 
other stakeholders.  


 
 Readiness – This project is ready aside from the funding needed. CHS has been 


holding the project site since 2014 and has made modifications to the project based on 
feedback from the Seattle Office of Housing (SOH).  
 


 Additional considerations – This project has support from the Rainier Beach 
community, an area that is vulnerable to displacement due to development. In addition, 
the project will be using a Community Preference Policy and will be working with the 
Rainier Beach Action Coalition and the Rainier Beach Economic Development 
Roundtable to establish the criteria and documents required to prove eligibility.  
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Community Roots Housing 


White Center Community Development Association 


White Center HUB Affordable Housing Project 


10821 8th Ave SW, White Center, WA 


$33,506,026 


$9,000,000 


$50,382,074 


$16,887,048 / $603 per square foot 


$440,869 per unit/ $446 per square foot 


Has a PSA with KC to transfer land for closing costs 


17.86% TDC; 26.86% res costs; $118,421.05 per unit 


50 years / 1% interest deferred 


Housing Finance Program 


2020 Capital Funding – Affordable Housing RFP 


PROJECT REVIEW MEMO 


I. OVERVIEW


1A. PROJECT INFO 


Sponsor/owner…………………………………………………. 


Development consultant………………………………..…. 


Project name…………………………………………………...… 


Project location…………………………………………..…….. 


Project type………………………………………….…….…….. ☒ Rental    ☒TOD   ☐ PSH   ☐HO  ☐ DPA


Project activity…………………………………………..…..…. ☒ New Construction  ☐ Rehabilitation  ☐ Acquisition


Brief description 


1B. PROJECT COST 


Total development cost (TDC)…………………………… 


Total residential development cost….…………..…… 


Cost per residential unit/ per square foot ………... 


Total non-residential development cost….……..… 


1C. KING COUNTY REQUEST 


King County Funds requested………………………..…. 


% of TDC/ Cost per unit ……………………………….….. 


KC Loan term/ interest rate ….…………… 


Project applied for funding in prior rounds......... ☐ YES ☒ NO


Project previously awarded KC funds………………. 


A 76-unit new construction mixed use project in unincorporated King County with a majority of 
family size residential units and a multi-purpose social and human services facility. The property 
is currently owned by King County and the existing building on-site will be demolished.  
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76 total units 


4/15/22; 16 months with completion on 8/31/23 


65 


103,063 sq ft, 4 residential floors, 3 non-res floors 


75,063 sq ft residential, 28,000 sq ft commercial 


1-br 550 sq ft; 2-br 790 sq ft
3-br 915 sq ft; 4-br 1,025 sq ft


Does request deviate from HFP guidelines….….☐ YES ☒ NO


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION


2A. HOUSING MODEL 


# of residential units/ managers/ total units……. 


Project total square feet/ # of floors………………… 


Project residential/commercial square feet……… 


Unit distribution - Income & AMI 


Average unit sizes/other type of units. …………… 


Target population  


2B. CONSTRUCTION TYPE, SITE, & LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS 


Construction type………………………………………......… ☒ Wood Frame  ☐ Steel Construction ☐ Combo


Construction begins/ Construction period.…… 


Evergreen Sustainable Design Std. (ESDS) Score……... 


Project intends to meet higher energy standards (Net-Zero, Passive House, etc.) or include energy efficient 
systems (solar panels, water systems, etc.)?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO


Unit/Income 
30%  
AMI 


40% 
AMI 


50% 
AMI 


60% 
AMI 


80% 
AMI 


Total Mgr 


Studio
1 Bedroom 7 7 14 
2 Bedroom 10 14 8 32 
3 Bedroom 10 10 6 26 
4 Bedroom 1 3 4 


Total 21 34 21 76 


The overall funding request is high but does not deviate from HFP guidelines.  


