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Shelter noun

/ˈʃel•tər/
something that gives protection, such as a building or tent, or the protection provided

Shelter verb

/ˈʃel•tər/
to protect yourself, or another person or thing, from bad weather, danger, or attack
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A Note to the Reader & How this Study Will Be Used

The League of Women Voters (LWV) is a nonpartisan political organization encouraging
informed and active participation in government. It influences public policy through education
and advocacy. Every position the League adopts has benefited from an extensive analysis and
consensus evaluation process conducted by LWV membership. That process begins with a study
such as this.
This study will be reviewed by the League of Women Voters of Tacoma Pierce County
members, who will use the information in the study to respond to a set of questions about their
conclusions. Consensus information will be brought to the League Board, who will determine if,
and if so how, the 2009 housing position should be revised. After the position has been adopted,
the League can take political action consistent with the position.
The information in this report is current as of the time it was published. The study team
acknowledges that shelter and homelessness are critical issues being addressed at every level of
governance and by community and faith-based organizations throughout the nation. It is our
sincere hope that these efforts will result in substantial changes in the near future. If you discover
a factual error in this report, please let us know by emailing Theresa Power-Drutis at
tpdrutis@nctacoma.org.
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Overview
The League of Women Voters of Tacoma-Pierce County (LWVT-PC) produced a study of
affordable housing in Pierce County in 2008 (Part I) and 2009 (Part II). As a result of that study,
and the League’s consensus process, a position on affordable housing was adopted in April 2009.
This position recognizes the need for more affordable housing and supports a multi-faceted
approach to increasing affordable housing, including zoning changes, manufactured homes,
regulatory measures, special needs housing, and financial incentives. Despite some gains on
these initiatives, the need for affordable housing continues to grow.
In the last few years, the LWVT-PC has pursued action toward production of additional
affordable housing and has also worked on understanding the issues associated with
homelessness. As a result of this work and observations about increasing homelessness in Pierce
County, the LVWT-PC membership approved a study to update the affordable housing study and
include an analysis of shelter issues in Pierce County. More recently, since the membership
action, a Stuart Elway Poll has identified homelessness as the most urgent issue in Washington
State, making the relevance of this study even more significant (Santos, 2020).
This study is the outcome of that action by the membership. It examines the availability and
affordability of shelter for low-income people living in Pierce County, Washington.
 What led to reduced affordable housing options, increased homelessness, and escalating
evictions in our county?
 What efforts are being made to provide “Shelter for All?”
 Are there practices and innovations that hold promise for Pierce County?
Information responding to these questions is organized in 5 parts, including references and
resources used to complete the study.
Part 1: Housing and Homelessness
Sheltered/unsheltered in the US, Washington State, & Pierce County
Key factors related to shelter & homelessness
Part 2: Interventions and Outcomes
Current efforts of governmental, faith-based, and other community agencies
Part 3: Innovative Ideas and Potential Solutions
Recent innovations and fresh ideas being considered throughout Pierce County
Part 4: A Closer Look
This section offers additional background and detail regarding sections 1-3. Special
attention is paid to historical and social factors (moving parts) related to shelter &
homelessness
Part 5: References and Resources
References are provided in APA format to facilitate additional research regarding shelter
and homelessness by students and other social science researchers. Additional resources
are included in the final section. Terms are generally defined when first used and where
appropriate throughout the report. In addition, for reference when reading, Appendix A
provides a glossary of terms and acronyms.
3

Part 1: Housing and Homelessness
HOMELESS: An individual who lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime
residence; as well an individual who has a primary nighttime residence that is a
supervised publicly or privately operated shelter designed to provide temporary living
accommodations, an institution that provides a temporary residence for individuals
intended to be institutionalized; or a public or private place not designed for, or
ordinarily used as, a regular sleeping accommodation for human beings. U.S. Dept. of
Housing and Urban Development (n.d.)

Focus on Shelter
As a broad term, shelter refers to “something that gives protection, such as a building or tent, or
the protection provided.” In discussing housing and homelessness, the term “shelter”
encompasses everything from traditional housing, to church sanctuaries on freezing nights, to
thin tarps tied between trees. The meaning of “decent accommodation” shifts as the housing
affordability gap becomes a chasm that reduces options for meeting our most basic human needs.
Large and mid-sized cities increasingly struggle to meet the shelter needs of their residents,
particularly low income people. Building communities where people can not only survive but
thrive will require a multifaceted approach to housing provision, as the League Affordable
Housing Study of 2008/2009 concluded. Importantly, in the ten years that have passed since that
study, residents of Pierce County have experienced intense gentrification and the inevitable
increases in rents and housing costs. County residents below the poverty line, who could once
afford marginally adequate housing, are now more likely to be severely cost burdened*(Joint
Center for Housing Studies 2020), Being cost burdened creates a situation where the tenant is
one pay-check, or one small financial crisis, away from homelessness. Home ownership is out of
reach for many and “doubling up” is often necessary for survival. This study examines these
issues and other factors that impact the quality and availability of shelter.
In Part I, Housing and Homelessness, we summarize the shelter challenges in 2020, providing
data about shelter costs and options at national, state and local levels. We also examine key
factors that contribute to current housing instability, with emphasis on broad socio-historical
issues and trends.
*Cost burdened is used interchangeably in this document with rent burdened, and the terms share the same
meaning in different sources. Both refer to individuals or families who must pay more than 30% of their monthly
income for housing. Severely rent burdened refers to those who must pay more than 50% of their income on
housing. This reduces the ability of the individual or family to pay other essential bills, and may require securing a
second or third job to cover basic expenses.
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Sheltered/Unsheltered in the US, Washington State, & Pierce County
Housing instability and increasing homelessness in Pierce County are occurring within a national
and statewide context. In order to understand the contours of the problem, and to assess the
effectiveness of current and potential responses, this section offers background at the national,
state, and local (county/city) levels. At each level, the study addresses the following:
1. Who cares: How significant are the issues of homelessness and lack of affordable
housing for citizens and policy makers?
2. Who’s homeless: How do we know how many people are experiencing homelessness?
3. The housing challenge: What are the specific barriers faced by communities and
individuals in securing adequate shelter?
Before we begin these three inquiries, it is important to consider the challenge of measuring
progress toward ending homelessness. Differing measures and definitions of homelessness, and
the highly transient nature of this population, make the collection of reliable data challenging.

Counting Nomadic People: Problems with the Point-in-Time Count
Almost all policy-making and funding agencies that track homelessness over time rely on the
Point-in-Time (PIT) Count. Homeless service providers and volunteers throughout the country
conduct a headcount of the homeless population on a single night during the last 10 days in
January. The results are submitted to US Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) when applying for federal funding. HUD requires the outdoor counts at least once every
two years; Pierce County is required to complete the PIT every year.
According to the National Law Center on Homelessness & Poverty (2017, pp.8-9), the methods
used by HUD to conduct the PIT counts, “produce a significant undercount of the homeless
population.” Due to methodology or classification changes between years, variation in expertise
of volunteer enumerators, and exclusion of homeless individuals who are temporarily
incarcerated or hospitalized, “point in time counts fail to account for the transitory nature of
homelessness and thus present a misleading picture of the crisis. Annual data, which better
account for the movement of people in and out of homelessness over time, are significantly
larger.”
There are other methods of measuring homelessness or factors related to homelessness, e.g., US
Census or the National Center for Education statistics. In addition, research reports, such as the
SPARC (2018) study in Pierce County, can provide valuable local information. County wide
Homeless Management Information Systems (HMIS) are locally-administered data systems that
record and analyze homeless information (2020). Each of these resources provides numerical
data that is used in planning at many levels. Unfortunately, these multiple data sets cannot be
used for comparative purposes, since they each use different methodologies to collect different
information.
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Even when PIT data is used only to identify trends over time, it is important to recognize the
limitations described above. Despite these problems, the HUD PIT report is the most widely used
national measure of unsheltered homeless people; so, this study includes data from the HUD
report to be interpreted with caution. For additional discussion of the PIT count, including
problems with undercount of Latino, native communities, and those who are incarcerated or
otherwise institutionalized, see Part 4: A Closer Look, p. 45.

Shelter USA
Who Cares: USA
National elections bring a wealth of plans and promises, and the presidential campaigns for 2020
have offered widely divergent views concerning responses to persistent poverty, inadequate
housing, and increasing numbers of US residents experiencing homelessness. While no
Democratic primary debates focused on poverty and homelessness as a significant national
concern, all candidates put forward some kind of plan to deal with the lack of adequate and
affordable housing, though most have been short on detail (Finnegan, 2019). The more
ambitious plans call for billions of dollars in federal investment over the next 10 years and are
mirrored by proposed Congressional housing legislation (Sisson, 2020). Most new federal
investments in housing are promoted by lawmakers in both the House and Senate with large
urban constituencies, where successes in helping people exit homelessness are blunted by
increasing numbers of newly unsheltered persons.
The current national administration has significant plans to address homelessness and affordable
housing as well. Priorities include reducing regulation, less emphasis on subsidizing federally
owned public housing, changing the rental assistance program for low-income residents through
engaging the private sector, and through activities of the U.S. Interagency Council on
Homelessness. A new director, appointed Dec. 2019, plans to focus on “initiatives that address
most of the underlying root causes of homelessness, such as mental health, behavioral health,
and co-presenting substance use disorders” (USICH, 2019, para. 6). This stated leadership focus
on changing individual behavior rather than prioritizing structural issues brought criticism from
major national housing and homelessness advocacy organizations, who claim that this approach
is ineffective and without empirical support. (Yentel, 2019).
Perspectives on solutions to homelessness, and the role of the federal government, vary widely.
Who cares about homelessness, and how they care, reveal much about who is homeless or at risk
of losing their home, and the actual choices available for securing adequate and stable shelter for
all. According to the 2019 national poll of the Opportunity Starts at Home Campaign (OSHC):
The vast majority of the public (85%) believes that ensuring everyone has a safe, decent,
affordable place to live should be a “top national priority.” This view is strong across
the political spectrum … Eight in ten also say that both the president and Congress
should “take major action” to make housing more affordable for low-income households.
(OSHC, 2019, para.1).
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Additional findings from the Opportunity Starts at Home Campaign (2019) are presented below:

Who’s homeless: USA
According to data from the 2019 US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
Point in Time (PIT) count:
 Nationwide, on a single night (January, 2019) roughly 568,000 people were experiencing
homelessness in the United States.


Nearly two-thirds (63%) were staying in sheltered locations—emergency shelters or
transitional housing programs



More than one-third (37%) were in unsheltered locations such as on the street, in
abandoned buildings, or in other places not suitable for human habitation. This is an
increase of 9% since 2018.



People of color who were homeless accounted for nearly the entire increase in
homelessness; the number of homeless white people remained flat.



Men, black Americans, domestic-violence survivors, veterans, and people with substance
use or mental health disorders all experience homelessness at higher rates.

PIT reports for US, Washington State, and Pierce County are included as Appendix B.
Supplementing this HUD data, the National Low-Income Housing Coalition (2018) found that
half of those experiencing homelessness in the United States live in just five states: California,
New York, Florida, Texas, and Washington. Further, according to HUD (2018 Annual Homeless
Assessment report to Congress, Part I), these same states are home to 8 of the 10 most expensive
7

metro areas in the country. Pressures from high housing costs are compounded by changes in
services to unsheltered people. According to the Joint Center for Housing Studies at Harvard
(2020):
From 2008 to 2018, the federal homeless support system continued to shift from
emergency shelter and transitional housing to permanent supportive housing. But even as
the homeless population increased, the total number of beds fell for the first time in at
least 10 years, declining by about 2,200 in January 2018 to 896,900. (p. 36)
Children experiencing homelessness: An alternative measure

HUD’s definition of homelessness excludes those who are living in motels or doubling up with
others; however, public (Pre K – 12) educational institutions measure homelessness according to
the McKinney-Vento Act, which expands the HUD definition to include:
children and youths who are sharing the housing of other persons due to loss of housing,
economic hardship, or a similar reason; are living in motels, hotels, trailer parks, or
camping grounds due to the lack of alternative adequate accommodations; are living in
emergency or transitional shelters; are abandoned in hospitals; or are awaiting foster
care placement; McKinney-Vento Act section 725(2)
By this measure, the number of
homeless students enrolled in public
school districts during school year
2017-18 was 1,508,265. Because
this number includes only children
who were enrolled in 2017-18, it is
an undercount. The data do not
capture homeless students who
dropped out of school, are not
enrolled in preschool or K-12
programs, and those who only
experience homelessness during the
summer. Roughly 10% of youth and
young adults experiencing
homelessness are unaccompanied
by a parent or guardian.
Nationwide, LGBTQ homeless
youth face additional obstacles to
attaining shelter as conveyed by the
TSER (Pan, 2016) infographic.
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The housing challenge: USA
The US faces a major shortage of housing units that are affordable and available to low-income
renters. The actual housing and affordability gap varies widely by region, with the most extreme
shortages and unaffordable trends on the West Coast. However, for the nation as a whole,
according to the Joint Center for Housing Studies at Harvard, (2019), the shortfall is more than
7.2 million rental homes for extremely low-income individuals/families. The Joint Center’s most
recent report, America’s Rental Housing 2020, also documents the unprecedented increase in
demand for rental housing by households with annual incomes of $75,000 and over, and the
dramatic decline in affordable and available housing for those with lower incomes. See Figure 1
from that report below (Joint Center for Housing Studies, 2020):

Both the demands for, and the travails of, U.S. rental housing can be understood in the context of
three key factors:
1. Foreclosures during the 2008-2009 financial crisis stalled home construction. Those who
lost their homes began competing for already scarce low cost rentals.
2. Zoning regulations that favor single family homes do not allow for increased density and
expanded capacity.
3. The financialization of property and land speculation dramatically increased the costs of
new construction as well as growing expectations for return on investment (see
discussion of financialization on p. 57).
Wage and housing gaps

Increasing numbers of U.S. residents are cost burdened with regard to housing. A generally
accepted definition of affordable housing assumes that a family spends no more than 30% of its
household income on housing. However, many U.S. families spend more than that and are thus
“cost burdened.” Importantly, as the Harvard rental study finds (Joint Center for Housing
9

Studies, 2020), even renters earning $75,000 or more find themselves cost-burdened in the
current high-end rental market. But, unlike low earners, these renters have greater access to the
more affordable units that are available, thus further limiting options for low-income renters,
who may need to spend 50% to 80% of their income on housing alone.
For additional discussion of declines in low-cost units, including results of the Joint Center for
Housing Studies (2020), and the Out of Reach report published by The National Low-Income
Housing Coalition (2019) see Part 4: A Closer Look, p. 49)

Shelter Washington
Who Cares: Washington
In a 2020 Crosscut/Elway Poll of Washington State voters, 31% of respondents identified
homelessness as the leading priority in response to an open-ended question about what topics
state lawmakers should focus on this year (Santos, 2020). No other issue came close. Clearly,
voters in Washington care that something be done. Washington lawmakers seem to share this
priority concern. Washington Governor Jay Inslee identified homelessness as a top priority in his
proposed 2020 supplemental budget. In response to what he described as a “statewide
homelessness crisis,” Inslee proposed the use of $300 million from the state’s rainy day fund to
cover 2,100 additional emergency shelter beds and other services for unsheltered people (Scott,
2020).
The 2019 Washington legislature passed significant bills related to housing and homelessness,
and will likely pass additional legislation this 2020 session (see Washington State policies, p. 17)
Some lawmakers have focused on increasing the number of affordable housing units, providing
rental assistance to low and extremely low-income residents, and expanding renters’ rights.
Others have emphasized concerns about health/sanitation, the perceived safety/crime risks of
homeless encampments, and mandates for mental health treatment for chronically mentally ill
persons experiencing homelessness. They agree that a shared commitment to develop workable
solutions—will be necessary to make real progress. As Senate Majority leader Marko Liias
states, “this is not a problem that state government can solve alone…When you drive

around our communities, you know that there are people still suffering, people still
struggling. So we’ve got to take the solutions we’ve used and grow the scope of them to

solve the problem for everybody and bring everybody in from the cold” (Drew, 2020, para.15).

Who’s Homeless: Washington
According to the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (2019) PIT Data:
● In Washington State, on a single night (January, 2019) 22,304 people were experiencing
homelessness
● Of these people, 9,557 were unsheltered, living outside - in cars, in camps, or in
abandoned buildings. See Appendix B for full Washington State PIT spreadsheet.
The Washington State Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (2018) reports there
were more than 40,000 homeless students (including those who couch-surf) in Washington in the
2017-18 school year.
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The housing challenge: Washington
Several factors contribute to Washington’s housing challenge. Significantly, Washington State
has been identified as having the 10th highest gap between rich and poor in the nation (Collins,
2019). In addition, this state has the most regressive tax system in the country. The poorest of
Washingtonians pay 18% of their income in taxes, while those with wealth pay an average of
only 3%. (Wiehe, et al, 2018)
.
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Wage and housing gaps

The national shelter affordability challenge is mirrored in Washington state, where residents are
increasingly cost-burdened when wages do not keep pace with rapidly rising housing costs.
While homeownership is out of reach for most low and extremely low-income residents, many
are also unable to find modest rental housing, and must work extremely long hours, live in very
crowded spaces to share rent, or risk being homeless. As the following chart reveals, a large gap
exists between fair market rents and mean rental wages in Washington.

For additional discussion of the gap between wages and rent for low-income residents in
Washington, including challenges with access to federal rental assistance programs see Part 4: A
Closer Look, p. 48.

Shelter Pierce County
Who Cares: Pierce
Tacoma/Pierce County shares many housing and homelessness challenges with its larger
neighbor to the north—Seattle/King County. National information collected about the area often
aggregates the data about affordability, vacancy rates, cost burdens, and wages, under
Seattle/Tacoma/Bellevue. Pierce County has unique characteristics and challenges regarding
12

housing and land use, especially for vulnerable populations. Specific issues will be further
examined in The Housing Challenge: Pierce section that follows.
Pierce County policy-makers operate in the context of hosting a large military base,
intergovernmental agreements involving the historic lands and rights of the Puyallup Tribe of
Indians, lack of adequate funding to assist persons dealing with behavioral health issues, and the
need to manage the County’s economic and population growth within the regional stressors on
rental vacancy and homeownership. These concerns, and the charged atmosphere around the
visible presence of distressed and unsheltered residents in public spaces, have contributed to
making responding to homelessness, and promoting affordable housing, a priority for many who
live and work in Pierce County.
Lack of affordable housing is not a new problem in Pierce County. The League of Women
Voters Affordable Housing Study of 2008-2009 provides important evidence of the historical
and ongoing dimensions of the problem, and served as a catalyst for this current study. A decade
later, these problems are even more prominent; but, so is the level of attention being brought to
the issue of homelessness itself. Activists, including those personally affected by the lack of
housing, service providers, members of faith communities, business owners, and governmental
and non-profit agencies are collaborating in new ways. The Tacoma/Pierce County Coalition to
End Homelessness was established in 1984, through the efforts of Maureen Howard of the
Martin Luther King Center and Carola Regan of Pierce County Community Action. It now
operates as a collaborative network that meets weekly with 40-60 attendees, and shares resources
for service and action on-line at http://www.pchomeless.org. The Puyallup Homeless Coalition is
also a long-standing network of concerned agencies, faith communities and citizens working to
end involuntary homelessness in the greater Puyallup area. Increasing homelessness and lack of
services in other Pierce County communities led to the 2010 establishment of the Gig
Harbor/Key Peninsula Coalition to End Homelessness.
Pierce County residents experience challenges related to the presence of unsheltered individuals
in public spaces and pressures on low-income neighborhoods to absorb people who have no
indoor shelter options. In addition, as affordable units are renovated for a higher rental markets,
evictions have risen. All of this helps account for homelessness being, as elsewhere in the state,
the number one priority concern identified in the latest Elway state poll (Santos, 2019).
Pierce County municipalities evidence the priority they place on responding to homelessness in
different ways. A number address homelessness in their comprehensive plans, some employ
emergency declarations designed to make more flexible and timely responses possible, and
others approve prohibited-behavior codes or zoning restrictions that seek, at least in part, to
reduce the visible presence of homelessness. Cities and towns must navigate very difficult
terrain in making decisions about the use of public space and the use of public resources. For a
snapshot of how comprehensive plans address homelessness among major municipalities with
Pierce County, see Appendix C.
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Who’s Homeless
The continuing and in some cases growing presence of street camping, as well as lack of shelter
availability for those in need, suggests that whatever the exact numbers, finding and maintaining
a home, apartment, or room remains an ongoing challenge for low income residents of Pierce
County.
The HUD Point-in-Time (PIT) Data is aggregated for Tacoma, Lakewood/Pierce County
Continuum of Care (CoC). A CoC is a planning body that coordinates housing and services
funding for homeless families and individuals within a specific region or local area.
The HUD PIT count provides the following for 2019:
● In Pierce County, on a single night (January 22, 2019) 1,486 people were identified as
experiencing homelessness
● Of these people, 629 were unsheltered, living outside - in cars, in camps, or in abandoned
buildings. See Appendix B for the full Pierce County PIT spreadsheet.

