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Executive Summary
Hopelink is a federally designated Community Action Agency founded in 1971 that provides specific
transportation services in all of King and Snohomish Counties and community services in an 800-square
mile area across north and east King County (The Service Areas). Programs are provided at 15 locations
throughout the Service Area and include food banks, energy assistance, housing, family development and
adult education. More than 600,000 people live within Hopelink’s Service Area, and of those, more than
87,000 live in poverty. In 2016, Hopelink provided services to 63,700 clients, of which 21,641 (9,602
households) were assisted through community services. Based on its Theory of Change framework,
Hopelink services are geared toward two primary outcomes: stability, through addressing basic needs,
and equipping individuals to exit poverty. The Community Needs Assessment findings are organized
according to this framework.

Purpose and Context
This Community Needs Assessment identifies strengths and needs in Hopelink’s five Service Areas, as well
as for King County overall. The Assessment will not only meet the requirements of the federal Community
Services Block Grant Act, but will also inform Hopelink’s Strategic Planning process and overall program
planning. Using the report, Hopelink can adjust their services based on the unique demographics and
changing needs in each of their Service Areas.

Summary of Findings
TOP NEEDS AND PRIORITIES
The literature review of needs assessments and reports from Hopelink, hospitals, and other service
providers revealed findings and themes that were consistent with the community conversations and input
on the perception of community needs (see Works Cited). Themes are primarily related to cost and
access.


Affordable housing. Housing costs are rising across the county, putting pressure on low-income
individuals and families to allocate more of their resources to housing. This leaves fewer resources
available to meet other needs. Rising housing costs can also lead to displacement, as residents may
have to leave communities, relationships, and connections to move to areas where housing is more
affordable. Outreach at the Senior Center echoed this concern. Top housing concerns among seniors
in the Issaquah area were the ability to age in place in one’s home and the tremendous rise in rents
and property taxes for seniors on a fixed income.



Homelessness. Related to the cost of housing, the number homeless individuals is increasing with the
latest count indicating over 11,000 in King County. The top three reasons people experience
homelessness are job loss (30%), drug and alcohol use (20%) and eviction (11%), which is frequently
related to inability to pay. The total number of children experiencing homelessness has increased in
all school districts except Kirkland/Northshore where it declined from 2011-12 to 2015-16.
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Affordable health care. Access to health care requires not only health insurance but also knowledge
of basic health issues and an understanding of how to navigate the system. It can be challenging to
know what services and benefits people are eligible for, and people may not know how to shop for
an insurance plan that will allow them to continue to receive care from their current provider. Further,
individuals with incomes just above the federal poverty level may decide not to enroll in a health
plan because they cannot afford the premiums. Some that do enroll may risk falling behind on their
premiums if other household costs increase or they have an unexpected expense.



Affordable child care. Costs related to child care for working parents place an additional financial
burden on families as these costs are among the highest in a family’s budget. In addition to cost,
location and transportation to get there, language, and cultural values can all serve as barriers to
access. The capacity of child care providers compared to the number of children under the age of
five suggests a continued need for affordable child care services, particularly for low-income
families. Given the evidence that children who attend high-quality preschools are better prepared to
enter kindergarten, an inability to access child care has implications beyond cost.



Food security. Given the long-term consequences of food insecurity on health, particularly in
children, consistent access to adequate and nutritious food is a key concern. Not all food insecure
people are eligible for federal nutrition assistance programs. In addition, barriers to accessing food
banks, including transportation, homelessness, and suitability of food, often prevent hungry people
from meeting this basic need. These challenges create an important gap that organizations such as
Hopelink can fill.



Access to transportation. Needs assessments reported that residents, especially in suburban areas
of King County, rely on public transportation to access jobs, medical and other services, and other
activities. There is a need for more efficient and improved bus service and more transportation
options beyond traditional public buses. During outreach events, seniors voiced concerns over their
ability to efficiently and safely use public buses. As they age, many no longer drive, and they
identified a need for public or volunteer door-to-door services for the elderly and disabled. Many
identified the distance to bus stops from their place of residence or destination, as well as a lack of
suitable conditions at the bus stop or on the bus, as barriers to accessing transportation. Participants
at the Shoreline Center thought public transportation was good in the Shoreline area, but paying the
fare was a barrier to access. (Shoreline is served by a RapidRide Metro bus route.) Indeed, the cost
of riding public transit has tripled for low-wage workers over the past 40 years, with transit fares
continuing to increase across the region (King County Metro, 2013).



Access to services. This displacement of poverty to suburban and rural areas challenges the
traditional, centralized delivery models for social services. When service offerings are spread over a
larger sprawling area, the transportation costs to supporting government and non-profit
organizations can increase significantly, as well as the costs and time necessary to access these
services. In certain cases, these areas may not have the resources or a sufficient density of clients to
achieve economies of scale and justify the delivery of certain services in an area.
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BARRIERS TO ACCESS
The outreach events also highlighted the following barriers related to how clients access services:


Awareness and outreach. Individuals who qualify for services may not be aware that they qualify
for services and/or the range of services available to them. One senior couple that was interviewed
would qualify for Hopelink services but were unaware about what services the organization
provides. One participant at the Shoreline Center focus group mentioned that while they knew about
and used Hopelink services, other homeless and low-income individuals were not aware of them.



Complicated eligibility and sign-up processes. Even when people qualify for and know about
services that would help them, there are still barriers to accessing services. One focus group
participant described how there are “many hoops to jump through”, and often those in greatest need
do not have the time, knowledge, or ability to complete the application and qualification processes.



Welcoming atmosphere. A few comments from the focus group highlighted how important the first
contact with a service provider is. If the staff member is warm and helpful, individuals are much more
likely to have a positive experience. Often, it seems that this front-line interaction is inconsistent and
depends on the staff person. Different staff members may provide contradicting information. The
perception seems to be that some staff know more than others about available services and how to
use and access them.



Cultural competency. Other needs assessments indicated a growing need for greater cultural
competency among volunteers and staff, specifically proficiency in languages other than English. The
outreach event at the CISC resource fair supported this finding, as most attendees preferred to
speak in Chinese. It was valuable for them to have resource providers communicate and provide
information in their language.

In 2017, Hopelink completed a customer satisfaction survey with 1,142 respondents that were fairly
representative of the overall client population. The objectives were to hear directly from clients about
what they like or do not like about Hopelink’s services so that Hopelink can improve its services by
building on its strengths and addressing concerns. The vast majority (94%) were very likely or extremely
likely to recommend Hopelink’s services to a friend. While the survey’s focus differs from this Needs
Assessment, a few overarching needs were highlighted that are helpful, namely income limits that are too
low, the need for help navigating services, and a desire for more of certain services (Hopelink, 2017).

SERVICE AREA CHARACTERISTICS
The top needs and priorities mentioned above are shared across all Hopelink Service Areas, but there
are some key demographic differences across the geographies that Hopelink serves. These differences
could result in variation in how programs are implemented or information about services is disseminated.

Bellevue Service Area (population 243,368)
The Bellevue and Redmond Service Areas have almost identical racial and ethnic makeups, with a quarter
(25%) of the population being Asian. Bellevue has better access to transportation than many other
eastside cities, and despite a high median income ($103,700 in 2015), the area has pockets with higher
shares of people living under 185% of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL). The Service Area also has the
greatest number of people with incomes at this level (32,348). There is also a higher share of residents
over the age of 65 (14.2%) than in the overall Hopelink Service Area (12.5%) and King County overall
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(11.8%). Bellevue has a diversity of languages spoken at home, with an estimated 31% of residents
speaking a language other than English (compared to 26% for King County), and an estimated 22% of
the population speaking English less than “very well”.

Kirkland/Northshore Service Area (population 163,612)
The Kirkland/Northshore Service Area has a large proportion of white residents (76%) and similar
distribution of household types to Bellevue, with approximately 56% being married couples. Thirteen
percent (13%) of residents are estimated to be below 185% of FPL. This area contains the highest
percentage of cost burdened renters (those paying more than 30% of their income on housing), at nearly
50% of all renter households. One quarter (25%) of all renter households in Kirkland/Northshore are
severely cost burdened, spending half or more of their income on housing. Less than one quarter (21%) of
residents speak a language other than English at home and only 9% of residents over the age of five are
estimated to speak English less than “very well”. The largest concentration of students in the transitional
and bilingual instruction program speak Spanish.

Redmond Service Area (population 143,245)
The Redmond Service Area has the highest median income in Hopelink’s service area ($123,224 in
2015), the largest proportion of married couples with children (63%), a large share of children under the
age of 14 (22.5%). Like the Bellevue Service Area, there is a larger population of Asian residents (25%).
There is also a diversity of languages spoken at home in Redmond, with 33% of residents reporting that
they speak a language other than English at home. In such an affluent area, households experiencing
poverty may not know how or where to receive help. This is evidenced by the fact that only 25% of the
households estimated to be below poverty are receiving SNAP benefits, a lower percentage than in other
Hopelink Service Areas.

Shoreline Service Area (population 68,819)
Of the Hopelink Service Areas, Shoreline’s demographics most closely match those of King County overall.
The area is more urban with access to more public transportation options. The population is lower-income
(20.8% below 185% of FPL), has incomes that are not rising with inflation, has a larger share of residents
that are black (5%), living alone (37%), veterans (9%), and adults over the age of 65 (16.9%). The
share of residents without a high school diploma or equivalent (7.4%) is greater than in other Hopelink
Service Areas and King County on the whole. Although Shoreline has access to a larger network of public
transit options, the affordability of transit is a concern among residents and potential Hopelink clients.
With lower incomes, housing affordability and the pressure that rising housing costs place on households
are a key concern.

Sno-Valley Service Area (population 54,946)
Sno-Valley is the most rural of the service areas with a smaller population spread out over a larger
geographic area making transportation and access to services key concerns. This service area has the
largest share of whites (87%), married couples with children (57%), and single female householders with
children (9%). Almost a quarter of the residents are children under the age of 14 (22%), and a large
share of children in the school districts are eligible for Free or Reduced Price Meals (82% of Skykomish
School District and 30% of Enumclaw School District). Only 9% of residents in this Service Area speak a
language other than English at home. Housing cost burden shares were the lowest in this community, yet
18% are cost burdened and 17% are severely cost burdened. Less than half (43.9%) of Sno-Valley’s
adults have at least a bachelor’s degree.
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Community Needs Assessment
About Hopelink
Hopelink is a community leader in tackling the issues that prevent lowincome families and individuals from achieving stability and gaining the
tools and skills they need to exit poverty (Exhibit 1). Hopelink’s Vision is a
community free of poverty. The organization serves almost 64,000 people
each year with its staff of 300 and over 3,600 community volunteers.
Hopelink has five centers in Bellevue, Kirkland, Redmond, Shoreline, and
Carnation, making it the largest service provider in north and east King
County. Its transportation services cover all of King and Snohomish
Counties. This needs assessment uses two primary geographies: all of King
County, and Hopelink’s defined Service Areas for services other than
transportation (Exhibit 2).
The federal Community Services Block Grant Act requires community
action agencies, such as Hopelink, to conduct a Community Needs
Assessment every three years to understand the needs of the communities
they serve and explore ways to address them. In addition to meeting the
Block Grant requirements, this needs assessment will inform Hopelink’s
program planning, based on the unique demographics and changing
needs in each of their five Service Areas.
Exhibit 1. Hopelink Theory of Change
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Hopelink provides services around
its goals of achieving stability and
exiting poverty across nine
categories of assistance.
Stability Programs


Food Assistance



Financial Assistance



Energy and/or Housing



Transportation

Equipped to Exit Poverty


Adult Education



Housing – Case Management



Family Development



Employment



Financial Counseling
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Methods and Data Sources
The Assessment was conducted between August and September of 2017. Various methods for data
collection and analysis were used to create an understanding of the basic needs, social services, health,
education, and workforce needs of the individuals and families served by Hopelink.

SECONDARY DATA SOURCES


American Community Survey (ACS). In general, the analysis uses the 2010-2015 five year
estimates to support analysis at city, census tract, or school district levels. Information derived from
special tabulations conducted by the Census Bureau may use a different period and is noted.



Office of Financial Management (OFM) April 1, 2017 population estimates. OFM develops intercensus estimates of the populations of all cities and towns in the state. These estimates are
considered the official jurisdictional population and are used in state program administration and to
allocate revenues.



Bureau of Labor Statistics



Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT) Housing + Transportation Fact Sheets



Child Care Aware of Washington



Office of Refugee Resettlement



Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI)



Partners for Our Children Data Portal



Public Health Seattle King County City Health Profiles



U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). HUD releases housing data annually
under the Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy program (CHAS). Data is based on ACS 5year estimates, and provides information on housing affordability, household income, and household
composition.



Washington Healthy Youth Survey



Washington State Department of Commerce and All Home, Seattle/King County Continuum of Care



Washington State Department of Health Data and Statistical Reports



Washington State Department of Social and Health Services

CUSTOM-AREA PROJECTIONS
Where possible, exhibits in the report summarize data into Hopelink’s five Service Areas, using census
tracts (Exhibit 2). Census tracts are defined by the U.S. Census Bureau and roughly correspond to a
neighborhood. The population of each census tract is typically between 2,500 to 8,000 people and the
geographic size of each census tract can vary greatly. Maps in this report display data by census tract,
because of this, large geographic areas in the east of King County may have a similarly sized population
to a much smaller geographic area in the west of King County. For example, there is a small population
living in southern Sno-Valley in a very large census tract.
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Although the ACS reports data for census-defined areas, which is the source for many exhibits, most state
and local sources report at the jurisdiction level, by city or school district. OSPI is responsible for the
classification and numbering of school districts. School districts do not align with census tracts or Hopelink
Service Areas. For consistency throughout the report, we have assigned school district to Service Area
based on the greatest area of overlap. A summary of how School Districts are assigned to Service Areas
is shown in Exhibit 3. Similarly, for data sources reported at the city-level, Exhibit 4 provides information
around which cities are associated with each Hopelink Service Area.
Throughout the report, references to the five Service Areas are made using those Service Area names:
Bellevue, Kirkland/Northshore, Redmond, Shoreline, and Sno-Valley. However, as shown below, each
Service Area includes more than the named city.
Exhibit 2. Hopelink Service Areas by Census Tract

Source: Hopelink, 2017; BERK, 2017
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Exhibit 3. School Districts by Service Area

Exhibit 4. Cities by Service Area
Bellevue
Bellevue
Issaquah
Mercer Island
Newcastle
Medina
Fall City

Kirkland/Northshore
Bothell
Kirkland
Northshore
Kenmore
Woodinville

Redmond
Redmond
Sammamish

Shoreline
Shoreline
Lake Forest Park

Sno-Valley
North Bend
Duvall
Carnation
Snoqualmie
North Bend

COMMUNITY INPUT
Outreach was conducted at three events in September to better understand the needs of individuals
currently served by Hopelink and those that would qualify for Hopelink services but do not currently use
them. Hopelink’s own outreach materials were also reviewed, including a study of customers and noncustomers of its food banks. In addition, several Community Needs Assessments for hospitals and other
care providers, non-profits, and jurisdictions were reviewed as several of them gathered significant
community input and have similar Service Areas. Primary data collection activities included:


Chinese Information and Services Center (CISC) Resource Fair. CISC organized a senior resource
fair on September 6, 2017 at the North Bellevue Community Center. BERK conducted intercept
interviews with about a dozen Chinese-speaking seniors at this resource fair as well as other resource
providers, including International Community Health Services and CISC.
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Issaquah Housing Forum and Senior Resource Fair. The City of Issaquah organized a senior
resource fair on September 8, 2017 at the Issaquah Senior Center. BERK spoke to several seniors
attending the fair, as well as other attending service providers including Transit First, Issaquah Food
Bank, and Sound Generations.



