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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
Snohomish County Urban County Consortium
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
This Executive Summary reports findings from the 2012 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing
Choice (AI) for the Snohomish County Urban County Consortium area (Consortium).
Analysis of Impediments Background

An Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, or AI, is a U.S. Department of Housing &
Urban Development (HUD) mandated review of impediments to fair housing choice in the public
and private sector. The AI is required for the Consortium to continue to receive federal housing and
community development funds.
The AI involves:
A review of a jurisdiction’s laws, regulations and administrative policies, procedures
and practices;
An assessment of how those laws, policies and practices affect the location availability and
accessibility of housing; and
An assessment of public and private sector conditions affecting fair housing choice.
According to HUD, impediments to fair housing choice are:
Any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial
status or national origin that restrict housing choices or the availability of housing choices.
Any actions, omissions or decisions that have the effect of restricting housing choices or the
availability of housing choices on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status
or national origin.
HUD guidance. HUD has regulatory authority for enforcing the completion of AIs through the

Consolidated Plan. The Consolidated Plan is required as application to HUD for federal housing
and community development funds under the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG),
HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME), and Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) programs. The
Consolidated Plan regulations (24 CFR 91) require each state and local government to submit a
certification that it is affirmatively furthering fair housing. According to HUD, this means that the
government will 1) conduct an analysis of impediments to fair housing choice; 2) take appropriate
actions to overcome the effects of impediments identified through that analysis; and 3) maintain
records reflecting the analysis and actions.
HUD recently released brief, additional guidance to communities about the department’s
expectations of AIs. In this guidance, HUD clarifies that “affordable housing, in and of itself, is not
an impediment to fair housing unless it creates an impediment to housing choice because of
membership in a protected class.”
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HUD further defines fair housing choice as “the ability of persons of similar incomes to have
available to them the same housing choices regardless of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial
status or national origin. Policies, practices or procedures that appear neutral on their face but operate
to deny or adversely affect the provisions of housing to persons (in any particular protected class) may
constitute such impediments.”
This AI was prepared by BBC Research & Consulting (BBC) of Denver. BBC is an economic
research and consulting firm with a specialty in housing studies, including fair housing. The AI was
funded by CDBG, HOME, and other federal and local funds.
Fair Housing Acts
Federal Fair Housing Act. The Federal Fair Housing Act, passed in 1968 and amended in 1988,

prohibits discrimination in housing on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, gender,
familial status and disability. The Fair Housing Act covers most types of housing including rental
housing, home sales, mortgage and home improvement lending, and land use and zoning. Excluded
from the Act are owner-occupied buildings with no more than four units, single family housing sold
or rented without the use of a real estate agent or broker, housing operated by organizations and
1
private clubs that limit occupancy to members, and housing for older persons .
HUD has the primary authority for enforcing the Fair Housing Act. HUD investigates the
complaints it receives and determines if there is a “reasonable cause” to believe that discrimination
occurred. If reasonable cause is established, HUD brings the complaint before an Administrative Law
Judge. Parties to the action can also elect to have the trial held in a federal court (in which case the
2
Department of Justice brings the claim on behalf of the plaintiff) .
Washington Anti-Discrimination Law. The State of Washington’s fair housing law—the

Washington Law Against Discrimination, Chapter 49.60 of the Revised Code of Washington
(RCW)—offers additional protections to the Federal Fair Housing Act. These additional protections
include: Marital Status, Sexual Orientation, Gender Identity and Veteran’s Status.
The Washington State Human Rights Commission enforces the state’s fair housing laws and has the
authority to receive, investigate and issue findings on complaints. According to the Commission’s
website (http://www.hum.wa.gov/index.html), the role of the commission is that of “neutral factfinder. [The Commission] gather[s] facts about the situation and then determine[s] whether there is
cause to believe that discrimination occurred.”