Low income households, including families, that might otherwise be displaced from White 
Center.  
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56 walk score, 41 transit score 


Development Processes 


Is zoning compatible?......................................................☒ YES      ☐ NO  


         


Challenges in development of the site?....................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Neighborhood 


Describe the neighborhood…………………….….☐ Single Family ☐Multifamily ☐Commercial ☒Mixed-use 


 


Transit Oriented Development Eligible project?........................………………………………..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ ½ mile to high capacity transit?.......... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 ○ Multi-modal?............................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 ○ Walk/transit score……………………………. 


 ○ Close proximity to community resources and/or services? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Nonresidential 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


The residential project conforms with existing zoning.  The Community HUB building may require 
a variance for a setback on the south property line – that review is underway.  Several uses 
proposed in the Community HUB, notably an outpatient healthcare clinic, are allowed only with a 
conditional use permit. 


The commercial structure may need to be set back further off the street than currently planned. 
The Developer is working with zoning to make a determination.  


Primarily relatively lower income and single family or small multi-family structures. Services and 
medical clinics within 2 miles, but project as designed would bring several services to the project 
site. 


There are bus stops within half a mile that meet the TOD requirement.  


For services, while there are existing services in the neighborhood, the non-residential portion of 
this project will bring additional resources and services to this community. The plan for that space 
includes an outpatient primary and behavioral health clinic, family and youth counseling and 
educational programming, food justice programs, office space for the WCCDA, and a large 
community event facility. 
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Parking requirements?.................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Environmental  


Environmental/site concerns 


 


Proposed feasible mitigation measures (in budget) to address issues?..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO        ☐ N/A 


 


Development Incentives & Restrictions 


Development incentive programs in project location?.................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


The application includes construction of a 28,000 sq ft mixed-use facility to provide a variety of 
community-focused human services for residents of White Center. The facility will be known as 
the White Center HUB, short for “Hope, Unity, and Belonging.”  The space will serve as the 
headquarters of the White Center CDA and includes space for educational and family counseling 
programs, an outpatient Federally-Qualified Healthcare Center providing primary and behavioral 
healthcare for low-income residents of White Center, food justice programming, and a public 
event space with a community kitchen. 


The proposed community building is three stories of Type VB Mixed-Use construction with the 
lower level partially constructed below grade. The lower level includes office and classroom 
space, the main level includes the main entrance and lobby, office space, a commercial kitchen 
and a large multipurpose event space, and the upper level includes counseling rooms and a 
medical clinic. An elevator will provide access to the upper and lower levels along with an active 
staircase in the main lobby and fire egress stairs on the west side of the building.  


Requirements are for 76 residential stalls and 119 commercial stalls. The proposed parking is 65 
residential and 33 commercial spaces. The parking proposal reflects King County’s “right-sized” 
parking model and this approach was considered generally acceptable by zoning officials, who 
also confirmed that a 50% reduction in code required parking is possible if supported by a traffic 
and parking study.  This study will be included in the permit application to justify the amount of 
proposed parking spaces, with detailed plans to mitigate peak parking demand and manage 
parking overflow.   
 
King County Parks is currently pursuing acquisitions of properties adjacent to the project site and 
expressed a willingness to negotiate for additional parking area if necessary.  Parks also 
suggested potential openness to a shared parking agreement, in which visitors to the site could 
use underutilized lots at Dick Thurnau Memorial Park. 


A 2018 Phase I ESA found no conditions. A limited HazMat survey found one of the two existing 
structures has asbestos in black mastic under floor tile, in coatings under sinks, door frame 
sealant, and roofing. Abatement must be conducted by the current owner (King County) prior to 
demolition. 


There is currently $50,000 allocated in abatement in the budget, however the application also 
says that the current owner (King County) will be responsible for abatement. In either scenario, 
that seems to be an appropriate budget for the work.  
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Restrictions in development?..................................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


2C. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 


Project development consultant? ……………………………………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


General contractor selection process 


 


Who will manage construction? 