The Housing Challenge: Pierce
Rising housing costs and low vacancy rates in Pierce County bring significant housing
challenges, some of which may be related to population growth in the county. According to the
Washington State Office of Financial Management (August, 2019):
A total of 69% of the growth occurred in the state’s five largest counties: King, Pierce,
Snohomish, Clark and Spokane, respectively, down 1% from last year. King County
accounted for the largest share of state growth this year, at 30%, followed by Pierce and
Snohomish at 14% and 11%, respectively. The state’s 20 nonmetropolitan counties
accounted for 8% of population growth, about the same as last year (p.3).
This population growth is uneven throughout the county. Given insufficient transportation
options, the development of housing to meet the shortage is constrained. Considering that the
largest population growth occurred in King County, an explanation for the lack of affordable
housing options includes the claim that cost-burdened and “fed up” renters/potential
homeowners working in Seattle have looked south for a better deal—even if it means a long and
frustrating commute (Crowe, 2019). Whether regional pressures are to blame or not, it is clear
that renters in the Seattle/Tacoma/Bellevue geographical area face cost burdens that significantly
affect their choices in meeting other basic needs.
Wage and housing gaps: Pierce

The National Low-Income Housing Coalition Out of Reach 2019 report (p. WA258), found the
monthly rent that is affordable for a person earning 30% of Area Median Income (AMI) in
Tacoma Metro area (including all of Pierce County) is $602. Without a federal rental subsidy,
this individual/family would be extremely cost-burdened. The report also provides data by zip
code showing the housing wage needed to afford 1 and 2-bedroom rental units. The information
for zip codes in Pierce County is available as an interactive resource at
https://reports.nlihc.org/oor/zip?code. The following are two county examples:
14

98372 North Puyallup

98405 Hilltop Tacoma

Two-Bedroom Housing Wage $26.73
One-Bedroom Housing Wage $20.38
Poverty Rate 10.6%
Median Household Income $69,865
Labor Force Participation 64.2%
Unemployment 5.2%

Two-Bedroom Housing Wage $24.81
One-Bedroom Housing Wage $19.04
Poverty Rate 19.4%
Median Household Income $48,411
Labor Force Participation 64.9%
Unemployment 9%

County reports for comparison are available from the 2019 Out of Reach report at
https://reports.nlihc.org/oor/washington
The following chart illustrates the wage/housing gap. To afford a 2-bedroom apartment at Fair
Market Rent in 2020 in Pierce County (HUD User, 2020), would require 1.6 full time jobs at the
Tacoma mean renter wage of $15.54 per hour.

Key:
HMFA = HUD Metro Fair Market (rent) area
BR= Bedroom
FMR = Fair Market Rent
AMI = Area Median Income 2019
Affordable = rents representing the general standard of spending no more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs.

HUD’s Office of Policy Development and Research provides annual data regarding fair market
rents by county and by zip code. 2020 data for all zip codes within Pierce County is included as
Appendix D. Summary data for the Tacoma Metro Area are included below, followed by two
examples of fair market rents included in the Pierce County data:
Tacoma, WA HUD
Metro FMR Area

Efficiency
1-BR
$961
$1,075
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2-BR
$1,408

3-BR
$2,031

4-BR
$2,472

Zip Code

Studio

1-BR

2-BR

3-BR

4-BR

98372
North Puyallup

$1,070

$1,200

$1,570

$2,260

$2,760

98405
Hilltop Tacoma

$920

$1,030

$1,350

$1,950

$2,370

According to the Harvard 2020 Rental Study, households earning up to $30,000 a year are
severely cost burdened (paying over 50% of income in housing cost). For a graph depicting
cost-burdened and severely cost-burdened households in Seattle, Tacoma, and Bellevue, (see
Appendix E).
Housing options for persons experiencing homelessness are few to none. The extreme rent
burdens and lack of available housing that often lead to homelessness are also obstacles to being
re-housed. Reestablishing housing is especially difficult when the inability to pay rent on time
leads to eviction and that eviction history becomes a barrier to future rental ability.
Social service providers in the county, who have developed a wide network of housing and other
life resources, note that successes in assisting persons exiting homelessness are often offset by
the housing needs of those becoming homeless for the first time or returning to being unsheltered
after having secured at least temporary housing. As one social services worker commented, “I
can case-manage the heck out of the situation for my clients, but case management doesn’t create
housing.”
Racial Disproportionality, Homelessness & Network Poverty in Pierce County

In Pierce County, as in the rest of the United States, persons of color are disproportionately
represented among those experiencing homelessness. For them, the housing gap is not only
about wages, but deeply reflects the continuing effects of historically racist housing policies. In
Part 4, we take a closer look at this history, and share specific contemporary Pierce County data
from the 2018 study by SPARC (Supporting Partnerships for Anti-Racist Communities) on the
disproportionate effects of race on homelessness. This study focused on six urban centers (five
cities and Pierce County), and documented the disproportionate effects of race on experiences of
homelessness. For more on the SPARC study see Part 4: A Closer Look, p. 54.

Key Factors Related to Shelter & Homelessness
Part 1 offered national, state, and local data on what has been called the “homelessness crisis”
the “shelter crisis” or “the housing affordability crisis.” Effective crisis interventions require a
clear diagnosis of the situation and immediate action. With grave, longstanding problems - such
as insufficient shelter - a commitment to sustained action is also vital. In an effort to understand
the current lack of affordable housing, the persistence of homelessness, and the lack of consensus
on treating shelter as a basic human right, this study offers a closer look (in Part 4) at the
following key factors that shape current housing and homelessness policies:
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 Growing income inequality in the United States
 Disproportionate effects of homelessness on communities of color
 Emergent understanding of social determinants of health
 Criminalization of poverty and homelessness
 Financialization of property and housing
 Gentrification
 Jobs-housing balance
Reviewing the literature related to these topics is necessarily an iterative process. The sheer
volume of new information available each week means that the information gathered here about
factors related to shelter & homelessness is incomplete. Still, given what we do know, and
having reviewed the shelter and homelessness challenge at national, state, and county levels, we
move on to the questions of, “What is being done? & How is that working out?”

Part 2: Interventions and Outcomes
Current Efforts of Governmental, Faith-Based, and Other Community Agencies
Addressing homelessness is not just a cost, but also a cost savings. We know what
success looks like. We can run shelters, Permanent Supportive Housing programs, Rapid
Rehousing programs. It is expensive, but It saves money in other systems like hospitals,
courts, and family welfare. The problem is that when the City spends money on
homelessness, it shows up as savings for other agencies. We need a unified spreadsheet.
Michael Mirra, Executive Director, Tacoma Housing Authority (2018).

US Policies Addressing Homelessness, Housing and Shelter
The stated goal of almost all agencies addressing homelessness is that homelessness be
rare, brief, and non-recurring. The United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) is no exception.
HUD Homeless Programs

HUD’s 2019 budget was $53.8 billion, and 2.6 billion of that was provided via annual Homeless
Assistance Grants to agencies that administer housing and services at the local level (Bell, 2019).
HUD’s key programs that specifically address homelessness are:
1. Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) program that funds street outreach, homelessness
prevention and diversion, emergency shelter, and rapid re-housing.
2. Continuum of Care (CoC) program that funds permanent supportive housing, rapid rehousing, transitional housing, coordinated entry, and pilots such as the Youth
Homelessness Demonstration Program.
HUD Low-Income Housing Programs

At the federal level, programs designed to assist middle, low, and extremely low-income
residents in meeting their housing needs have changed significantly over time.
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The federal government has been involved in providing housing assistance to lowerincome households since the 1930s. In the beginning, the federal government played a
role in supporting the mortgage market (through establishment of the Federal Housing
Administration [FHA] and the government-sponsored enterprises) and in promoting
construction of low-rent public housing for lower-income families through local public
housing authorities (PHAs). Over time, the federal government has shifted away from
providing construction-based subsidies toward providing rental subsidies, and private
developers and property owners have been playing a larger role (McCarty, et al, p.1).
The increased role of private developers within government-funded housing programs can be
viewed in part as a response to the lack of Congressional appropriations for the long- term
maintenance costs of publicly-owned housing. HUD currently “has an astonishing $35 billion
repair backlog. Roofs are leaking, boilers are breaking, and facades are collapsing across the
country in buildings that provide shelter for more than 1.2 million low-income households”
(Bittle, 2019, para.1). One response to inadequate federal maintenance dollars has been a
growing reliance on the Rental Assistance Demonstration program (RAD). The program was
initiated during the Obama administration and continues as a major HUD approach to lowincome housing under the current administration.
With RAD, beleaguered Public Housing Authorities (PHAs) are able to obtain needed funds
outside congressional appropriations and continue to provide housing for low-income renters
through the use of vouchers (called Section 8). The private managers agree to accept the
vouchers, and can be eligible for tax credits (among other benefits) by providing housing to lowincome renters at under-market rates. While the program has generated a great deal of money,
advocates for publicly-owned housing view this transfer to private control with concern. As C.
Janzer (2019) notes, “nearly a thousand (956) public housing projects have been converted to
privately held projects through October 2018. That represents 103,268 units taken out of public
control and into privately managed buildings” (Janzer, 2019, para. 3). Beyond this transfer of
public housing to private control, the federal shift to providing limited rental assistance for the
private market rather than access to publicly owned housing for low income renters, has had
other consequences. As rents escalate, more of the limited federal money must be spent on
assisting fewer renters of all eligible groups. This further reduces government support for the
shelter needs of the most vulnerable members of the community (Center on Budget & Policy
Priorities, 2019).
National Housing Trust Fund

The National Housing Trust Fund (HTF) allocates funds for construction, rehabilitation,
preservation, and operation or rental housing for extremely low-income people. The first HTF
money ($174 million) was provided to states in 2016. In 2017 funds were increased to
$219 million, and in 2018, $267 million was available. A minimum of 75% of HTF dollars must
be used to serve extremely low-income households earning no more than 30% of the Area
Median Income (AMI) or the federal poverty limit. The remaining HTF dollars must benefit very
low income households earning 50% of AMI or less. All HTF-assisted units are required to
remain affordable for at least 30 years (National Low-Income Housing Coalition, 2018)
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As of January 2020, more than 800 housing trust funds have been established by city, county and
state governments throughout the nation. These are funded through dedicated revenues like real
estate transfer taxes or document recording fees to ensure a steady stream of funding rather than
relying on annual budget allocations. (Housing Trust Fund Project, 2020).

Washington State Policies Addressing Homelessness, Housing and Shelter
Much of the response to housing needs and homelessness is affected by state and local policy.
Statewide policies adopted by the Legislature create local authority to generate revenue and
responsibilities to address various circumstances. Local policies may supplement statewide
policy or may be specific to the jurisdiction, provided they are consistent with state statutes. As
this study is being conducted, policies affecting housing and shelter to address the homelessness
crisis are in flux.

Growth Management Act
Each Growth Management jurisdiction in Washington State, including Pierce County, is
mandated by the Growth Management Act to submit a Comprehensive Plan that establishes the
overall vision for community development. These plans provide a strategy for future land use
and zoning, and set local priorities for allocation of resources and long term investments. The
housing segment of these plans has a significant impact on housing development and housing
affordability. Additionally:


State law requires counties and cities to submit five-year plans to address homelessness
to the Department of Commerce. The plan for Pierce County was completed in January
2020.



Local jurisdictions are currently authorized to enact a 1/10 of one percent sales tax to
fund supportive housing.

In the 2019 legislative session, a number of statewide policy changes were adopted, intended to
reduce the number of people becoming homeless and to increase the amount of housing
available. The goal for the League of Women Voters in the 2019 Legislative session was to
achieve policies and funding necessary to address the homelessness crisis and assure an adequate
supply of affordable housing for middle-to-low income people.

Washington State legislation adopted in 2019
Funding Initiatives

Funding for housing was expanded:
1. Local governments were authorized to retain a portion of the state sales tax for affordable
and supportive housing
2. An exemption from the Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) for self-help housing was enacted
3. Growth Management counties and cities (which includes all of Pierce County) were
authorized to use certain REET revenue for planning, acquisition, construction,
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reconstruction, repair, replacement, rehabilitation, or improvement of facilities for
persons experiencing homelessness and affordable housing projects until January 1, 2026.
4. $175 million was appropriated to the Housing Trust Fund to expand the resources
available to private non-profit affordable housing developers
Non-traditional Housing

Authority for non-traditional housing was expanded:
1. Cities and counties were encouraged to increase density (thereby hopefully increasing
housing stock and reducing cost of construction) and were given a variety of choices for
doing so; grants were made available to those jurisdictions to do the necessary
comprehensive planning to implement these new policies
2. Tiny house communities were encouraged through use of the binding site plan method
3. Density bonus for certain affordable housing development on property owned or
controlled by a religious organization was required
Tenants’ Rights

Local organizations, such as the Tenants Union of Washington State and the Washington Low
Income Housing Alliance, advocate for legislation and other regulation related to tenants’ rights.
In 2019 the following policies to protect tenants, provide financial support for people at risk of
losing housing, and reduce evictions were passed:
1. The Manufactured/Mobile Home Landlord-Tenant Act was modified to increase the
notice to pay or vacate from five days to 14 days, and allow courts to limit dissemination
of an unlawful detainer action.
2. Landlords were required (in most cases) to provide at least 60 days prior written notice of
an increase in rent. Judicial discretion was authorized in eviction cases.
3. Foreclosure laws were amended to increase protection to homeowners in cases of nonpayment of property tax.
4. Property tax exemptions for senior citizens and service-connected disabled veterans were
modified to make the exemptions more appropriate to each jurisdiction and increase the
number of cases where exemptions would apply.
5. Funding was increased in the State Operating budget for the Housing & Essential Needs
program, which can provide funding for financial emergencies.
6. Funding for the McKinney-Vento school program to support homeless youth was
increased.
7. Pilot programs at colleges were authorized to identify how to better support students who
are, or might become, homeless.
8. Increased funding for HOPE centers, supporting former foster youth, was provided.

Key Washington State legislation under consideration in 2020
As of the date of this report, state legislation considered in the 2020 legislative session remains
inconclusive, but some additional policies appear to be progressing through the session. If
enacted, these could serve to further address homelessness and the need for affordable housing.
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1. Proposed legislation to mandate density in single-family zones. In certain cases, this
would be mandated authorization for accessory dwelling units (ADUs, sometimes called
“mother-in-law apartments”); in others it would be mandated authorization of duplexes,
triplexes, cottage development, etc.
2. Property tax exemptions are proposed for certain developments of rental housing, nonprofit organizations providing housing; preservation of affordable housing through sale to
a non-profit housing provider; rehabilitation of multiple unit dwellings; development of
ADUs; and more.
3. Reduction in the Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) for multiple dwelling unit housing is
also under consideration.
4. A change in the authorization needed to enact the 1/10 of one percent sales tax for
supportive housing would allow for approval by Councilmanic vote only, without a
requirement for voter approval.
Of particular interest for this study is a legislative proposal that would mandate a plan from each
jurisdiction, by the end of 2020, that would include strategies to reduce the unsheltered homeless
population by 50% within two years. This would intensify the work required to produce the
five-year plan for homelessness referenced above. There has been little action to date on the
Governor’s proposal to draw down the state Budget Stabilization Account (often called the
“rainy-day fund”) to meet this mandate. If this proposal passes, funding of the mandate will need
to be addressed.

Local Policies Addressing Homelessness, Housing and Shelter
In the Martin v. City of Boise decision, the 9th Circuit Court ruled that homeless persons cannot
be punished for sleeping outside on public property in the absence of adequate alternatives (see
previous section on criminalization of homelessness). There is no jurisdiction within Pierce
County that provides sufficient shelter to avoid people experiencing homelessness sleeping in
their vehicles, on the street, or in parks. Interventions by local jurisdictions vary significantly as
do the outcomes of these interventions.
2020-21 Pierce County Response to Homelessness

Pierce County allocated $210,000 for 2020-2021 as part of its public safety and human services
budget to address the needs of un-housed county residents. This includes support for: Child Care
Resources’ homeless childcare program; The Coffee Oasis and The Beacon Center (agencies
serving homeless youth); Tacoma Recovery Café (for those with behavioral health challenges);
New Hope Resource Center (the only drop-in center in Puyallup for homeless services); the
Orting Veterans Village; and support for emergency housing for inclement weather. Within this
budget, the County has also allocated $50,000 for a housing feasibility study to consider building
a county homeless care center or repurposing space for shelter at the Pierce County Jail, and
created a funded task force to guide the county in its response to homelessness and assist the
county in considering future creative housing and services options (Peterson, Sept. 19, 2019).
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Pierce County’s response to homelessness includes a range of housing interventions, emergency
services and prevention programs.

