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http://www.seattlehousing.org/housing/public/
http://www.seattlehousing.org/redevelopment/newholly/
http://www.seattlehousing.org/redevelopment/rainier-vista/
http://www.seattlehousing.org/redevelopment/high-point/
http://www.seattlehousing.org/redevelopment/yesler-terrace/
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Parker Apartments 8 8 City of Seattle RFP

City of Seattle RFP

Pat Williams 

Apartments
20 20

Delridge 

Supportive Housing

Patrick Place

153 132

Actual Total Number of 

Project-Based Vouchers 

Committed at the End of the 

Fiscal Year

3,089

Combined Funders NOFA

Emerald City 

Commons
12 12

2,842

Actual Total Number of Project-Based 

Vouchers Leased Up or Issued to a 

Potential Tenant at the End of the 

Fiscal Year

Anticipated Total Number of 

Project-Based Vouchers 

Committed at the End of the 

Fiscal Year *

Anticipated Total Number of Project-

Based Vouchers Leased Up or Issued 

to a Potential Tenant at the End of 

the Fiscal Year *

Anticipated Total 

Number of New 

Vouchers to be 

Project-Based *

Actual Total 

Number of New 

Vouchers that 

were Project-

Based

3,101 N/A

* From the Plan

New Housing Choice Vouchers that were Project-Based During the Fiscal Year

Aurora House 30 30

Property Name

Anticipated 

Number of New 

Vouchers to be 

Project-Based *

 Actual Number 

of New 

Vouchers that 

were Project-

Based

Description of Project

Combined Funders NOFA

8

Earnestine 

Anderson Place

Imani Village

Sand Point Family 

Housing

60 0

4025

33 33

Combined Funders NOFA

Combined Funders NOFA

8

21 21 City of Seattle RFP

City of Seattle RFP

Combined Funders NOFA



 

 

  

 Other Changes to the Housing Stock that Occurred During the Fiscal Year

40 units were demolished as part of Yesler Terrace redevelopment in 2013 and units throughout Seattle Housing Authority's portfolios 

were held for specific periods of time to accommodate relocating residents.

A few units at Leschi House were held off-line in order to prepare for the renovation of existing units and the development of an 

additional 34 units.

http://www.seattlehousing.org/housing/senior/


 

 

  

Units with no income restrictionsMarket Rate 300

Non-MTW HUD Funded

If Other, please describe: 
N/A

130 Locally owned units that receive Section 8 New Construction funding

Total Other Housing Owned 

and/or Managed
1407

* Select Housing Program from:  Tax-Credit, State Funded, Locally Funded, Market-Rate, Non-MTW HUD Funded, 

Managing Developments for other non-MTW Public Housing Authorities, or Other.

Tax Credit 735

Locally Funded 128

Straight tax credit units between 50% and 60% AMI without unit-based 

MTW subsidy, owned by limited partnerships

Units between 50% and 80% AMI. May have housing choice vouchers or no 

subsidies. Some units are leased to agencies that provide transitional 

housing.

Overview of Other Housing Owned and/or Managed by the PHA at Fiscal Year End

Housing Program * Total Units Overview of the Program

http://www.seattlehousing.org/redevelopment/newholly/
http://www.seattlehousing.org/redevelopment/rainier-vista/
http://www.seattlehousing.org/redevelopment/high-point/


 

 

  

General Description of Actual Capital Fund Expenditures During the Plan Year

The SHA annual capital program has several components. During 2013, as in most years, a significant portion of capital funds was 

dedicated to fixed capital bond repayments, capital staff salaries and benefits, and agency operating expense charges. The next largest 

expenditure related to the ongoing planning and implementation of the major redevelopment at Yesler Terrace.

In 2013, we also completed state-mandated carbon monoxide detector installments at many of our developments.

Each year we also undertake the planning and/or execution of several rehabilitation projects involving envelope work and major elevator 

repairs or replacements, and numerous exterior repairs such as painting, deck repairs, window repairs, siding repairs, fence repairs, 

mailbox replacements, and parking lot repairs.

In 2013, we continued interior and exterior under the Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards (UFAS) modifications under our Voluntary 

Compliance Agreement.

Finally, each year we set aside funds for minor repairs and replacements such as appliances, heaters, hot water tanks, and floors. We 

also do individual small interior repair/replacement projects such as carpet replacement, entryway repairs drain repairs, and security 

camera upgrades.