Hopelink Shoreline Center. A focus group discussion was held on September 11, 2017 at the
Hopelink center in Shoreline. Six low-income individuals that currently use Hopelink services in the
Shoreline area attended the discussion.

Exhibit 5 shows where Hopelink’s current program participants live. This map includes programs other
than transportation, while Exhibit 23 shows the location of Hopelink’s transportation clients.
Exhibit 5. Hopelink Program Participation – Individuals Served by Census Tract

Source: Hopelink, 2017; BERK, 2017
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Regional Context
Following the 2007-09 recession, the economy in King County has recovered well and the area has
added new residents. Between 2015 and 2016, King County gained 35,700 residents. This influx of new
residents, driven in large part by a strong job market for highly skilled, highly paid workers, has put
significant pressure on rents and home prices making the area less affordable for many longtime and
new residents.

Population Demographics
POPULATION
King County grew dramatically between 1990 and 2015. Population has increased from around 1.5
million residents in 1990 to over 2 million residents in 2015, an increase of 36%. From 2010 to 2015,
King County’s population saw exceptional growth, adding over 160,000 residents and growing at an
average rate of 1.7% per year, as seen in Exhibit 6.
Exhibit 6. Population Growth by Hopelink Service Area, 2010 – 2015
2,045,756
2,000,000

Average Annual Growth
(2010 - 2015)
 King County 1.7%

1,879,189

1,500,000

1,000,000

 Sno-Valley, 2.4%
 Shoreline, 0.9%

500,000

 Redmond, 2.1%
 Kirkland/Northshore, 1.4%

0
2010

 Bellevue, 2.0%
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Source: ACS 2015 5-year estimates, Demographic and Housing Estimates, BERK 2017.



The population in the five Hopelink Service Areas grew at an average annual rate of 1.8% from
2010 – 2015, while King County on the whole grew at a rate of 1.7%.



Several of Hopelink’s Service Areas are growing faster than the King County average, including
Sno-Valley, Redmond, and Bellevue. Shoreline is lagging behind (0.9%).
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HOUSEHOLD TYPE
At least 50% of household types in each of Hopelink’s five Service Areas are married couples, either with
or without children (Exhibit 7). Shoreline has a slightly different makeup with a larger share of married
couples without children (16%) and approximately 29% of households being men or women living alone.
Shoreline’s household types more closely align with King County, with a higher share of non family
households (37%) compared to the other Hopelink Service Areas. In addition to the household types
outlined in the exhibit below, there are almost 7,000 householders over the age of 65 living alone in
King County, representing 3% of total householders living alone countywide.
Exhibit 7. Household Types by Hopelink Service Area, 2015

10%
15%
16%
4%
8%

7%

7%

6%

11%

11%

9%

14%

15%

4%
7%

4%
6%

11%
3%
5%
3%

11%

12%

8%
12%
17%
6%
7%

9%
10%
3%
9%
6%

63%
46%

44%

Other Non Family Households
Women Living Alone
Men Living Alone
Other Family households
Female Householder, with children
present

16%

10%

37%

6%

57%
34%

Married Couples without Children
Married Couples with Children

Source: ACS 2015 5-year estimates, Household Type, Household Type – Including Living Alone – By Relationship, Own
Children Under 18 years by Family Type and Age, BERK 2017.



Three quarters of the household types in Redmond and Sno-Valley are family households, with most
families being married couples with children.



Of the five Service Areas, Sno-Valley has the largest percentage of female householders with
children (9%).



Hopelink Community Services Client’s household types for FY2017:


48% were single and living alone, compared to 31% in King County



16% were single female parents, compared to 8% in King County



14% were two parent households, compared to 37% in King County



10% were two adults without children, compared to 10% in King County



10% were characterized as other households
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RACE/ETHNICITY
Exhibit 8 presents the distribution of people among the federal race categories and Hispanic ethnicity for
the jurisdictions of interest. The white non-Hispanic population in Washington State is close to 70%, similar
to that of the U.S. overall. King County is more diverse with greater than a third of residents being
Hispanic and/or not white alone.
Exhibit 8. Race and Ethnicity in Hopelink Service Areas, 2015
American Indian or
Alaska Native 

Hopelink Community
Services Clients

Bellevue

63%

Redmond

Shoreline

Sno-Valley

5%

38%

6% 1%

2%
4%

62%

1%
4%

87%

12%

2%5%

2%4%

25%
1%
4% 5%

70%

2%5%

25%
1%
4%

76%

63%

1%
3% 6%

16%

11% 1% 11% 1% 6% 5%

26%

Kirkland/Northshore

Pacific
Islander 
Asian 

White - Hispanic
or Latino 

 White - Not Hispanic or Latino
King County

Black 

Two or More Races 
Other Race 

12%

3% 5%

1%
3% 3% 4%

Source: ACS 2015 5-year estimates, Demographic and Housing Estimates, BERK 2017.



Racial and ethnic makeup differs across Hopelink Service Areas.



Bellevue and Redmond Service Areas have similar racial and ethnic makeups to King County, but
with higher percentages of Asian residents (25%).



Kirkland/Northshore and Shoreline have similar racial and ethnic makeups, but Shoreline has a
larger percentage of black residents (5% versus 1%).



In Sno-Valley 87% of residents report being white. There are small shares of Hispanic and Asian
residents (3%) compared to other Hopelink Service Areas.
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LANGUAGE
Language reveals more nuance to the racial and ethnic makeup of the Service Areas. In King County as a
whole, the majority of the population speaks only English at home (Exhibit 9).
Exhibit 9. Languages Spoken at Home in Hopelink Service Areas, 2015
All Other Languages
Asian and Pacific Islander Languages  
Other Indo-European Languages 
Spanish 

 English Only
King County

Bellevue

74%

69%

Kirkland/Northshore
Redmond
Shoreline
Sno-Valley

7%

6%

5% 10%
79%

11% 2%

16%

5% 7%

67%

5%
78%

12%
5% 5%

91%

1%
8%1%

14%

1%

9% 2%
4%3%2%

Note: Indo-European Languages include most languages of Europe and the Indic languages of India. For example, this
category includes the Germanic, Scandinavian, Romance, Slavic, Indic, Celtic, Greek, Baltic, and Iranian languages.
Source: ACS 2015 5-year estimates, Language Spoken at Home, BERK 2017.



Approximately a third of the population in both the Bellevue and Redmond Service Areas (31% and
33%) speaks a language other than English at home. Of those speaking another language, most
speak either Asian and Pacific Islander languages (14-16%) or other Indo-European languages (1012%).



The Kirkland/Northshore and Shoreline Service Areas have similar shares of languages spoken to
that of King County, with slightly fewer Spanish and Asian and Pacific Islander speakers.



Sno-Valley is predominantly comprised of English-only speakers.

Limited English Proficiency
Individuals who do not speak English as their primary language and who have a limited ability to read,
speak, write, or understand English can be limited English proficient, or "LEP". Individuals with limited
proficiency in English often can have difficulty finding jobs and staying employed as many jobs require
employees to communicate with customers, co-workers, or suppliers in English. Lack of English proficiency
may also limit interactions with public agencies or staff leading to lack of access to benefits or programs.
Long wait times for interpretation or the lack of linguistically appropriate service providers can also limit
access to benefits and programs.
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Exhibit 10. English Proficiency in Hopelink Service Areas, 2015
Hopelink Service District

Population
Five Years
and Over

Washington

6,539,661

King County

1,919,474

90%

11%

Bellevue

228,613

88%

12%

Kirkland/Northshore

153,072

Redmond

133,240

90%

10%

Shoreline

65,237

92%

8%

Sno-Valley

50,960

 Percent of Population whoSpeak English
only or "very well"

 Percent of Specified Population who
Speak English less than "very well"

92%

8%

93%

7%

98%

2%

Source: ACS 2015 5-year estimates, Language Spoken at Home, BERK 2017.



The Bellevue Service Area has the great share (12%) of the population that speaks English less that
“very well”.



In FY2017, 23% of Hopelink Community Services Clients over the age of five report limited
English proficiency.

FOREIGN-BORN POPULATION
The foreign-born population includes both refugees and immigrants. In King County, the immigrant
population is highly diverse with significant variations in life history. The high-tech and global tradefocused economy has created demand for highly skilled workers that come from all over the world and
many of them live in Hopelink’s Service Area on the eastside. Exhibit 11 presents the foreign-born
population of the Hopelink Service Areas. Approximately one in five persons in King County is foreignborn, representing more than 430,000 people.
Exhibit 11. Foreign-Born Population by Hopelink Service Area, 2015
Foreign-born Population
Total Population

#

2,045,756

433,383

21%

Bellevue

243,368

69,110

28%

Kirkland/Northshore

163,612

29,089

18%

Redmond

143,245

42,788

30%

Shoreline

68,819

11,573

17%

Sno-Valley

54,946

3,437

6%

King County

% of Total

Source: ACS 2015 5-year estimates, Place of Birth by Nativity and Citizenship Status; BERK, 2017.



The Bellevue and Redmond Service Areas have higher shares of foreign-born residents (28% and
30% respectively), compared to King County on the whole (21%).



Kirkland/Northshore and Shoreline have similar shares of foreign born (18% and 17% respectively).
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The Sno-Valley Service Area has the smallest share and number of foreign-born residents (6% and
3,437 respectively).

While some immigrants to King County are employed by the high-tech sector, some immigrants do not
have these highly desired skills. According to One America, an organization that works with and
advocates for immigrant communities, workforce development in King County is not always effective in
connecting immigrants and refugees to major employment (Stolz, 2017). The current workforce
development programs do not work well for immigrants with limited English proficiency, and the lack of a
strategy tends to leave immigrants in low-paying positions.
Languages spoken by students in Transitional Bilingual Instruction Program (TBIP) provide more nuance on
recently arrived students at higher geographic specificity than the Census data, as seen in Exhibit 12.
Students in the TBIP meet the following conditions: the primary language of the student is not English; and
the student's English skills are sufficiently lacking or absent as to delay learning.
Exhibit 12. Languages Spoken by Students in Transitional Bilingual Instruction Program, 2015-2016
Bellevue

Kirkland/NorthShore

Percent
Speaking
Language
1,144 25%

Num ber of
Students

Language
Spanish

Percent
Speaking
Language
743 45%

Num ber of
Students

Language
Spanish

Redmond
Percent
Speaking
Language
979 33%

Num ber of
Students

Language
All Other Languages

All Other Languages

1,111 25%

All Other Languages

Spanish

794 27%

Chinese-Mandarin

475 11%

Russian

80

5%

Russian

521 31%

201

7%

Chinese-Unspecified

411

9%

Telugu

76

5%

Hindi

179

6%

Korean

272

6%

Korean

75

5%

Telugu

168

6%

Telugu

235

5%

Chinese-Unspecified

67

4%

Tamil

115

4%

Japanese

218

5%

Vietnamese

54

3%

Japanese

113

4%

Russian

217

5%

Hindi

49

3%

Portuguese

101

3%

Hindi

165

4%

Chinese-Unspecified

100

3%

Vietnamese

137

3%

Chinese-Mandarin

95

3%

Chinese-Cantonese

112

2%

Hebrew , Modern

95

3%

Shoreline

Sno-Valley

Percent
Num ber of
Speaking
Language
Students
Language
Spanish
249 35%
All Other Languages
197 28%
Amharic

56

8%

Korean

47

7%

Arabic

28

4%

Tigrinya

28

4%

Vietnamese

21

3%

Russian

20

3%

Tagalog

20

3%

Chinese-Cantonese

20

3%

Urdu

18

3%

Language
Spanish
All Other Languages
Russian

Percent
Speaking
Language
445 79%

Num ber of
Students

99 18%
20

4%

Source: OSPI, 2017; BERK, 2017



Spanish is the single most spoken language in all school districts. Russian is also spoken in all districts.



Asian languages include Chinese (Cantonese, Mandarin, Unspecified), Korean, Hindi, Japanese,
Tagalog, Tamil, Telugu, and Vietnamese.
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AGE
The median age in Hopelink’s five Service Areas is 39.6 as seen in Exhibit 13. Over the last five years,
the Shoreline Service Area has consistently had an older median age, due to their larger share of seniors.
In 2015, the estimated median age in Shoreline was 42.9, and 16.9% of residents were over the age of
65. The Redmond Service Area, with more young families with children, consistently has the lowest median
age, estimated at 37.7 in 2015.
Exhibit 13. Median Age by Hopelink Service Area, 2015
2015 Median
Age
Bellevue

40.0

0-14

15-24

18.5%

10.3%

2015 Age Distribution
25-44
29.3%

45-64

65+

27.7%

14.2%
12.0%

Kirkland/Northshore

39.2

18.8%

10.6%

29.5%

29.1%

Redmond

37.7

22.5%

9.6%

32.6%

25.9%

9.3%

Shoreline

42.9

14.8%

11.0%

27.4%

30.0%

16.9%

Sno-Valley

40.0

22.0%

10.1%

27.6%

31.1%

9.1%

All Service Areas

39.6

19.3%

10.3%

29.7%

28.2%

12.5%

King County

37.8

17.7%

12.2%

31.8%

26.5%

11.8%

Source: ACS 2015 5-year estimates, Age and Sex, BERK 2017.