1

2

This is a very general description of the Fair Housing Act and the actions and properties covered by the Act. For more
detailed information on the Fair Housing Act, please see the full text, which can be found on the U.S. Department of
Justice’s website, www.usdoj.gov/crt/housing/title8.htm.
“How Much Do We Know? Public Awareness of the Nation’s Fair Housing Laws”, The U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development, Office of Policy and Research, April 2002.
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Snohomish County Commission on Human Rights and Ordinance. Snohomish County first

adopted a Human Rights Ordinance (SCC 2.460.170) on June 22, 2010. On November 14, 2011,
the Human Rights Ordinance was amended (No. 11-077). The original Human Rights Ordinance
was adopted to provide additional protections (“beyond the employment context”) against
discrimination in employment, credit transactions, public accommodations, housing and County
contracting and County services, including sexual harassment. The original ordinance also created the
Snohomish County Commission on Human Rights “to provide advocacy and advice consistent with
the County Charter and current budget constraints.”
The amended ordinance states that it is the policy of Snohomish County to reject discrimination that
denies equal treatment to any individual because of his or her race, creed, color, national origin,
families with children, sex, marital status, sexual orientation, age, honorably discharged veteran or
military status or the presence of any sensory, mental or physical disability or the use of a trained dog
guide or service animal by a person with a disability. As such, the County’s Human Rights ordinance
offers protections that exceed the federal Fair Housing Act.
The original ordinance gives the Commission on Human Rights the authority to:
Advise and consult with County leaders on matters involving unlawful discrimination;
Work with County leaders to assure and improve equality of county services;
Advise and consult with County departments and organizations to develop training
programs that facilitate equal rights;
Recommend adoption of rules and affirmative action plans;
Apply for grants and conduct research, public forums, and educational programs;
Issue publications;
Propose written agreements between the county and any municipal government within
the County related to investigation and processing of discrimination complaints.
The Commission includes seven members—one from each council district and two at-large
members, one of whom represents the law enforcement community.
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Geographic Areas Covered

The following communities are covered by this AI:
Arlington

Lake Stevens

Snohomish

Brier

Lynnwood

Darrington

Marysville

Snohomish County
(unincorporated area)

Edmonds

Mill Creek

Gold Bar

Monroe

Granite Falls

Mountlake Terrace

Index

Mukilteo

Stanwood
Sultan
Woodway

These communities comprise the Snohomish County Consortium. The largest city in the county,
Everett, is included in the Consortium for certain HUD programs but is also required to conduct a
separate AI. Data from Everett is included in this AI as relevant, as the City of Everett plays an
important role in housing and social service provision to the county. As of July 1, 2012, the City of
Marysville will only be included in the Consortium for certain HUD programs. The City of Bothell
and the Tulalip Indian Reservation area are not part of the Consortium.
Figure ES-1 shows a map of the region and jurisdictions included in the AI analysis.
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Figure ES-1.
Regional Map of Snohomish County Jurisdictions Covered by the AI

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting.
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Methodology

BBC’s approach to the Snohomish County AI was based on the methodologies recommended in
HUD’s Fair Housing Planning Guide, Vol. I, our experience conducting AIs for other cities, and the
scope of work proposed for the study in response to the region’s request for proposals. The scope of
work consisted of the following:
Fair housing activities review. BBC examined how the County and the members of the Snohomish

County Consortium have been working to mitigate fair housing barriers through fair housing
activities. BBC reviewed the recent AIs conducted for the City of Everett, Everett Housing Authority
and Housing Authority of Snohomish County.
Public participation. The public input portion of the AI included the following elements:

A survey of residents distributed by County staff and housing stakeholders, both electronically
(email and websites) and on paper in many languages including English, Spanish, Russian,
Vietnamese, Arabic and Somali — 232 residents responded, including one respondent to the
Spanish version of the survey.
A survey of housing professionals and stakeholders distributed electronically and posted on
jurisdiction websites — 137 stakeholders responded.
Three community meetings for residents, housing professionals and social service providers held
in Lynnwood, Arlington, and Monroe — 30 individuals participated. A copy of the presentation
used in the community meetings appears in Appendix B.
Four focus groups with Bhutanese refugees, African immigrants/refugees, Hispanic immigrants
and homeless men — 48 individuals participated.
Consultation by phone and in person with 10 housing providers and representatives of
organizations that work with protected classes.
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Snohomish County staff was very proactive in marketing the public participation options, including
making the fair housing survey available in a number of languages:

Is there Housing Discrimination in Snohomish County?