Specific Pierce County Housing Interventions
From Pierce County website: Housing Interventions
Transitional Housing: provides individuals and families experiencing homelessness with the interim stability
and support to successfully move into and maintain a permanent housing solution. These programs are limited
to households that, due to a disability or other factors (such as engagement with the family welfare system),
need temporary housing that permits stays longer than emergency shelter.
Permanent Housing: ends the crisis of homelessness. By helping people return to the stability of permanent
housing and self-sufficiency, we can make homelessness a non-recurring occurrence. We are working with
homeless housing agencies and local landlords to quickly move people experiencing homelessness back into a
home of their own.
Rapid Re-Housing: moves people quickly from homelessness to housing by providing short-term rental
assistance accompanied by support services such as housing search assistance, move in costs, employment
training, and connection to mainstream services such as behavioral health programs. In rapid re-housing,
services and rent support are offered to help stabilize people in their housing and prevent them from becoming
homeless again.
Permanent Supportive Housing: can provide a stable living situation to people with significant barriers to
housing, such as a long history of homelessness or a disability. Housing is paired with access to long-term
supportive services—including mental and physical health services, substance use recovery, and vocational
training—helping people to stay housed.
Outreach services: are critical for identifying and addressing the immediate need of persons and families
experiencing homelessness, especially those who are unable or unwilling to accept emergency shelter services.
Outreach services include connecting people to behavioral health services, such as recovery programs or mental
health services, as well as helping people to meet their most basic needs of food, clothing and medical care.
Coordinated Entry: makes it easier for people experiencing homelessness to access housing and supportive
services, when available, as well as other mainstream services available in the community. When a person
experiencing homelessness reaches out for help, coordinated entry uses a uniform assessment to identify the
person’s strengths, resources, and barriers to housing. Through coordinated entry, a single database keeps track
of the available beds and services throughout the community to identify the best program available for each
person.
Short-Term Problem Solving: It can be an uphill battle to exit any length of homelessness. Short-term problem
solving techniques make homelessness rare by meeting a housing crisis head on with the creativity and
resources of the person experiencing the crisis. By helping them to leverage their natural resources—their
family, friends, and faith communities—people can find housing solutions at a critical moment. And by
supporting them with limited financial assistance, such as a one-time bill payment, or help purchasing food, or
help finding a job or addressing health and safety needs, problem-solving assistance can provide support to help
them stay housed.
The Landlord Liaison Project (LLP): is a partnership between landlords, property managers, service agencies
and people experiencing homelessness. The LLP project recruits property owners to rent to households
experiencing homelessness using a rapid re-housing approach. Families and individuals receive support services
to assist with building a stable, productive life.
Project Homeless Connect (PHC): is a one-day event that provides access to a variety of services in easily
accessible locations for people experiencing homelessness. PHC provides direct services on-site or connects
households with direct services in the community that either remove barriers to housing or assists with obtaining
permanent housing.
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Local Comprehensive Plans Related to Shelter
The Growth Management Act mandates the inclusion of housing sections in local comprehensive
plans for Pierce County and the cities within Pierce County. A summary of these plans is
included as Appendix C.
Pierce County, Tacoma and Lakewood

The next section highlights municipal responses to homelessness and shelter with a focus on the
largest population centers in Pierce County; Tacoma, Lakewood, and Puyallup. Though it does
not include Puyallup, the five-year plan to address homelessness for Pierce County, Tacoma and
Lakewood anticipates these achievements within five years (The Road Home, 2019):
 An increase in exits from homelessness to permanent housing of 7% (from 53% to 60%)
 An increase of 280 permanent supportive housing units (approximately double the
current level)
 An increase of 450 affordable housing units
 Reduction in length of stay in temporary housing (emergency shelter, transitional housing
and safe havens) to less than 90 days (from the current 106-day average)
 Access to emergency shelter on demand with no wait for all people experiencing
homelessness through an increase of 100 shelter beds
 Reduce the number of people entering the homelessness crisis response system by 5%
 Increase the number of people engaged through street outreach to begin connecting with
permanent housing opportunities by 60% (from 13% to 76%)
 Reduce wait time for discussion of housing solutions from 20 days to less than one day
 Ensure equitable distribution of & access to homeless services throughout Pierce County
 Make a variety of administrative changes to assure these achievements
 Convene a funding leadership group by 2022 to assure countywide strategic alignment
 Increase the number of people who maintain permanent housing for more than two years:
 All households by 20% (from 70% currently to 90%)
 Chronically homeless individuals by 42% (from 48% to 90%)
 Chronically homeless veterans by 5% (from 85% to 90%)
 Families by 19% (from 71% to 90%)
Some goals are challenging, but measuring progress seems straightforward, e.g., “increase of 280
permanent supportive housing units.” Other goals, e.g., “Increase the number of people engaged
through street outreach to begin connecting with permanent housing opportunities by 60% (from
13% to 76%)” are extremely ambitious. This goal is also difficult to evaluate, given the problem
of obtaining an accurate count of this population (see section on counting nomadic people). In
Part 3, we examine innovative policies and other tools that might enhance progress toward many
of these goals.
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Key Pierce County policies under consideration in 2020
One-tenth of 1 percent sales tax

An ordinance calling for a one-tenth of one percent sales tax increase to fund mental health and
chemical dependency programs was put before the Pierce County Council on December of 2016.
The seven-member council approved the ordinance by a vote of 4 to 3. However, in 2012, Pierce
County became the only county in the state to adopt a “supermajority” requirement for any
increase in taxes, thus requiring a vote of 5 to 2 for this new tax. The ordinance would have
generated more than $10 million in 2017. While 26 Washington counties adopted the tax, Pierce
County is the only large urban county in the state that has not. Without that supermajority
approval, the county has attempted to meet the increasing need for mental health services
through general funding of a Mobile Crisis Intervention Resource. This includes $200,000 in the
2020-2021 budget for expansion to Gig Harbor and the Key Peninsula. The one-tenth of one
percent ordinance is expected to come to a vote once again in 2020. (See the League of Women
Voters’ Mental Health study of 2016 for detail on the League’s position).
Retaining State Sales Tax

Pierce County and the City of Tacoma have taken action to retain the state sales tax available for
affordable and supportive housing investments and are expected to receive approximately $1.6
million and $850,000, respectively, for this purpose (Brown, 2019). No other cities within
Pierce County have taken this action.

City Level Policies Regarding Homelessness
The following offers a brief summary of the recent (2018-2020) experiences of the three most
populous county municipalities (Tacoma, Lakewood, Puyallup) in addressing the presence of
increasing numbers of unsheltered residents in their jurisdictions. All of these cities have
developed some long-range plans to respond to the shortage of affordable and low-income
housing (see previous section). This summary is offered only to indicate the kinds of current
struggles and costs involved for all who call these cities “home.”
The Tacoma Approach

Tacoma is the third largest city in Washington State with a population of over 216,000 and, for
Pierce County, the most visible evidence of homelessness. The city has developed a multifaceted response to the presence of chronic and newly-unhoused residents in Tacoma, allocating
significant resources for its declared “state of emergency.”
In 2015, Hawaii, Los Angeles, Seattle and Portland, Oregon, all declared states of emergency
regarding homelessness. The proclamations allowed government officials to utilize emergency
funding and/or bypass ordinances in order to act quickly (Beitsch, 2015).
On May 9, 2017, Tacoma’s Mayor Strickland also declared a state of emergency, but not about
homelessness itself. Instead, she framed Tacoma’s emergency declaration as one of “public
health.” Strickland asserted that the goal of the declaration was not, “to end homelessness or to
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solve homelessness.” Reducing homelessness and engaging the community in finding
“sustainable solutions,” is an ongoing goal. But the emergency declaration was intentionally
focused on public health; according to Strickland, “Once encampments filled with filth and drugs
and human waste don’t exist anymore, we can say the emergency itself has been dealt with”
(Sanders, 2017). The emergency declaration allowed Tacoma to allocate $9 million for
homelessness services, a 48 percent increase over the 2015-2016 allocation (City of Tacoma,
2017).
These additional funds were targeted for an Emergency Temporary Aid and Shelter Program.
The three-phase approach called for:
1. Mitigation to reduce the impacts of homelessness on citizens, businesses and the
homeless population.
2. Temporary Transitional Centers to provide connections to social and health services to
better assist in facilitating the transition to permanent housing during the public health
emergency.
3. Short-Term Transitional Housing Options to implement new approaches to short-term
transitional housing that would establish housing options throughout Pierce County to
ensure that people experiencing homelessness can find resources in the community they
live in.
The City of Tacoma’s Neighborhood and Community Services (NCS) department oversees
Homeless Services. This same department is responsible for Code Compliance, Neighborhood
Enhancement Team, all Human Services Contracts and oversight of substantial funds collected
via the Mental Health and Substance Use Disorder tax. According to the NCS Homeless Services
page (n.d.):
The Tacoma City Council passed Ordinance 28430, on Tuesday, May 9, 2017, declaring
a state of public health emergency, and has subsequently extended the ordinance several
times with the current metric for completion changing from a fixed date until 95% of
individuals unsheltered individuals identified during the annual Pierce County Point-inTime count have access to shelter for three consecutive years.
For the 2019-2020 biennium, the City of Tacoma “allocated an investment of $10.9 million in
homeless service contracts, inclement weather services, emergency declaration funding and
encampment cleanups.” The city lists the following specific support activities:










Emergency Overnight Shelter
Day Shelter
Crisis Residential Center for Youth (ages 12-17)
Young Adult (ages 18-24) Overnight Shelter
Youth and Young Adult Day Services
Mental Health and Substance Use Disorder Treatment Programs
Street Outreach and Engagement
Coordinated Entry Services
Permanent Supportive Housing
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“The City made an additional capital investment of $1.6 million in 2019 to help fund Tacoma
Rescue Mission’s 50-bed shelter expansion that is set to open in spring 2020” (City of Tacoma
Homelessness Services, 2020).
Tacoma Renters’ Rights

In addition to direct responses to homelessness, Tacoma has also acted to reduce homelessness
related to eviction. Mass eviction notices delivered to low-income tenants of the Tiki
Apartments in April 2018, led to grass-roots advocacy and community push-back. After months
of citizen testimony and many study sessions, the city codified new safeguards for renters. On
November 19, 2018, Tacoma passed a tenant protection ordinance requiring a 60-day notice to
terminate tenancy and for rent increases; a 90-day notice to residents asked to vacate rentals due
to substantial renovation, demolition, or change of use; installment payments for move-in costs;
and penalties for landlords who do not comply with the law. Some tenant protection laws have
since been passed at the State level, and additional legislation is under consideration in the 2020
session.
Tacoma incorporated an affordable housing action strategy into its One Tacoma Plan, with the
goal of promoting “affordable housing opportunities for all.” Responding to changes in the
housing market, decreasing affordable rentals, and displacement pressures, the city announced its
goal to dramatically increase its investments in housing affordability (City of Tacoma Planning
Services, 2019).
The city invested significant resources in response to the continuing homelessness emergency,
engaging multiple city departments in efforts to serve those in need of shelter. Despite these
investments, people with extremely low incomes have fewer options than ever for housing they
can afford. Housing advocates ask how differently the city might respond if the lack of shelter
were treated like a natural disaster—thereby engaging a full emergency response.
One approach to increasing housing stock in Tacoma has been to grant 8-year tax credits for
market-rate multi-family housing developments. Twelve-year tax credits are also available if
20% of the units are affordable for tenants earning 80% AMI. Low-income housing advocates
note that very little affordable housing has been created through these programs and no housing
for very low income people. This leads them to question the City’s stated priority of affordability
for all. However, lively citizen engagement at Tacoma City Council Citizen forums and the
presence of city staff at community events and meetings signal a high level of commitment to
reducing homelessness in Tacoma.
The Lakewood Approach

Lakewood is the second largest city in Pierce County, with a population of approximately
60,000. The city is home to service personnel assigned to nearby Joint Base Lewis McChord
(JBLM), 70% of whom live off-base, as well as Western State Hospital. Affordable housing
options and homelessness are affected by the presence of these institutions, as well as the city’s
“barbell” income distribution (with majority of residents either lower income or higher income),
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and limited housing siting options related to its water-dense geography. As noted above,
Lakewood developed its Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development for 20152019 in conjunction with Tacoma, and Lakewood officials and community members participate
in community planning efforts throughout Pierce County, especially with Tacoma, with which it
shares geographic borders.
Homelessness is not as visible in Lakewood as it is in Tacoma, although indications of
homelessness do appear in the number of carts and containers that can be observed in public
places like the Lakewood Center and public buildings like the library. All Lakewood Parks close
at dusk and this ordinance has been enforced, which has limited the number of tents or other
living arrangements in parks.
Lakewood passed a panhandling ban (see criminalization of
poverty section for more on these kinds of prohibited conduct),
but removed it after a successful court challenge to its
constitutionality in 2016. In 2018, Lakewood chose another
approach in response to an increase in panhandling at busy
intersections and freeway entrances. Calling this “an educational
approach,” the city placed signs in these areas to discourage
drivers from responding to panhandling. Instead, residents are
encouraged to contribute to public and non-profit agencies
which provide authorized services. According to a press release
announcing the placement of these signs throughout the area:
There are many organizations and charities in Lakewood and Pierce County focused on
providing food, shelter and services to those who are in need. Giving to these
organizations ensures that your ‘change’ is going to legitimate purposes, . . .There is no
way to know if the panhandler you encounter is going to use the money you give them to
purchase something legitimate like food or medicine, or use it on something like alcohol
or drugs…There is also no way to know if the person you encounter really is homeless,
has a sick child or family they need to care for, or is a veteran like they claim.
Lakewood dedicated $720,000 in its recent biennial budget for human services, which supports
many of the organizations the sign campaign encourages motorists to consider. Given its
proximity to Tacoma, Lakewood’s extremely low-income residents tend to seek services in
Tacoma. Slightly more affordable rents in Lakewood make this city a potential resource for those
same service providers when seeking rental housing for homeless clients.
The Puyallup Approach

Puyallup is the third largest city in Pierce County, with a population of nearly 42,000 in 2019,
having welcomed about 5000 new residents since 2009. At that time, the Puget Sound Regional
Council’s (PSRC) Vision 2040 described Puyallup as a core city—a community seen as a
growing area and a key hub for the region’s long-range transportation system, as well as a
cultural and employment center (PSRC, 2009, p. 21). Sharing its name with the Puyallup Tribe
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of Indians, on whose traditional lands a number of area cities are sited, Puyallup is bounded by
the City of Tacoma, unincorporated Pierce County, and is bisected by the Puyallup River. These
jurisdictional and geographic factors have contributed to the city’s challenges in responding to
the needs of unsheltered residents.
Puyallup has experienced significant controversy over the past five years in addressing the
growing evidence of homelessness in the city. While a number of faith communities have
responded by sponsoring the Freezing Nights program (approximately 10 churches that partner
to provide overnight shelter from November – March each year), there is no permanent overnight
shelter in Puyallup and only one drop-in day shelter –The New Hope Resource Center (a
program of non-profit Homeward Bound). New Hope was a target for criticism from local
residents who complained that the center attracted individuals who used drugs openly, left trash
in public areas such as the city’s River Trail, committed property crimes, and posed a threat to
nearby schools. Assuming access to public lands near the Puyallup river, some unhoused
residents had established temporary encampments, and city (and County) officials responded
with differing visions of appropriate action.
After earlier legal battles, and in response to their own concerns and constituent complaints,
Puyallup created new “high impact” licensing requirements in 2016 for programs such as New
Hope. As the only homeless service center in the city, New Hope viewed these new requirements
as discriminatory treatment and initiated legal action. In 2018, the city passed a moratorium on
any new homeless service centers within the city, and then passed an ordinance requiring that
new drop-in centers and shelter services be provided at a certain distance from the city core. This
posed transportation problems for those in need of services. While five city council members
supported the ordinance, two did not, including Julie Door, who became mayor of Puyallup in
January 2020, and who viewed such restrictions on siting of services as too exclusionary. These
restrictive measures have resulted in Puyallup “spending more on legal matters connected to
homelessness over the past five years than it has helping local nonprofits that serve those in
need” (Peterson, Sept.23, 2019, para.1).
Since 2014, Puyallup has spent approximately $1,099,000 on attorneys’ fees, cash settlements,
and legal expenses that involved a federal investigation of the restrictions directed at New Hope
Resource Center. Since 2014, the city has also provided approximately $883,000 for groups that
provide services for persons experiencing homelessness, including the area food bank and
Helping Hands Shelter program for families. In 2018, the city partnered with Positive
Interactions of Comprehensive Life Resources, hoping to reduce calls to police, improve
relations with the business community and assist homeless residents. This partnership was
discontinued in 2019. With no city-sponsored overnight shelter, Puyallup turned to Tacoma’s
Salvation Army shelter in 2019 for contracted services. The contract provided limited overnight
shelter for men and women who were willing to be transported from Puyallup to the shelter in
Tacoma.
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Given the legal history and continued evidence of homelessness in the city, the way forward
regarding homelessness in Puyallup is unclear. According to Mayor Julie Door, homelessness
and affordable housing have to become front-burner issues, “We’ve said no to everything, yet
it’s getting worse. The path we’ve been on isn’t working” (Peterson, Jan.13, 2020). As a
potential sign of growing willingness to chart a new path, about 100 persons participated in a
January 30, 2020 forum in Puyallup titled “Many Faces of Homelessness.” Sponsored by the
League of Women Voters, the forum featured a wide variety of topics and provided opportunities
for learning from the experience of local advocates, educators, business persons and agencies.

Part 3: Re-Framing: Innovations in Homefulness
This study has offered a wide-ranging description of issues related to shelter – to housing and
homelessness -- within a national, state, and local context. Since these issues are usually defined
as problems to be solved or crises to be managed, our ability to think creatively or differently
about the issues can often be constrained by focusing on what isn’t working, or what is too
expensive, or what won’t gain political traction.
What might be gained if we re-frame the discussion with a focus on how to build our
communities -- where all people can meet their basic need for shelter, where social networks are
nourished, where we are accountable to one another, and where we are invited to develop and
share our full potential? And how might we apply this re-framing to housing?
This section explores innovative ideas and potential paths towards ensuring shelter for all. Some
initiatives have been introduced as national, state, or local government policies. Others are
championed by non-profits with long histories of assisting individuals and families in gaining
secure and stable housing. Others reflect the work of activists, sometimes strident but mostly
beating the drums for voice, respect, and rights. And some are new—both ideas and groups,
small scale and large scale—offering us more to consider as we act together to build a stronger
community. These ideas are presented in no particular order of importance, as they all deserve a
hearing, and are offered for consideration.

Tenants’ Rights: A Homelessness Prevention Strategy
Just Cause

Bills concerning Just Cause eviction, introduced in Washington State during the 2019 session,
did not pass. These bills were re-introduced in the 2020 legislative session, but the outcome is
not yet known.
Just Cause eviction laws mean landlords can’t serve tenants with 20-day no-cause eviction
notices. Under current state law, landlords can evict monthly renters with one of these notices,
leaving tenants with no legal recourse. Landlords are also not required to provide a reason for the
evictions.
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Fair Chance Housing

Fair Chance Housing legislation (a.k.a. Ban the Box) aims to prevent unfair bias in housing
against renters with a past criminal record. Typically, these ordinances prevent landlords from
asking potential tenants about prior convictions before making a housing offer and also prohibit
the use of advertising language that automatically or categorically excludes people with arrest
records, conviction records, or criminal history. Most ordinances allow for background checks
and exclusion of applicants once landlords make a housing offer. At that point, certain types of
convictions may be considered including rape, murder, assault, arson, robbery, sex abuse and
fraud if they’ve occurred in the past seven years. The offer can then be revoked if the landlord
determines that withdrawing the offer meets the requirement of non-discrimination.
Rent Stabilization

Oregon and California recently passed rent control legislation. Oregon’s measure, signed into
law in February 2019, generally prohibits rent increases during a tenant’s first year. It also limits
annual rent increases after that to no more than 7% plus inflation, and would prevent landlords
from exceeding that yearly cap even if they evict one tenant and sign a new lease with another.
The California bill caps annual rent increases at 5% plus a cost-of-living adjustment, or 10% —
whichever is lower. Because our neighboring states enacted these measures before us,
Washington lost an opportunity for leadership. The up-side is that we can learn from the
experiences of Oregon and California should we choose to lift the ban on rent regulations. The
Washington State Legislature passed a ban on rent control in 1981.
Rent Stabilization: The Case for rent control

The most outspoken proponents of rent control are housing advocacy organizations, e.g.,
Washington Low Income Housing Alliance, and local renters’ unions. These organizations
emphasize the effects of unregulated rent increases.
A study of 300 US cities published in 2013 noted that a median increase in rent of $100 per
month correlates with a 15% rise in homelessness in metro areas, and 39% in nearby suburbs and
rural areas (Byrne, T., et al, 2013). Dramatic rent increases are an emergency for most people
and displacement is destabilizing for communities throughout Washington. Lifting the statewide
ban on rent regulations would allow local jurisdictions to consider local options to respond to the
crisis of homelessness.
Landlord Rights: The case against rent control

The most outspoken opponents of rent control are landlord, property management, and realtor
associations. In Washington, one of these associations formed a 501c4 corporation in May, 2019,
“organized exclusively for non-profit purposes, promote availability of housing, and to carry out
one or more exempt functions.”
The Partnership for Affordable Housing (2019) was incorporated by attorney, Dan Brady. One
of the board members and the registered agent are staff of the Rental Housing Association of
Washington (RHAW). The other board member, Sean Flynn, writes advocacy posts for the
agency. In a recent post Rent Control Fever Is Spreading To WA: RHAWA Needs Your Support
To Inoculate WA From This Epidemic! (October 24, 2019), Flynn warns:
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The drastic transformation of legislative bodies throughout western Washington from the
2018 midterm election has put business and development interests to the test, but no one
has seen the intensity of policy proposals and inflammatory rhetoric that our industry is
currently experiencing.
To match this assault, RHAWA has extended significant resources, leveraging private
polling data, public relations experts, and increased focus on advocacy with our in-house
staff. We have engaged with industry partners to launch an anti rent-control campaign,
and are working as the official “No” campaign for the Federal Way Just Cause ballot
initiative.
We need your support today to secure the resources required to maintain these
campaigns and prepare for the inevitable rent control fight ahead of us.
For more information, our reference pages contain links to the websites of the agencies covered
in this section.