In FY 2017, 40% of the Hopelink Community Services clients were under the age of 23, while
30% of the total Service Area Population is under the age of 24.



In FY 2017, 32% of the Hopelink Community Services clients were over the age of 45, compared
to 41% of the total Service Area population.

Income and Poverty
INCOME
Median incomes are growing in King County; between 2000 and 2015, the King County median
household income increased from $53,157 to $75,302 (King County Office of Economic and Financial
Analysis, 2017). However, economic booms in select industries have raised median incomes without lifting
the incomes of middle and low income groups. Unequal economic growth disproportionately hurts those
who are already struggling to meet basic needs.
In Washington State, the average income of the top 1% is 27 times greater than the average income of
the bottom 99% (Economic Policy Institute, 2012). In King County, 20% of households earned under
$35,086 in 2015, while the top 5% of households earned above $250,000 (this is the lower bound, as
income data is not provided for households with incomes greater than $250,000 to protect privacy). As
wealth is increasingly owned by a smaller share of the population, many individuals and families now
face higher rents, higher property taxes, and increasing barriers to education, housing, health care,
nutrition, and transportation. Exhibit 14 shows the median income, in 2015 dollars, by Service Area,
between 2010 and 2015.
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Exhibit 14. Median Income by Service Area, Adjusted for Inflation, 2010 – 2015

Note: Monetary values shown in 2015 dollars.
Source: ACS 2015 5-year estimates, Income in the Past 12 Months, BERK 2017.



In most of Hopelink’s Service Areas, incomes remained relatively flat from 2010 to 2015.



The Redmond Service Area has the highest median income of Hopelink’s Service Areas, and also
experienced income growth over the last five years that outpaced inflation.



Shoreline has the lowest median income of Hopelink’s Service Areas, and income growth has not kept
pace with inflation.



98% of Hopelink’s FY2017 Community Services Clients have a household income of less than
$75,000.

UNEMPLOYMENT
Poverty is related to the overall economy. Typically, economic growth and a strong labor market leads to
a decrease in poverty. The extent of the change, however, depends on the wage levels of jobs. In recent
decades, wage declines among less-skilled workers have offset the labor market gains of a booming
economy. When this is the case, the share of the working poor, those in poverty who are also actively
involved in the labor market, also typically increase during periods of economic expansion as more lowwage jobs become available. This would account for the increase in the poverty rate seen in Exhibit 15.
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Exhibit 15. King County Unemployment & Poverty Rates, 2010 – 2016

10.2%

10.5%

10.9%

11.5%

11.8%

11.2%
Poverty Rate

9.0%
7.9%
6.3%
5.0%

2010

2011

2012

2013

4.7%

2014

4.3%

2015

Unemployment
3.9%

2016

Source: BLS, Local Area Unemployment Statistics 2010 – 2016. ACS 2015 5-year estimates of Poverty Rates.



While unemployment decreased from 9% to 4.3% from 2010 to 2015, the poverty rate increased
from 10.2% to 11.2% over the same period.

PREVALENCE OF POVERTY
The literature on the causes of poverty and ability to transition out of poverty cites the importance of
regional market opportunities. According to a recent study from the Center for Poverty Research, a 3%
increase in the regional unemployment rate reduces the exit rate from poverty by approximately 6% per
year, and raises the annual rate of re-entry into poverty by 9% (Huff Stevens, 2013). Similarly, the
Journal of Urban Affairs published a study in 2012 showing that homelessness is related to housing
market dynamics and that a $100 increase in median rent corresponded to a 15% increase in
homelessness in metro areas and 39% increase in rural/suburban areas (Byrne, 2013).
Specific characteristics of households living in poverty are predictive of persistent poverty. While the
connection between poverty and the labor market is complex, educational attainment, wage levels and
attachment to the workforce (weeks worked in the year) are strong predictors of economic stability and
transitions out of poverty. The majority of people below the poverty level do not work, but there are
some who are in the labor force but are still poor. Low earnings are a common problem among this
“working poor” population, but another labor market problem is the low rate of full-time work, especially
in single-parent households.
Exhibit 16 focuses on individuals at or below 185% of FPL as this is an important income eligibility cutoff
for many social service programs, including those offered by Hopelink. Almost 22% of individuals in King
County are at or below 185% of FPL. Shares in other Service Areas range from a low of 9.3% in
Redmond to a high of 20.8% in Shoreline.
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Exhibit 16. Individuals Below 185% of Federal Poverty Level
Hopelink Service Area

Population for
which Poverty
Status is Known

Individuals below 185%
Federal Poverty Level
#

%

Bellevue

242,406

32,348

13.3%

Kirkland/Northshore

162,201

21,627

13.3%

Redmond

142,881

13,242

9.3%

Shoreline

68,129

14,199

20.8%

Sno-Valley

54,598

6,329

11.6%

670,215

87,745

13.1%

2,016,519

442,571

21.9%

All Service Areas
King County

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2011-2015.



While the Bellevue Service Area share of individuals below 185% of FPL is not the highest, it
contains the greatest number of individuals at 32,348.

Exhibit 17. Percent of Individuals Below 185% of Federal Poverty Level by Census Tract

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2011-2015; BERK, 2017

September 28, 2017 Hopelink | Community Needs Assessment

19

Exhibit 18 shows the number of individuals within each income and Exhibit 19 shows the distribution of
individuals by income category. The Shoreline Service Areas is most like King County in terms of income
distribution.
Exhibit 18. Individual Incomes as Percent of Federal Poverty Level
Hopelink Service Area
Bellevue
Kirkland/Northshore
Redmond
Shoreline
Sno-Valley
All Service Areas
King County

Population for
Below 50% 50%-100% 100%-150% 150%-185% 185%-200% 200%-300% Above 300%
Which Poverty
FPL
FPL
FPL
FPL
FPL
FPL
FPL
Status is Known
242,406
8,181
7,752
9,375
7,040
3,547
22,180
184,331
162,201
5,464
4,632
7,102
4,429
2,559
16,062
121,953
142,881
3,524
3,404
3,492
2,822
1,556
9,596
118,487
68,129
2,778
3,789
4,307
3,325
1,093
8,088
44,749
54,598
1,405
1,869
1,811
1,244
581
5,216
42,472
670,215
21,352
21,446
26,087
18,860
9,336
61,142
511,992
2,016,519
109,932
116,272
128,644
87,723
39,307
256,241
1,278,400

Source: U.S. Census, America Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2011-2015.

Exhibit 19. Distribution of Individuals by Income Category
King County
All Service Areas
Sno-valley
Shoreline
Redmond
Kirkland/Northshore
Bellevue
Below 50% FPL

King County
All Service Areas
Sno-Valley
Shoreline
Redmond
Kirkland/Northshore
Bellevue

5%
3%
3%
4%
2%
3%
3%

50%-100% FPL

100%-150% FPL

150%-185% FPL

185%-200% FPL

200%-300% FPL

6%
3%
3%
6%
2%
3%
3%

6%
4%
3%
6%
2%
4%
4%

4%
3%
2%
5%
2%
3%
3%

2%
1%
1%
2%
1%
2%
1%

13%
9%
10%
12%
7%
10%
9%

Above 300% FPL

63%
76%
78%
66%
83%
75%
76%

Source: U.S. Census, America Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2011-2015.

Exhibit 20 maps the share of individuals with incomes of between 185% to 300% of FPL. These
individuals may be ineligible for certain benefits as their income is above the cutoff for many programs,
but still struggling to make ends meet.
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Exhibit 20. Percent of Individuals Between 185% - 300% of Federal Poverty Level by Census Tract

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2011-2015; BERK, 2017

LOW-INCOME CHILDREN
Exhibit 21 maps the share and geographic distribution of children under 5 years of age living in families
earning 100% or less of the FPL. In King County, there are an estimated 130,433 children age zero to
four, and among those, 16% of children under the age of 5 are living in poverty, amounting to more than
21,000 children.
Higher concentrations of early childhood poverty are found in the first ring suburbs of Shoreline, Kenmore
and Bothell, and increasingly in rapidly growing exurban communities such as Snoqualmie and North
Bend. There also appear to be pockets of children in poverty in otherwise wealthy neighborhoods, like
Bellevue, Kirkland, and Redmond.
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Exhibit 21. Estimated Number of Children Ages 0-4 Living in Poverty, 2015

Source: Estimates developed by BERK 2017. Source data includes: Poverty Status by Sex and Age, ACS 2014 5-year
Estimates. OFM April 1 Population Estimates 2016.

FREE/REDUCED MEAL ELIGIBILITY
Another measure of family economic hardship is Free and Reduced Price Meal (FARM) eligibility for
school-aged children. The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Food and Nutrition Service determines meal
eligibility for school-aged children based on federal poverty levels. Income guidelines are used by
schools that participate in the National School Lunch Program, School Breakfast Program, Special Milk
Program for Children, Child and Adult Care Food Program, and Summer Food Service Program. Children
in foster care and those receiving services under the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act are also eligible
for FARM.
Exhibit 22 shows the total student enrollment along with the number of students eligible for free or
reduced price meals in each school district within Hopelink’s Service Areas. Since the data is for schoolaged children it likely underrepresents the number of households with children living in Hopelink’s Service
Areas facing economic hardship because it does not include children not-yet enrolled in school.
Additionally, some families who qualify based on income may elect not to participate in the program due
to dietary restrictions, not wanting to accept that they need the benefits, or other reasons. Still, this data
can indicate regional differences in family economic hardship across school districts.
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Exhibit 22. Enrollment and Free and Reduced Price Meal Eligibility, 2016-17 School Year

School District

Eligible for Free
Total Student
or Reduced
Enrollment
Priced Meals

Bellevue School District

20,431

3,605

Issaquah School District

20,450

1,658

Mercer Island School District

4,465

129

Northshore School District

21,912

3,063

Lake Washington School District

29,124

3,300

Shoreline School District

9,630

2,466

Enumclaw School District

4,052

1,234

Riverview School District

3,355

461

Skykomish School District

57

40

Snoqualmie Valley School District

7,073

698

Percent of Students Eligible
for Free or Reduced Priced Meals
18%
8%
3%
14%
11%
26%
30%
14%
82%
10%

Note: Total Student Enrollment is based on October 2016 school enrollment counts, while the percent of students eligible for
FARM is based on the student count at the end of the school year, in May 2017.
Source: Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, Demographic Information by District, 2017.



The shares of students eligible for free and reduced price meals ranges between 3% and 82%
across school districts. This reflects a range in income levels across Hopelink Service Areas.
Additionally, school districts often include a heterogenous makeup of neighborhoods, and needs may
differ across individual schools.



Among these ten school districts, Skykomish School District has the highest share of students eligible
for free or reduced lunches, followed by Enumclaw and Shoreline School Districts. The Skykomish
School District is the smallest district with 57 students.



The Bellevue School District has the highest number of eligible students at 3,605.

SUBURBANIZATION OF POVERTY
With the displacement of lower-income residents due to increases in urban property prices and rents,
many households are relocating to areas further from major employment centers, often promoting a
spatial mismatch between housing locations and regular transportation destinations.
The main effect of this “suburbanization” of poverty for lower-income households is that they may have
less frequent and less reliable transit options in areas outside of urban centers, and may even require
private vehicles for transportation that are prohibitively expensive. This can be especially limiting for
people with mobility challenges, such as residents with disabilities, young people, or older residents,
where private vehicles may not be an option and accessing transit alternatives can be more challenging.
This displacement of poverty to suburban and rural areas also challenges the traditional, centralized
delivery models for social services. When service offerings are spread over a larger sprawling area, the
transportation costs to supporting government and non-profit organizations can increase significantly, as
well as the costs and time necessary to access these services. In certain cases, these areas may also not
even have the resources or a sufficient density of clients to achieve economies of scale and justify the
delivery of certain services in an area.
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Distribution of Households and Employment
Overall, socio-demographic changes in metro areas have resulted in a redistribution of lower-income
individuals into suburban communities. Additionally, other demographic groups requiring social services,
such as older adults and people with disabilities, are found in greater numbers in these communities. This
redistribution has caused some issues with low-income and vulnerable populations in the metro region.


An increase in seniors, individuals with disabilities, and other people without access to private
vehicles is increasing the demand for public transit and transportation services in suburban
communities. This is especially true as older adults are choosing to “age-in-place” in auto-oriented
areas (City of Bellevue).



Access to locations with available rental housing in suburban communities can often be confined to
specific areas with high poverty due to market forces and zoning restrictions (Berube & Kneebone,
2013).



Broad trends suggest that while population growth tends to be faster in lower-income suburban
communities, growth in employment is faster in higher-income suburban communities, leading to a
mismatch and a requirement to travel between suburban communities for work (Berube & Kneebone,
2013).

Availability of Services
One challenge associated with the redistribution of poverty across metro areas is that service delivery is
often place-based, either within local governments or social service providers with community-based
Service Areas.


A lack of resources at the local government level in smaller communities, as well as place-based
resources and political support that may change from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, often complicate
service provision in suburban communities compared to traditional delivery models in urban centers
(Berube & Kneebone, 2013).



Organizational consolidation and the closure of satellite locations for service providers can create
challenges for access in smaller communities, especially where transportation options are limited
(King County Mobility Coalition, 2014).
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Transportation
Hopelink’s transportation services provide reliable and affordable access to travel for clients in King and
Snohomish counties. The three programs – DART, Medicaid Transportation, and Mobility Management –
ensure that clients can connect to vital services and support programs. Exhibit 23 shows the home location
of transportation clients in King County.
Exhibit 23. Hopelink Transportation Clients, by Census Tract

Source: Hopelink, 2017; BERK, 2017

TRANSPORTATION COSTS
Housing affordability measures typically ignore the cost of transportation, yet it is consistently the secondlargest expense for households. Transportation costs are driven in large part by neighborhood location
and characteristics, such as walkability, proximity to jobs, and diversity of job types. The Center for
Neighborhood Technology (CNT) produces a Housing and Transportation Affordability Index that uses
ACS data, employer-household data, and a transit and transportation model, to help quantify
transportation costs.
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CNT estimates that only 6% of neighborhoods in King County are location efficient, with moderate access
to jobs, public transportation, and very low density and limited walkability. CNT estimates that 50% of
household income in King County is spent on Housing and Transportation; with annual transportation costs
reaching over $13,000 and representing 19% of household incomes on average. Exhibit 24 shows CNT’s
map of housing and transportation costs as a percent of income for most of Hopelink’s Service Area while
Exhibit 25 summarizes how much King County residents spend on transportation.
Exhibit 24. Transportation Costs as Percent of Income, King County, 2015

Note: These statistics are modeled for the Regional Typical Household. Income: $70,475. Commuters: 1.19. Household
Size: 2.54. (Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA)
Source: Center for Neighborhood Technology, King County H+T Fact Sheet.
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Exhibit 25. Transportation Costs as a Percent of Income for King County Population, 2015

Note: These statistics are modeled for the Regional Typical Household. Income: $70,475. Commuters: 1.19. Household
Size: 2.54. (Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA)
Source: Center for Neighborhood Technology, King County H+T Fact Sheet.