 


 


Not directly. King County is putting resources into this project outside of this capital request and 
White Center is a priority area under the 2020-2024 King County Consortium Consolidated 
Housing and Community Development Plan,  


No major impacts, although development must factor in the wetland buffer from the wetland 
located on the adjacent park that extends on to the development site. The project team has not 
consulted the Washington State Department of Ecology, but it has met with an ecologist with 
King County to discuss the potential project impacts on the adjacent park and wetlands. 


Community Roots Housing (CRH) is the primary residential developer with strong support from 
its development partner, the White Center Community Development Association (WCCDA).   
CRH has primary responsibility for project financing and construction management and will serve 
as the initial property and asset manager once the project is completed.  The WCCDA is 
primarily responsible for securing site control, managing community process, and is expected to 
assume property and asset management duties from CRH after several years of operating the 
property in partnership.  All major decisions around design, financing, engagement, and 
operations will be made jointly between the two organizations.   


Community Roots Housing conducts competitive bidding processes to select major contractors 
and consultants for its projects, with architects invited to bid on the project selected from an 
official roster of qualified firms maintained by CRH and with input from the WCCDA. The project 
held a competitive RFP process in early 2020, receiving proposals from four firms, and held 
multiple interviews with two teams. SKL Architects was selected based on their experience, 
pricing, project approach, women and minority owned business status, and their commitment to 
culturally appropriate and indigenous-centered design.  
 
General Contractors will be invited to bid from a GC roster that CRH maintains based on their 
experience. The contractor will be brought in early to the project (during schematic design) to 
provide pre-construction services and to work with the architect and owner to deliver the most 
cost-effective and sustainable building possible. The project team will require the selected GC 
conduct competitive bidding for all subcontractors to ensure competitive pricing and will be able 
to document all bidding activities and information. 


A member of CRH’s staff will be the primary project manager, taking responsibility for day-to-day 
activities. CRH executive staff will focus on government relations, partnership management, 
finance, and government relations. WCCDA is assigning a project manager to be the team lead 
on site control, community engagement, and marketing/leasing activities, as well as general 
assistance. CRH and WCCDA have an agreement to split developer fees accordingly.  
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Who will manage property after construction? 


 


 


III. FINANCING & MARKET ANALYSIS 


3A. SOURCES & USES  


Permanent Residential Sources of funding 


Source 
Proposed 
Amount 


 
Committed Amount TOTAL 


King County $9,000,000  $9,000,000 


Permanent Loan $7,047,607  $7,047,607 


State Housing Trust Fund $3,000,000  $3,000,000 


FHLB/ Other $388,634  $388,634 


4% $12,374,391  $12,374,391 


Deferred Developer Fee $1,694,394  $1,694,394 


TOTAL $33,505,026  $33,505,026 
 


Proposed commercial spaces?.................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


CRH staff will be the primary property managers for the project in collaboration with WCCDA. 
The general partner ownership of the project will split it 51% to CRS and 49% to WCCDA. 


The projected development costs for the commercial section of the project are $16,887,048.They 
have raised $3.05 million of their funding goal and have two potential awards from the public 
sector in early annual budget proposals:  


 Washington State Building Communities Fund Advisory Board recommended 
awarding $2.7M to the White Center HUB project.  


 $1M appropriation for the White Center Community HUB has been included in the 
first draft of the King County Council Chair’s capital budget.  


Both awards need to make it through the respective budgeting processes before the awards can 
be considered final. 


DRAFT


6







$100,000 


$3,929,974 


Permanent Residential Uses of funding 


Type Amount 
 
Comments 


Acquisition Costs $91,020  


Construction/ Rehab Costs $26,099,651  


Soft Costs $4,325,184  


Financing Costs  $1,633,837 


Includes pre-dev/bridge financing, permanent 
financing, construction financing, and bond 
related costs 


Capitalized Reserves $551,478  


Other Development Costs $803,856  


TOTAL $33,505,026.00  


 


3B. COST EFFECTIVENESS 


Appraisal, Acquisition, & Construction  


Appraised value/date/tax assessor value…….…… 


Appraisal value greater than (or equal to) acquisition costs?..........................  ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Developer fee………………………………………………..….. 