Planning: For 2013, SHA continued major redevelopment planning activities at WA001000001 (Yesler Terrace), heating system 

replacement at WA001000009 (Jefferson Terrace), and roof replacement at WA001000023 (Westwood Heights). We did major work on an 

elevator replacement project at WA001000092 (Fremont Place).

Carbon Monoxide Monitors: These monitors were installed at the following developments: WA001000001 (Yesler Terrace), WA001000009 

(Jefferson Terrace), WA001000013 (Olive Ridge), WA001000015 (Bell Tower), WA001000023 (Westwood Heights), WA001000037 

(Jackson Park Village), WA001000038 (Cedarvale Village),  WA001000031 (Tri-Court), WA001000041 (Holly Court), WA001000046 (Ross 

Manor), WA001000095 (Bitter Lake Manor, Blakeley Manor, Nelson Manor, and Willis House), WA001000093 (Columbia Place and 

Wildwood Glen) WA001000094 (Gideon Mathews Gardens and Michaelson Manor). 

Exterior Work-Major Repairs and Replacements: The exterior work described above occurred in the following developments: 

WA001000009 (Jefferson Terrace), WA001000023 (Westwood Heights), WA001000031 (Tri-Court), WA001000037 (Jackson Park Village), 

WA001000041 (Holly Court), and WA001000050 through WA001000054 (various Scattered Sites properties), WA001000093 (Wildwood 

Glen), WA001000094 (Michaelson Manor and Gideon-Mathews Gardens), and WA001000095 (Bitter Lake-Blakeley-Nelson-Olmsted 

Manors and Willis House).

UFAS: UFAS modifications were completed at WA001000051 (Scattered Sites Greenwood Ave 6-plex), WA001000053 (Scattered Sites at 

9533 Palatine and 10557 Stone Avenue), and WA001000054 (Scattered Sites at 12516 22nd Avenue NE and 161 Etruria Street).

Minor Repairs/Replacements and Small Interior Repairs: The minor repair activities occurred at the following developments during 2013: 

WA001000001 (Yesler Terrace), WA001000009 (Jefferson Terrace), WA001000013 (Olive Ridge), WA001000015 (Bell Tower), 

WA001000023 (Westwood Heights), WA001000031 (Tri-Court), WA001000037 (Jackson Park Village), WA001000038 (Cedarvale Village), 

WA001000041 (Holly Court), various Scattered Sites properties in WA001000050 through WA1000057, and various SSHP properties in 

WA001000092, WA001000093, and WA001000095.



 

 

  

 

Planned Actual

N/A 95

N/A 0

N/A 482

0 577

*** Excludes port-in VASH vouchers.

Planned Actual

N/A 1140

N/A 0

N/A 5,780

0 6920

Average 

Number of 

Households 

Served Per 

Month

 Total Number 

of Households 

Served During 

the Year

N/A 0

Number of Units that were Occupied/Leased through Local Non-Traditional 

MTW Funded  Property-Based Assistance Programs **

Port-In Vouchers (not absorbed) ***

Number of Units that were Occupied/Leased through Local Non-Traditional 

MTW Funded Tenant-Based Assistance Programs **

Actual Number of Households Served at the End of the Fiscal Year 

HUD's new requirements for MTW plans and reports had not yet been released when Seattle Housing 

Authority developed the annual 2013 MTW Plan and as a result the plan was created in the previous 

format, which did not include the current categories for projected local non-traditional housing 

categories.

** In instances when a Local, Non-Traditional program provides a certain subsidy level but does not specify a number of 

units/Households Served, the PHA should estimate the number of Households served.

Housing Program:

Housing Program:
Number of Households Served*

Unit Months 

Occupied/Leased****

Number of Units that were Occupied/Leased through Local Non-Traditional 

MTW Funded  Property-Based Assistance Programs ***

Number of Units that were Occupied/Leased through Local Non-Traditional 

MTW Funded Tenant-Based Assistance Programs ***

Households Served through Local Non-Traditional Services Only

*** In instances when a local, non-traditional program provides a certain subsidy level but does not specify a number of 

units/Households Served, the PHA should estimate the number of households served.

* Calculated by dividing the planned/actual number of unit months occupied/leased by 12.

**** Unit Months Occupied/Leased is the total number of months the housing PHA has occupied/leased units, according to unit category 

during the year.