Costs of Transportation in Suburban Communities
For individuals and households in suburban areas, the cost of transportation, whether transit or personal
vehicle, is a significant concern which can impact choices about where they can live, work, and access
services.


Overall, the cost of transportation for lower-income households is increasing as a share of total
income, especially for residents that rely on personal vehicles for travel and need to pay the
associated costs of operation (e.g., fuel) and maintenance (Berube & Kneebone, 2013).



Operating and maintaining a personal vehicle can be expensive. Financial assistance may be
needed to afford transportation, especially if public transit is not an option and a personal vehicle is
required (Overlake Medical Center, 2015).



The cost of riding public transit has tripled for low-wage workers over the past 40 years, with transit
fares continuing to increase across the region (King County Metro, 2013). These costs may be
unaffordable for many residents, especially for round trips that would not allow a transfer to be
used. However, ORCA LIFT cards, ORCA Youth cards, and Regional Reduced Fare Permit (RRFP)
cards allow for reduced fares for children, those 65 years or older, or lower-income households at
less than 200% of the federal poverty level.

Timing, Reliability, and Accessibility of Suburban Transit Options
Although transit can be an efficient option for transportation in urban centers, there are additional
challenges for transit riders in suburban communities. Lower densities, lower usage rates, larger service
areas, and service cuts all contribute to a system that may be more challenging to use for everyday trips.


Transit options may be unreliable outside of peak service hours, especially in suburban and rural
locations, and it can take a long time to travel from one suburban destination to another with the
“hub-and-spoke” service model. For lower-income residents that may work outside of the downtown
or on other shifts, public transit may not be an option (Berube & Kneebone, 2013).
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Disabled individuals, including those with physical and mental disabilities, may require special transit
options such as paratransit (e.g., vans, shuttles) or volunteer drivers (King County Mobility Coalition,
2015).



Transportation services must be flexible to accommodate the needs of diverse riders. This may
include transporting items such as groceries, medical supplies, and other items. This may be more
challenging on bus routes that are overcrowded (King County Mobility Coalition, 2015).



Improvements in sidewalks and other physical infrastructure are often necessary in suburban
communities to reduce conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles to promote a safe environment
along routes to transit stops and destinations. Improvements to streets and sidewalks may also be
necessary to allow ramps and improve accessibility for transit riders with limited mobility, especially
in areas with challenging terrain (King County Mobility Coalition, 2014).



Safety and security are important issues for many residents using the system, with unsafe interactions
with other people a specific concern for riding transit late at night or early in the morning when
ridership is low and there may be long walks or waits involved (Edmonds, 2012) (King County
Metro, 2013).



For young people aged 17 and younger, transportation options are needed for trips to after-school
and summer activities. Limited transportation options can be a barrier for children to participate in
these activities, including support programs such as free and reduced-price lunches in summer, which
may limit the overall effectiveness and scope of these efforts (Puget Sound Regional Council, 2014).

Information and Education
An important element to address transportation and accessibility issues for low-income and vulnerable
individuals and households is providing detailed information on available transportation resources for
these communities.


Education and training on transportation options that is culturally and linguistically appropriate and
relevant to specific needs is needed for individuals to navigate the system. The array of services
available can be confusing and time-consuming to understand, especially eligibility requirements for
assistance, but many individuals may be eligible for other services that better address their needs
(Edmonds, 2012).



Signage for transit options must be simple, legible, easy to understand, complimentary, and
coordinated (King County Mobility Coalition, 2014).
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Basic Needs
This section focuses on factors that determine demand for Stability Programs. Hopelink’s stability
programs provide food assistance, housing, energy assistance, and emergency financial assistance to
their clients, ensuring that clients can achieve stability through the provision of basic needs.
Basic needs must be met first for individuals and families to exit poverty. With rising housing costs
throughout the region, it is increasingly difficult for families to reach and sustain stability and exit
poverty. The table below shows typical expenses and the required annual income after taxes for four
household types.
Exhibit 26. King County Typical Expenses and Income Needed

Annual Expenses

1 Adult

1 Adult, 2
Children

2 Adults,
2 Children

1 Adult,
3 Children

Housing

$12,588

$18,276

$18,276

$26,640

Transportation

$3,768

$9,346

$10,196

$10,196

Child Care

$0

$11,784

$11,784

$15,616

Food

$3,560

$8,023

$10,608

$10,601

Medical

$1,614

$5,764

$5,925

$5,925

Other

$2,799

$5,497

$6,845

$6,845

Required annual income after taxes

$24,329

$58,690

$63,634

$75,822

Annual taxes

$3,343

$8,064

$8,744

$10,418

Required annual income before taxes

$27,672

$66,754

$72,377

$86,241

Federal Poverty Level (by persons in household)

$12,060

$20,420

$24,600

$24,600

Source: Amy K. Glasmeier and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Living Wage Calculator, livingwage.mit.edu.; U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, 2017.

Meeting basic needs requires incomes of more than double to triple the federal poverty level. When
households are overly burdened in one expense category, they are forced to make choices. The Joint
Center for Housing Studies found that severely cost-burdened families (those paying 50% or more of
their income for housing) with children in the bottom expenditure quartile cut back most on food, spending
just under $300 per month compared with nearly $500 among comparable households without cost
burdens. The report goes on to say: “To make ends meet, these families often do not buy enough food for
their households or they substitute cheaper but less nutritious foods, either of which can jeopardize their
children’s health and development. Just as critically, severely cost-burdened families with children in the
bottom expenditure quartile spent 75 percent less on healthcare in 2015—just $18 per month—
compared with otherwise similar households living in affordable housing.” (Joint Center for Housing
Studies of Harvard University, 2017, p. 33)
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Exhibit 27 shows the change in consumer goods and services prices measured as a percentage change
since 1997. Data is based on the reported consumer price index for the national average urban
consumer prices.
Exhibit 27. Price changes in consumer goods and services in the U.S., 1997 – 2017

Source: United States Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) via OurWorldInData.org/technological-progress.



The costs of services have increased steadily over the last twenty years. Purchases such as childcare,
medical care, and energy are typically non-discretionary and these increases put pressure on
household incomes.



Housing cost increases may be understated for King County compared to the nation.



The price of discretionary, durable goods such as software, toys, and TVs have decreased.

Stable Housing
Stable housing has a direct and profound impact on individual and family stability and wellbeing. The
health impacts of unstable housing are more pronounced for children and can cause both physical health
issues as well as hinder educational attainment. Housing instability may include periods of homelessness.
Homelessness can affect the individual’s and family’s abilities to find jobs and stay employed, and can
often lead to a transition into poverty. Family homelessness can impact the health and life outcomes of
children, with homeless children twice as likely to suffer from emotional or behavioral issues. Homelessness
can be due to structural factors related to the supply of affordable housing, as well as individual factors
like domestic violence, medical conditions, mental health problems, or substance abuse.
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HOMELESSNESS
All Home, the Seattle/King County Continuum of Care, conducts an annual point-in-time (PIT) homeless
count. The PIT offers a snapshot of the number of people experiencing homelessness in emergency
shelters, transitional housing, those sleeping outside and in other places not meant for human habitation.
Even with the assistance of homeless providers and advocates, as a non-intrusive, visual enumeration of
homeless individuals that occurs on one night, the PIT likely undercounts homeless individuals.
The number of people becoming homeless continues to rise based on PIT count data (Exhibit 28). While
over 7,500 households moved from homelessness to permanent housing in 2016, approximately 2,000
more households would need housing each quarter to prevent another 500 from becoming homeless in
order to reach functional zero by 2020 (All Home Quarterly Data).
Exhibit 28. Homeless individuals in King County, Point-in-time Count, 2012-2017
11,643
10,122
8,858

9,106

10,730

9,336
38% Unsheltered

30%

33%

71%

70%

67%

62%

2014

2015

2016

2017

31%

28%

29%

69%

72%

2012

2013

Sheltered

Source: Washington State Department of Commerce & Continuum of Care, 2012-2017. BERK, 2017.

Of the, 11,643 homeless individuals, the greatest numbers are in Seattle and Southwest County.
Hopelink’s Service Area (East, North and Northeast County) was home to 8% of the unsheltered
population and 9% of the sheltered population (Exhibit 29).
Exhibit 29. Homeless Point in Time Count by King County Region, 2017
Region
East County
North County
Northeast County
Seattle
Southwest County
Southeast County

Unsheltered
Sheltered
Percent Number Percent Number
5%
284
6%
347
1%
53
2%
148
2%
119
1%
47
70%
2,857
76%
4,665
20%
1%
100%

1,102
70
5,485

15%
1%
100%

915
36
6,158

Source: Applied Survey Research, 2017. Seattle/King County Count Us In.
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According to All Home, nearly two thirds of people experiencing homelessness in King County are people
and families of color. African Americans are five times more likely to experience homelessness than their
white counterparts and Native American and Alaska Native individuals are seven times more likely to
experience homelessness (Exhibit 30).
The top three reasons people experience homelessness are job loss (30%), drug and alcohol use (20%)
and eviction (11%).
Exhibit 30. Characteristics of adults experiencing homelessness

Source: All Home, Count Us In Infographic, Available at: http://allhomekc.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/2017-Count-UsIn-Infographic.pdf

Homeless Youth
Homelessness has a particularly adverse effect on young children. A broad measure of homelessness is
the number of children that qualify for McKinney-Vento services in King County’s public schools (see text
box). Exhibit 31 and Exhibit 32 present the numbers of McKinney-Vento qualified students in the
jurisdictions of interest. While the percent of total enrollment has remained fairly stable over the past
three school years, the total number of children experiencing homelessness has increased in all school
districts except Kirkland/Northshore, where it declined.
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The McKinney-Vento Act requires schools to register homeless children even if they lack normally
required documents, such as immunization records or proof of residence. The Act ensures homeless
children’s transportation to and from school free of charge, allowing children to attend their school of
origin (last school enrolled or the one they attended when they first became homeless) regardless of
what district the family resides in. The Act uses a broader definition of homeless children as
“individuals who lack a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence,” for example,
 Children sharing housing due to economic hardship or loss of housing
 Children living in “motels, hotels, trailer parks, or camp grounds due to lack of alternative
accommodations”
 Children living in “emergency or transitional shelters”
 Children “awaiting foster care placement”
 Children whose primary nighttime residence is not ordinarily used as a regular sleeping
accommodation (e.g. park benches, etc.)
 Children living in “cars, parks, public spaces, abandoned buildings, substandard housing, bus or
train stations”
Exhibit 31. McKinney Vento Homeless Counts by School Year and Service District, 2011 – 2015
203

244
205

151
164

196

213

259

176

190

332

202

Kirkland/Northshore

242

Sno-Valley

227

215

296

266

Shoreline

381

262

349

324

350

340

383

2011-12

2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

2015-16

1.0%

1.1%

1.2%

1.2%

Redmond

353

Bellevue

Percent of Total
Enrollment

1.3%

Note: Includes Pre-Kindergarten through 12th grade.
Source: OSPI Homeless Student Count, by District.

Exhibit 32. McKinney Vento Homeless Student Count by Service Area and Type, School Year 2015 – 16
Hopelink Service Area

 Doubled-Up

 Hotels/Motels

 Shelters

Total

5%

383

0.8%

202

0.9%

353

1.2%

381

4.0%

242

1.7%

86%

Bellevue

81%

Kirkland/ Northshore
Redmond

62%

3%

13%

38%
81%

Shoreline
Sno-Valley

67%

Percent of Total
Enrollment

 Unsheltered

19%
33%

9%
3%

Note: Includes Pre-Kindergarten through 12th grade.
Source: OSPI Homeless Student Count, by District.
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The Child Care Resources (CCR) Regional Homeless Child Care Program serves families with children who
are homeless and living in King County. Services to families include case management, child care referrals
and subsidy, transportation to child care, and special services enabling families to obtain and use child
care. CCR provides care for up to a year depending on the family's progress towards stable housing and
employment. The average amount of assistance provided is two to three months of care.

HOUSING TENURE
Exhibit 33 shows housing tenure by Service Area, both by percentage of total occupied housing units, as
well as the raw number of occupied housing units. Bellevue has a higher share of owner households than
the rest of the Service Areas, and has the most households among the Service Areas.
Exhibit 33. Housing Tenure by Service Area
Owner

Renter

Bellevue

79%

21%

Kirkland Northshore

68%

32%

Redmond

69%

31%

Shoreline

68%

32%

Sno-Valley
All Service Areas

Hopelink Service Area
Bellevue
Kirkland Northshore
Redmond
Shoreline
Sno-Valley
All Service Areas
King County

64%

36%

68%

Owner
60,200
43,730
36,085
18,215
15,645
173,875
464,584

32%

Renter
All Households
34,304
94,504
20,170
63,900
16,355
52,440
8,690
26,905
4,065
19,710
83,584
257,459
344,099
808,683

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (based on U.S.
Census American Community Survey 5-yr Estimates, 2010-2014)



Overall, 32% of all households in Hopelink’s Service Area are renters, and 68% are owners.



In FY 2017, across all users of Hopelink’s Community Services, 12% of families (1,117) own
their home, 78% of families (7,023) rent, and 9% of families (770) reported being homeless.
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TENURE BY INCOME LEVEL
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) calculates area median income (AMI) for
King County. In 2017, AMI was $96,000 for a four-person household. The data in this section is
presented relative to HUD AMI. It is prepared by HUD’s Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS) program, based on ACS data, and gives a more accurate depiction of various household
attributes than is available using just the ACS data.
This section groups households based on income categories relative to the county AMI, rather than the
Federal Poverty Level. Note that HUD accounts for household size when grouping households into income
categories.