Share your experiences. Help identify barriers to fair housing choice. Complete a short,
anonymous, on-line survey. One survey is for residents. Another survey is for housing
providers, service providers, and real estate professionals (landlords, property managers,
real estate agents, lenders, etc.). The resident survey is also available in hard copy and in
Spanish, Russian, Vietnamese, Arabic, and Somali. The deadline for survey participation
is December 15, 2011.
h

Fair Housing Survey Flyer for Housing & Service Professionals

h

Fair Housing Survey Flyer for Residents in English

h

Fair Housing Survey Flyer for Residents in Spanish

h

Fair Housing Survey Flyer for Residents in Russian

h

Fair Housing Survey Flyer for Residents in Vietnamese

h

Fair Housing Survey Flyer for Residents in Arabic

h

Fair Housing Survey Flyer for Residents in Somali

Zoning, land use and housing policy review. BBC reviewed the County’s zoning, land use and
planning and housing policies, including those of the local housing authority, for any potential
barriers to fair housing and fair housing concerns. BBC also reviewed key elements of the
jurisdictions’ AIs for fair housing barriers.
Analysis of demographic, housing and lending data. In this task, data on mortgage lending
approvals, subprime mortgages (from Home Mortgage Disclosure Act or HMDA data), recent legal
cases and fair housing complaints were analyzed to detect potential discriminatory patterns. BBC also
examined potential areas of racial, ethnic and low income household concentrations, as well as
concentrations of persons with disabilities and female-headed households.
Identification of impediments. In this task, BBC compiled the fair housing concerns identified

through public participation, data analysis and review of County policies into impediments to fair
housing choice.
Actions to address past and current impediments. In this final task, BBC developed a recommended

Fair Housing Action Plan (FHAP) for the County to use to address identified fair housing barriers.
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AI Findings

The research conducted for the Snohomish County AI found many positive practices related to fair
housing within the County. The primary positive findings include:
Many fair housing resources. Snohomish County has several organizations that conduct fair

housing education and enforcement, as well as dispute resolution services. The County recently
established a Human Rights Commission that, when fully funded, will add another fair housing
education and potentially enforcement organization to the County.
Balanced County land use policies. In the interviews conducted for this study, stakeholders

complimented the County for its land use and planning practices, some of which are related to
state level land use mandates. Stakeholders believe the County has created a thoughtful approach
to density and growth, although more opportunity exists to place multifamily housing closer to
transit. The County also has a strong displacement policy to help mitigate displacement of low
income households from demolition of affordable housing.
Strong housing providers. The County is served by two housing authorities, the Everett

Housing Authority and the Housing Authority of Snohomish County. Both received very
positive findings in their recent stand-alone AIs. Interviews with staff of these organizations
determined that the housing authorities are dedicated and proactive about meeting the diversity
of housing needs of low income renters in Everett and the County.
Limited minority impacted areas and low income concentrations. An analysis of

racially and ethnically “impacted” areas found several Census block groups in the southwestern
portion of the County with relatively high proportions of Asian and Hispanic residents. These
minority impacted areas were few and not heavily concentrated. In addition, affordable housing
opportunities were not concentrated in these areas, but available in many parts of the County. A
similar analysis of concentrations of low income households, single parent, female-headed
households and households with disabilities found few concentrated areas.
Fair Housing Impediments

The impediments and observations in this AI were developed through a variety of research methods
including demographic and housing market analyses; reviews of complaints and legal cases; analysis of
mortgage lending data; a review of zoning and land use policies; focus groups with members of
protected classes; and surveys of stakeholders and residents.
The impediments and observations described below represent common themes and repeated
occurrences found through the research. In keeping with HUD’s guidance in identifying
impediments:
An “observation” is a fair housing issue that may create an impediment to fair housing choice;
however, there is not a direct link to the cause or effect (“nexus”) of the action.
An “impediment” has the direct or indirect cause or effect of restricting housing choices or the
availability of housing choices on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status,
or national origin.
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Previously identified impediments (2000). Snohomish County last conducted an AI in 2000.