Port-In Vouchers (not absorbed)

Total Projected and Annual Unit Months Occupied/Leased 

Total Projected and Actual Households Served 



 

 

  

 

Description of any Issues Related to Leasing of Public Housing, Housing Choice Vouchers or Local, Non-Traditional Units and 

Solutions at Fiscal Year End

Housing Program Description of Leasing Issues and Solutions

Housing Choice Vouchers

It appears fewer households with HCV vouchers are able to lease within the currently highly 

competitive housing market than in prior years. Vacancy rates are very low in Seattle and King County, 

with most vacancy rates across locations and bedroom sizes at or under 5%. Market rate rent costs are 

high in Seattle and HCV participants are competing with families who can afford to pay market rate 

prices. Owners and landlords are not very flexible when it comes to renting to our participants and may 

be more likely to rent to families who can pay market rate prices.

In response to the tight rental market we have increased the level of support we offer to participants 

as they navigate the Seattle rental market. We offer housing search assistance to all families who are 

issued and shopping with vouchers. HCV Housing Counselors are available to assist participants with 

their housing search by appointment and during weekly office hours with no appointment necessary.

Public housing occupancy rates were strong in 2013. While relocation efforts in support of the 

redevelopment of Yesler Terrace complicated leasing in some instances, public housing ocupancy rates 

remained high.

Public Housing
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Fiscal Year:

Total Number 

of Local, Non-

Traditional 

MTW 

Households 

Assisted

Number of 

Local, Non-

Traditional 

MTW 

Households 

with Incomes 

Below 50% of 

Area Median 

Income

Percentage of 

Local, Non-

Traditional 

MTW 

Households 

with Incomes 

Below 50% of 

Area Median 

Income

Note: SHA's local, non-traditional programs are short-term in nature. Participants in one of these programs, medical respite, 

typically stay about two weeks.  Income information is not available for about 10% of these households. The program serves 

homeless individuals who otherwise could not be discharged from the hospital due to their lack of a safe place to heal/recover. 

Due to the nature of the program, we are categorizing these households as Very Low-Income.

100% 100% 100%

X X

X

74 99 83 X X X

X X X X

2018

74 99 83 X X X X X

Reporting Compliance with Statutory MTW Requirements: 75% of Families Assisted are Very Low-Income

HUD will verify compliance with the statutory objective of “assuring that at least 75 percent of the families assisted by the Agency are very 

low-income families” is being achieved by examining public housing and Housing Choice Voucher family characteristics as submitted into the 

PIC or its successor system utilizing current resident data at the end of the agency's fiscal year.  The PHA will provide information on local, non-

traditional families provided with housing assistance at the end of the PHA fiscal year, not reported in PIC or its successor system, in the 

following format:

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017



 

 

  

Family Size:

1 Person

2 Person

3 Person

4 Person

5 Person

6+ Person

Totals

Baseline 

Percentages of 

Household 

Sizes to be 

Maintained **

Number of 

Households 

Served by 

Family Size 

this Fiscal Year 

***

Percentages of 

Households 

Served by 

Household 

Size this Fiscal       

Year ****

Percentage 

Change

Baseline Percentages of 

Family Sizes to be 

Maintained 

3,317 1,535 785 5,637 51%

Occupied Number 

of Public Housing 

units by  

Household Size 

when PHA Entered 

MTW

Utilized Number 

of Section 8 

Vouchers by 

Household Size 

when PHA 

Entered MTW

Non-MTW Adjustments 

to the Distribution of 

Household Sizes *

Baseline Number of 

Household Sizes to 

be Maintained

529

967 1,041 79 2,087

223 259 0 482

0

203 207 0 410

5723

590 824 0 1,414

423

Explanation for Baseline 

Adjustments to the 

Distribution of 

Household Sizes 

Utilized

100%

100%

Mix of Family Sizes Served

1 Person 2 Person

2011: SHA added 894 units from its Seattle Senior Housing Portflio. Using average occupancy information for the most 

recent three years, the baseline was adjusted to show an increase of 785 1 Person Households and 79 2 Person 

Households. Other Historical Adjustments: Since beginning its MTW participation in 1999, SHA has done significant asset 

repositioning and made numerous non-MTW policy changes (such as occupancy standards); in addition the demographics 

and availability of other housing resources in Seattle community has changed. As HUD has not provided training on the 

new reporting requirements and because there is not necessarily a direct relationship in unit and policy changes and 

household size, SHA reserves the right to make further historical adjustments in future reports. Data issues: A little over 

100 households are not included in the 1998 numbers due to missing historical data for a portion of Holly Park which was 

undergoing redevelopment at that time.