Very Low Income – Under 30% of AMI



Low Income – 30-50% of AMI



Moderate Income – 50-80% of AMI



Lower Middle Income – 80-100% of AMI



Above Median Income – Over 100% of AMI

Conversations with HUD indicate users of this data often use the Very Low Income category – Under 30%
of AMI – interchangeably with the Federal Poverty Level. It would follow that, while not completely
analogous, households with income below 50% of AMI would translate roughly to households under
185% of the Federal Poverty Level.
Exhibit 34 summarizes households in the Hopelink Service Area within each income category, by housing
tenure. Owner-occupied households are far more likely to be in a higher income category, with 74%
earning more than AMI, whereas fewer than 50% of renter-occupied households earn more than AMI.
Almost 10% of all households, and over 15% of renter-occupied households, are in the Very Low Income
category and are living below the Federal Poverty Level.
Exhibit 34. Owner and Renter Households by Income Level, 2014

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (based on U.S.
Census American Community Survey 5-yr Estimates, 2010-2014)
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HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION BY INCOME LEVEL
Exhibit 35 shows the household income breakdown by household type, estimated for the year 2014, as
well as descriptions for the HUD designated household types (household types are mutually exclusive).
There are large numbers of lower income households in the elderly non-family category. Many people in
this group are retired, living on a fixed income, and may or may not have additional retirement savings
to help cover housing costs. Additionally, there are high numbers of households in the Other category,
which is comprised of non-family households with no members 62 or older. Finally, there are many small
families that have Very Low, Low, or Moderate incomes. These households are least likely to benefit from
external family support or retirement savings and therefore may be most likely to find themselves
struggling to cover housing costs in a competitive housing market.
In each household category, there are high numbers of households above median income, which is
consistent with the type of work available and the general demographics of east and north King County.
Exhibit 35. Household Type by Income Level, 2014
Very Low
(<30%)

Low
(30-50%)

Moderate
(50-80%)

Lower Middle
(80-100%)

Above AMI

All
Households

Elderly Family

1,771

2,724

4,166

2,978

20,398

32,037

Elderly Non-Family

6,836

5,351

4,356

2,561

7,606

26,710

Large Family

1,028

1,424

1,091

1,328

12,034

16,905

Small Family

6,210

6,124

8,589

8,426

98,519

127,868

Other

6,639

4,993

6,422

5,388

30,462

53,904

22,484

20,616

24,624

20,681

169,019

257,424

Total

Household Type Description
Elderly Family

2 persons, either or both age 62 or over

Elderly Non-Family

Age 62+, living alone

Large Family

Families with 5 or more members

Small Family

Families with 2-4 members (excluding elderly families)

Other

Non-family, non-elderly households

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (based on U.S.
Census American Community Survey 5-yr Estimates, 2010-2014)

HOUSING COST BURDEN
HUD deems housing to be affordable if a household spends no more than 30% of their gross income on
housing costs (rent plus basic utilities or gross monthly owner costs). Households are considered to be cost
burdened if they pay more than 30% of their income towards housing costs. Households paying more
than 50% of their income towards housing costs are considered severely cost burdened, leaving that much
less income for other daily living expenses.
HUD publishes cost burden estimates based on data from the ACS 5-year Estimates. The latest survey
period for which cost burden data is available is 2010 to 2014. This means that cost burden estimates
reflect income and housing costs as reported by a sample of residents in the Hopelink Service Area
during a rolling monthly survey between January 2010 and December 2014. This period includes the
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downturn in the housing market and rise in unemployment during and following the last economic
recession. Housing costs have increased during the past few years, a fact that should be considered when
interpreting cost burden data from HUD.
Exhibit 36. Housing Cost Burden by Tenure

All Households

Renter

Owner

68%

18%

61%

13% 1%

20%

71%

18%

17%

1%

11% 1%

Not Cost Burdened

Cost Burdened (30-50%)

Severely Cost Burdened (>50%)

Not Calculated*

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (based on U.S.
Census American Community Survey 5-yr Estimates, 2010-2014)



Nearly one third of households in Hopelink’s Service Area are cost burdened or severely cost
burdened. HUD does not calculate cost burden for households with no income or negative income.

Exhibit 37. Renter Household Cost Burden by Service Area

Bellevue

Kirkland/Northshore

Redmond

Shoreline

Sno-Valley

24%

25%

50%

18%

67%

56%

63%

20%

19%

60%

23%

18%

15%

1%

1%

1%

19%

1%

17%

1%

Not Cost Burdened

Cost Burdened (30-50%)

Severely Cost Burdened (>50%)

Not Calculated

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (based on U.S.
Census American Community Survey 5-yr Estimates, 2010-2014)
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The Kirkland/Northshore Service Area contains the highest percentage of cost burdened renters, at
nearly 50% of all renter households. One quarter of all renter households in Kirkland/Northshore
are severely cost burdened, spending half or more of their income on housing.



The Redmond Service Area has the lowest rate of cost burden among renter households where
approximately one third of renters are cost burdened, and 15% are severely cost burdened.

Exhibit 38 breaks down renter household cost burden by income level. Among Very Low Income renter
households, at least 77% of households are cost burdened, and two thirds or more are severely cost
burdened. Among Low Income households, only 13% of households are not cost burdened and 43% are
severely cost burdened. Conversely, only 6% of households with income above AMI experience a housing
burden. This exhibit shows the impact housing costs have on renter households across the different income
levels, with higher income households experiencing far less cost burden than lower income households.
Exhibit 38. Renter Household Cost Burden by Income Level – All Service Areas

All Renter Households
Above Median Income

Very Low Income

33%

65%

Moderate Income

16%

43%

44%
10%

3%
9%

50%

41%
13%

1%
6%

93%

Lower Middle Income

Low Income

18%

20%

61%

67%

Not Cost Burdened

Cost Burdened (30-50%)

Severely Cost Burdened (>50%)

Not Calculated*

7%

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (based on U.S.
Census American Community Survey 5-yr Estimates, 2010-2014)

While the cost burden data presented has limitations due to the frequency at which it is released by
HUD, rents continue to rise in the region, as shown in the housing affordability section. These data points
indicate that cost burden is likely an issue for renters, and may be getting worse, especially in areas
where rents are rising more quickly than incomes.
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AFFORDABLE RENTAL HOUSING AVAILABILITY
Rents
Population and job growth combined with an inadequate supply of housing has put pressure on rents in
the region. As shown in Exhibit 39, average rents across all unit sizes are highest for King County-Eastside
(a large part of Hopelink’s Service Area). Nominal rents for the two sub regions (North and Eastside) and
for King County as a whole have been steadily increasing over the past five years.
Exhibit 39. Average Rents over Time

Notes: Annual data is from March. Dupre and Scott data is across all unit sizes. Rents are in nominal dollars.
Source: Dupre and Scott, The Apartment Vacancy Report, 2017

Midpoint rents (meaning half of all units are above this amount and half are below) for several of
Hopelink’s Service Area cities are shown in Exhibit 40. While Renton has the lowest midpoint rent, it saw a
compound annual growth rate over the five year period of 6.5% and still represents an annual expense
of $20,004. For an individual earning $15/hour ($31,200 annually) this would leave only $11,196 for
all other expense before taxes. As shown earlier in Exhibit 26, housing costs of just under $20,000 for
two adults with two children would require an income of around $72,000 before taxes. Midpoint rents
for multifamily units are now above $2,000 in five eastside cities as shown in Exhibit 40.
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Exhibit 40. Estimated Rents and Compound Annual Growth

July 2012
Bellevue
Issaquah
Mercer Island
Newcastle
Renton
Kirkland
Kenmore
Woodinville
Redmond
Sammamish
Shoreline
Lake Forest Park
North Bend
Duvall

$1,491
$1,463
$1,504
$1,334
$1,214
$1,375
$1,318
$1,282
$1,466
$1,475
$1,331
$1,212
$1,199
$1,465

July 2017
$2,109
$2,082
$2,247
$1,956
$1,667
$1,934
$1,931
$1,815
$2,071
$2,097
$1,885
$1,726
$1,693
$1,926

Compound Annual Growth Rate
7.2%
7.3%
8.4%
8.0%
6.5%
7.1%
7.9%
7.2%
7.2%
7.3%
7.2%
7.3%
7.1%
5.6%

Notes: Rents shown are the Zillow Rent Index (ZRI). The ZRI is the midpoint of estimated rents in a region. Half the estimated
rental prices are above this number and half are below. Rents shown are for Multifamily Units and are in nominal dollars.
Source: Zillow City ZRI Multfamily Tables, July 2017, BERK 2017.

Supply
According to the Joint Center for Housing Studies, in markets with rising rents, landlords of privately
owned units that were affordable often raise rents upon turnover taking them out of the affordable stock.
In addition, many subsidized units built under the Section 8 and Low Income Housing Tax credit programs
are nearing contract expirations. While some owners will renew contracts to keep them affordable,
“owners in neighborhoods where rents were twice the county median were four times more likely to do
so” [opt out] (Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University, 2017, p. 36).
In 2015, the Affordable Housing Advisory Board published the 2015 Affordable Housing Needs
Assessment for Washington state, which included a profile for East King County. Exhibit 41 shows the
inventory of the 6,738 subsidized units in East King County, including the 446 that are set to expire this
year. It also includes a table that shows there are fewer affordable units available as you move away
from 30% of median family income. As was discussed earlier, affordability challenges are faced by
households beyond those with extremely low incomes. While it is difficult to directly affect affordability,
there are other ways to help. For example, Eastside Pathways found through a survey of Eastside Latino
residents that help navigating the housing system is needed followed by understanding the requirements
to rent or buy a home (Eastside Pathways Promotores Project, 2017).

September 28, 2017 Hopelink | Community Needs Assessment

40

Exhibit 41. Subsidized Housing Inventory

Source: Department of Commerce, State of Washington Needs Assessment, 2015.

INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES
The Joint Center for Housing Studies reports that ambulatory disabilities are particularly common among
lower-income households. They note that one-quarter of households earning under $15,000 a year
include someone with an ambulatory disability, more than three times the share among households
earning at least $75,000 (2017, p. 36). Despite widespread need for accessible housing for those with
disabilities and those wishing to age in place, only 1% of the national housing stock offers five basic
universal design features: no-step entry, single-floor living, extra-wide hallways and doorways, electrical
controls reachable from a wheelchair, and lever-style handles on faucets and doors (2017, p. 36).
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Child Care Costs
Throughout Washington, there is a demand for more services for infants and toddlers than are currently
available, particularly for low-income families (BERK Consulting, 2017). In King County, the, number of
child care providers declined from 2,211 in 2012 to 1,902 in 2016. However, capacity increased from
58,450 to 62,133 over the same period. Since the population of children under the age of 5 years was
125,032 in 2016 and 58% to 60% of all children under six have parents who both work, the supply is
likely inadequate (Child Care Aware of Washington, 2017).
Exhibit 42. Child Care Costs in King County, 2016

Centers
Infant
Toddler
Preschool
School Age
Family Child
Care
Infant
Toddler
Preschool
School Age

Median Cost
$1,456
$1,274
$1,079
$607
Median Cost
$966
$919
$776
$585

75th Percentile State Subsidy Median Cost as
a % of AMI
Cost
Rate
$1,777
$1,530
$1,296
$715

$1,082
$904
$758
$683

23%
20%
17%
10%

75th Percentile State Subsidy Median Cost as
a % of AMI
Cost
Rate
$1,148
$1,083
$962
$672

$1,155
$962
$866
$686

15%
15%
12%
9%

Notes: Centers care for children in groups and are generally operated out of non-residential, commercial buildings. Centers
are larger and enroll more children than a home-based provider. Family child care providers care for small groups of children
in a residential building.
Source: Child Care Aware of Washington, 2017.

The Working Connections Child Care (WCCC) program provides child care subsidy payments to
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) consumers, WorkFirst participants, and low-income
working families to help pay for child care costs. According to Child Care Aware, while most providers
(81%) accept at least one subsidy type, most commonly WCCC, many providers limit the number of
subsidized children they accept at any given time because the subsidy does not cover their full cost of
providing care. Providers often ration the availability of subsidized slots to limit the financial impact to
their business and to other families with children enrolled at their facility (BERK Consulting, 2015).
The federal Head Start Program and the Department of Early Learning’s Early Childhood Education and
Assistance Program (ECEAP) serve similar populations that include three- and four-year-old children, with
some differences between family income level eligibility. (Head Start families must have incomes at or
below 100% of FPL with additional allowances available for families at up to 130% of FPL; all ECEAP
families must be at or below 110% of FPL).

September 28, 2017 Hopelink | Community Needs Assessment

42

Food Insecurity
Food insecurity refers to the lack of consistent access to adequate food due to financial constraints.
Factors that contribute to food insecurity include unemployment, poverty, and lack of access to food
stamps. Research shows food insecurity is associated with poor academic performance, mental health
issues, difficulty interacting socially, and obesity.
Food insecurity can have potential long-term consequences for children. Hunger brings about irregular
eating patterns that can lead to being overweight or obese, highlighting the link between health and
hunger. Children from families with food insecurity are more likely to have social and behavioral
problems, do poorly in school, need medical care and hospitalization, and develop chronic diseases
(Center on Hunger and Poverty, 2002). Food insecurity can also lead people to reduce, skip, delay, or
use lower-cost medications due to financial constraints.
Food banks distribute groceries directly to food insecure individuals and families and have the potential
to improve food security, especially when any barriers to access or usage are addressed. A Hopelink
study identified specific reasons for non-usage by low income individuals and families. These include
transportation, scheduling conflicts, as well as concerns about the quality or suitability of food (the lack of
perishable foods like dairy or produce and food for special dietary needs). Homelessness, ineligibility for
food bank benefits, invasive screening, and the lack of comfort with the food bank layouts were also
identified. One important barrier to increased food bank usage is resistance from potential users.
Potential users might believe that they are not in need of the service or prefer to refrain from seeking
help to distance themselves from others in a similar situation (Miesel, 2015).
Social service programs like Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) and Women, Infants and
Children (WIC) play an important role in reducing food insecurity, especially for children. Given recent
cuts to the program and restrictions on eligibility, it is likely that the need for food services is higher than
the number of participants indicate.
Food Lifeline’s Missing Meals Report provides data on how the hunger safety net meets needs in King
County, while also revealing how many meals are not filled by these services. The hunger safety net
includes government-funded programs as well as food banks and meal programs across the state.
According to the 2015 Missing Meals Report, 264,100 people in King County were not able to purchase
all the food that they and their family needed and turned to the hunger safety net for help (Food
Lifeline, 2015).
The hunger safety net provided King County residents with the following meals:


123,880,000 meals from SNAP



26,335,000 meals from kid’s meals



9,705,000 meals from WIC and other programs



34,722,000 meals from Food Banks and Meal programs

This leaves 46,745,000 missing meals in King County. Exhibit 43 shows the share of meals provided by
the hunger safety net along with missing meals in King County in 2015.
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Exhibit 43. Meals Provided by Hunger Safety Net and Missing Meals in King County, 2015

Source: Food Lifeline Missing Meals Report, 2015; BERK, 2017.