The barriers identified in that AI that were found to remain include the following:
Discrimination occurs, mostly for families with children and people with disabilities. However,
very few fair housing complaints are filed. It is unclear if this is because: 1) The incidence of
discrimination is low; 2) People are unaware of their fair housing rights and the complaint
process; or 3) Lack of a local fair housing enforcement organization discourages filing of
complaints. Based on the findings of the 2012 AI, it appears that this is due to the second reason.
Minorities are less likely to have mortgage loans approved than are whites. This impediment was
also found in the 2012 AI.
Some Consortium cities could remove zoning code limitations to the siting of group homes in
single family structures to assure that housing dispersion policies are expanding, rather than
limiting, housing choice. This impediment was also found in the 2012 AI.
Current impediments (2012)
IMPEDIMENT NO. 1: Residents report experiencing discrimination, but few know what to do.

One-third of residents who responded to the resident survey conducted for the 2012 AI believe they
have experienced housing discrimination in the past. These residents were largely low income. Race or
ethnicity, familial status and disability were common reasons for discrimination.
In the focus groups conducted for this study, Hispanic and African refugees described rental
situations they experienced that appear to be discriminatory. These include landlords claiming vacant
units are not available (when they are); being told by landlords they won’t rent to families with
children; landlords terminating leases before they are up; and landlords refusing to address
maintenance issues (mostly mold).
In addition, one in ten residents in Snohomish County responding to the resident survey said they or
their family feel “unwelcome.” Those residents who feel unwelcome offered the following
explanations:
“My husband is a foreigner and people here are small minded, so housing is harder for us
to acquire.”
“With five young children, it has been very difficult to find housing.”
“Sometimes I feel discrimination being Hispanic.”
“We feel more welcome and safer in our current home than in our previous home in
Lake Stevens. We are a GLBT family and were forced to hide from my previous landlord
because of his religious beliefs and fear of losing housing.”
“I've had some very bad experiences with finding apartments as well as being quoted a
higher price. In some instances, the price ‘suddenly increased that day’ after they met
with me and realized I was more ‘ethnic looking’ than I sounded on the phone.”
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“As a Hispanic I often feel as if I am being stared at and can hear little whispers and
snatches of conversations on the bus saying ‘...go back to where he came from'..."
“We are now the minority. Cannot get help with our emergency needs because all the
foreign people are using them.”
When asked what they would do if they had experienced discrimination, most residents responding to
the survey express desire to report the discrimination: 54 percent said they would file a complaint.
Still, a high proportion—23 percent—said they “don’t know” what they would do. This is likely
related to the lack of knowledge about how to get help: 59 percent of residents responded “I don’t
know” to the survey question that asked: “Do you know who you would contact to report housing
discrimination?”
Finally the number of complaints filed in Snohomish County is low at just 17 per year, especially
relative to the proportion of residents who say they have experienced discrimination.
In sum, Snohomish County residents responding to the survey express high levels of willingness to
report housing discrimination, but low levels of awareness of how to report housing discrimination.
Why is this an impediment? Many residents described alleged acts of fair housing violations in both