Employment Programs
What do we want? SHELTER FOR ALL!
When do we want it? NOW!
Not likely – but – we do have a clear answer for the question that comes up more and more often
as the problem of homelessness escalates.
Question: How do we end Homelessness?
Answer: By providing housing.
The solution to homelessness is getting housed. However, an income is essential for survival
whether or not one is housed. Attaining and holding a job while living in a shelter or tent, or
couch surfing, is a real challenge.
Typical employment barriers for people experiencing homelessness
 educational attainment levels
 deficits in work experience, computer literacy, or other marketable job skills
 behavioral health issues
 chronic health problems or disability
 access to transportation
 access to technology/communication
 credit history
 access to child care
 conviction history, particularly if any crimes against people
 network poverty
 sleep deprivation
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Effective employment programs for people experiencing homelessness must include access to
housing, and assistance in addressing the many other barriers they face due to, or in addition to,
being homeless. Because of these additional criteria, the most promising programs are those
specifically designed for homeless individuals - or people at risk of becoming homeless. Hire
253 (a new program of Goodwill) aspires to end homelessness “One Job at a Time.” Valeo
Vocation helps those experiencing homelessness obtain stable employment and permanent
housing. Both of these programs were formed in response to the homeless crisis in Tacoma.

Housing Programs
Housing First
Housing First is an approach to quickly connect individuals and families experiencing
homelessness to permanent housing without preconditions or barriers to entry, such as sobriety,
treatment or service participation requirements.
Rapid Re-Housing

Rapid re-housing provides time-limited rental assistance at scattered site apartments. The goals
are the same as for Housing First, but the program is tailored for people who need only a shortterm intervention
The Housing First model for addressing chronic homelessness is based on the idea that
homelessness itself is traumatic, and that persons without safe or secure shelter are not able to
focus on healing or life-changing activities while being unable to meet basic human needs. The
approach has its detractors, some of whom conclude that low barrier housing rewards continued
substance use disorders instead of mandating change in behavior as a precondition for shelter.
The research, however, provides clear evidence of the value of stable housing as a health
enhancing and cost-effective response to homelessness (Staten and Rankin, 2019).
The high costs of chronic homelessness without supportive shelter can be compared to the costs
of providing housing and support. For example, in Seattle, chronically homeless individuals
represent approximately 29% of the population experiencing homelessness, but the needs of
these individuals account for the majority of public costs (particularly through high utilization of
emergency room services, public health engagement, fire department and police responses).
These costs represent between $30,000 and $50,000 per person per year. In contrast, the average
cost of permanent supportive housing is between $16,000 and $22,000 per year (Third Door
Coalition, 2019). In Tacoma and Pierce County, The Metropolitan Development Council (MDC)
has introduced Housing First programs. MDC is listed in our reference page.
Community Solutions

Community Solutions (2019) uses the housing first model and operates in more than 80
communities in the United States and has almost 50 additional international partners. The
program relies on three strategies:
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Strategy 1: Built for Zero

An integrated, command center team: Key agencies, like the Continuum of Care, the housing
authority, local government, and the VA, work together every week toward a shared definition of
zero. Documentation includes:
 Community-level measurement: Measures success by the total number of people
experiencing homelessness, not by program outcomes.


Comprehensive, real-time, by-name data: Focus on knowing everyone experiencing
homelessness by name, in real time. Strategic, data-driven housing investments: Uses
real-time data to secure the housing resources they need and target them for the greatest
possible reductions in homelessness.

Eleven Built for Zero communities have ended veteran homelessness by reaching a standard
called Functional Zero and three communities have ended chronic homelessness based on that
same standard.
 Functional Zero – Veterans
A community has ended veteran homelessness when the number of veterans experiencing
homelessness is less than the number of veterans a community has proven it can house in
a month.
 Functional Zero – Chronic
A community has ended chronic homelessness when the number of people experiencing
chronic homelessness is zero, or if not zero, then either 3 or .1% of the total number of
individuals reported in the most recent point-in-time count, whichever is greater.
Strategy 2: Moving Upstream (prevention)

Stop people from experiencing homelessness in the first place. This strategy uses a mixed
methods approach that includes collecting and analyzing qualitative and quantitative data,
seeking to understand the gaps in systems and how to better collaborate.
Strategy 3: Social impact investing

Social impact investing provides financing to organizations addressing social and/or
environmental needs with the explicit expectation of a measurable social, as well as financial,
return. It thus aims to foster economic development while achieving social outcomes.

Inclusive Development
Inclusive development argues that perverse growth* may lead to the exclusion of some
people, the concentration of wealth, and segmented labor markets. Rather than focusing
on economic growth, it calls for direct democracy (the exercise of civil, civic and
political rights) and the distribution of amenities (e.g., health, education, infrastructure)
with a view to enabling participation by all in these amenities (Gupta, Cornelissen, &
Ros-Tonen, 2015).
*Perverse growth is development that undermines rather than enhances the possibilities of an
economy for long-term growth.
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Inclusive development considers whether development progress is sufficiently widespread for
the majority of a population to benefit. Geoff Riley (2018) provides 11 key indicators of
Inclusive development:
1. Median household incomes rather than mean incomes
2. Income & consumption inequality (using the Gini coefficient / Palma ratio)
3. Percentage of the population at risk of extreme poverty
4. Gender Parity in Labour Force Participation
5. Productive and secure employment v vulnerable work
6. Financial exclusion - access to financial services, vulnerability to high interest lending
7. Access to affordable and reliable electricity
8. Access to basic and digital infrastructure (addressing the digital divide)
9. Scale of social protection (broad notion of welfare assistance / safety nets)
10. Risk of economic exclusion based on gender, race, caste, ethnicity, religion, age,
occupational status, location, and disability status
11. Exposure to and ability to adapt to the effects of climate change

Land value capture
Deteriorating or over-burdened infrastructure, community displacement, and climate change are
all indicators of perverse growth and all of these problems are intensified during periods of rapid
expansion. Land value capture is one strategy local and regional governments can use to
safeguard public assets.
Land value capture is a policy approach that enables communities to recover and
reinvest land value increases that result from public investment and other government
actions. Also known as “value sharing,” it’s rooted in the notion that public action
should generate public benefit (Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, 2019, p. 1)
Local taxes contribute significantly to urban land value through public-works projects required
for new developments. In addition, municipalities offer incentives, like zoning changes and tax
abatements, to decrease development costs. The loss of revenue from taxes, combined with costs
of building or upgrading roads, schools, and other infrastructure, result in public support for
private development. Land value capture allows communities to recover externalized costs and
land value. Reclaimed public assets can then be reinvested for public goods such as
infrastructure, community common spaces, and affordable housing. The Lincoln Institute of
Land Policy (2019) provides information regarding common land value capture tools such as:
 transferable development rights
 betterment contributions
 public land leasing
 inclusionary housing and zoning
 linkage or impact fees
 business improvement districts, and
 certain applications of the property tax.
These tools can help finance the critical services needed for sustainable growth and provide the
housing stock necessary to ensure the residents at every income level share in the benefits of
34

development. As Poethig ,et al, state, “the availability of affordable, high-quality, and welllocated housing is a crucial factor in fostering inclusive communities (2018, p.35).
When neighborhoods gentrify rapidly, low-to-middle income residents can find themselves
priced out of the neighborhoods experiencing rising rents and property values (See
Gentrification, p. 61). Abt Associates is a systems analysis agency that applies social science
techniques to global social and economic problems. Jeffrey Lubell, Abt’s Director of Housing
and Community Initiatives, recommends that local governments adopt comprehensive strategies
and multiple policy levers to reduce negative impacts of gentrification. These strategies are:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Preservation. Preserve existing affordable rental units.
Protection. Help long-time residents who wish to stay in the neighborhood.
Inclusion. Ensure that a share of new development is affordable.
Revenue generation. Harness growth to expand financial resources for affordable
housing.
5. Incentives. Create incentives for developers of affordable housing.
6. Property acquisition. Facilitate the acquisition of sites for affordable housing.
Sometimes inclusive development strategies include a written contract known as a Community
Benefits Agreement (CBA).

Community Benefits Agreements (CBAs)
CBAs are legal agreements between community benefit groups and developers,
stipulating the benefits a developer agrees to fund or furnish, in exchange for community
support of a project (Department of Energy, n.d. para.1)
CBAs may include commitments to hire directly from a community, local workforce training,
economic development funds or virtually anything of value to the community affected by the
project. The community benefits group may include local governments, non-profits, and/or other
community entities. Incentives for participation for developers range from zoning approvals, to
minimizing conflict, to ensuring long-term stability for a project. The benefits of broad support
and stakeholder buy-in are difficult to measure as are the costs of community resistance when
project-affected communities are not consulted. (Mandelbaum, & Szoke-Burke1, (2016).
To reduce displacement of long-term residents, many cities use Land Banks to acquire property
and Community Land Trusts (CLTs) to ensure permanent affordability of housing units.

Land Banks and Land Trusts
Although land banks and land trusts are complementary, there are significant differences in
purpose, structure, and processes used to accomplish their goals (see Appendix F).
What is a Land Bank?

According to Shelterforce (2018), a land bank is generally run as a governmental entity or public
nonprofit corporation established in order to accomplish one or more of these goals:
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Return vacant, abandoned, and tax-delinquent properties to productive uses that are
consistent with community priorities.
Create a pipeline of properties to support affordable housing and equitable development.
Reclaim former industrial sites (brownfields) or areas impacted by natural disasters.
Engage residents in innovative vacant land reuse strategies.

Eleven states passed land bank legislation between 2009 and 2016, and according to the Center
of Community Progress (Abdelazim, 2018), there are over 170 land banks currently operating in
the United States.
What is a Land Trust?

According to the Pennsylvania Land Trust Association (2018)
https://conservationtools.org/guides/150-what-is-a-land-trust), a Conservation Land Trust is a
charitable organization that acquires land or conservation easements, or that stewards these, to
achieve one or more of these goals:
 Protect natural habitat, water quality, or scenic views
 Ensure that the land is always available for farming, forestry, or outdoor recreational use.
 Protect other values provided by open land.
A Community Land Trust (CLT) may have some of the same conservation goals, but they
have broader goals. CLTs typically aim to create community resources, e.g., permanently
affordable housing, community gardens, civic buildings, commercial spaces and other
community assets on behalf of a community.

Increased Density through Reduction of Exclusionary Zoning
Decades of exclusionary zoning resulted in areas of concentrated poverty and concentrated
wealth. Elliott Anne Rigsby of the Century Foundation explains,
The Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination based on race, color, national origin,
religion, sex, ability, and familial status. Notably, however, it does not prohibit classbased discrimination. As a result, the Fair Housing Act provides a loophole for
discrimination that confines low-income people to certain neighborhoods by
systematically preventing them—through economic tactics such as minimum lot size and
other expensive requirements—from moving into areas with access to opportunity (p. 3)
City and county planners face increased demands for structural solutions to the crisis of
homelessness and lack of affordable housing for their growing populations, particularly those
with low incomes.
Rethinking Single-Family Housing

Housing advocates and city planners are revisiting 1950s era zoning regulations that prioritize
single family housing. An Upshot analysis was conducted by using UrbanFootprint software to
map and measure the impact of single-family zoning on several major cities. The study found
that, “It is illegal, on 75 percent of the residential land in many American cities, to build anything
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other than a detached single-family home” (Badger& Bui, 2019 p.1). Upshot reports that cities
are more concerned about single-family home owners than any other group and that these
homeowners typically believe that dense housing hurts their property values. Andrew
Whittemore, a professor of city and regional planning at the University of North Carolina-Chapel
Hill asks,
Why is it the job of a government to see that a housing unit accumulates as much value as
possible? I think the purpose of zoning is to prevent harm. Planners shouldn’t be wealth
managers. But they effectively are in every municipality in the country (p. 4).
A focus on single-family homes is especially puzzling since a majority of residences today do
not include children (Schondelmyer, 2016). Many older people seek smaller spaces to age in
place, single persons of all ages look for spaces that are close to amenities and transportation,
and others simply want to live with a sense of “neighborhood,” without the responsibility or cost
of maintaining a large home. For urban designers, at least one answer is to promote “the missing
middle.”
Missing Middle Housing

House-scale buildings, with multiple units, in walkable neighborhoods
The concept of Missing Middle Housing (MMH) offers a vision of neighborhoods comprised of
both single-family homes and multi-family units, and has been successfully introduced in a
number of cities over the past ten years. According to Dan Parolek, credited with coining the
term, responding to the housing crisis demands that we “think big, but build small” (2020).
MMH features multi-family buildings that have a small “house scale” footprint, encourage
walkability, maintain perceived lower density, and provide enough residents to support small
local businesses and public transportation options.

Image Credit: Opticos Design (2019)
The previous graphic illustrates a typical understanding of “missing middle” housing that
includes townhouses, duplexes, triplexes, multiplexes, bungalow courts, and live/work housing.
Opticos Design (2019 web page: Housing Types) explains that, “these housing types are called
Missing because they have typically been illegal to build since the mid-1940s and Middle
because they sit in the middle of a spectrum between detached single-family homes and mid-rise
to high-rise apartment buildings, in terms of form and scale, as well as number of units and often,
affordability.”
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Missing from the Missing Middle

MMH is certainly easier for developers to “pencil out,” and –even when built in “hot” markets –
the costs may be attainable for some middle class buyers. One type of housing that is seldom
addressed by advocates of MMH is Single Room Occupancies (SROs), where residents typically
share bathroom facilities and possibly kitchen facilities. Pay-per-stay campgrounds (discussed
later in this section), and SROs are often the only form of housing attainable by those exiting
homelessness and people on fixed incomes who are at risk of homelessness. Unfortunately, the
exclusionary zoning that eliminated almost all SROs in the county is still largely in place. The
zoning changes required to meet MMH criteria could also facilitate development of creative
options that actually address homelessness. These options include SROs and shared housing.

Other Promising Innovations
Shared Housing
Current HUD Secretary Ben Carson suggested, in a recent visit to a church project in Riverside
CA, that there would be no homeless situation if churches would take on the responsibility of
hosting homeless individuals or families (KABC, 2020). This comment does not reflect the
reality or scale of the affordable housing crisis. However, individuals and small groups can (and
already do) help reduce homelessness in the short term, and possibly model possibilities for the
long term. For example, some homeowners, who have unused bedrooms, are willing to share
their space with those who need homes. Such arrangements are not new. For more about
rooming houses, boarding houses, and other “single room occupancy” units (SROs), see Part 4:
A Closer Look, p. 61.
In Pierce County, Shared Housing Services founded their Adult Homesharing program in 1991
to reduce and prevent homelessness by matching people needing affordable housing with home
owners willing to offer “a private bedroom in their home in exchange for rent and/or assistance.”
More recently, they partnered with REACH (Resources for Education and Career Help) Center,
to establish the Youth Host Home Program to address the needs of unaccompanied homeless
youth and young adults. “Home sharing makes efficient use of existing housing availability,
helps preserve the fabric of the neighborhood and can lessen the need for costly chore/care
services or long-term institutional care” (Shared Housing Services, 2020).

Tiny Home Villages
Throughout the country, many tent cities or encampments eventually evolve into tiny house
villages to shelter people experiencing homelessness. One such village was built in Olympia
Washington.
The Quixote Community
Quixote Village, Thurston County

Based on the Housing First, permanent supportive model, the village includes 30 tiny (144 sq.
ft.) homes and a large community building. Residents have 24/7 access to the community
building which holds a large kitchen, TV room, lounge area, two staff offices, and showers. Once
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housed, residents are able to work on other aspects of their lives such as education, employment,
substance use, physical health, and mental health. Village residents are responsible for their own
cottages and share the cleaning and light maintenance of the community building and grounds.
Their Village Life Committee team plans events and schedules chore rotations.
The Second Quixote Community will be Built in Pierce County

Quixote Village is partnering with the Washington
State Department of Veterans Affairs and the Puget
Sound Veterans Hope Center to create a Tiny Home
Village in Pierce County (Orting). The new village
modeled on the original Quixote Village, but will
for veterans only. Another veterans’ tiny home
village is planned for Shelton, Washington.

is
be

Tent Cities: Why a camping option may still be needed
A tension exists between advocating for safe and secure permanent housing for all and
recognizing that a tent that provides protection from harsh weather and disease, as well as a
small measure of privacy, is better than no shelter at all. In some cases, the support among those
camping together can also create a community that reduces the isolation often associated with
homelessness. As jurisdictions in Pierce County respond to shelter needs, debates about
legitimate (or illegitimate) ways to shelter oneself have grown increasingly charged. Behaviors
essential to human life—including sleeping, resting, sitting, eating, urinating and defecating—
when done in public, can bring censure. The criminalization of homelessness (see p. 56), raises
deep concerns about the relationship between individual rights, public safety, and our
responsibilities as citizens and neighbors.
Enforcing local housing codes can deny creative options to respond to emergent situations.
Declaring a state of emergency can promote governmental flexibility in meeting urgent needs.
As an interim response, while pursuing measurable strategies to increase low-income housing,
jurisdictions might actually integrate encampments –or “tent cities”—as a positive strategy in
addressing homelessness. However, city-managed “encampments” are costly and ultimately
unsustainable as a permanent response to homelessness. A decision to require 24/7 security
coverage adds to the cost. Tacoma might learn from the experience of encampments such as
Seattle’s Tent City 3, an early self-governed tent camp allowed by the city and its Share/Wheel
Network (http://www.sharewheel.org). In 2017, the National Law Center on Homelessness and
Poverty published a report titled: Tent City, USA: The growth of America’s homeless
encampments and how communities are responding. In addition to their coverage of the legal
issues involved in the interactions between campers and city authorities, they offer a useful set of
“encampment principles” (2017, pp. 14-15) that could assist jurisdictions in their interactions
with these informal settlements.
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A Few Emerging Ideas
The Tacoma/Pierce County Coalition to End Homelessness (TPCCEH) is not a decision-making
body. Coalition Membership consists of any agency –or individual - who attends meetings;
therefore, no one has the authority to speak for the group. The ideas presented below are a
sampling of ideas expressed by individuals who participate in the TPCCEH meetings or
workgroups, no consensus on these ideas is implied by inclusion on the list. Despite the fact that
most of the ideas are, as yet, undeveloped or under developed, there is great potential in ideas
presented by people engaged in solution-based collaboration regarding homelessness.
Extremely low-barrier housing: Safe Havens

There are no examples in Pierce County of sustainable, non-institutional housing that is effective
for a very small group of people with extremely high needs who have been (so far) unable to
sustain housing through Housing-First and permanent-supportive housing models. Many of these
individuals are regularly banned from shelters due to extreme behavioral health or substance use
disorders. Collaboration is already high in addressing this – what else might be tried?
Framing the conversation to promote constructive problem solving





Maslow’s hierarchy of needs
The United Nations basic human needs list
(United Nations and the Rule of Law, 2009)
Account for the needs of the whole
community: The consequence of NOT
offering city-sanctioned camping spots
results in a toxic environment. In addition to
health risks like unmanaged human waste and
sleep deprivation, the relationship between
businesses, housed neighbors, and unsheltered neighbors becomes increasingly toxic over
time. Examples of additional community needs include maintaining accessibility of parks
and other common spaces and avoiding expensive repairs.