According to Feeding America, an organization that publishes the Map the Meal Gap Project, there were
264,870 food insecure people in King County in 2015. This represents a food insecurity rate of 12.9%.
Sixty-one percent of these food insecure people meet eligibility for SNAP and other nutrition programs
based on an annual income of over 200% below poverty.
Since not all food insecure people are eligible for federal nutrition assistance programs, services and
facilities such as Hopelink can play a crucial role in filling in this gap.
The Map the Meal Gap Project also calculated that the average meal cost in King County is $3.54, which
is based on the average weekly dollar amount that food-secure individuals report spending on food
(estimated in the Current Population Survey, adjusted to reflect local food prices and relevant taxes,
assuming three meals a day, seven meals a week). At three meals per day, seven days a week, this
represents an annual cost of $3,865.68 (similar to the $3,560 for one adult shown in Exhibit 26).

Social Services
Federally funded social services provide financial, nutrition, and health care services. These programs,
including the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF), and Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC),
help to fill the resource gap for low-income individuals and families. Safety net programs buffer
individuals and families against financial shocks and protect them from instability. While these benefits
reach a large number of people, research indicates that public benefits programs include gaps of three
types: coverage, hardship, and eligibility.
The coverage gap occurs when low-income families who are eligible for programs do not receive
benefits because of insufficient funding or difficulties accessing these programs. Program complexity,
lengthy waiting lists, inadequate funding, lack of trust and social stigma associated with participation all
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may contribute to coverage gaps. The hardship gap occurs when families receive assistance but are
unable to sustain a basic standard of living. Finally, the eligibility gap occurs when low-income families
earn too much to qualify for certain programs, yet not enough to sustain a standard of living.
Hardship and eligibility gaps occur when benefits programs phase down quickly or when income
increases by a small amount. The near poor or those making around twice the poverty level experience
the greatest reduction in benefits as their earnings increase by small amounts. For example, the
implementation of the $15 minimum wage in the City of Seattle, while providing much needed additional
income to recipients, could mean that some families will no longer qualify for some support programs.
However, even with the higher wage many programs for child care, healthcare, and nutrition, may still be
out of financial reach.

SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (SNAP)
SNAP is administered by the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Food and Nutrition Service. The program
provides nutrition assistance to low-income individuals and families. Exhibit 44 shows the number and
percentage of total households who receive SNAP assistance, along with households below poverty level
who receive SNAP assistance.
Exhibit 44. SNAP Benefits, Total Households and Households Below Poverty Level, 2011-2015

Total
Households
King County
Bellevue
Kirkland/Northshore
Redmond
Shoreline
Sno-Valley

Households Receiving
SNAP
Count
Percent

Households
Below Poverty
Level

Households Receiving
SNAP
Count
Percent

819,651

86,703

11%

83,352

38,413

46%

96,254
64,989
52,583
27,244
20,191

4,809
3,259
1,693
2,545
1,225

5%
5%
3%
9%
6%

6,097
3,844
2,772
2,485
1,132

1,862
1,186
694
1,047
531

31%
31%
25%
42%
47%

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2011-2015.



Across Hopelink’s Service Areas, 3% to 9% of all households receive SNAP assistance. Among
households below poverty level, 25% to 47% of households receive SNAP benefits.



In King County, 11% of all households receive SNAP assistance, and 46% of households below
poverty level receive SNAP benefits.



Of households below 100% of the Federal Poverty Level in Sno-Valley, 47% receive SNAP, a
higher percentage than in other Hopelink Service Areas.



In FY 2017, 58% Hopelink’s Community Services Clients (5,437 families) reported receiving
food stamps through SNAP.
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SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, AND
CHILDREN (WIC)
WIC is a federal grant program that provides health care and nutrition assistance to low-income
pregnant and postpartum women and to infants and children up to age five who are at nutritional risk.
Services are provided to WIC clients at no charge to participants and include supplemental nutritious
foods, nutrition education and counseling at WIC clinics, health provider referrals, screenings, and other
social services. Exhibit 45 shows WIC enrollment in King County and Washington State.
Exhibit 45. King County WIC Enrollment, FY 2016

Infants Born Served by WIC

King County

County

Statewide

29%

43%

Women, Infants, and Children Served

Total

Infants and Children Pregnant, Breastfeeding,
under Five
and Postpartum Women

60,693

42,921

17,772

Source: Washington State Department of Health, 2016.



29% of infants born in King County were served by WIC, compared to 43% across Washington.

TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES (TANF)
The TANF grant program is administered by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
Administration for Children and Families, Office of Family Assistance. The program provides state funding
to help needy families achieve self-sufficiency through temporary financial assistance. Exhibit 46 shows
client counts for TANF and State Family Assistance by Hopelink’s Service Area.
Exhibit 46. TANF and State Family Assistance, per 1,000 Population, by Service Area, 2014-2016
20

16
Shoreline

12

8

Sno-Valley
Kirkland/Northsore

4

Bellevue
Redmond

0
2014

2015

2016

Note: Originally collected at the zip code level, this data has been matched to each of Hopelink’s five Service Areas.
Source: Washington State Department of Social and Health Services, 2014-2016; BERK, 2017.
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Client counts for TANF and state family assistance have decreased across all five of Hopelink’s
Service Areas over the last three years. It is unclear whether this is due to declining need or declining
funding. The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities notes that “Over time, TANF has provided basic
cash assistance to fewer and fewer needy families, even when need has increased” (2017).



Although the count of people receiving TANF in Shoreline is lower than Bellevue and
Kirkland/Northshore, the share of residents receiving this aid in Shoreline is much higher than in other
Hopelink Service Areas.



The Kirkland/Northshore and Bellevue Service Areas have the highest counts of people receiving
TANF and state family assistance.



In FY 2017, across all users of Hopelink’s Community Services, 5% of families (336) reported
receiving TANF assistance.

Health Care Costs
Rising health care costs have increased pressure on King County individuals and families. In 2014, health
care expenditures in Washington State were $7,913 per capita, up from $6,981 per capita in 2010.
Total state-wide health care expenditures increased from $47.1 billion in 2010 to $55.8 billion in 2014
(Kaiser Family Foundation, 2017). Uncertain markets and volatile federal legislation have contributed to
increasing costs set by insurers. According to the Office of the Insurance Commissioner in Washington,
several major insurance companies proposed large rate increases in the state this year (Young, Health
insurers seek double-digit rate increases in Washington state — despite billion-dollar reserves, 2017).
There are also disparities in health care coverage by ethnicity and income level, which can compound
barriers to access.
Federal and local policies have tried to control rising health care costs. The King County Healthy
Incentives program, launched in 2006, successfully reduced health care costs by supporting health
improvements and encouraging the use of high quality health care (Public Health - Seattle and King
County & Policy Development and Evaluation Unit, 2016).

ACCESS TO CARE
Health and wellness outcomes are determined by a wide range of variables, from genetics to behaviors
to environmental factors. Nevertheless, limited access to basic health care services can have negative
impacts on health outcomes. Access to care can be limited by geography, transportation, and lack of
health insurance. Language, customs, and trust in the healthcare system can also influence access.
Health insurance is an important aspect of ensuring that people receive the care they need. Uninsured
individuals may be less likely to see a primary care provider; they may receive less timely care and have
worse health outcomes. Lack of insurance also places a financial burden on these families.
The Affordable Care Act was followed by large declines in the share of uninsured adults and children in
King County. In 2014, insurance coverage options expanded for all adults. Exhibit 47 compares
uninsured rates in 2013 and 2015 in King County. ACS data was analyzed by the Seattle King County
Public Health. Exhibit 48 shows the percentage change in various types of health insurance coverage.
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Exhibit 47. Uninsured Rates in King County, Before and After Affordable Care Act

16% Uninsured

2013

Adults 18-64

Children 0-17

4% Uninsured

2015

Adults 18-64 8% Uninsured

Children 0-17

2% Uninsured

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey, 2015; Public Health – King County and Seattle, Policy Development and
Evaluation Unit, 2016.



16.4% of King County adults ages 18-64 were uninsured in 2013; this number fell to 7.7% by year
2015. This is a 53% decline between 2013 and 2015.



4.3% of children ages 0-17 were uninsured in 2013; this fell to 1.6% in year 2015.



King County’s decline in uninsured rates is similar to Washington State’s average reduction in
uninsured adults, which is also 53%; however, there is wide variation across the state.



In FY 2017, across all users of Hopelink’s Community Services, 88% (16,858 people) reported
having health insurance, while 12% (2,380 people) reported that they do not.

Exhibit 48. Change in Coverage between 2013 and 2015, Adults Ages 18-64
King County

53%

Any private plan

5%

Employer-based

4%

Direct purchase

18%

Any public coverage

64%

Medicaid

85%

Medicare
Military

3%
-10%

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey, 2015; Public Health – King County and Seattle, Policy Development and
Evaluation Unit, 2016.
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There was a 5% increase in private plans, including a 4% increase in employer-based and 18%
increase in direct-purchase.



There was a 64% increase in public coverage, including an 85% increase in Medicaid and 3%
increase in Medicare coverage. Military coverage decreased by 10% in King County.

Exhibit 49 looks at access to care and three preventative services for the state, county, and individual
jurisdictions within Hopelink’s Service Areas.
Exhibit 49. Access to Care and Preventative Services, 2010-2014 average
Uninsured
(Age 18‐6 4)

No flu shot during the
past year

Never had pneumonia
vaccination
(age 65+ )

No dental visit during the
past year

Washington

18%

63%

27%

King County

15%

60%

28%

33%
29%

Bellevue

13%

61%

29%

25%

Issaquah

9%

56%

35%

24%

M ercer Island

4%

46%

23%

12%

10%

61%

30%

22%

Newcastle/Four Creeks
Bothell/Woodinville

12%

60%

23%

29%

Kirkland

11%

58%

34%

25%

Redmond

10%

61%

34%

26%

3%

58%

21%

19%

Sammamish
Lake Forest Park

12%

51%

21%

19%

Shoreline

16%

57%

23%

25%

Bear Creek/Duvall/Carnation

8%

55%

26%

19%

Snoqualmie/North Bend/Skykomish

8%

62%

26%

19%

Note: Unless otherwise specified, data is for adults age 18+.
Source: Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS), Washington State Department of Health, Center for Health
Statistics via Public Health King County City Profiles, 2017; BERK, 2017.



There are high shares of adults over the age of 65 on the eastside that have never had a pneumonia
vaccine. Issaquah (35%), Kirkland (34%), and Redmond (34%) are all above the King County
average (28%).



29% of residents in Bothell/Woodinville did not visit a dentist in the last year. This is the same as
King County and higher than other jurisdictions in the Hopelink Service Area.
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Exiting Poverty
This section emphasizes factors that determine demand for Hopelink’s Programs focused on exiting
poverty using the most recent available prevalence data.

Adult Education
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT
Parent educational attainment, particularly the mother’s, is positively linked with a child’s educational
experience, attainment, and achievement. Parents with higher levels of education are more likely to raise
children who are prepared to enter school and are more likely to reach higher levels of educational
attainment (Aud, Fox, & Kewal-Ramani, 2010). Educational attainment influences employment and income
opportunities with an increasing number of jobs requiring post-secondary education. Four of the six
Service Areas have higher shares of adults with a bachelor’s degree than King County (49.6%) (Exhibit
50).
Exhibit 50. Educational Attainment for Population Age 25 Through 64

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2011-2015; BERK, 2017



The Shoreline and Sno-Valley Service Areas have the lowest shares of populations with a bachelor’s
degree at 46.8% and 43.9% respectively. At 7.4%, Shoreline’s share of adults with no high school
degree or equivalent is higher than in Sno-Valley (4.9%).



Redmond and Bellevue have the highest shares of adults with a bachelor’s degree at 70.4% and
65.2% respectively. They also have the highest median incomes (Exhibit 14).



Several census tracts in Hopelink’s Service Areas have share of 75% of more of the population with
at least a Bachelor’s degree (Exhibit 52).

The highest level of education reported by Hopelink’s FY 2017 Community Services Clients 24 years and
older is shown in Exhibit 51. Nineteen percent of clients had not graduated from high school or with a
general equivalency degree (GED).
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Exhibit 51. Adult Educational Attainment across Hopelink Community Services Clients

2 or 4 years college; graduate

29%

Some Post-Secondary

9th to 12th grade; Non-graduate
None to 8th grade

2,412

22%

High School Graduate/GED

3,152

30%
10%
9%

3,264

1,057
998

Source: Hopelink FY 2017 Demographic Data.

Exhibit 52. Percent of Population Age 25 Through 64 with Bachelor’s Degree or Higher

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2011-2015; BERK, 2017
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION
Attrition from school has many causes, including non-academic factors such as housing instability or
personal safety. Students who leave school early often have difficulty making the transition to other
productive adulthood activities such as training and employment. Exhibit 53 presents the count and rate
of high school dropouts for school districts in Hopelink’s Service Areas. The measure is more inclusive as it
allows a fifth year for completing high school, before considering a student has not completed school with
a regular diploma.
Exhibit 53. Hopelink Service Area School District Cohort Dropout Rates, 2015 – 2016

King County
Bellevue
Issaquah
Mercer Island
Northshore
Lake Washington
Shoreline
Enumclaw
Riverview
Snoqualmie Valley

Cohort Dropout
Count (5 years)
2,565
57
78
9
69
62
53
40
16
21

Cohort Dropout Rate
(5 Years)
13%
4%
6%
3%
4%
4%
9%
12%
6%
5%

5%

Source: OSPI Dropout and Graduation Reports, Appendix E County Adjusted 5 year and Appendix F District Adjusted 5 year,
School Year 2015 – 16. BERK 2017.