 


Is project subject WSHFC TDC limits?.............. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Third-Party Construction Consultant Report 


Notable departures in construction costs with comparable projects?......... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


The developer fee equates to 8% of TDC and will be split between CRH and WCCDA. CRH and 
WCCDA will split the non-deferred $2,235,580 fee with 70% going to CRH and 30% to WCCDA. 
The deferred developer fee of $1,694,394 will be split 60% (CRH) and 40% (WCCDA) and will be 
paid out annually over the 15-year compliance period.  


Project is 19.14% over WSHFC TDC limits. Applicant plans to apply for a waiver in advance of 
tax credit and bond application, citing large unit sizes and a relatively low number of total units 
driving up per unit costs.  


Third party report considers the total proposed budget to be within the reasonable range for a 
project of this type, though note that the cost for General Conditions, rough carpentry, and siding 
to be “significantly higher” than anticipated range. 
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$0.97  


90 


7/31/20 


.7% / 25 units/month 


End of 2021 


Suggestions to revisions in project design or project team?.......................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


Appropriateness of contingency 


 


Will federal wages be triggered?.............................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


3C. MARKET DEMAND 


Market study required ……………………......................☒ YES      ☐ NO     


 Date conducted………………………………….. 


Capture rate/absorption rate …………………………… 


Notable findings and Lease-up rate 


 


3D. FINANCING   


How will construction be financed?......................... ☒ Construction Loan   ☒ LIHTC    ☒Bonds    ☒ Other 


Preliminary letters of interest provided? ……………………...☒ YES      ☐ NO 


LIHTC Project 


Proposed use of LIHTC?................................................ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 Anticipated 4% …………………………………… 


Projected LIHTC pricing………………………. 


 4% LIHTC self-score………..…………………… 


  


N/A 


Contingency of 5% or $1,040,595 of the hard cost budget is appropriate.  


Building height and projected funding sources should not trigger federal wages.  


 Full occupancy is expected after three months of operations. 
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$7,047,607 


How does pricing and self-score compare to comparable projects? Letters of Interest received?  


 


Debt & Contributions 


Amount of private debt proposed……………………  


Is debt coverage sufficient?......................................... ☐ YES      ☒ NO      ☐ N/A 


 


Can project leverage other financial resources not yet identified................ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Sponsor contributions? ................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed fundraising? .................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


 


The projected score is higher than the June 2020 round funding cutoff score of 89.  


At $0.97 the LIHTC valuation is higher than seen in many other projects in this funding round. 
Applicant says they will not be seeking equity investors until late 2021, so they are anticipating a 
market returning to historic pricing norms of $0.95 to $1.00 per credit. The provided letter of 
interest from Key Bank is only for the construction loan and permanent debt, it does not cover 
LIHTCequity.  


The letter of interest says they are willing to offer a loan of $6,600,000 at a 1.15 DCR. The 
project can make debt service payments on a loan the size of the offer letter, but there is still a 
$447,607 gap between what Key Bank offered and what the applicant development budget says 
is necessary. The applicant is confident that debt providers will cover that gap in their loan, 
saying the submitted letters of interest do not reflect subsequent changes to unit mix and 
operating expense projections made after the preliminary pro forma was shared.  


N/A  


Of the $3,929,974 developer fee, $1,694,394 will be deferred and paid out over the 15-year 
compliance period. CRH and WCCDA will split the deferred fee 60%-40% respectively.  