Emergency response:

What does it mean to declare a state of emergency if we do not utilize the emergency response
teams that are available for other disasters? What would change if we responded to homelessness
as if it were a natural disaster? Would we be more engaged with the Red Cross, Community
Emergency Response Team, or other disaster response agencies?
Move to Non-Emergency Status:

What new ideas and strategies might emerge if Tacoma were to re-examine the current definition
of success (when we no longer have a state of emergency). If declaring a state of emergency (for
health or otherwise) means primarily that some city processes can be more flexible, that could be
made clear. Otherwise, to remove certain review requirements for initiatives related to shelter
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provision (if the “emergency” lasts over several years) can lead to decisions that have not been
widely vetted.
Moving to a non-emergency approach could allow strategic decisions about homelessness to be
more collaborative and well informed. This would facilitate communicate during planning rather
than after decisions are made. For example: why reduce capacity at Tacoma’s Stability Site
while spending new funds to create a new space? When the tiny houses erected at the temporary
emergency site in the Tacoma Hilltop need to be moved (in the Spring of 2020), where will they
go? Can they be moved to the Stability Site to replace the shed structures that are being moved
inside the Stability Site tent? There may be excellent answers to these questions that could be
shared through the City of Tacoma website. Up-to-date, easily accessible information make
collaboration more possible and effective.
Supportive services for nomadic people and their housed neighbors








Increased smaller garbage receptacles placed near camping areas with frequent pick-up
schedules to avoid mattress, furniture garbage dumping by housed people when larger
dumpsters are placed in high-impact areas.
Urban rest stops with laundry facilities and drying lines for large items such as tents and
sleeping bags.
Mobile laundry and showers
Campsite amenities at multiple small, sanctioned, somewhat mobile sites
Easy access to information regarding current policies and ordinances related to
homelessness

Unified volunteer training

Currently (2020), both the Salvation Army and St Leo Church offer free training for volunteers
who assist at local shelters, food banks, and with other support services.
Mobile Micro Storage Units (MMSUs)

This project would involve retrieving the ubiquitous grocery shopping carts borrowed from local
stores and replacing them with durable self-contained locking storage carts.
Toilet Facilities

Communities that (willingly or unwillingly) host campsites must choose between increased
health risks related to uncontained human wastes and the costs of portable toilets. These cost are
more than financial; those who provide portable toilets report issues of illegal activity,
vandalism, and complaints from neighbors regarding the unwelcome addition to the landscape.
For very small campsites, a large portable toilet is impractical. One suggestion is that we
duplicate the car-camper toilets that are now produced and distributed (free of charge) in Seattle.
No matter what sort of container is used for human waste by car and tent campers, there need to
be designated places where campers can empty them in a safe, hygienic fashion.
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Kampgrounds of America (K.O.A.) Model for Campsite Shelter

K.O.A., founded in 1962, is famous for operating clean, safe, and well organized campsites.
They now have almost 500 campground franchises and offer in-person and online training
courses (Kampgrounds of America, 2020). Perhaps policy makers in Tacoma and Pierce County
would find the notion of “setting up a working campground for travelers” a refreshing shift in
perspective. There are clearly real differences between the needs of people on vacation and
people experiencing homelessness. The question is this: Could these campground experts, with
their years of experience, help us create a more humane, sustainable environment for some
unsheltered campers that would result in better outcomes than our current approach. For more on
this proposal, see Appendix G.

Shelter for all: a fundamental human right?
International law, and United Nations human rights conventions and covenants, recognize a
human right to adequate housing. While the United States is a signatory to several UN
conventions, it “has not ratified any convention that would make the right to adequate housing
enforceable; and the United States does not explicitly recognize a right to adequate housing in its
Constitution or in federal law . . . Ultimately, although Americans have access to various federal,
state, and local forms of assistance, there is no federal statutory entitlement to housing” (NYC
Bar Association International Human Rights Committee, 2016, p.1).
To promote national and local policies based on the concept of a fundamental right to adequate
housing, a worldwide movement called “The Shift” was initiated by the UN Special Rapporteur
on the right to housing, Leilani Farha, under the Office of the High Commissioner for Human
Rights. The name itself announces the participants’ commitment to “shift” the approach of
urban/rural planning and development from acceptance of the financialization of
housing/property (see p.57), to measurable initiatives that prioritize housing as a vehicle for
equality, dignity, and inclusive community. (UN Special Rapporteur, 2019). This emphasis on
housing as a social good and fundamental right does not mean everyone can be adequately
housed immediately. However, a focus on housing as a fundamental right challenges
governments to ensure that everyone—particularly those in the most disadvantaged groups—
have access to adequate housing. (UN Special Rapporteur, 2019).
As is true for almost all jurisdictions in the United States, this “adequate for all” approach to
shelter policy does not strongly shape responses to housing development pressures,
homelessness, or rental cost burdens in Pierce County. As this study reports, there are multiple
interventions and programs in the county attempting to address the need for stable shelter for all.
Explicit engagement by local jurisdictions with collaborative efforts like The Shift or Cities for
Adequate Housing may yield new insights and potential strategies. What difference might it
make, for example, if progress towards the goal of increasing housing options for severely cost
burdened residents became a priority consideration for new housing developments or requests
involving changed uses of city or county owned properties? How do we navigate the
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complexities of distinguishing between providing “shelter” and “creating housing options” when
developing short and long-range policy and action?

Pierce County Collaborates!
The Tacoma/Pierce County Coalition to End Homelessness (along with smaller coalitions in
Puyallup and the Key Peninsula) present a unique opportunity for city and county planners and
decision-makers to utilize a no-cost think tank as they move forward. There have already been
significant interactions with members of the coalition and decision-makers within surrounding
municipalities. In Tacoma, city staff at all levels have been willing to engage with community
members and organizations who may offer strong criticism of current or proposed plans. Many
city and county employees attend meetings and/or events related to the coalition. Representatives
of Puyallup city government and residents from the Key Peninsula attend meetings of the
Coalition, helping to raise awareness of needs and opportunities throughout the county.
Currently, members of the Tacoma Pierce County League of Women Voters are significant
contributors to the work of the coalition as well. Homelessness and housing instability present a
difficult and multi-faceted challenge with no easy solutions. Pierce County’s collaborative
approach is the most heartening development on the horizon.
This shelter study offers a “point in time” account of where we are today in our local
communities, Pierce County, Washington State, and beyond. It invites us all to tell a new, more
inclusive story regarding public responsibility and housing policy priorities that can best promote
safety and quality of life for all residents.
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Part 4: A Closer Look
Communities face complex and interconnected challenges when responding to the lack of
affordable housing and growing homelessness. Part 4 provides a closer look at these
challenges—primarily through clarifying infographics and expanded coverage of topics
addressed earlier in a more summary form. The section titled “Moving Parts: Key factors related
to housing and homelessness” provides new material essential to understanding the historical and
social context of the challenges we face in securing adequate shelter for all. Sections in Part 4
mirror earlier parts of the study, with the introductory phrases such as A closer look, and More
on. Materials here can be read with the part of the study to which they correspond, or reviewed
separately as sources for further consideration.

A Closer Look at Housing and Homelessness
More on the Point-in-Time Count
HUD acknowledges methodology and reliability issues in the 2019 PIT report (p.1), stating:
HUD has conducted a limited data quality review but has not independently verified all
of the information submitted by each Continuum of Care (CoC) agency. The reader is
therefore cautioned that since compliance with these standards may vary, the reliability
and consistency of the homeless counts may also vary among CoCs. Additionally, a shift
in the methodology a CoC uses to count the homeless may cause a change in homeless
counts between reporting periods.
Local, cultural and political factors may also affect a person’s willingness to be counted. Latino
residents, for example, are the least likely group to engage with homelessness services. Some
people may be unwilling to be interviewed due to immigration status, others may live in very
crowded homes that do not fit the official definition of “homeless” (Chincilla, 2019). Similarly, a
study conducted by Pindus, et al, (2017), reports that members of native tribal groups
experiencing homelessness are often undercounted:
The study confirms what has become the conventional wisdom about homelessness in
Indian Country; namely that, in tribal areas, homelessness mostly translates into
overcrowding rather than having people sleeping on the street. The study estimates that
at the time of the household survey in 2013–2015, between 42,000 and 85,000 people in
tribal areas were staying with friends or relatives only because they had no place of their
own; that is, they were homeless. (Pindus et al, 2017, p.6).
Mass incarceration and the increased criminalization of homelessness raise other issues:
The Continuum of Care (CoC) for Houston, Texas, performed an “expanded” Point-inTime count in 2017 which included homeless individuals in county jails. Including the
incarcerated homeless population increased the total number of homeless individuals
counted by 57%. These shortcomings warn against relying on HUD data to present a
realistic picture of the homeless crisis, or even to demonstrate trends. (National Low
Income Housing Coalition, 2019, p.28)
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The PIT count remains as a required measure for HUD funding. With all of its flaws, we seem
destined to continue using this as our standard measure of progress in ending homelessness. This
is like a carpenter who discovers the level is inaccurate after building the foundation. What is the
brave thing to do?

More on Shelter USA
Regarding wage and housing gaps

Research published in 2018 found that one in six families in the United States spent more than
half of their income on housing (Manuel, & Kendall-Taylor, 2018, para.2). For those with
extremely low income (earning 30% or less than area median income), and with the decline in
low-cost housing stock, adequate housing is quite literally out of reach (National Low Income
Housing Coalition, 2019). The graph below illustrates a clear relationship between increases in
high cost rentals and declines in low cost units. The graph may appear relatively flat; however,
note that the column on the left refers to millions (of units) while the bottom line is a
measurement over the past 10 years.
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The National Low-Income Housing Coalition (2019), reports that:







The nation’s 11.2 million extremely low-income renter households account for 25.7% of
all renter households and 9.5% of all households in the United States.
The U.S. has a shortage of more than 7.2 million rental homes affordable and available to
extremely low-income renter households.
Only 35 affordable and available rental homes exist for every 100 extremely low-income
(ELI) renter households. (For Washington state, that figure is even smaller at 29 per100).
Seventy-one percent of extremely low-income renter households are severely costburdened, spending more than half of their incomes on rent and utilities. They account for
72.7% of all severely cost-burdened renter households in the United States.
Thirty-two percent of very low income, 8% of low income, and 2.3% of middle-income
renter households are severely cost-burdened.
Of the eight million severely cost-burdened extremely low-income renter households,
84% are seniors, persons with disabilities, or are in the labor force. Many others are
enrolled in school or are single adults caring for a young child or a person with a
disability.
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More on Shelter Washington
Regarding wage and housing gaps in Washington State

Washington State has a large wage/housing gap, but also is listed among the ten states with the
largest shortfall between average renter wage and two-bedroom housing wage.

To fill the gap between wages and rent, low-income residents in Washington often seek federal
rental assistance. But many do not receive assistance due to the program’s limited funding. The
chart below, prepared for all states by the Center for Budget and Policy Priorities (2019), offers a
quick view of the situation for Washington residents in 2019:
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In addition to income and tax inequality, the state programs that could help many low-income
people were reduced during the 2008-9 recession and have not been fully restored. For example,
the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program, designed to provide emergency
cash assistance, was reduced to less than 50% of pre-recession levels. Additionally, strict
application of life-time limits on TANF means that people are deeper into poverty when they
become medically fragile, lose their jobs, and can’t pay rent. Without TANF these individuals
cannot even double-up without contributing to greater impoverishment in their family/friend
network (Kroman, 2020).

Moving Parts: Key Factors Related to Shelter & Homelessness
This study documents the often-disappointing results of efforts to end homelessness, create
actually affordable housing, and provide avenues to full and productive lives for all who live in
our communities. At the same time, the study offers evidence of sustained commitment to these
goals—by governmental bodies, non-profit agencies, and housing advocates. To understand this
slow progress requires taking a closer look at the historical and social contexts in which these
efforts take place. What gets in the way of actual movement toward housing our people?
This section presents brief summaries and analyses of factors that contribute directly and
indirectly to widening insecurity in meeting the basic need for housing/shelter. These factors
include: growing income inequality, the disproportionate effects of race on the experience of
homelessness, the emergent understanding of the social determinants of health, the troubling rise
in the criminalization of poverty, the financialization of property/housing, increasing
gentrification, and the jobs/housing balance.
Income inequality in the United States

Lack of affordable housing in the United States for persons with low income, and the failure of
local communities to provide safe shelter for all their residents, has an obvious relationship to
growing income inequality and the attendant increase in poor or near-poor families. The U.S.
Census Bureau estimates that nearly 40 million persons live in poverty in the U.S. based on
income (U.S. Census, 2019). However, according to the Poor People’s Campaign (2018):
nearly 140 million people (43.5 percent) are either poor or low-income under the
alternative Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) which goes beyond income to consider
out-of-pocket expenses for food, clothing, housing and utilities, geographic disparities,
and federal assistance. Low income in this context means a household making less than
twice the poverty line (p.9).
What does income inequality in the U.S. look like? An Economic Policy Institute report
published in July 2018 found that trends regarding income inequality vary from state to state, and
within states. One pattern is clear from their research, income growth for those who are at the
top:
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Average annual income of the top 1%: $1,316,985
What you need to make to be in the top 1%: $421,926
Average income of everyone else (the bottom 99%): $50,107
The top 1% make 26.3 times more than the bottom 99%
The top 1% take home 21% of all the income in the United States.
1% of the families = 21% of the income

The average household income of the bottom 20 percent of Americans fell $571 between 2006
and 2016, according to Census data, while for the top 20 percent of Americans households,
income grew by $13,749 (Sommeiller & Price, 2018).
With these figures as context, how do we understand the precarious economic conditions faced
by nearly half of U.S. residents? A car breakdown can lead to job loss, followed by inability to
pay rent. Few resources exist to respond to health care crises, death in the family, or domestic
violence. Stagnant wages, retirement or disability income does not cover escalating rental costs
even with rental assistance (Joint Center for Housing Studies, 2018). A key reason stated by
many people who are working for minimum wage, but living unhoused, is that they cannot find
any housing that they can afford given the wage they make--even if they work full time (National
Low Income Housing Coalition, 2019). For part-time workers, this is even more untenable as a
way to find stable shelter.
This study has documented the obvious relationship between income and housing access, and
many areas report inadequate housing stock related to the construction slowdown during and
following the 2008-2009 Great Recession. However, discussions about housing affordability
tend to emphasize the lack of adequate housing more than the lack of adequate wages.
The changing meaning of “full time” and a growing reliance on “part-time” work can provide
some context. Introduced in 1938, and becoming US federal law in 1940, the Fair Labor
Standards Act, or FLSA, regulates a variety of employer/employee relationships. Generally,
FLSA requires paying hourly employees at least the minimum wage for all hours worked and
further compensation for time worked over 40 hours in a week. Still, smaller businesses and
certain categories of employees, and healthcare eligibility programs may define “full time” more
flexibly. For example, as defined by the Affordable Care Act and the IRS, a full-time employee
is one who works at least 30 hours a week or 130 hours a month on average. This definition has
consequences—for monthly salary, benefits, and for what a worker can purchase for their “full”
or “part-time” work (see Sherman and Meeropol, 2013, for discussion of effects of changing
definitions of “full time” work).
Since housing remains the major monthly expense for most workers, the effect of losing access
to hours a worker might “choose” to work can increase the worker’s rental burden, and perhaps
require seeking a second (or third) job, often without benefits (especially if part-time or for a
small employer). It is no surprise that a worker employed at minimum wage, working full time at
30 hours per week, is not able to secure a one-bedroom apartment in any county in the United
States without being cost-burdened.
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In addition to the potential negative effects of changing definitions of full-time employment, the
actual meaning of a federal “safety net” now provides fewer resources for extremely low-income
people. According to The Poor People’s Campaign: A National Call for a Moral Revival, “cuts
in federal housing assistance and affordable, subsidized housing since the 1970s have
contributed to rising structural homelessness . . . (An) estimated 2.5-3.5 million (people) sleep in
shelters or encampments at some point every year, while another estimated 74 million are on the
brink of homelessness, having lost their own homes and transitioned into the homes of others”
(Poor People’s Campaign, 2018, p.10).
Official definitions of affordability with regard to housing are not very useful for understanding
the consequences of increasing income inequality. According to HUD, for housing to be
“affordable,” a resident should spend no more than 30% of their family income on rent or
mortgage. To spend more than that is to be “cost burdened.” However, by this definition, even
Bill Gates would be living in affordable housing as long as costs did not exceed 30% of income.
So, what does affordable really mean? A reasonable assumption would be that residents could
pay housing costs and still have enough financial resources to be able to cover other family needs
without massive debt or risk of eviction. It would mean that people would be sheltered from
extreme weather, safe in their person and possessions, and with the means to live a fulfilling life
without constant worry about covering daily bills or meeting a health emergency. But when
people are employed for minimum wage, or are severely cost burdened (spending over 50% of
their wages or social security/disability income on housing and basic necessities such as food), a
safe and secure home becomes increasingly unreachable.
Given the data on growing income inequality, and the failure of wages to keep pace with
increasing housing costs, it is worth noting how policy debates related to housing affordability
reflect markedly different ideas about the causes of homelessness as well as proposed solutions.
Anti-poverty and low-income housing advocates point to the increased need for public
investment in shelter provision—including a recommitment to publicly-owned housing, support
for non-profit enterprises such as Land Trusts (see p. 35) and more regulation to protect
communities from the negative effects of land speculation and the global financialization of
property (see Financialization of Property/Housing, p. 57)
In contrast, a 2019 report by the President’s Council of Economic Advisers argues that a big
driver of homelessness is the regulation of housing itself, stating that if the housing market is less
regulated, more housing will be built that will make it more available at all levels (Council of
Economic Advisers, Sept. 2019). Local jurisdictions appear to support this general approach,
offering multi-year tax credit incentives to housing developers as a stimulus to increasing
housing stock and reducing the affordability gap. Regarding emergency shelter provisions for
those experiencing homelessness, the Council of Economic Advisers (2019) favored a more
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restrictive approach, stating that if shelters are too clean and welcoming, homeless people will be
less willing to change their lives to get off the streets.
The current president signaling the administration’s preference for this approach to ending
homelessness by signing an executive order strengthening the role of law enforcement and the
restriction of federal funds for jurisdictions that tolerate street encampments or provide lowbarrier shelter options (Capps, 2019). The following map indicates the states that would be most
affected if such action were taken:

These differences illustrate the ongoing conflict between a more individualist and a more
structural view of the causes of poverty, income inequality, and lack of shelter. To understand
the effects of these different perspectives and to consider possible policy options, it is important
to review the history of disproportionate effects of housing policy on communities of color, and
the present-day consequences of these policies and practices on the shelter options for members
of these communities.
Disproportionate Effects of Homelessness on Communities of Color
Systemic History of Disproportionate Effects