Employment
KING COUNTY EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES
The changing composition of available jobs is an important factor in rising needs. Regionally, there has
been a decline in low-skill jobs (jobs that do not require a college degree) that pay a reasonable wage,
such as in manufacturing (Exhibit 54).
In response to the skill demands of the regional labor market, the share of people without a college
degree has decreased substantially. Across the Service Area, however, census tracts with a higher
poverty rate (tracts with poverty rates over 20%) have lower shares of people with a college degree
(Exhibit 52). This suggests that the labor force in these communities is increasingly unable to compete for
and access jobs in the regional marketplace. In the case of immigrants or individuals with limited
proficiency in English, another barrier that might limit their opportunities in the regional labor market is
skill underutilization. This is frequently because foreign-trained professionals may not have the resources
to navigate the complex system of relicensing and credentialing requirements needed to access jobs in
their professions here in the United States.
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Exhibit 54. King County Civilian Employment and Average Annual Wage by Industry, 2011 – 2015

Industry

5 Year Trend

2015 Total

Average
Average
Annual
Annual
Grow th Rate W age 2015

5,986

4.0%

$72,889

49,660

-3.5%

$68,772

107,779

-0.9%

$86,257

30,828

-1.0%

$86,511

124,957

3.1%

$70,764

49,576

0.5%

$68,256

38,945

-0.1%

$183,088

65,164

-0.9%

$90,303

Professional, scientific, and management, and
administrative and waste management services

196,766

3.4%

$90,615

Educational services, and health care and social
assistance

217,902

2.4%

$48,117

Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and
accommodation and food services

105,258

3.4%

$30,096

50,896

2.4%

$44,769

35,884

1.6% Not Available

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining

Construction

M anufacturing

Wholesale Trade

Retail Trade

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities

Information
Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and
leasing

Other services, except public administration

Public Administration

Source: ACS 2015 5-year estimates of Civilian Employed Population 16 years and over (C24030), Bureau of Labor Statistics
Quarterly Census of Private Employment and Wages, 2016 Annual Averages for King County, BERK 2017.



Between 2011 and 2015, manufacturing employment decreased by 0.9% annually while
professional services employment increased by 3.4% annually. Hiring within manufacturing has
changed with demand for tech savvy workers able to design, operate, and service assembly lines,
robots, and industrial processes as programming and automation replaces lower-cost labor. Based
on these trends the 0.9% decline likely undercounts the decline in low skill jobs that pay a good
wage.
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Employment Demand
The Washington State Employment Security Department (ESD) provides projections of average annual
growth rate in employment between the second quarter of 2016 and the second quarter of 2018. These
employment projections can provide insight on the demand for specific experience and skills across
various industries. According to the ESD, the following industries in the Seattle-King County area are
projected to see the highest growth annual rates in employment:


Professional and business services: 3.4% growth



Information: 4.4% growth, including a 3.6% growth in software publishers



Construction: 3.1% growth

These industries will also see strong and healthy job growth:


Retail trade: 2.9% growth



Education and health services: 2.3% growth



Computer and electronic product manufacturing: 1.8% growth



Transportation and warehousing: 1.6% growth



Leisure and hospitality: 1.7% growth

The following industries are projected to experience decline in employment growth rates:


Manufacturing: -2.4% growth, including a -3.5% in durable goods manufacturing and -7.9% in
aerospace product and parts manufacturing



Publisher industries except for software publishers: -2.0% growth

While this data suggests an overall healthy economy, it also points to the growing role of the
technological and software industries and the declining role of sectors such as manufacturing. These
changes in the job market will disproportionately affect job seekers in concentrated industries, and the
sustained financial pressure of looking for a job can contribute to patterns of poverty in communities.
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LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION
Exhibit 55. Labor Force Participation by Census Tract - Population Age 25 Through 64

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2011-2015; BERK, 2017



Several communities on the eastside have labor force participation rates below 75%. While this
could indicate an inability to find employment, there are likely other factors at play given what we
know about the income and demographic characteristics. For example, couples where one person is
on a work visa and their partner is not authorized to work, language barriers, skill underutilization,
or one parent choosing not to work in order to provide child care or for other reasons.



In FY 2017, 37% (3,738 people) of Hopelink’s Community Service users between the ages 18
and 65 reported that they were employed, while 63% (6,341 people) were unemployed. Across
all adults (over age 18), 30% reported that they were employed.
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Cross-cutting Issues
This section highlights issues that may indicate a need for strengthened Hopelink program capacity or
stronger partnership and referral systems. These indicators typically do not indicate direct demand for
core programs.

Cultural Competency
Community Needs Assessments by other agencies in Hopelink’s Service Area, such as the City of Issaquah,
Group Health, Seattle Children’s Hospital, and Swedish Medical have identified cultural competency as a
high priority need. Cultural competence refers to a set of policies, practices, and dedicated resources that
enable organizations to work effectively across the diversity of cultural contexts among individuals,
families and communities. Linguistic competence is a part of cultural competence and refers to the
capacity of an organization to communicate effectively, in a manner that is easily understood by diverse
audiences including persons of limited English proficiency, those who have low literacy skills or are not
literate, and individuals with disabilities.
Cultural competence can affect access to services and programs, especially when agencies operate in
areas where there is growing population diversity.

LANGUAGE
Exhibit 56. Top Fifteen most common languages spoken in King County for the population five years and
older that speaks English less than “Very Well”, 2015

Language

Population 5 years and
Older that Speak English
less than "Very W ell"

Percent of
Total
Population

Spanish

53,605

2.9%

Chinese

20,025

1.1%

Vietnamese

19,965

1.1%

Korean

11,014

0.6%

Tagalog

9,355

0.5%

Russian

8,598

0.5%

Cushite

6,570

0.4%

Amharic

5,680

0.3%

Chinese - Cantonese

5,215

0.3%

Japanese

5,112

0.3%

Ukrainian

4,530

0.2%

Chinese - Mandarin

4,485

0.2%

Panjabi

3,885

0.2%

Cambodian - Mon-Khmer

3,842

0.2%

198, 368

11%

Total

Source: ACS 2015 5-year estimates, Language Spoken at Home, BERK 2017.
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REFUGEE ARRIVAL
Refugees are a specific sub-set of the foreign-born population and include people who have been
displaced from their country of origin and cannot return home safely. Often, refugees have experienced
violence and/or persecution in the process of being displaced and carry the burden of trauma.
Washington State is a popular destination for secondary migrations, and therefore is home to a larger
number of refugees than those who were placed in Washington originally. Exhibit 57 depicts the top ten
countries of arrival for refugees in Washington since 2000. In the first few years of this century, the
refugees were primarily from the former Soviet Union followed by increasing numbers from Iraq and
Myanmar (Burma).
Exhibit 57. Top Ten Countries of Arrival for Refugees in Washington State, FY 2000 – 2015
5,000
4,500
4,000
3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000
1,500
1,000
500
-

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Other

194

773

177

171

379

261

153

343

360

224

361

225

526

457

878

803

Iran

98

151

100

88

58

62

99

105

62

78

91

129

107

106

108

138

Ethiopia

42

106

12

72

138

75

102

61

17

18

48

35

43

66

66

-

Bhutan

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

3

299

592

505

442

424

184

122

118

Burma

7

8

6

5

16

15

13

181

460

655

823

592

481

466

334

414

Iraq

62

50

46

6

13

10

10

19

226

310

587

264

297

647

796

528

Somalia

304

261

15

65

485

448

449

400

103

142

226

194

215

475

534

357

Vietnam

192

141

119

46

47

102

132

60

61

71

31

3

8

7

17

-

3,491

2,814

2,180

2,298

1,895

1,868

1,497

1,047

666

491

332

251

64

6

11

54

4,390

4,304

2,655

2,751

3,031

2,841

2,455

2,219

2,254

2,581

3,004

2,135

2,165

2,414

2,866

2,412

Former Soviet Union
Total Arrivals

Source: Office of Refugee Resettlement, 2016; BERK, 2016.

Women and Children
PRE-NATAL CARE
Birth risk factors are important for understanding childhood outcomes. Low and very low birth weights are
known to have adverse effects on long term developmental outcomes of children and can have impacts
on chronic conditions in adulthood and on educational attainment. (Hack, et al., 2002)
Early Head Start is a federally funded, community-based program for low-income families with infants
and toddlers and pregnant women. Its mission is to: promote healthy prenatal outcomes for pregnant
women; enhance the development of very young children; and promote healthy family functioning.
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Exhibit 58 shows four indicators related to pre-natal care for the state, county and individual jurisdictions
within Hopelink’s Service Areas.
Exhibit 58. Pre-natal Care, 2010 – 2014 average
Low birth weight
(< 2500g)/100 births

Late or no prenatal
care/100 births

Very low birth weight
(< 1500g)/100 births

Smoking during
pregnancy/100 births

Washington

6.3

6.1

1.0

10.6

King County

6.5

5.5

1.0

4.4

Bellevue

7.3

6.2

0.9

1.4

Issaquah

4.9

3.4

0.9

1.4

Mercer Island

6.5

2.2

0.8

0.8

Newcastle/Four Creeks

5.6

5.5

0.7

4.2

Bothell/Woodinville

6.2

3.0

0.6

2.8

Kirkland

6.0

3.4

0.7

2.4

Redmond

6.6

3.8

1.1

1.3

Sammamish

6.0

3.1

0.8

0.9

Lake Forest Park

5.8

2.9

0.9

2.9

Shoreline

6.3

3.8

1.1

5.1

Bear Creek/Duvall/Carnation

5.9

3.1

0.6

2.4

Snoqualmie/North Bend/Skykomish

5.5

4.1

0.4

3.7

Source: Birth Certificate and linked infant birth-death certificate data, Washington State Department of Health via Public
Health Seattle King County City Profile, 2017; BERK, 2017.



Shoreline, Redmond, and Newcastle show high rates of smoking during pregnancy with 4 to 5 infants
per 100 births born to mothers that smoke.



Redmond and Shoreline experience a large number of infants with very low birth weights, at a rate
of 1.1 infants per 100 births. Comparatively, Bothell, Kirkland, Newcastle, and Snoqualmie average
0.6 infants with very low birth weights per every 100 births and King County’s rate is 1.0.



Bellevue and Newcastle experience large numbers of infants receiving late or no prenatal care, at a
rate of 5.5 to 6.2 infants per 100 births. Comparatively, King County’s rate is 6.1.

EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT AND KINDERGARTEN READINESS
There is a large body of evidence on the importance of early education for brain development and
lifetime success. Long term evaluations show that children who attend high-quality preschools are better
prepared to enter kindergarten. This has led cities like Seattle to focus on implementing universal
preschool programs; however, there are still many children who would benefit from quality preschool who
remain underserved because of cost, availability, or both (City of Seattle, 2015).
Student preparedness for kindergarten is measured by assessing incoming students in kindergarten
according to age-appropriate developmental benchmarks across six domains: social-emotional, physical,
cognitive, language, literacy, and mathematics. Children who do not meet developmentally appropriate
expectations for their age (age 5) are considered not kindergarten ready.
Exhibit 59 presents a summary of the assessment of readiness for kindergarten for school districts in
Hopelink’s Service Areas. Children who did not meet developmental benchmarks for age 5 across all six
domains are listed as not kindergarten ready.
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Exhibit 59. Kindergarten Readiness, By School District, 2016
Percent meeting
developmental benchmarks
for age 5 at the start of
Kindergarten

Percent not meeting
developmental benchmarks
for age 5 at the start of
Kindergarten

Bellevue
Bellevue SD
Kirkland/Northshore
Northshore SD

Students
Assessed

37%

135

231

63%

366

39%

77

122

61%

199

37%

107

182

63%

289

209

59%

353

150

58%
96%

258
48

Redmond
Lake Washington SD

Shoreline
Shoreline SD
Sno-Valley
Enumclaw SD
Snoqualmie Valley SD

41%

144

42%
4% 2

108
46

Note: Kindergarten Readiness metrics not available for Issaquah, Mercer Island, Riverview, or Skykomish School Districts.
Source: OSPI, http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/DataDownload.aspx 2016 Data Files WaKIDS Scores by School, BERK, 2017.



The majority of students in Hopelink’s Service Areas are reaching all six developmental benchmarks
at the beginning of Kindergarten in the school districts for which there is data available.



Enumclaw and Shoreline School Districts show lower rates of children reaching developmental
benchmarks.

WEIGHT DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOL AGED CHILDREN
The Healthy Youth Survey provides information on eating habits and nutrition of Washington state school
children. Exhibit 60 shows the weight distribution trends of King County school children in grades 8, 10,
and 12. The data is self-reported for each of the three grades.
Exhibit 60. Weight Distribution Trends of School Children in King County, 2016
Grade 12 4%

76%

12%

8%

Grade 10 4%

76%

11%

8%

Grade 8 5%

72%

Underweight

Healthy Weight

14%

Overweight

10%

Obese

Source: Washington Healthy Youth Survey, 2016; BERK, 2017.



Across all three grades surveyed, approximately three-fourths of the students reported healthy
weight, with about 4-5% underweight, 11-14% overweight, and 8-10% obese.
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ANXIETY, DEPRESSION, AND SUICIDE IN YOUTH
Mental health plays an important role in the overall well-being of children and youth. The Healthy Youth
Survey provides information on physical, mental, and emotional health of Washington state school
children. Exhibit 61 shows self-reported responses regarding anxiety, depression, and suicide from King
County youth in grades 8, 10, and 12.
Exhibit 61. Anxiety, Depression, and Suicide in King County Youth, 2016

Grade 8
55%

67%

70%

Grade 10
Grade 12
26%

Anxiety

32%

34%
15%

Depression

19%

18%

Suicide

Source: Washington Healthy Youth Survey, 2016; BERK, 2017.



55% to 70% of King County youth responded that over the last two weeks they were bothered by
feeling nervous, anxious, or on edge.



In the past 12 months, 26% to 34% of youth had felt so sad or hopeless every day for two weeks or
more in a row that they stopped doing some usual activities.



When asked whether they had considered attempting suicide over the past 12 months, 15% to 19%
of King County youth responded yes. Across the three grades surveyed, 12% to 16% of youth made
a plan to attempt suicide, and 7% to 9% of youth attempted suicide in the past 12 months.



Both anxiety and depression appear to increase from grades 8 to 10 to 12, and the percentage of
youth who had considered suicide increases from grade 8 to 10, potentially reflecting increased
stresses as youth get older.