3 Person 4 Person 5 Person

1,404 999 636 766 

4395 864 10982

6+ Person

42%

14406

51% 19% 13% 9% 4% 4%

8,355 2,246 

58% 16% 10%

-18% -24% -20% 1%13%

13%

19%

7% 4% 5%

4%

100%

Totals

952

Baseline for the Mix of Family Sizes Served

Justification and 

Explanation for Family 

Size Variations of Over 

5% from the Baseline 

Percentages

As stated above, Seattle Housing Authority has undertaken significant asset repositioning since 1998. While there is not a 

one for one relationship between unit size and household size, the changes in household sizes served largely reflects the 

changes in public housing unit sizes.  Excluding the SSHP units in the adjusted baseline above, the bedroom size 

distribution of  our public housing stock has changed as follows:  0/1 bedroom +9%,  2 bedrooms -22%, 3 bedrooms 0%, 4 

bedrooms +16%, and 5 bedrooms +64%. Our tenant-based housing choice voucher program does not consider household 

size when pulling families off of the waiting list and is, therefore, subject to changes outside of SHA's control such as 

community demographics. 

4%

9%

Reporting Compliance with Statutory MTW Requirements: Maintain Comparable Mix

In order to demonstrate that the statutory objective of “maintaining a comparable mix of families (by family size) are served, as would have been 

provided had the amounts not been used under the demonstration” is being achieved, the PHA will provide information in the following formats:



 

 

  

 

99

MTW Activity #10: Local Rent Policy 1,115

Households who transitioned to 

unsubsidized housing

Households whose primary source of 

income was wages
659

Households who transitioned to 

unsubsidized housing

MTW Activity #13: Homeownership and 

Graduation from Subsidy
18

MTW Activity #18: Short-Term Assistance 0

818

Households Duplicated Across 

Activities/Definitions
414

ANNUAL TOTAL NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

TRANSITIONED TO SELF SUFFICIENCY

Households who transitioned to 

unsubsidized housing

Households whose primary source of 

income was wages

Number of Households Transitioned To Self-Sufficiency by Fiscal Year End

MTW Activity #5: Local Leases

MTW Activity #8: Special Purpose Housing Use



 

 

  



 

 

  

 

 

Number of 

Households on 

Wait List

Wait List Open, 

Partially Open 

or Closed ***

7,722 Partially Open

236 Open

2,340 Closed

9,363**** Partially Open

**** Not an unduplicated count. 

Housing Program(s) * Wait List Type **

Was the Wait List 

Opened During the 

Fiscal Year

Federal MTW Housing Choice 

Voucher Program (Project Based)

If there are any changes to the organizational structure of the wait list or policy changes regarding the wait list, provide a narrative 

detailing these changes.

*** For Partially Open Wait Lists, provide a description of the populations for which the waiting list is open.

For the Project-Based Federal MTW Housing Choice Program, the wait l ist was open for units at Oxford Apartments, A Place of Our Own, Casa Pacifica, Pantages 

Apartments, Broadway Crossing, Leighton Apartments, Traugott Terrace, Monica's Vil lage, Dorothy Day, Bergan Place, Compass Cascade, Dekko Place, Council 

House, Community Psychiatric Clinic's 3 cluster, Alderbrook, 10th Ave NW, Holden Manor, Aridell  Mitchell, Hil ltop House, Colonial Gardens, Martin Court, Views at 

Madison, Emerald City Commons, Crestwood Place, Starliter, Muslim Housing Services, Park Place, Colwell, Haddon Hall, Nihonmachi Terrace, Sea-Mar Family 

Housing, Westwood Heights East, Kenyon House, and Avalon Place.

All public housing waiting l ists administered by SHA were open except for Lake City Court.

Yes

Wait List Information at Fiscal Year End

Yes

Yes

Community-Wide

N/A

If Other Wait List Type, please describe: 

N/A

Federal MTW Housing Choice 

Voucher Program (Tenant Based)

If Local, Non-Traditional Program, please describe: 
Households waiting for local non-traditional (service agency administered public housing) units were on the waiting l ist for a transitional housing program 

provided in scattered site public housing units through one of our partnering service agencies, Muslim Housing Services. The other providers operating housing 

within this category do not maintain a waiting l ist due to the design of their programs.

** Select Wait List Types:  Community-Wide, Site-Based, Merged (Combined Public Housing or Voucher Wait List), Program Specific (Limited by 

HUD or Local PHA Rules to Certain Categories of Households which are Described in the Rules for Program Participation), None (If the Program 

is a New Wait List, Not an Existing Wait List), or Other (Please Provide a Brief Description of this Wait List Type).