Understanding the history of the disproportionate racial effects of homelessness requires an
examination of past and current social and financial policy at multiple levels. Housing has
always had an important role in creating wealth. With federally subsidized mortgages, families
can build equity and have assets for future investments or to pass on to children. However, US
government policy, into the 1960s, excluded Black borrowers from participation in the Federal
Housing Administration Mortgage Loan Program. Further, the related practice of “redlining”
defined majority-Black neighborhoods as not appropriate for government loans to any borrowers.
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Mixed-race development applications faced rejection as well, as the presence of any Blackowned housing was seen to negatively affect property values. (Whitehouse, 2019).
Black families were thus prevented, by explicit federal policy, from the clear benefits of home
mortgage programs. Instead, potential Black homeowners relied on approaches such as “contract
for deed,” offered by mainly white speculators who bought foreclosed and other properties
specifically for this purpose. These homes required a down payment and monthly installments,
but the seller retained the deed and could evict buyers for missing even a single payment.
Responsible for all maintenance on the home, families didn’t gain equity, and the path to home
ownership was uncertain. Often-inflated contract terms with no equity for future borrowing
meant that Black families had fewer options to improve their own properties, and fewer
monetary resources for strengthening their neighborhoods. (Whitehouse, 2019).
The Great Recession crisis of 2008 offers another example of racial disproportionality at work.
The crisis led to increases in home mortgage foreclosures worldwide and caused millions of
people to lose their life savings, their jobs and their homes. Because the largest portion of wealth
owned by most households of color is the home, the mortgage crisis disproportionately impacted
these communities. Families of color lost a greater percentage of their wealth as compared to
white households, and it took them twice as long to recover from those losses (Burd-Sharps &
Rasch, 2015). According to the Federal Reserve, most white families recovered financially from
the Great Recession by 2013. The median income for black and Latino households has still not
returned to 2007 levels. (Famighetti & Hamilton, 2019).
Proposed changes in federal banking regulations may further reduce home ownership options for
communities of color, and likely risk a return to redlining types of practices. The Federal
Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) of 1977 was explicitly created to remedy the
discriminatory banking policies of redlining by focusing on re-investment in low income and
underserved areas. Modernization proposals offered by the Federal Office of the Comptroller of
the Currency (OCC) and the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC), in addition to
needed changes related to technology advances, offer a much wider interpretation of what and
where investments can occur to meet the requirements of the act.
From its passage, the CRA has sought to eliminate housing discrimination and to require
financial institutions to meet the credit needs of its entire community, including low and
moderate income neighborhoods. A revised CRA would expand activities able to receive CRA
credit, and use a single financial ratio to determine how well financial institutions are meeting
the goal of serving all communities in which they conduct business. Critics argue that use of this
single ratio (relating credit extended to deposits made) will discount “the experience and
expertise of community development organizations that have served marginalized neighborhoods
for years” (Woodruff, 2020, para. 5). Further, a member of the FDIC who is opposed to the
proposal notes that it “would allow a bank to concentrate its CRA activity in as little as 50
percent of its assessment areas, disinvest in the other 50 percent, and still receive a satisfactory or
even outstanding CRA rating (Gruenberg, 2020, p. 6). While the effects of this policy change on
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homeownership cannot be easily determined, with more flexibility available to banks under a
revised CRA, extending home loans to lower-income, riskier borrowers would not need to be a
priority to meet CRA requirements.
With few options available for home ownership, low-income Black families have needed to rely
on the often-volatile rental market. Yet rents have outpaced wage increases for over 20 years
(Pew Charitable Trusts, 2018) and, as previous data revealed, there is currently not a single
county, metro area, or state in the United States where a full-time worker, who earns the federal
or state prevailing minimum wage, and who works 40 hours per week, can afford to rent a twobedroom apartment at fair market rent (National Low Income Housing Coalition, 2019, p.2).
Low-income residents, even when they do secure affordable rental housing, face the threat of
eviction given their precarious financial condition. Communities of color tend to fare worse with
regard to evictions. The following graph from the Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies
(2020) illustrates this disproportionality:

The history of housing discrimination practices, when considered in the context of a current
housing market that is increasingly out of reach, can help us make sense of what is happening in
Pierce County in 2020.
Racial Disproportionality, Homelessness & Network Poverty in Pierce County

Supporting Partnerships for Anti-Racist Communities (SPARC) has conducted both quantitative
and qualitative research in six urban centers (five cities and Pierce County) that document the
disproportionate effects of race on experiences of homelessness. An initiative of the
Massachusetts-based Center for Social Innovation, SPARC issued a First Phase Report for Pierce
County, Washington, in January 2018. SPARC offers important clarity about the experiences of
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Pierce County residents of color who are unhoused, especially the racialized effects of
homelessness on social networks, and their unique barriers to exiting homelessness. While White
residents make up the majority of the general population in Pierce county, as well as the majority
of those experiencing homelessness, the following graph (using Homeless Management
Information System (HMIS) sample data) shows clear evidence of disproportionality in
percentages of persons in identified racial groups having no permanent shelter:

The SPARC study urges caution in comparing different data sets (SPARC, 2018, p. 100), and
notes that people experiencing homelessness are often overlooked in Census counts. But the
clear overrepresentation of people of color in this HMIS data demands a closer look. For
example, while the Black population represents only 6.6 percent of Pierce County general
population, and only 9.3% of those in poverty, they are 26.3% of those experiencing
homelessness. The study notes that American Indian/Native Alaskan peoples also have
significant overrepresentation, and the most difficulty in exiting homelessness (SPARC, 2018,
p.15). Regarding the Hispanic/Latinx community, official data seem to underrepresent the
homelessness of this ethnic group, possibly related to mixed immigration status, where some
members of a family may be undocumented, and the family does not want to risk negative
consequence to the whole family by seeking services (SPARC, 2018, p. 33).
Network impoverishment as catalyst for homelessness

Network poverty refers to having a personal network including merely or mostly
resource-poor people and, thus, lacking ties to resources such as knowledge, wealth,
skills, power and information (van Eijk, 2010, para 5).
SPARC expanded the term “network impoverishment” or “network poverty” as a way to
conceptualize a frequent pathway to homelessness for people of color, and a way to understand
persistent barriers to exiting homelessness. “What we have noticed in every city is that people of
color have few resources in their networks to draw on should something go wrong” (SPARC,
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2018, p.21). Not only are individuals lacking necessary resources, but networks are impoverished
too. Further, SPARC found barriers to exiting homelessness to be almost entirely systemic—
including inability to find a job paying a living wage, limited housing options due to eviction or
felony history status, and lack of quality affordable housing. (SPARC, 2018, p.22).
Social Determinants of Health

In 2005, The World Health Organization promoted the concept of social determinants of health
and established a commission to examine social factors related to health outcomes. Human
service workers, recognizing that individual risk factors do not explain differential health
outcomes very well, began collaborating on research to measure the effects of these social
factors. In general, social determinants of health are conditions in the environments in which
people are born, live, learn, work, play, worship, and age that affect a wide range of health,
functioning, and quality-of-life outcomes and risks (Healthy People, 2020, para.5).
The Healthy People 2020 national framework includes the following five categories and related
subcategories that provide the strongest evidence for the role of social factors in health
outcomes:






Economic stability (employment, food insecurity, housing stability, poverty)
Education (early childhood education, enrollment in higher education, high school
graduation, language and literacy)
Health and healthcare (access to healthcare, access to primary care, health literacy)
Neighborhood and built environment (access to healthy foods, crime and violence,
environmental conditions, housing quality), and
Social and community context (subcategories: civic participation, discrimination,
incarceration, social cohesion).

Using this framework can help identify the ways that stable housing - or the lack of it - has an
impact on education, income stability and other social determinants of health (Famighetti &
Hamilton, 2019). Poverty limits access to all of these social goods. Predictably, low-income
communities, and particularly unsheltered people, experience more significant health challenges
than neighbors with stable housing. With this knowledge, developing measures of health impacts
across categories can assist municipalities and other jurisdictions in determining the costs and
savings of major up-front investments in housing stability for low-income residents.
Developing such measures for health could be a first step in crafting a local “unified spread
sheet” called for by Michael Mirra of the Tacoma Housing Authority (2019). Initiatives that take
the social determinants of health into account demonstrate the benefits of a unified approach.
For example, “prescription housing” brings together medical providers, housing providers and
others who recognize that prescribing medicine to patients without stable housing has little
chance of long-term success. On the benefits side, prescribing housing as medically necessary
for these patients may actually result in cost savings by reducing emergency room visits and
other high cost interventions (Sandel, 2016-present). The following chart provides a visual
representation of the different dimensions of the social determinants of health:
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Criminalization of Homelessness

An increase in laws prohibiting certain conduct by persons experiencing homelessness presents a
troubling legal trend documented since 2006 by the National Law Center on Homelessness and
Poverty (NLCHP). In their most recent 2019 report, Housing not handcuffs: Ending the
criminalization of homelessness in U.S. cities, the NLCHP notes that criminalization has
increased in every category they have measured for 187 U.S. cities over the past 13 years (sites
chosen in 2006 because of their geographical diversity and the online availability of municipal
codes).
While particular laws and enforcement practices vary dramatically by jurisdiction, punishments
for violating these public conduct laws include up to six months in jail (contributing to mass
incarceration); large fines (further impoverishing people who are likely to be unable to pay
them); fees (such as for vehicle removal, or erecting a tent illegally); and orders to leave public
spaces (“move on” orders that simply displace persons from one area to another). Types of
activities regulated by code are shown in the following prohibited conduct chart:

The NLCHP states that such laws in part reflect ignorance about the causes of homelessness and
negative stereotypes and prejudice towards unhoused persons that fail to take account of the
structural reasons for homelessness. The report concludes that “criminalization policies are
ineffective, harmful, expensive to taxpayers, and often even illegal” (NLCHP, 2019, p.10).
These laws are ineffective in that they do not address the foundational cause of homelessness-the lack of available housing especially for extremely low-income persons. Instead, such laws
can create new barriers (legal and financial) that make it even more difficult to exit
homelessness. Further, the costs to taxpayers for enforcing these laws—involving multiple city,
county, or state law enforcement/criminal justice agencies, public health workers, and a whole
“homelessness industry” of service providers, means fewer dollars for solutions that might
actually lead to permanent housing.
Some prohibited conduct laws are being successfully challenged in court as violating a number
of constitutional rights. According to the Allard K. Lowenstein International Human Rights
Clinic at Yale Law School “Laws criminalizing involuntary, life-sustaining conduct, like
sleeping on a park bench or lingering in a public square, constitute cruel and unusual
punishment…Laws prohibiting panhandling violate freedom of speech…Loitering prohibitions
violate the freedom of movement…Forced evictions by police of homeless encampments often
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violate privacy and property rights…Anti-loitering laws and sweeps of tent cities violate the
freedom of assembly… (and) laws criminalizing homelessness are applied discriminatorily.”
(Frankel, et al, 2016, pp. 3-4).
Martin v. City of Boise

In a 2018 ruling, with potentially far-reaching consequences, Martin v. City of Boise (formerly
Bell v. City of Boise), dealt with complaints brought by homeless individuals in Boise, Idaho,
who had been arrested, convicted, and fined under the city’s prohibited-conduct codes. The suit,
brought initially in 2009, claimed that the city had denied plaintiffs’ rights under the 8 th
Amendment and sought expungement of records, reimbursement for fines, and declaration that
the ordinances were unconstitutional. In an April 2019, amended opinion by the Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeals (that binds jurisdictions in nine states including most of the Western states), the
court determined that, “As long as there is no option of sleeping indoors, the government cannot
criminalize indigent, homeless people for sleeping outdoors, on public property, on the false
premise they had a choice in the matter” (Martin v City of Boise).
On December 16, 2019, the Supreme Court of the U.S. denied a petition by the City of Boise to
review the case, effectively leaving in place the Ninth Circuit ruling. In meeting the requirements
of this ruling, jurisdictions at every level are challenged to ensure that they protect individual
rights in their own context of increasing homelessness and lack of affordable housing
alternatives.
Financialization of Housing

Global capital markets have transformed housing and real estate markets worldwide through the
financialization of housing. A recent report from the UN Special Rapporteur on Adequate
Housing (Farhad, 2017) defines the financialization of housing as:
… structural changes in housing and financial markets and global investment whereby
housing is treated as a commodity, a means of accumulating wealth and often as security
for financial instruments that are traded and sold on global markets (p. 3.).
Such an approach, according to the UN Human Rights Council (through the work of the UN
Special Rapporteur on Adequate Housing), has negative effects on human rights, especially the
right to shelter. The effects of financialization are most evident in major urban centers, where
large numbers of people are losing their homes to luxury developments through escalating rents
or forced evictions, and multiple units stand vacant after being purchased by investors seeking a
strong financial return. In some areas, those living in informal settlements on previously
underdeveloped land have been forced into homelessness when such land is made available to
private investors for prime development.
The scope of financialization, in the wake of the 2008 financial crisis, has been massive.
According to The UN Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, “global real estate
represents nearly 60 per cent of the value of all global assets or $USD 217 trillion – with
residential real estate comprising $USD 163 trillion or 75 per cent. This represents more than
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twice the world’s total GDP. The vast amount of wealth has left governments accountable to
investors rather than their international human rights obligations” (UN OHCHR, 2019, para. 5-6).
Upon reviewing housing policies and practices in the United States, the UN Special Rapporteur
on Adequate Housing made the following observations in a letter issued on March 22, 2019
(pp.1-4). The Special Rapporteur urged a shift in US policy and strong action in support of
housing as a human right rather than a commodity:
The Government of the United States of America has provided financial support
primarily through tax breaks and benefits to encourage the institutional investment in
housing as an asset class and yet has failed to take measures to ensure access to
adequate housing for the most vulnerable populations and has failed to encourage subnational governments to enact legislation that regulates rent increases, fines and
penalties leading to rental prices that are not commensurate with average wage
increases . . .
These acts and omissions are disproportionately affecting African American households,
and other minority groups contrary to the United States of America’s obligations under
the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (CERD). . .
Government must develop policies and laws that include a full range of taxation,
regulatory and planning measures in order to re-establish housing as a human right,
promote an inclusive housing system, prevent speculation and limit the extraction of
profits at the expense of tenants. This will require a transformation of the relationship
between your Government and the financial sector, whereby human rights
implementation becomes the overriding goal” (Farha and Deva, 2019, pp. 1-4).
The Pacific Northwest region also illustrates this trend towards the financialization of property,
especially in the growth of luxury condominium developments. Research by The Luxury Real
Estate Project, (Program on Inequality and the Common Good, Institute for Policy Studies)
mapped recent trends in Seattle. The study found that over 10% of luxury condos studied were
owned by limited liability (LLC) companies or trusts where owners are difficult to identify.
In one development, almost half the units were owned by LLCs, and under 20% of the units had
owners registered to vote there. Overall, of the 1635 Seattle luxury units studied (with a $2
million average price), only 39% had owners registered to vote at the site -- a figure 40% lower
than Washington State properties in general (Collins, 2019). The study looked at only a few
buildings in Seattle, and notes that a more comprehensive study (including Bellevue and
Tacoma) would be required to “fully understand the state of property values, ownership, and
residence today and over time” (Collins, 2019, p. 9).
The research acknowledges the benefits of new construction with regard to jobs and the
contribution to the city’s tax base. But the study also found reasons for concern in this market,
including diminishment of affordable housing options given higher land and housing costs,
increased inequality, potential for money laundering and other crime correlated with large cash
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sales and anonymous property ownership. Other issues include inequality in immigration status
(as EB-5 visa programs allow a two-year green card and path to citizenship in exchange for the
visa holder’s investment), and a vulnerable future, where a housing bust or real estate depression
could result in unpredictable and large ongoing costs for the city.
Mirroring some of the points made by the UN Special Rapporteur, this Seattle-area research
promotes municipal policies that “monitor luxury housing activities” to mitigate some of the
negative effects identified (Collins, 2019, p.3). As a response to the financialization of housing in
Seattle, the study recommends, in part, requiring municipal disclosure of ownership in real
estate, extending the Washington real estate excise tax to gain more value, passing a vacancy tax
and ordinance for properties that are empty for six-twelve months, and joining states attorney
generals in calling for national ownership transparency policies to help curtail potential criminal
activities. (Collins, 2019, pp. 3-4).
Conversions of low rent buildings for more profitable purposes has an impact on affordable
housing in general; but, one inexpensive form of shelter virtually disappeared. To be fair, the
purposeful elimination of Single Room Occupancy (SRO) has been underway for decades.
Financialization and gentrification just sped the process.
Collateral Damage: the loss of Single Room Occupancy Units

Rooming houses, boarding houses, flop houses—a whole variety of “single room occupancy”
units (SROs), have a long history in the United States. In some cases, “a bed” was the rental unit,
and the reciprocal benefits to the shared housing were many. As CityLab visual storyteller
describes, the SRO had a critical role in the early 20 th Century.
Living with the bed as the unit meant that housewives renting out rooms often
had more reliable income than their husbands, single workers (especially
women) could work without the crushing burden of housework, the Great
Depression’s ‘newly poor’ could keep a roof over their head as they tried to
claw their way back up, and everyone who wanted (or needed) could shed
personal living rooms and even kitchens and bathrooms in order to live closer
to the downtown and adopt it as an outflow of their ‘home’ (Aberg-Riger, 2018)
In the second half of the twentieth century, SROs began to decline. Suburban development made
visible the ideal of the nuclear family (while racially discriminatory practices meant this family
was essentially white). In urban centers, where SROs had been an important way for diverse
individuals to share living space, new zoning regulations restricted “cutting up” of existing
houses for multiple units and cities provided incentives for developers to turn SRO units into
more expensive multi-room apartments. Zoning also capped the number of unrelated individuals
who could share a single-family residence, and so further reduced the availability of low-cost
housing. Nationally, approximately a million units were lost from the mid-1970s to the 90s, with
Seattle losing 15,000 units between 1960 and 1981 (Aberg-Riger, 2 018).
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Importantly, existing rooming houses became associated with poverty and urban decay. The
following comment from the St. Louis Post Dispatch, October 18, 1957, captures this sentiment:
If rooming houses are permitted to spread to the city's one- and two-family
neighborhoods, there is not much use in talking brave words about fighting blight.
Rooming houses are not compatible with one- and two-family districts. When the
rooming houses come in, the families move out — and the whole area starts down hill. If
St. Louis is to retain its many fine family neighborhoods, the rooming houses will have to
be kept where they belong (quoted in Planning Advisory Service, 1957, p.1).
What was lost to past development might be reclaimed in a new form of the SRO today. Low
income persons face multiple challenges: the realities of escalating rents, inadequate wages or
insufficient retirement income, increasing homelessness or precarious housing situations, the
growing population of people over 65 living alone in homes too large for their needs, single
people of all ages, and single parents with few affordable options.
Shared Housing presents an option that can address some of these realities. Like the earlier
SROs, what is generally described today as “shared housing” involves unrelated people living
together, often in an existing house, with individual bedrooms, shared kitchen and bathroom, and
possibly other common spaces such as living and dining room. Payment for the space can be as
rent or home assistance or some combination.
There is a growing field of shared housing provision, with toolkits available for developing
agreements that can maximize success of new living arrangements and provide ways to resolve
disputes. Careful “Matchmaking” of individuals who share somewhat similar approaches to daily
living has also contributed to successful arrangements. (Gwatkin & Caraviello, 2012). Landlords
and renters in areas with restrictive zoning regarding occupancy limits have worked to change
the codes. There is potential for alliances here; homeowners who need to rent a room in order to
cover housing costs and renters who cannot afford to rent an entire apartment or house have a lot
in common. Shared housing arrangements are one approach to addressing escalating housing
costs that are a typical byproduct of gentrification.
Gentrification