Plan to raise $16,877,048 in funds for the non-residential portion of this project through the Rise 
Together campaign, of which this project is one of three recipients. The campaign is planning 
several additional major philanthropic requests in the next 18 months, including a multi-million-
dollar proposal to the Ballmer Group that would result in $1-2 million for the White Center 
Community HUB. They are also planning a 6-figure request to the Norcliffe Foundation. 
Campaign has also had preliminary conversations with the Group Health Foundation, Brettler 
Family Foundation, Joshua Green Foundation, and Premera about possible gifts to Rise 
Together, which include allocations for the White Center Community HUB. Beyond these 
potential sources, the project was recommended for a $2.7 million award by the Washington 
state Building Communities Fund Advisory Board, but that will need to be approved by the 
Washington legislature as part of the capital budget. 
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$7,176/unit 


IV. PROJECT SERVICES & OPERATIONS 


4A. OPERATING PRO FORMA 


Annual operating expense total/ per unit …..…… 


Rent & utility allowance schedule within AMI limits? ........ ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


 


Proposed project-based or tenant-based rent subsidies? .............................................. ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


Expected vacancy rate 


 


Expense comparison 


 


Replacement & operating reserve payments 


 


If TOD project, are TOD loan repayment terms included in proforma? ..... ☒ YES      ☐ NO    ☐ N/A 


4B. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Property Management Plan 


 


The plan for calculating utility allowances depends on the project’s ability to secure UHEE 
funding from the state HTF in pursuit of Net-Zero energy certification. If the project can achieve 
Net-Zero performance, the utility allowance will be established using actual usage estimates from 
an approved energy-modeling method.  If they are unable to secure UHEE funding, the standard 
KCHA utility allowances will be applied. 


N/A 


5% was used in the operating pro forma, though the market study suggests a vacancy rate less 
than 3%.   


26% higher than in affordable housing projects with more than 80 units (the more apt comparison 
due to the larger units in this project). Marketing expenses at $258 a unit, or $19,625, are 
significantly higher than the average per unit cost for projects of this size.    


Annual contributions of $350/unit for replacement reserves, no operating reserves.  


Community Roots Housing staff will be the property manager for this project. Current staffing 
plan calls for a full-time site manager will handle day-to-day operations under the direction of a 
Portfolio Property Manager, who is supervised by CRH’s Vice President of Property 
Management.  A full time Maintenance Supervisor will be assigned to supervise all custodial 
duties and respond to work orders for basic repairs and maintenance.  This position is also 
responsible for managing all vendors, equipment maintenance contracts, and adhering to a strict 
preventative maintenance schedule 
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4C. SERVICE MODEL & FUNDING ANALYSIS 


Project seeking operating or service subsidies? ........ ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


Subsidized Units/ Funding per subsidized unit… 


Service Funding  
Funder Fund Type Amount Awarded? 
    
Total  Total here   


 


Requests for service funding feasible? ....................................... ☐ YES      ☐ NO 


Project competitive for ORS funding? ........................................ ☐ YES      ☐ NO   ☒ N/A 


 


4D. REFERRALS  


Permanent supportive housing for homeless? …………………………………………….☐ YES      ☒ NO          


Coordinated Entry for All (CEA) participation for ALL homeless units?.............☐ YES      ☐ NO     ☒ N/A 


        


Referrals/marketing 


 


  


N/A 


N/A 


The WCCDA will lead efforts to conduct marketing and outreach in the refugee and immigrant 
communities the project is intended to serve, including providing language assistance and other 
culturally appropriate means of sharing information and communicating with potential residents. 
The site staff for the project will also be members of the White Center community and reflect the 
overall demographics of WCCDA staff.   