* Select Housing Program : Federal MTW Public Housing Units; Federal MTW Housing Choice Voucher Program;  Federal non-MTW Housing 

Choice Voucher Units; Tenant-Based Local, Non-Traditional MTW Housing Assistance Program; Project-Based Local, Non-Traditional MTW 

Housing Assistance Program; and Combined Tenant-Based and Project-Based Local, Non-Traditional MTW Housing Assistance Program.

YesSite-Based

Federal MTW Public Housing Units 

(Service Agency Administered)
Site-Based 

Federal MTW Public Housing Units 

(SHA Administered)
Site-Based
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Describe the Activities that Used Only MTW Single Fund Flexibility 

Seattle Housing Authority established a MTW Block Grant Fund under the original MTW Agreement in 

1999.  Seattle Housing continues to use single-fund flexibility under the First Amendment to the MTW 

Agreement. The Authority’s flexibility to use MTW Block grant resources to support its array of low-

income housing services and programs is central to the agency’s Local Asset Management Plan (LAMP). 

Seattle Housing Authority’s LAMP includes the whole of its operations and MTW Block Grant funds. 

During 2013, Seattle Housing Authority exercised its MTW flexibility to allocate MTW Block Grant 

revenues among the Authority’s housing and administrative programs. This enabled SHA to further its 

mission and strategic plan by balancing the mix of housing types, services, capital investments, and 

administrative support to different low-income housing programs and different groups of low-income 

residents and voucher participants. 

In 2013, Seattle Housing used Block Grant flexibility of $9,836,000 to support the following local 

programs: 

• Local low income housing operations, assistance, and capital repairs 

• Community services for tenants, including employment opportunity programs, recreation and youth 

educational programs; translation services; and self-sufficiency programs 

• Local low-income housing development.

While these activities benefit from the flexibility of Seattle Housing Authority’s MTW Block Grant, nearly 

all are for Section 8 and Section 9 participants and are not local non-traditional MTW activities as defined 

in PIH Notice 2011-45. Seattle Housing Authority remains in compliance with the guidance regarding use 

of funds described in PIH Notice 2011-45.



 

 

  

Yes

Yes

Yes

Has the PHA implemented a local asset management plan 

(LAMP)?

V.4.Report.Local Asset Management Plan

B. MTW Report: Local Asset Management Plan

Has the PHA allocated costs within statute during the plan 

year?

Seattle Housing continued to operate under its approved Local Asset Management Plan (LAMP), as first stipulated in 

the 2000 Plan and in practice since the beginning of MTW participation.  No significant changes were made to Seattle 

Housing’s LAMP during 2013 but indirect service fees (ISF) continue to be updated annually, new programs are added 

as needed, and on-site maintenance staffing has been implemented at select communities. Seattle Housing 

Authority’s LAMP was submitted with our 2013 MTW Plan and approved by HUD in a letter received in December of 

2012.

Sources and uses of the Central Services Operating Center (CSOC):

In compliance with the First Amendment to the MTW Agreement and the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 

Circular A-87 requirements, Seattle Housing Authority has set up an indirect services fee.  The indirect cost plan is 

described in more detail in Seattle Housing’s LAMP in the appendices of this report.  Similar to HUD’s COCC and 

consistent with A-87, Seattle Housing created a Central Services Operating Center (“CSOC”) to represent the fee 

charges and expenses for overhead costs.

Cost allocation or fee-for- service approach:

As described above, Seattle Housing Authority has developed an indirect services fee (ISF) in compliance with OMB 

Circular A-87 requirements. Seattle Housing Authority’s CSOC is more comprehensive than HUD’s asset management 

system, which focuses only on fees for services for public housing properties. Seattle Housing Authority’s work is 

much broader than public housing and therefore Seattle Housing Authority’s LAMP is also broader. The LAMP 

includes local housing, for sale activities, limited partnership properties, and other activities not found in traditional 

HUD programs. Seattle Housing Authority’s ISF is based on anticipated indirect costs serving all direct service 

programs. In accordance with OMB Circular A-87 requirements, the ISF is determined in a reasonable and consistent 

manner based on total units and leased vouchers. The ISF is a standard fee calculated annually per housing unit or per 

leased voucher charged each month to each program. Please see the LAMP in the report appendices to review Seattle 

Housing Authority’s Indirect Cost Plan.

Has the PHA provided a LAMP in the appendix?
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