In Can gentrification be inclusive? (2017), Ingrid Gould Ellen defines gentrification as
…relative increases in household income, education levels, and/or percentage of
residents who are white in initially low-income, central city neighborhoods (p.1).
A gentrifying neighborhood is an initially low-income city neighborhood that experiences more
pronounced and rapid gains in these measures than the increases experienced in the larger
metropolitan area. Low-income tenants in gentrifying neighborhoods are at risk of
discrimination, poor housing conditions, and displacement. Renters in Pierce County are subject
to rapid increases in costs of housing based on local supply and demand. According to the Pierce
County Economic Index report (Johnson, 2020), a projected population increase in Pierce
County of more than 17,300 per year for 2019 and 2020, “will continue to keep rental rates
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above an inflationary increase.” A seller’s market may be good news for realtors but the overall
impact on housing security - particularly for low income people – has been devastating.
Hot markets bring increased profiteering and speculation. In addition, increases in employment
in high wage sectors create upward pressure on housing costs. This is fertile ground for investors
or landlords to abuse an imbalance of power. Rents go up, evictions become commonplace, and
those who find housing they can afford want to hang on to it. Losing housing due to lack of or
loss of adequate income can have long term consequences. As Matthew Desmond explains in
Evicted: Poverty and Profit in the American City (2016):
Losing your home and possessions and often your job; being stamped with an eviction
record and denied government housing assistance; relocating to degrading housing in
poor and dangerous neighborhoods; and suffering from increased material hardship,
homelessness, depression, and illness - this is eviction's fallout. Eviction does not simply
drop poor families into a dark valley, a trying yet relatively brief detour on life's journey.
It fundamentally redirects their way, casting them onto a different, and much more
difficult, path. Eviction is a cause, not just a condition, of poverty (p. 298).
Tenant protections typically focus on policies and regulations related to current tenants. Other
strategies seek equal access for marginalized people and accessibility for people with special
needs and different abilities. Ingrid Gould Ellen (2017), asks us to take a longer view.
Most policy discussions surrounding gentrification center on efforts to protect individual
residents at risk of displacement through legal representation or tenant-based vouchers.
Yet while these efforts can be critical in helping individual tenants, they will do little over
the longer run to preserve economic diversity, which is shaped much more by the
composition of people moving into a neighborhood than by the pattern of exits (pp. 3-4).
Pierce County is a case in point. Many more people are moving in than moving out; but, jobs
have not adequately increased at the rate necessary to sustain this migration. This raises concerns
about becoming a “bedroom county.”
Jobs-Housing Balance

Bedroom communities typically experience fewer economic and civic engagement benefits due
to residents leaving the area to contribute elsewhere. Municipal governments may be forced to
rely on residential tax revenues instead of a balanced mix of residential and business/commercial
tax revenues. Pierce County Council-Person, Derek Young (2019, para. 2) concludes that many
environmental, social, and economic problems are related to the concentration of jobs in King
County and the out-migration of workers there to neighboring regions. He offers this proposal:
We need a new alternative. One that focuses growth towards high capacity
transit, but also plans for balance in each sub-area. Using the clever jobs-housing
balance index above, we should plan for 1.0 in each subarea.
We should think of housing like infrastructure. If you cannot plan for enough
housing to support job growth, those jurisdictions should reduce their
employment zoning.
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In the 2000s, King County added tens of thousands of jobs but did not add the housing needed
for these new employees. The predictable escalating costs for housing led moderate-income
households to hunt for more affordable homes along the Interstate-5 and 405 corridors. Each new
wave of commuters displaced others who could not afford higher rents. Newly displaced renters,
in turn, competed for remaining housing and the cycle continued.
Based on the most recent data from the US Census Bureau (2018), there was a net flow of more
than 7,000 people from King County to Pierce County between 2013 and 2017. Despite
increased traffic congestion, even those with above-average incomes proved willing to travel for
substantially lower housing costs. In January of 2020, the average cost of a house in King
County was $621K and in Pierce County was $387K (Redfin, 2020).
After a closer look:

This study was initiated in response to the lack of safe, secure, and affordable shelter options for
extremely cost burdened residents of Pierce County, and the seemingly intractable and growing
problem of chronic homelessness in our region and beyond. Having taken “a closer look” at key
factors that have shaped the national, state, and local shelter/housing challenge, it may be of use
to review the previous sections, applying the findings and analyses presented here to the study’s
central questions. How do we understand the continuing human costs of homelessness for the
whole community and the challenges and barriers to the provision of safe and secure shelter for
all? What can be learned from the successes and failures of past interventions and housing
strategies? Finally, what innovations and housing policies have the most potential for ensuring
safe and healthy communities where all can survive and thrive?
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Appendix A: Glossary of Terms
Please note that this glossary reflects the use of these terms within the shelter study. Others may use
alternative definitions for some of the terms below. Many of the following definitions come directly from
these major sources. Others have been summarized or taken directly from text of the main document.
1. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development HUDUser Glossary:
www.archives.huduser.gov/portal/glossary/glossary.html
2. Healthy People 2020: www.healthypeople.gov

Term

Definition

Accessory
Dwelling Unit
(ADU)

An ADU is a room or set of rooms in a single-family home in a single-family zone that
has been designed or configured to be used as a separate dwelling unit and has been
established by permit. For related term see Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit DADU).

Adequate Housing
(UN)

Affordable
Housing
Affordable
Housing Action
Strategy
Area Median
Income
Case Management

Chronic
Homelessness

The United Nations defines adequate housing as a fundamental human right-- “a place to
live in dignity, to raise families, and participate in community” (in contrast to treating
housing primarily as a commodity available to those who can afford it or as a place to
park excess capital). See http://www.unhousingrapp.org/the-shift.
In general, housing for which the occupant(s) is/are paying no more than 30 percent of
his or her income for gross housing costs, including utilities. Related terms: cost
burdened and severely cost burdened.
The Affordable Housing Action Strategy (2018) explains how the City of Tacoma and its
partners will safeguard and increase the number of affordable and accessible housing
units throughout the city over the next 10 years.
A number, released every year by the federal Department of Housing and Development,
which represents the combined income of an average household. (The median is the
exact middle number in a group.)
Case management is defined by the Case Management Society of America as “a
collaborative process of assessment, planning, facilitation, care coordination, evaluation,
and advocacy for options and services” to meet individual needs. Case Management in
the context of the Coordinated Entry System (CES) should be voluntary and client
centered, with the goal of identifying strengths and client directed goals, while
promoting “health, recognition, and well-being” (USICH, 2016). Case Managers in CES
should ultimately focus on linking the client to a permanent housing resource and
providing the necessary services needed to promote housing stability.
Term used to describe the experience of an unaccompanied homeless individual with a
disabling condition who has either been continuously homeless for a year or more OR
has had at least four episodes of homelessness in the past three years.
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Term

Definition

Chronically
Homeless
Individual

A homeless individual with a disability who lives either in a place not meant for human
habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter, or in an institutional care facility if
the individual has been living in the facility for fewer than 90 days and had been living
in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter
immediately before entering the institutional care facility. In order to meet the
“chronically homeless” definition, the individual also must have been living as described
above continuously for at least 12 months, or on at least four separate occasions in the
last 3 years, where the combined occasions total at least 12 months. Each period
separating the occasions must include at least 7 nights of living in a situation other than a
place not meant for human habitation, in an emergency shelter, or in a safe haven.

Comprehensive
Life Resources

A not for profit community mental health agency (formerly Comprehensive Mental
Health) providing continuum of behavioral health and community support services.
Includes mental health treatment, substance use disorder, counseling, and homeless
outreach services throughout Pierce County.

Comprehensive
Plan

A comprehensive plan articulates a series of goals, objectives, policies, actions, and
standards that are intended to guide the day-to-day decisions of elected officials and local
government staff. Many cities and counties are required to enact comprehensive plans,
while others choose to do so voluntarily (from Municipal
Research and Services Center of Washington MRSC).

Continuum of Care
(CoC)

A regional or local planning body that coordinates housing and services funding for
homeless families and individuals

Coordinated Entry
System (CES)

A regionally based system that connects new and existing programs into a “no- wrongdoor network” by assessing the needs of individuals/ families/youth experiencing
homelessness and linking them with the most appropriate housing and services to end
their homelessness. The essential components of CES are: 1) a system that is low-barrier
and easy to access; 2) a system that identifies and assesses people’s needs; and 3) a
system that prioritizes and matches housing resources based on those needs.

Cost Burdened

Housing for which the occupant(s) is/are paying more than 30 percent of total income for
gross housing costs, including utilities. Related terms: affordable housing and severely
cost burdened. Used interchangeably with rent burdened

Criminalization of
homelessness and
poverty

An approach to regulating activities in public space that features prohibited conduct
codes relating to basic activities such as sleeping, sheltering, or lingering in the open.
Violations of such codes can result in arrest, jail, or fines.

Detached
Accessory
Dwelling Unit
(DADU)

A legally permitted unit on a property (but not within the home) is called a detached
accessory dwelling unit (DADU) or backyard cottage. Tiny houses, with foundations, are
considered DADUs

Emergency Shelter

Any facility whose primary purpose is to provide temporary shelter for the homeless in
general or for specific populations of the homeless.

Exclusionary
Zoning

A residential zoning plan whose requirements (such as minimum lot size and house size)
have the effect of excluding low-income residents
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Term

Definition

Fair Market Rent
(FMR)

Used to determine payment standard amounts for the Housing Choice Voucher program,
to determine initial renewal rents for some expiring project-based Section 8 contracts, to
determine initial rents for housing assistance payment (HAP) contracts in the Moderate
Rehabilitation Single Room Occupancy program (Mod Rehab), and to serve as a rent
ceiling in the HOME rental assistance program. The U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) annually estimates FMRs for 530 metropolitan areas and
2,045 nonmetropolitan county FMR areas. By law the final FMRs for use in any fiscal
year must be published and available for use at the start of that fiscal year, on October 1.

Federal Poverty
Level (FPL)

A measure of income issued every year by the Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS). Federal poverty levels are used to determine eligibility for certain
programs and benefits, including savings on Marketplace health insurance, and Medicaid
and other programs.

Financialization of
Property/ Housing

Structural changes in housing and financial markets and global investment whereby
housing is treated as a commodity, a means of accumulating wealth and often as security
for financial instruments that are traded and sold on global markets.

Full-Time Work

For purposes of the employer-shared responsibility provisions, a full-time employee is,
for a calendar month, an employee employed on average at least 30 hours of service per
week, or 130 hours of service per month. (IRS)

Gentrification

The process of changing the character of a neighborhood through the influx of more
affluent residents and businesses. This is a common and controversial topic in politics
and in urban planning. Gentrification often increases the economic value of a
neighborhood, but the resulting demographic change is frequently a cause of
controversy.

Gini Coefficient/
Palma Ration

The Gini coefficient is a single number aimed at measuring the degree of inequality in a
distribution. Used to measure how far a country's wealth or income distribution deviates
from a totally equal distribution. A more nuanced measure of inequality in a country is
The Palma ratio, which is the ratio of the richest 10% of the population's share of gross
national income (GNI) divided by the poorest 40%'s share.

Homefulness

A term coined in response to the current crisis of homelessness, to present a more
hopeful perspective focused on creating a community where all can thrive.

Homeless

An individual who lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence; as well an
individual who has a primary nighttime residence that is a supervised publicly or
privately operated shelter designed to provide temporary living accommodations, an
institution that provides a temporary residence for individuals intended to be
institutionalized; or a public or private place not designed for, or ordinarily used as, a
regular sleeping accommodation for human beings.

Homeless
Management
Information
Systems (HMIS)

Locally-administered data system used to collect individual level data and data on the
provision of housing and services to homeless individuals and families and persons at
risk of homelessness. Judged by social service providers as offering a more accurate
picture of shelter conditions than the HUD PIT count.

Housing First

A nationally recognized best-practice model that centers on providing housing quickly
and then providing other services as needed. The Housing First approach differs from
other strategies because there is an immediate and primary focus on helping people
quickly access and sustain permanent housing.
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Term

Definition

Housing Trust
Fund

Housing trust funds are distinct funds established by city, county or state governments
that receive ongoing dedicated sources of public funding to support the preservation and
production of affordable housing and increase opportunities for families and individuals
to access a decent affordable home.

Housing Wage

Hourly wage needed to rent an apartment without devoting more than 30% of one’s
gross income to housing. In Washington State, the housing wage to rent a two-bedroom
home in 2019 would be twice the minimum wage.

HUD

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. The Federal agency responsible
for national policy and programs that address America’s housing needs and
homelessness programs.

Human Right to
Housing/Shelter

The right to housing is recognized in international human rights instruments. Article 25
of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights recognizes the right to housing as part of
the right to an adequate standard of living.

Inclusive
Development

An approach to planning that considers whether development progress is sufficiently
widespread for the majority of a population to benefit.

Income Levels

Extremely low-income (ELI) is defined as income that does not exceed the greater of
either 30% of the median family income MFI (or 60% of VLI income limit); Very lowincome (VLI) is defined as 50 percent of the median family income for the area, subject
to specified adjustments for areas with unusually high or low incomes (HUD) ; Lowincome (LI) is defined as 80 percent of the median family income for the area, subject to
adjustments for areas with unusually high or low incomes or housing costs (HUD);
Middle-income households – those with an income that is two-thirds to double the U.S.
median household income (Pew)

Jobs/Housing
Balance

The relationship between the number of households and jobs has been used as
an indicator of the potential for longer/shorter commutes and predicting housing needs.
The most common quantitative statement of the relationship is called the “jobs/housing
balance.”

Just Cause Eviction

Legislation requiring that landlords provide legitimate business reasons for eviction and
requiring specified notice periods for such termination of tenancy

Land Bank

Governmental entity or public nonprofit corporation established to: engage residents in
innovative strategies to return certain properties to uses that are consistent with
community priorities; support affordable housing and equitable development, reclaim
sites impacted by industrial use or natural disasters.

Land Trust -Community Land
Trust (CLT)

A community land trust is a form of land trust that aims to create and safeguard
community resources, e.g., permanently affordable housing, community gardens, civic
buildings, commercial spaces and other community assets on behalf of a community.

Land Value
Capture

Land value capture is a policy approach that enables communities to recover and reinvest
land value increases that result from public investment and other government actions.

78

Term

Definition

Limited liability
company (LLC)

The US-specific form of a private limited company. It is a business structure that can
combine the pass-through taxation of a partnership or sole proprietorship with the limited
liability of a corporation. An LLC is not a corporation under state law; it is a legal form
of a company that provides limited liability to its owners in many jurisdictions

Live/Work
Housing

a small- to medium-sized attached or detached structure consisting of one dwelling unit
above or behind a flexible ground floor space for residential, service, or retail uses. Both
the primary ground-floor flex space and the second unit are owned by one entity.

Low-Barrier
Housing

Housing where a minimum number of expectations are placed on people who wish to
live there. The aim of such harm reduction programs is to have as few barriers as
possible to allow more people access to services. Housing First is an example of such a
program.

Low-Income
Housing

Not the same as affordable housing (see above). Low-income housing represents two
HUD programs for low income residents—subsidized public housing and Section 8
housing. Both are subject to HUD rules and conditions for apartment rentals. Public
housing is managed by local housing authorities and is available to renters with low
income who meet the criteria of the program. Section 8 housing gives low-income
families a voucher that makes up the difference in what they can afford and the actual
cost of the apartments for rent that are available to them.

Low-Income
Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC)

In response to the shortage of affordable housing, HUD enacted (1997) the Low-Income
Housing Tax Credit program (LIHTC). The program offers incentives to builders who
build, revamp, and rent a percentage of their apartments to those who are eligible for
low-income housing.

Mean Renter Wage

The average wage earned by renters in a designated geographic area. This wage, when
contrasted with the housing wage required in the area, results in a housing/wage gap.
For example To afford a 2-bedroom apartment at Fair Market Rent in 2020 in Pierce
County (HUD User, 2020), would require 1.6 full time jobs at the Tacoma mean renter
wage of $15.54 per hour.

Missing Middle
Housing

A concept emphasizing the need for diverse, affordable housing choices in sustainable,
walkable neighborhoods, with a mix of lower density housing and adequate
transportation options to offset demand for off-street parking.

Network Poverty

A feature of impoverished communities in which not only individuals lack necessary
resources, but networks are impoverished too. Families and friends may be willing to
assist in times of emergency, but risk losing their own precarious hold on security.

Permanent Housing
(PH)

Community-based housing without a designated length of stay, which includes both
Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) and Rapid Rehousing (RRH). Examples of
permanent housing include, but are not limited to, a house or apartment with a month-tomonth or annual lease term or home ownership.

Permanent
Supportive
Housing

An intervention that combines affordable housing assistance with voluntary support
services to address the needs of chronically homeless people. The services are designed
to build independent living and tenancy skills and connect people with community-based
health care, treatment and employment services.

79

Term

Definition

Perverse Growth

Perverse growth is development that undermines rather than enhances the possibilities of
an economy for long-term growth.

Point-in-Time
(PIT) Count

An annual (HUD lead), nation-wide headcount of the homeless population on a single
night during the last 10 days in January. Since 2005, HUD has required all CoC
applicants to complete this count which includes a street count in addition to a count of
all clients in emergency and transitional beds.

Prohibited Conduct
Codes

Laws prohibiting certain conduct in public by persons experiencing homelessness,
including vagrancy, loitering, camping, sitting/sleeping, panhandling. Consequences of
violating codes can include arrest, jail, or fines.

Public Housing
Authorities (PHAs)

Charted under state law, a public housing authority is an autonomous, not-forprofit public corporation, established to provide rental housing for eligible low-income
families, the elderly, and persons with disabilities. Public housing includes a wide
variety of housing types, from scattered single family houses to large apartments
buildings.

Racial
Disproportionality

The underrepresentation or overrepresentation of a racial or ethnic group compared to its
percentage in the total population. Given a history of racist housing practices, persons of
color (especially Black, American Indian, and Latinx), are overrepresented in the
population experiencing homelessness.

Rapid Rehousing

An intervention designed to help individuals and families that don't need intensive and
ongoing supports to quickly exit homelessness and return to permanent housing. Rapid
re-housing assistance is offered without preconditions — like employment, income,
absence of criminal record, or sobriety — and the resources and services provided are
tailored to the unique needs of the household.

Real Estate Excise
Tax (REET)

A state tax levied on all property sales.

Redlining

Discrimination based on location is often referred to as redlining, because historically,
some lending institutions were found to have maps with red lines delineating
neighborhoods within which they would not do business

Rent Stabilization
(Rent Control)

A response to the effects of unregulated rent increases, rent stabilization includes a
variety of negotiated settlements within jurisdictions that limit the amount/type of rent
increase within a set period.

Rental Assistance
Demonstration
Project (RAD)

Section 236 program, which was established by the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1968, combined federal mortgage insurance with interest reduction payments to
the mortgagee for the production of low-cost rental housing.

Safe Haven

A safe haven is a form of supportive housing that serves hard-to-reach homeless persons
with severe mental illness who are on the street and have been unable or unwilling to
participate in supportive services.

Section 8 Existing
Rental Assistance

Provides rental assistance to low-income families who are unable to afford market rents.
Assistance may be in the form of vouchers or certificates
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Term

Definition

Shelter

(Noun) something that gives protection, such as a building or tent, or the protection
provided. (verb) to protect yourself, or another person or thing, from bad weather,
danger, or attack.

Sheltered Homeless

Homeless persons residing in emergency shelter, transitional housing or Safe Havens.
(HUD). (Related term is unsheltered homeless).

Severely Cost
Burdened

A renter household [that pays] more than one-half of its income for gross rent (rent and
utilities). Related terms: affordable housing and cost-burdened

Shared Housing

Shared housing involves unrelated people living together, often in an existing house,
with individual bedrooms, shared kitchen and bathroom, and possibly other common
spaces such as living and dining room. Payment for the space can be as rent or home
assistance or some combination.

Single Room
Occupancy (SRO)

A house, apartment building, or residential hotel in which tenants rent and live in single
rooms. Typically SRO tenants share bathrooms, kitchen facilities, and laundry.

Social
Determinants of
Health (SDOH)

Conditions in the environments in which people are born, live, learn, work, play,
worship, and age that affect a wide range of health, functioning, and quality-of-life
outcomes and risks (Healthy People, 2020).