FOSTER CARE TRENDS
Being displaced as a child can contribute to long-term disadvantages related to health, education, and
homelessness. Foster care plays an important role in helping vulnerable children to thrive in safe homes.
Exhibit 62 shows the number of first stays in out-of-home care in King County, as a total count and by
ethnicity. Out-of-home care occurs when a social worker determines that a child is no longer safe at home
and then places the child in a safe place away from his or her home. Data on the children welfare system
is provided by Partners for Our Children, a partnership between the Washington State Department of
Social and Health Services, the University of Washington School of Social Work, and the private sector.
This data can help us to understand trends in foster care and the needs of children and families in King
County.
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Exhibit 62. First Stays in Out-of-Home Care in King County (Count), All Ages, by Ethnicity, 2010-2016
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Source: Partners for Our Children Data Portal Team. (2017). [Graph representation of Washington state child welfare
data 9/8/2017]. Entering Out-of-Home Care (Count). Retrieved from http://www.vis.pocdata.org/graphs/ooh-entry-counts.

Exhibit 63 shows the rate, per 1000, of first stays in out-of-home care in King County for children
between the ages of 0-17. Given differences in the concentrations of different ethnicities in King County,
this rate is a more accurate depiction of variations in child welfare.

September 28, 2017 Hopelink | Community Needs Assessment

61

Exhibit 63. First Stays in Out-of-Home Care in King County (Rate per 1000), All Ages, by Ethnicity, 2010-2016
18
16
14
American
Indian/Alaskan Native

12
10

Native Hawaiian/Other
Pacific Islander

8

Black/African
American

6
4

Multiracial
White/Caucasian

2

Asian

0
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Source: Partners for Our Children Data Portal Team. (2017). [Graph representation of Washington state child welfare
data 9/8/2017]. Entering Out-of-Home Care (Rate). Retrieved from http://www.vis.pocdata.org/graphs/ooh-entry-rates.



American Indian and Alaskan Natives had the highest rate of first stays in out-of-home care for
children ages of 0-17 in King County, followed by Black/African American and Native
Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander.



Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islanders showed an increase between 2014 and 2015,
followed by a decrease in 2016.

Veterans
Veterans face unique challenges transitioning to civilian life. Research conducted by Hopelink and the
University of Washington found that veterans in King County have relatively high rates of disability,
homelessness, and poverty (King County Mobility Coalition, 2015). The VA Medical Center is located in
Seattle, which can be difficult to reach for some veterans who are transit dependent and/or have posttraumatic stress disorder or similar conditions (King County Mobility Coalition, 2015). Research from the
RAND Center for Military Health Policy Research found that 20% of veterans who served in Iraq or
Afghanistan suffer from major depression or post-traumatic stress disorder (National Veterans
Foundation, 2016). Job retraining and mental health services are essential to help veterans transition to
healthy and meaningful civilian lives. Exhibit 64 shows data on veteran populations by Hopelink Service
Area, along with the proportion of veterans in poverty and with disabilities.
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Exhibit 64. Veterans in Poverty and with Disabilities by Hopelink Service Area, 2015
Veterans Below
Poverty Level

Veteran Population

King County
Bellevue
Kirkland/Northshore
Redmond
Shoreline
Sno-Valley

Civilian
Population 18+

Count

% of Civilian
Population

1,613,259

115,239

188,777
126,688
105,384
56,102
40,207

12,616
8,886
5,564
4,866
3,310

Veterans With
Disability

Count

% of Veteran
Population

Count

% of Veteran
Population

7%

8,226

7%

26,582

23%

7%
7%
5%
9%
8%

377
348
117
404
181

3%
4%
2%
8%
5%

3,044
1,934
991
1,112
632

24%
22%
18%
23%
19%

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2011-2015.



Across Hopelink Service Areas, 5% to 9% of the civilian population are veterans. Between 2% and
8% of the veteran population is below poverty level, and 18% to 23% of the veteran population
has a disability. These measures are roughly in line with King County overall.



Shoreline has the highest share of veterans as a percentage of total civilian population (9%), as well
as the highest share of veterans who are below poverty level (8%).

Deaths Due to Substance Abuse
According to the Alcohol & Drug Abuse Institute at the University of Washington there were 332 deaths
due to drugs in 2016. Using data from the Recovery Hotline the authors found that heroin was the most
common drug reported as primary in 2016. Among illicit drugs heroin had the largest proportion who
were female at 40%, and White, non-Hispanic at 72% (Banta-Green, 2017). While opioid addition is
the main driver of overall death, the report author conducted a survey and found that the vast majority
of opioid addicts want help. However, “it needs to be ‘low-barrier’ treatment with medications such as
buprenorphine, he said, which satisfies their physical dependency but allows them to work, drive and
function like non-addicts” (Young, Drug-use deaths hit record in King County, 2017).
Exhibit 65 shows that drug-caused deaths per 100,000 declined from 2006-2011 and have increased
since then consistent with reports locally and nationally on the rise in opioid addiction. Other needs
assessments identified an increase in substance abuse, including heroin, among youth and young adults as
a concern (Overlake Medical Center, 2015).
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Exhibit 65. Drug-caused Deaths per 100,000 residents, King County

Note: "Other opiates" includes those available pharmaceutically as well as illegal opiates other than heroin, such as acetyl
fentanyl.
Source: Data from King County Medical Examiner’s Office (deaths) and Office of Financial Management (population). Graphs
from the University of Washington Alcohol & Drug Abuse Institute (ADAI).

September 28, 2017 Hopelink | Community Needs Assessment

64

Summary of Findings
Top Needs and Priorities
The literature review of needs assessments and reports from Hopelink, hospitals, and other service
providers revealed findings and themes that were consistent with the community conversations and input
on the perception of community needs (see Works Cited). Themes are primarily related to cost and
access.


Affordable housing. Housing costs are rising across the county, putting pressure on low-income
individuals and families to allocate more of their resources to housing. This leaves fewer resources
available to meet other needs. Rising housing costs can also lead to displacement, as residents may
have to leave communities, relationships, and connections to move to areas where housing is more
affordable. Outreach at the Senior Center echoed this concern. Top housing concerns among seniors
in the Issaquah area were the ability to age in place in one’s home and the tremendous rise in rents
and property taxes for seniors on a fixed income.



Homelessness. Related to the cost of housing, the number homeless individuals is increasing with the
latest count indicating over 11,000 in King County. The top three reasons people experience
homelessness are job loss (30%), drug and alcohol use (20%) and eviction (11%), which is frequently
related to inability to pay. The total number of children experiencing homelessness has increased in
all school districts except Kirkland/Northshore where it declined from 2011-12 to 2015-16.



Affordable health care. Access to health care requires not only health insurance but also knowledge
of basic health issues and an understanding of how to navigate the system. It can be challenging to
know what services and benefits people are eligible for, and people may not know how to shop for
an insurance plan that will allow them to continue to receive care from their current provider. Further,
individuals with incomes just above the federal poverty level may decide not to enroll in a health
plan because they cannot afford the premiums. Some that do enroll may risk falling behind on their
premiums if other household costs increase or they have an unexpected expense.



Affordable child care. Costs related to child care for working parents place an additional financial
burden on families as these costs are among the highest in a family’s budget. In addition to cost,
location and transportation to get there, language, and cultural values can all serve as barriers to
access. The capacity of child care providers compared to the number of children under the age of
five suggests a continued need for affordable child care services, particularly for low-income
families. Given the evidence that children who attend high-quality preschools are better prepared to
enter kindergarten, an inability to access child care has implications beyond cost.



Food security. Given the long-term consequences of food insecurity on health, particularly in
children, consistent access to adequate and nutritious food is a key concern. Not all food insecure
people are eligible for federal nutrition assistance programs. In addition, barriers to accessing food
banks, including transportation, homelessness, and suitability of food, often prevent hungry people
from meeting this basic need. These challenges create an important gap that organizations such as
Hopelink can fill.
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Access to transportation. Needs assessments reported that residents, especially in suburban areas
of King County, rely on public transportation to access jobs, medical and other services, and other
activities. There is a need for more efficient and improved bus service and more transportation
options beyond traditional public buses. During outreach events, seniors voiced concerns over their
ability to efficiently and safely use public buses. As they age, many no longer drive, and they
identified a need for public or volunteer door-to-door services for the elderly and disabled. Many
identified the distance to bus stops from their place of residence or destination, as well as a lack of
suitable conditions at the bus stop or on the bus, as barriers to accessing transportation. Participants
at the Shoreline Center thought public transportation was good in the Shoreline area, but paying the
fare was a barrier to access. (Shoreline is served by a RapidRide Metro bus route.) Indeed, the cost
of riding public transit has tripled for low-wage workers over the past 40 years, with transit fares
continuing to increase across the region (King County Metro, 2013).



Access to services. This displacement of poverty to suburban and rural areas challenges the
traditional, centralized delivery models for social services. When service offerings are spread over a
larger sprawling area, the transportation costs to supporting government and non-profit
organizations can increase significantly, as well as the costs and time necessary to access these
services. In certain cases, these areas may not have the resources or a sufficient density of clients to
achieve economies of scale and justify the delivery of certain services in an area.

BARRIERS TO ACCESS
The outreach events also highlighted the following barriers related to how clients access services:


Awareness and outreach. Individuals who qualify for services may not be aware that they qualify
for services and/or the range of services available to them. One senior couple that was interviewed
would qualify for Hopelink services but were unaware about what services the organization
provides. One participant at the Shoreline Center focus group mentioned that while they knew about
and used Hopelink services, other homeless and low-income individuals were not aware of them.



Complicated eligibility and sign-up processes. Even when people qualify for and know about
services that would help them, there are still barriers to accessing services. One focus group
participant described how there are “many hoops to jump through”, and often those in greatest need
do not have the time, knowledge, or ability to complete the application and qualification processes.



Welcoming atmosphere. A few comments from the focus group highlighted how important the first
contact with a service provider is. If the staff member is warm and helpful, individuals are much more
likely to have a positive experience. Often, it seems that this front-line interaction is inconsistent and
depends on the staff person. Different staff members may provide contradicting information. The
perception seems to be that some staff know more than others about available services and how to
use and access them.



Cultural competency. Other needs assessments indicated a growing need for greater cultural
competency among volunteers and staff, specifically proficiency in languages other than English. The
outreach event at the CISC resource fair supported this finding, as most attendees preferred to
speak in Chinese. It was valuable for them to have resource providers communicate and provide
information in their language.
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In 2017, Hopelink completed a customer satisfaction survey with 1,142 respondents that were fairly
representative of the overall client population. The objectives were to hear directly from clients about
what they like or do not like about Hopelink’s services so that Hopelink can improve its services by
building on its strengths and addressing concerns. The vast majority (94%) were very likely or extremely
likely to recommend Hopelink’s services to a friend. While the survey’s focus differs from this Needs
Assessment, a few overarching needs were highlighted that are helpful, namely income limits that are too
low, the need for help navigating services, and a desire for more of certain services (Hopelink, 2017).

SERVICE AREA CHARACTERISTICS
The top needs and priorities mentioned above are shared across all Hopelink Service Areas, but there
are some key demographic differences across the geographies that Hopelink serves. These differences
could result in variation in how programs are implemented or information about services is disseminated.

Bellevue Service Area (population 243,368)
The Bellevue and Redmond Service Areas have almost identical racial and ethnic makeups, with a quarter
(25%) of the population being Asian. Bellevue has better access to transportation than many other
eastside cities, and despite a high median income ($103,700 in 2015), the area has pockets with higher
shares of people with incomes at or below 185% of the FPL. The Service Area also has the greatest
number of people with incomes at this level (32,348). There is also a higher share of residents over the
age of 65 (14.2%) than in the overall Hopelink Service Area (12.5%) and King County overall (11.8%).
Bellevue has a diversity of languages spoken at home, with an estimated 31% of residents speaking a
language other than English (compared to 26% for King County), and an estimated 22% of the
population speaking English less than “very well”.

Kirkland/Northshore Service Area (population 163,612)
The Kirkland/Northshore Service Area has a large proportion of white residents (76%) and similar
distribution of household types to Bellevue, with approximately 56% being married couples. Thirteen
percent (13%) of residents are estimated to be below 185% of FPL. This area contains the highest
percentage of cost burdened renters (those paying more than 30% of their income on housing), at nearly
50% of all renter households. One quarter (25%) of all renter households in Kirkland/Northshore are
severely cost burdened, spending half or more of their income on housing. Less than one quarter (21%) of
residents speak a language other than English at home and only 9% of residents over the age of five are
estimated to speak English less than “very well”. The largest concentration of students in the transitional
and bilingual instruction program speak Spanish.

Redmond Service Area (population 143,245)
The Redmond Service Area has the highest median income in Hopelink’s service area ($123,224 in
2015), the largest proportion of married couples with children (63%), a large share of children under the
age of 14 (22.5%). Like the Bellevue Service Area, there is a larger population of Asian residents (25%).
There is also a diversity of languages spoken at home in Redmond, with 33% of residents reporting that
they speak a language other than English at home. In such an affluent area, households experiencing
poverty may not know how or where to receive help. This is evidenced by the fact that only 25% of the
households estimated to be below poverty are receiving SNAP benefits, a lower percentage than in other
Hopelink Service Areas.
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Shoreline Service Area (population 68,819)
Of the Hopelink Service Areas, Shoreline’s demographics most closely match those of King County overall.
The area is more urban with access to more public transportation options. The population is lower-income
(20.8% below 185% of FPL), has incomes that are not rising with inflation, has a larger share of residents
that are black (5%), living alone (37%), veterans (9%), and adults over the age of 65 (16.9%). The
share of residents without a high school diploma or equivalent (7.4%) is greater than in other Hopelink
Service Areas and King County on the whole. Although Shoreline has access to a larger network of public
transit options, the affordability of transit is a concern among residents and potential Hopelink clients.
With lower incomes, housing affordability and the pressure that rising housing costs place on households
are a key concern.

Sno-Valley Service Area (population 54,946)
Sno-Valley is the most rural of the service areas with a smaller population spread out over a larger
geographic area making transportation and access to services key concerns. This service area has the
largest share of whites (87%), married couples with children (57%), and single female householders with
children (9%). Almost a quarter of the residents are children under the age of 14 (22%), and a large
share of children in the school districts are eligible for Free or Reduced Price Meals (82% of Skykomish
School District and 30% of Enumclaw School District). Only 9% of residents in this Service Area speak a
language other than English at home. Housing cost burden shares were the lowest in this community, yet
18% are cost burdened and 17% are severely cost burdened. Less than half (43.9%) of Sno-Valley’s
adults have at least a bachelor’s degree.
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