Additionally, Community Roots Housing’s Individual Assessment (IA) Initiative strives to admit 
households with barriers to accessing affordable housing such as criminal histories and housing 
history issues. To date, numerous applicants have been accepted through the IA process; 
however, some approved applicants were unable to move in to housing with CRH because the 
unit they originally applied for was leased to someone else during the time their IA was being 
processed. To resolve this problem, CRH will implement a waitlist exclusively for households 
approved through the IA process who are seeking to move into non-HUD properties (which 
maintain their own waitlists). 
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Community Spaces………………………………………….......................☒ YES      ☐ NO         


  


Resident Services…………..☐ Referral Services ☐ Counseling ☐Medical Services ☐Financial Assistance 


 


 


V. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


5A. FUNDING PRIORITIES 


Which source(s) of King County funds is the project compatible with? 


☐ 2331 Document Recording Fee ☐ RAHP ☒ HOME ☐ VSHSL ☐ MIDD 2 ☒ TOD 


 


This project meets the following 2020 King County RFP priorities: 
Homeless/Extremely Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
☐ A majority of the units (50% or more) are set-aside for homeless individuals and families, 


and participate in CEA  
☐ The proposed project serves special needs population such as (but not limited to) households 


with a member with mental illness, is disabled and/or developmentally disabled, also 
experiencing homelessness 


☐ The proposed project provides access to case management and behavioral health services 
☐ The proposed project leverages other resources for both the construction and operations of 


the project, including social services expenses 
  
System-connected housing 
☐ The proposed project will be Veteran housing, serving Veterans, Military Service members, 


and their family members.   
☐ The proposed project serves a MIDD-eligible population (individuals/households exiting 


treatment facilities or other institutionalized settings); the sponsor is or is partnering with a 
State-licensed certified mental health provider 


The project is designed to be in a V-shape with a courtyard falling within the V with an alignment 
that optimizes sunshine and daylight. The project itself was designed with significant community 
input and the HUB/commercial portion of the project will have space for educational and family 
counseling programs, an outpatient Federally-Qualified Healthcare Center providing primary and 
behavioral healthcare for low-income residents of White Center, food justice programming, and a 
public event space with a community kitchen.  


N/A 


TOD debt service payments were included in the pro forma, but only for half ($4,500,000) of the 
requested $9 million. 
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Transit-Oriented Development 
☒ Project leverages present and future public investment in transit infrastructure, is within ½ 


mile of a high capacity transit station, and is eligible for the  
☒ All-County South pool 
☐ All-County North/East pool 
☐ Geographic Set-aside (N/E/S/Seattle) 


☐ Projects funded with 2016 TOD Allocation Plan funding will be required to set aside 10% of 
the TOD Bond-funded units for tenant referrals from King County or a King County-approved 
agency operating criminal justice system diversion programs.  
 


Homeownership Development 
☐ Projects that expand homeownership opportunities for 1) Veterans and their families or 
☐ 2) Vulnerable Populations who can become homeowners, be stably housed, and avoid 


intergenerational poverty.  
 


5B. Federal HOME funds 


HOME funding requested?............................................................................................. ☒ YES      ☐ NO  ☐ N/A 


Rents and UA within HOME rent/utility allowance limits?.......................... ....... ☒ YES      ☐ NO  ☐ N/A 


Within HOME maximum per unit subsidy limits?................................................... ☒ YES      ☐ NO  ☐ N/A 


 


Is sponsor a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO)?...... ☐ YES      ☒ NO 


 


 


VI. SPONSOR CAPACITY 


6A. PORTFOLIO & PERFORMANCE 


# of sponsor projects in King County portfolio…. 


Federal wages were not used in the development estimates, so any potential HOME award 
would need to be limited to 11 units, in order to not trigger Davis-Bacon wages on this project. 
Based on 2020 HOME unit limits, the max award is $2,615,789.   


N/A 
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4, including Senior LGBTQ project that was previously 
awarded and South Annex, an applicant in this round 


KC - Sponsor Projects 
Project Name Brief Description 
Station House 110 units, opened in 2020 


 


How have these KC projects performed? 