Subsidized Public
Housing

Subsidized public housing is managed by local housing authorities and is available to
renters with low income who meet the criteria of the program.

Supplemental
Poverty Measure
(SPM)

The Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) goes beyond income to consider out-ofpocket expenses for food, clothing, housing and utilities, geographic disparities, and
federal assistance. Low income in this context means a household making less than
twice the poverty line.

Supportive
Housing

Housing and supportive services, including innovative approaches to assist homeless
persons in the transition from homelessness, to enable tenants to live as independently as
possible. Related term: Safe Haven

Temporary
Assistance for
Needy Families
(TANF)

One of the United States of America's federal assistance programs. It began on July 1,
1997, and succeeded the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program,
providing cash assistance to indigent American families through the United States
Department of Health and Human Services. This cash benefit is often referred to simply
as "welfare."

Tent City

Encampments on publicly owned land by persons experiencing homelessness, sometimes
as a loose collection of individual campers. Tent Cities may develop into well-organized
self-governed entities, possibly sanctioned by local jurisdictions. Some tent cities have
developed into tiny home villages with a large common space and utility infrastructure.

Tiny Home/ Tiny
Home Village

A tiny home is a small house, typically from 200-400 sq. ft. They may be built on
foundations, but many are built on trailers. Tiny home villages, with common space and
utility infrastructure, offer one option for increasing shelter for persons currently
experiencing homelessness. Another use is for detached accessory dwelling units
(DADUs) sited on land shared with a single family residence.
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Term

Definition

Transitional
Housing (TH)

Housing designed to provide homeless individuals and families with the interim stability
and support to successfully move to and maintain permanent housing. Transitional
housing may be used to cover the costs of up to 24 months of housing with
accompanying supportive services. Program participants must have a lease (or sublease)
or occupancy agreement in place when residing in transitional housing.

Unsheltered
Homeless

People living outside - in cars, in camps, or in abandoned buildings. (Related term is
sheltered homeless).

The US
Interagency
Council on
Homelessness

A body that leads the national effort to prevent and end homelessness in America. It
includes 19 federal member agencies and fosters partnerships at every level of
government and with the private sector.
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Appendix B: 2019 Point-In-Time (PIT) Data
2019 Point-in-Time data for All States, Territories, Puerto Rico & District of Columbia (2 of 2 pages)
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Appendix B Continued

2019 Point-in-Time data for All States, Territories, Puerto Rico & District of Columbia (2 of 2 pages)
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Appendix B Continued

2019 Point-in-Time data for Washington State (1 of 2 pages)
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Appendix B Continued

2019 Point-in-Time data for Washington State (2 of 2 pages)

86

Appendix B Continued

2019 Point-in-Time data for Tacoma, Lakewood/Pierce County CoC (including all of Pierce County) (1 of 2 pages)
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Appendix B Continued

2019 Point-in-Time data for Tacoma, Lakewood/Pierce County CoC (including all of Pierce County) (2 of 2 pages)
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Appendix C: Housing Elements of Pierce County Comprehensive Plans
(1 of 2 Pages)
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Appendix C continued (2 of 2 Pages)
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Appendix D: 2020 Fair Market Rent Data
The following explanation is directly quoted from the Office of Policy Development and Research
website (p.1). Accessed February 19, 2020 at https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr.html

----------------------------------------------------------------------

Fair Market Rents (FMRs) are used to determine payment standard amounts for the Housing Choice
Voucher program, to determine initial renewal rents for some expiring project-based Section 8 contracts,
to determine initial rents for housing assistance payment (HAP) contracts in the Moderate Rehabilitation
Single Room Occupancy program (Mod Rehab), rent ceilings for rental units in both the HOME
Investment Partnerships program and the Emergency Solution Grants program, calculation of maximum
award amounts for Continuum of Care recipients and the maximum amount of rent a recipient may pay
for property leased with Continuum of Care funds, and calculation of flat rents in Public Housing units.
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) annually estimates FMRs for Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) defined metropolitan areas, some HUD defined subdivisions of OMB
metropolitan areas and each nonmetropolitan county. 42 USC 1437f requires FMRs be posted at least 30
days before they are effective and that they are effective at the start of the federal fiscal year (generally
October 1).
FY 2020 Fair Market Rent Documentation System provides complete documentation of the
development of the FY 2020 Fair Market Rents (FMRs) for any area of the country selected by the user.
After selecting the desired geography, the user is provided a page containing a summary of how the FY
2020 FMRs were developed and updated starting with the formation of the FMR Areas from the
metropolitan Core-Based Statistical Areas (CBSAs) as established by the Office of Management and
Budget, the newly available 2017 American Community Survey (ACS) 1 year data and the newly
available 2013-2017 5 year data, and updating to FY 2020 including information from local survey data.
The tables on the summary page include links to complete detail on how the data were developed.

----------------------------------------------------------------------

2020 Fair market rents for every zip code in Pierce County are included in
this Appendix
Data for other areas available at https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr/smallarea/index.html
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2020 Small Area Fair Market Rents for Pierce County, WA
Accessed February 9, 2020 from HUD User
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr/fmrs/FY2020_code/2020summary_sa.odn
In metropolitan areas, HUD defines Small Areas using ZIP Codes within the metropolitan area. Pierce
County is part of the Tacoma, WA HUD Metro FMR Area. Below are the average costs for rental housing
within Pierce County:

Tacoma, WA HUD
Metro FMR Area

Efficiency
1-BR
$961
$1,075

2-BR
$1,408

3-BR
$2,031

4-BR
$2,472

The chart below provides more detailed information regarding average costs for rental housing based
on zip code:
FY2020 Small Area Fair Market Rents (FMRs) for Pierce County, WA

Pierce County, WA Advisory Small Area FMRs By Unit Bedrooms
ZIP Code Efficiency One-Bedroom Two-Bedroom Three-Bedroom Four-Bedroom
98022

$1,280

$1,410

$1,710

$2,460

$2,910

98023

$1,470

$1,580

$1,900

$2,710

$3,190

98047

$1,340

$1,440

$1,730

$2,470

$2,910

98092

$1,540

$1,660

$2,030

$2,890

$3,430

98303

$960

$1,080

$1,410

$2,030

$2,480

98304

$780

$870

$1,140

$1,650

$2,000

98321

$1,070

$1,200

$1,570

$2,260

$2,760

98323

$1,000

$1,120

$1,470

$2,120

$2,580

98327

$1,440

$1,610

$2,110

$3,040

$3,700

98328

$790

$880

$1,150

$1,660

$2,020

98329

$1,040

$1,170

$1,530

$2,210

$2,690

98330

$780

$880

$1,150

$1,660

$2,010

98332

$1,220

$1,360

$1,780

$2,570

$3,130

98333

$1,050

$1,180

$1,540

$2,220

$2,700

98335

$1,110

$1,240

$1,630

$2,350

$2,860

98338

$1,130

$1,260

$1,650

$2,380

$2,900

98349

$780

$870

$1,140

$1,650

$2,000

98351

$780

$880

$1,150

$1,660

$2,010
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Pierce County, WA Advisory Small Area FMRs By Unit Bedrooms
ZIP Code Efficiency One-Bedroom Two-Bedroom Three-Bedroom Four-Bedroom
98354

$1,280

$1,410

$1,710

$2,460

$2,910

98359

$980

$1,170

$1,510

$2,140

$2,430

98360

$1,270

$1,420

$1,860

$2,680

$3,270

98371

$940

$1,050

$1,380

$1,990

$2,420

98372

$1,070

$1,200

$1,570

$2,260

$2,760

98373

$1,100

$1,230

$1,610

$2,320

$2,830

98374

$1,150

$1,290

$1,690

$2,440

$2,970

98375

$1,250

$1,400

$1,830

$2,640

$3,210

98385

$1,240

$1,380

$1,810

$2,610

$3,180

98387

$1,050

$1,180

$1,540

$2,220

$2,700

98388

$910

$1,020

$1,340

$1,930

$2,350

98390

$880

$980

$1,290

$1,860

$2,260

98391

$1,210

$1,350

$1,770

$2,550

$3,110

98394

$1,000

$1,120

$1,470

$2,120

$2,580

98395

$960

$1,080

$1,410

$2,030

$2,480

98396

$1,200

$1,340

$1,760

$2,540

$3,090

98401

$960

$1,080

$1,410

$2,030

$2,480

98402

$1,150

$1,280

$1,680

$2,420

$2,950

98403

$780

$870

$1,140

$1,650

$2,000

98404

$890

$990

$1,300

$1,880

$2,280

98405

$920

$1,030

$1,350

$1,950

$2,370

98406

$890

$1,000

$1,310

$1,890

$2,300

98407

$1,050

$1,180

$1,540

$2,220

$2,700

98408

$960

$1,080

$1,410

$2,030

$2,480

98409

$970

$1,080

$1,420

$2,050

$2,490

98411

$960

$1,080

$1,410

$2,030

$2,480

98416

$890

$1,000

$1,310

$1,890

$2,300

98417

$960

$1,080

$1,410

$2,030

$2,480

98418

$910

$1,020

$1,330

$1,920

$2,340
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Pierce County, WA Advisory Small Area FMRs By Unit Bedrooms
ZIP Code Efficiency One-Bedroom Two-Bedroom Three-Bedroom Four-Bedroom
98419

$960

$1,080

$1,410

$2,030

$2,480

98421

$1,070

$1,200

$1,570

$2,270

$2,760

98422

$1,280

$1,410

$1,710

$2,460

$2,980

98424

$1,040

$1,170

$1,530

$2,210

$2,690

98430

$960

$1,080

$1,410

$2,030

$2,480

98433

$1,110

$1,240

$1,620

$2,340

$2,840

98438

$970

$1,090

$1,430

$2,060

$2,510

98439

$1,000

$1,120

$1,470

$2,120

$2,580

98443

$950

$1,060

$1,390

$2,010

$2,440

98444

$890

$990

$1,300

$1,880

$2,280

98445

$1,020

$1,140

$1,490

$2,150

$2,620

98446

$900

$1,010

$1,320

$1,900

$2,320

98447

$890

$990

$1,300

$1,880

$2,280

98448

$960

$1,080

$1,410

$2,030

$2,480

98464

$960

$1,080

$1,410

$2,030

$2,480

98465

$820

$920

$1,200

$1,730

$2,110

98466

$990

$1,110

$1,450

$2,090

$2,550

98467

$810

$910

$1,190

$1,720

$2,090

98490

$960

$1,080

$1,410

$2,030

$2,480

98496

$960

$1,080

$1,410

$2,030

$2,480

98498

$850

$950

$1,250

$1,800

$2,190

98499

$880

$980

$1,290

$1,860

$2,260

98528

$870

$1,020

$1,320

$1,880

$2,170

98558

$960

$1,030

$1,300

$1,880

$2,290

98580

$900

$1,010

$1,320

$1,900

$2,320
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Data on cost-burdened and severely cost-burdened renters by area: https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/many-renters-areburdened-housing-costs

Joint Center for Housing Studies (Feb.1, 2020). America’s rental housing 2020. Cambridge, MA: Joint Center for
Housing Studies of Harvard University at http://www.jchs.harvard.edu

Appendix E: Cost Burdened Data

Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, Washington

Appendix F: Land Banking vs. Land Trusting

A Comparison of Complementary Strategies from Burlington Associates in Community Development LLC

Land Banking

Land Trusting

Program focus

Short-term ownership of vacant and
blighted lands, remediation of
contaminants, derelict structures, & title
defects, and conveyance to private owners
for reuse and redevelopment.

Long-term stewardship of lands and buildings
after remediation and redevelopment, preserving
affordability, preventing deferred maintenance,
and protecting against foreclosure.

Corporate status

Public agency or quasi-public municipal
corporation. The acquisition, remediation,
and disposition of lands may be done as
an internal program of a city department
or redevelopment agency or these tasks
may assigned to a newly chartered special
purpose “city land bank authority.”

Private, not-for-profit corporation. The
stewardship of lands and buildings on behalf of
a place-based community may be done as an
internal program of an existing community
development corporation (CDC) or it may be
assigned to a newly incorporated “community
land trust” (CLT).

Composition and
selection of board

Board composed entirely of political
appointees. A few seats may be
reserved for community representatives,
but the entire board is appointed by the
mayor, city council, or and county
commission.

The “classic” CLT has a tripartite board made
up of lease-holders, community representatives,
and public representatives, with a majority of
seats elected by neighborhood residents. CDCs
that operate land trust programs usually strive
for similar representation and accountability.

Land acquisition

Purchase on open market; receipt of
“surplus” public property; and receipt of
tax-foreclosed property.

Purchase on open market; private land
donations; receipt of “surplus” public property
from a city agency or land bank authority.

Exemption from
property taxes?

Yes. (during period when properties are
held by the land bank)

No. (but taxes may reflect restrictions on land
and buildings)

Duration of land
ownership

Title to lands (and any buildings) is
typically held for a short period of time:
three - five years.

Land is held in trust “forever.” Buildings are
sold to private owners with permanent
restrictions on use and resale.

Disposition of
properties

Lands and buildings are both sold to
private owners, often for the highest price
the market will bear, after the land bank
has cleared title and completed site
remediation.
Subsidy recapture. Subsidies invested in
acquiring and re- mediating lands are
claimed by the land bank on the sale of
the property.

Buildings are sold to private owners at an
affordable price. Title to the underlying land is
retained by the CLT. The land is leased to
owners of the buildings, using a ground lease
that is long-term, inheritable, & mortgageable.
Subsidy retention. Subsidies invested in
acquiring and developing lands are locked into
the property, lowering the price for future
homebuyers (or other occupants).

No. Land banks typically impose no
lasting affordability restrictions on lands
and buildings that are removed from the
land bank’s inventory and sold on the
open market.
No. A public land bank typically
imposes no conditions on the upkeep of
buildings sold out of the land bank’s
inventory. Nor does it intervene, should
the owners of these buildings later face
foreclosure.

Yes. The CLT retains an option to repurchase
homes (and other buildings) whenever their
owners decide to sell, paying a formuladetermined price that keeps homes affordable.

Recycling of public
investment

Long-term affordability of land &
buildings?
Long-term
responsibility for
homes
& homeowners?
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Yes. The CLT has a right (via the ground
lease) to require leaseholders to keep their
buildings in good repair. The
CLT also has a durable right to intervene in
cases of a mort- gage default to prevent
foreclosure.

Appendix F continued
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Appendix G: Kampgrounds of America (K.O.A.) Model for Shelter
K.O.A., has been operating clean, safe, and well organized campsite franchises for almost 50 years. Some
aspects of their in-person and online training courses for owners (Kampgrounds of America, 2020) might
help in planning long-term campsite shelters. The concept of “setting up a working campground for
travelers” may be useful, even when those travelers have been living in the same city for decades. There
are clearly real differences between the needs of people on vacation and people experiencing
homelessness. Some training and information may not be directly applicable. The question is this: Could
these K.O.A. campground experts help us create a more humane, sustainable environment for some
unsheltered campers that would result in better outcomes than our current approach.
K.O.A. has 16 franchise locations in Washington that provide water, power, and sewer for RVs, motor
homes, and tent-campers. Asked about using these campgrounds for people experiencing homelessness,
Mike Gast, Vice President of K.O.A., said their sites are not appropriate:
Bluntly, we can make a lot more profit off of a daily, transitional camper, somebody who’s
moving around the country, than we can a seasonal camper because, what you really end up with
is a trailer park and that’s not what we are (Raftery, 2016, para. 9).
According to Gast, each K.O.A. owner or host has their own policies and can turn away vehicles and/or
people who don’t meet their standards. They also regulate the maximum number of consecutive days and
how many cars can park around each campsite. Most owners enforce a five-month limit and require that
residents move out for at least 24 hours before they can return (Raftery, 2016). Might K.O.A. be willing
to work with us to set up a well-run campground if the campground were not in competition with them?
Would the organization welcome the opportunity to provide a critical community service AND eliminate
the “trailer park” issue at their sites?
Perhaps there could be a camp host who would manage the site in exchange for space. Others could be
charged a nominal fee that could be paid in the form of a voucher from and agency or as a portion of
Social Security or other fixed income. One difference between the homeless campground and a for-profit
campground could be allowing people to stay for extended periods. The pay-to-stay option could keep the
campground at the desired size and contribute to the campers’ sense of ownership of their space.
There are many other ways this could be done; details would need to be worked out by the municipality,
nonprofit, or other agency that established the campsite. A sustainable, replicable site would not be a
“case managed” 24/7 shelter with the associated salary costs. Instead, the campground would be designed
to meet the needs of people who cannot afford housing but who are able to maintain basic community
agreements in a neighborhood-style setting. Referrals to community agencies and resources would be
available, but campers could choose whether or not to use these. Social services would not be delivered
here just as they would not be provided to K.O.A. campgrounds.
This proposal is not presented as a universal solution. It is meant to fill one gap in the system by offering
an option for people who are currently sleeping in cars or tents for mainly economic reasons. For these
campers, a stable campsite where they can sleep without anxiety about being moved along could mean the
difference between moving ahead and simply surviving.
This option could also be one aspect the City of Tacoma’s Phase 2 plan. Other Phase 2 options could be
set up to deal with people in need of a much lower-barrier solution. Any solution that takes some pressure
off of resources used to address homelessness makes the possibility of addressing the needs of chronically
homeless individuals and low barrier shelters more possible.
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Additional Resources
Tacoma Pierce County Coalition to End Homelessness
Webpage includes information about members, an up-to-date list of shelters, upcoming meetings
and events, an interactive resource directory, distribution list sign up. https://www.pchomeless.org
Resources for youth experiencing homelessness in Pierce County

Arlington Drive Youth Campus (Tacoma Housing Authority): https://www.tacomahousing.net
 Under construction, expect to start leasing in November 2020.
 For young adults, 18 to 24 years old, who are experiencing homelessness, transitioning
from foster care or are on the threshold of homelessness.
Beacon Center Young Adult Shelter (Comprehensive Life Resources)
https://www.comprehensiveliferesources.org

Drop-in is open for folks from the ages of 12 to 24 who are either experiencing
homelessness or are at-risk of experiencing homelessness.
 Shelter is open to folks between the ages of 18 and 24 who are homeless or just need a
safe place to sleep.
REACH Center: https://www.reachtacoma.org
 A one-stop youth service center for young people 16-24 seeking to advance their
educational, career, and life goals.
Serra House (Coffee Oasis) https://thecoffeeoasis.com/serrahouse
 Short-term emergency housing for youth experiencing homelessness, ages 13-17


For additional Research & Education

National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty (NLIHC): Resources, webinars, legal
action in service of people who are experiencing homelessness. https://nlchp.org
National Low-Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC): Research, webinars, calls to action
regarding public policy and affordable housing. https://nlihc.org
Opportunity Starts at Home Campaign: Resources in support of federal policies that protect
and expand affordable housing for low-income people. https://www.opportunityhome.org
Policy Resources to Support Social Determinants of Health: Resources help identify and
describe policy opportunities and involve other sectors to improve health and well-being.
Accessed January 8, 2020 from the Center for Disease Control, www.cdc.gov
Project Homeless Connect (Associated Ministries). Periodic events where people experiencing
homelessness can receive medical, dental, mental health services, haircuts, lunch, and respect.
https://associatedministries.org/supportive-services/phcvolunteer

Rental Housing Association of Washington (RHAW): Resource and advocacy organization for
rental owners and managers. https://www.rhawa.org
Tenants Union of Washington State: Resource and advocacy for tenants https://tenantsunion.org
Student Housing Insecurity: Annotated Bibliography Literature on Students Experiencing
Homelessness and Housing Insecurity. Accessed January 8, 2020 from www.compact.org
Washington Low Income Housing Alliance: Resource and advocacy organization for
organizations and individuals in support of affordable housing. https://www.wliha.org
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