 


6B. PIPELINE & DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 


Does the sponsor have other projects under construction and/or under development? ... ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


# of projects under construction……………………… 


Projects under construction 
Project Name Location Brief description 
Bonanza Seattle 87 units, no KC funds 


 


# of projects under development…………………..…  


 
How is the sponsor staffed to handle multiple projects? 


 


6C. SPONSOR FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS 


Audit findings, material weaknesses and/or corrective action plan required? …………………… ☐ YES  ☒ NO 


Sponsor’s financial audits consistently clear, steady? ……………………………………………………….... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Operating cash provides appropriate levels of liquidity for operations? ...................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Portfolio maintains strong debt ratios? ...................................................................................................... ☒ YES  ☐ NO 


Other notable audit findings. 


No concerns in performance/compliance reported from Asset Management. 


 


Community Roots has a well-established development group that has been handling multiple 
projects for years. For this project, the partnership with WCCDA allows for CRS to focus on the 
construction and financial components of the project, while WCCDA handles community and 
stakeholder engagement.   DRAFT


14







 


VII. EQUITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE 


How will this project impact the target population of residents and the surrounding community? 


 


Does the applicant have a plan for reviewing structures, policies, and programs with an equity and social 
justice lens? ☒ YES      ☐ NO 


Community Roots Housing was formerly Capital Hill Housing but changed name in the summer 
of 2020. 


CRH Total assets were $104.3M in 2019, $88.9M in 2018. Total liabilities were $65.1M in 2019 
and $$68.6M in 2018. Their Net Position was $39.2M in 2019 and $20.3M in 2018, an $18.9M 
increase 


Net income was $18.9M in 2019, $515.7K in 2018 


The positive change in net position and increase in net income is largely attributable to revenue 
from property sale of $13M 


There were no findings or concerns raised in the 2019 audit. 


White Center is an urban area located in unincorporated King County, lying just outside the city 
limits of Seattle between West Seattle and Burien. It is one of the most ethnically and income-
diverse neighborhoods in the state of Washington. Home to a large immigrant and refugee 
population, it has historically always been a place where working people with modest incomes 
could reside. Of resident families, 59% have at least one foreign-born parent, and over 40% of all 
households are bilingual. White Center is a community in high need of investment and supportive 
services. Being ineligible for City of Seattle resources and other targeted investments within city 
limits, White Center struggles with the same problems of income inequality, gentrification and 
affordability as Seattle, but without the same resources 


The project will have a beneficial impact on the surrounding community by introducing 76 new 
units of housing and a community hub to the neighborhood. The site was identified as an area for 
increased residential development in the King County Comprehensive Plan subarea update of 
2019-2020 and is located adjacent to a large park, a middle and high school, and is 
approximately a half mile from the White Center downtown core.   DRAFT
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What is the diversity of the board and senior leadership? 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


In the remainder of 2018, a CRS Task Force administered an all-staff assessment, created 
recommendations for de-biasing hiring panels, and advocated seeing every open position as an 
opportunity to interrupt cycles of power. Per the Task Force’s suggestion, the all-White executive 
team attended a two-day Undoing Institutional Racism training provided by the Peoples Institute 
in Winter of 2019. Throughout 2020 the Task Force has continued to develop and seek feedback 
on internal policy reforms, including an equitable decision-making framework, racial grievance 
policy, equitable promotion policy, all-staff racial equity training, and organization racial equity 
report card.  


CCDA, is also committed to operating through a social justice lens. The WCCDA was created 
with the vision of being community led and value of resident engagement. Over 70% of WCCDA 
staff either live or grew up in White Center, and 50% of the Board of Directors grew up in White 
Center. This level of connectedness to the work helps maintain their ability to be accountable to 
community. Their unique understanding of the “nuances” of a community like White Center gives 
richness to what we do and helps ground our community work with humanity. WCCDA shares a 
belief in community and believe that projects like this are also owned by the community. 


The 15-member CRH Board includes 7 members representing a community of color and 6 
members who identify as women. They state a commitment to continually improving 
representation on their board and ensuring it reflects the communities CRH serves as to better 
understand their needs. CRH has 18 staff considered senior leadership, which includes 4 staff 
who identify as people of color and 8 staff who identify as women. This same demographic ratio 
is represented in the 10 staff considered executive leadership. They acknowledge an 
underrepresentation of people of color in their senior leadership and admit it has been a 
persistent point of concern and one of the top priorities of their Racial Equity Task Force. Since 
last fall, CRH has hired two new women to the senior leadership team; one identifying as a POC 
and the other White.  
 
For the WCCDA, approximately 90% of staff have deep ties to White Center and either were 
raised, currently live, or currently work in the community. The executive director, Sili Savusa, is 
an active member of the Pacific Islander community and brings a commitment to centering 
voices of color to the strategic direction of the organization. A majority of the White Center CDA 
Board of Directors identify as part of the BIPOC community, and specifically represent the Pacific 
Islander, Native American, and African American communities. Approximately 70% of the Board 
also live or work in White Center, with many growing up in the area.  DRAFT
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VIII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


 


County staff does not recommend this project for funding at this time due to a lack of available 
funds that match the project’s current design. The applicant states the project cannot support 
federal wages, limiting the amount of HOME funds that can be placed in this project. Current 
cash flow projections limit the amount of TOD funds that can be awarded to this project due to 
debt service payments required by that fund source and the project private loan. The project 
team is open to additional population set-asides, provided they have an opportunity to discuss 
with their community partners, but those proposed set-asides were not outlined in the 
application.  


 
 How well the proposed housing model meets the County’s priorities established in 


the RFP – This project qualifies as a TOD project given nearby bus routes, including the 
120 which will soon be upgrading to the Rapid Ride H line in 2021. Project will seek to 
expand affordable housing for families, however the application did not include any 
targeted population set-asides for Veterans which is a priority of available VSHSL funds. 
 


 Financial feasibility & Leverage of other public and private sources – Being in 
unincorporated King County, this project has fewer public sector resources to draw on 
than many other applicants in this round. However, they do look to leverage the Housing 
Trust Fund, 4% LIHTC, a private loan for the residential portion, along with a significant 
capital campaign to finance the non-residential portion of the project. The application 
made clear that this project is unable to support Davis-Bacon wages, asking that any 
HOME funds be capped at eleven units, capping a maximum HOME award at 
$2,615,789. While this project is projected to have significant cash flow, much of that will 
go towards debt service on the private loan, limiting the amount of possible TOD funds, 
as those also carry a required debt service payment. Finally, the application includes a 
projected LIHTC valuation of 97 cents per credit, which is reflective of past values, but of 
the not the current market.  


 
 Organizational capacity, financial and experience/pipeline – Community Roots 


Housing (formerly Capitol Hill Housing) has significant experience developing projects in 
the City of Seattle, but this is their first project outside of the city. They have a team of 
experienced developers and should be able to manage this development. White Center 
CDA has significant experience in their community, but this is their first housing project. 
Duties are split between the two groups, increasing overall capacity.  


 
 Readiness – Project has a targeted start in April of 2022 due their intention to apply for 


LIHTC in the Winter 21/22 round. The HUB portion of the project also needs to complete 
a significant capital campaign before work can begin and the project team would like to 
coordinate site work to economize on issues like permits, contractor mobilization costs, 
insurance, and other costs that could be spread over both parts of the project. As King 
County owns the project site, there are no concerns around the project site being sold to 
another party. 
 


 Additional considerations – The 2020 – 2024 King County Consortium Consolidated 
Plan names White Center a priority area for investment of County resources. 
Additionally, White Center is considered an area of unincorporated King County 
suspectable to development driven displacement.  


  


King County staff will continue to work with CRH and the WCCDA to strengthen their application 
for the next funding round. 


DRAFT
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