the resident survey and focus groups conducted for this AI. The discriminatory acts mostly took the
form of refusal to rent or offering different rental terms to racial and ethnic minorities. Although
these descriptions of alleged discriminatory actions were not investigated per se as part of this AI, the
pattern and volume of descriptions suggests that discriminatory activity is occurring in the County.
IMPEDIMENT NO. 2: Information about fair housing is difficult to find. When asked “If you
wanted to know more about your fair housing rights, how would you get information?” 55 percent of
residents responding to the survey conducted for this AI said they would conduct an Internet search.
A review of jurisdictional websites and calls to city government found that fair housing information is
lacking on websites. In addition, most jurisdiction staff do not know how to provide fair housing
information when asked. The following table shows the findings of the research conducted on the
availability of fair housing information on jurisdictional websites in the County.
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Table ES-1.
Results of Fair Housing Information Search and Phone
Inquiry, Snohomish County Jurisdictions, December 2011
Consortium Member

Contact

Procedure

Website Search and Phone Inquiry Results:
City of Arlington

www.arlingtonwa.gov
360-403-3421

City of Brier

www.ci.brier.wa.us
425-775-5440

Town of Darrington

www.town.darrington.wa.us
360-436-1131

City of Edmonds

www.edmondswa.gov
425-775-2525

City of Everett

www.ci.everett.wa.us
425-257-8700

City of Gold Bar

www.cityofgoldbar.us
360-793-1101

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information.

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information.

City of
Granite Falls

www.ci.granite-falls.wa.us

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

360-691-6441

Town of Index

N/A

y

City office has no fair housing information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

425-263-8018
www.ci.snohomish.wa.us

y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

City office has some information available in English and Spanish,
advised to contact the County.

360-793-2488
City of Lake Stevens

www.ci.lake-stevens.wa.us
425-334-1012

City of Lynnwood

www.ci.lynnwood.wa.us
425-670-5000

City of Marysville

www.marysvillewa.gov
360-363-8000

City of Mill Creek

www.cityofmillcreek.com
425-745-1891

City of Monroe

www.ci.monroe.wa.us
360-794-7400

City of
Mountlake Terrace

www.cityofmlt.com

City of Mukilteo

www.ci.mukilteo.wa.us

City of Snohomish

425-744-6206

City office has no fair housing information

City office has no fair housing information.

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information.

City office recommend contacting a tenant landlord 1-800 hotline.

City office has no fair housing information.

City office has no fair housing information.

360-568-3115
Snohomish County

www1.co.snohomish.wa.us
425-388-7200

City of Stanwood

www.ci.stanwood.wa.us
360-629-2181

City of Sultan

www.ci.sultan.wa.us
360-793-2231

Town of Woodway

www.townofwoodway.com
206-542-4443

Source:

City office has no fair housing information.

City office recommended contacting Volunteers of America dispute
resolution center at 360-793-2400.

City office has no fair housing information.

BBC Research & Consulting, 2011.
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Snohomish County’s Human Services website contains some fair housing information and staff are
knowledgeable about how to assist residents with fair housing questions; however, the content of the
County’s website could be improved.
Why is this an impediment? Lack of fair housing information can become an impediment if such
information is not equally available to all protected classes and/or if the lack of information prevents
alleged victims from enforcing their fair housing rights.
IMPEDIMENT NO. 3: Land use and zoning regulations in many jurisdictions create fair housing
barriers by:

Limiting or imposing conditions on group homes.
Limiting the types of housing that can be developed.
Containing restrictive definitions of the term “family.”
Not encouraging or requiring sidewalks and accessible areas.
A review of the zoning regulations and minimum lot requirements found several jurisdictions that
restrict group homes and/or limit the types of housing that is usually most affordable. These
jurisdictions and their policies include the following:
Brier has very large lot sizes and does not permit multifamily units. Brier’s definition of family also
appears to limit group home residents to no more than four.
Darrington, Gold Bar, Index and Woodway have large “high density” and/or minimum square
footage requirements for single family homes; these do not encourage smaller lot, affordable
homes to be built. Gold Bar, Index and Woodway have no multifamily zone.
Marysville limits group home occupancy to four unrelated adults.
Mountlake Terrace, Mukilteo and Snohomish only permit group homes with conditional permits.
Some jurisdictions’ codes are silent on allowance of group homes, definitions of families and/or
allowable densities, which can create disparate application of rules and potentially create barriers
for protected classes.
Many jurisdictions have a maximum number of unrelated persons of five, which is more restrictive
than what is usually applied to group homes. Six to eight persons allows for a larger supply of units for
persons needing a group home setting without compromising the residential character of the group
home or creating larger, institutional-like settings.
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We did not conduct a review of the accessibility of public spaces and existence of sidewalks as part of
this AI. However, stakeholder comments about limitations on accessibility in response to the
stakeholder survey conducted for this AI were frequent and included the following:
“Outlying areas, where rents are often cheaper, often don't have sidewalks, or their sidewalks are
not wheelchair accessible. I use a wheelchair for my daughter, and am always surprised at how
hard it is to navigate through neighborhoods and cities, and can't imagine how hard it would be if
she was trying to do this by herself.”
“Newer developments with covenants—HOAs tend to not provide accessible sidewalks, streets.”
“No, take a look at Casino Road. It has sidewalks, but street crossings are hard to find and
dangerous to maneuver; priority obviously belongs to the car. The same is true of Airport Road.”
“Rural areas and many suburban areas lack sidewalks. In some areas, children must be bused to
school even though they live near school because they cannot safely walk to school.”
“Most of Lake Stevens has no sidewalks. Same goes for Granite Falls. Streets have little to no
shoulder to walk along either. It is unsafe to navigate most of the time.”
Why is this an impediment? Zoning regulations and land use policies that have the effect of restricting

housing choices for certain protected classes can be found to be a violation of the federal fair housing
act.
IMPEDIMENT NO. 4: Limited transit options for low income, disabled, senior residents and
refugees create a fair housing barrier. Two in three stakeholders responding to the stakeholder

survey conducted for this AI believe that public transit is delivered inequitably. Stakeholders noted
that transit services are insufficient, if not unavailable, in the north and eastern parts of the County
and in rural communities. Stakeholders also believe that limited transit has a disproportionate effect
on persons with disabilities because it restricts their access to services, as well as housing. This is
described in the following comment from a stakeholder:
“People who live in rural areas are overlooked or have no transportation to access services. Special
needs residents do not understand how to use the system and many fall between the cracks—for
example, individuals with autism spectrum disorders whose diagnosis code does not qualify them
for DDD services and who cannot pay for services at agencies that charge for case management.
Also overlooked are individuals who are functionally illiterate; limited English speaking; have
mental health issues that prevent them from accessing services; undocumented workers fearing
deportation; and drug addicts who fear drug testing.”
In the focus groups, low income residents—primarily refugees and single, homeless men—said that
the limitations of transit affects where they can get jobs and which type of jobs they can have.
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The County’s primary transit provider, Community Transit, acknowledges in its 2012-2017 Transit
Development Plan (TDP) that future transit supply “falls far short of meeting community needs for
3
public transportation.” Community Transit intends to “continu[e] to advocate for new transit
funding to begin increasing service.”
Why is this an impediment? Limited transit may create an impediment to fair housing choice because

it could have the effect of preventing certain protected classes from accessing housing, employment,
services and amenities at the same level as other residents.
IMPEDIMENT NO. 5: Hispanic and African American mortgage loan applicants are denied loans
at much higher rates than Whites. In 2009, there were approximately 31,000 mortgage loan

applications in the Snohomish County Consortium, and another 6,179 in Everett.
Whites had lower denial rates (16%) than minority applicants (around 20%), except for Native
Hawaiians/Pacific Islanders. African American applicants were denied loans 26 percent of the time;
Hispanics were denied loans 23 percent of the time—both have much higher rates of denials than
experienced by White applicants. The jurisdictions with the greatest gap between denials by race
include Brier, Marysville and Mountlake Terrace, with Whites having a much lower denial rate
compared to non-Whites. The jurisdictions with the greatest gap between denials by ethnicity include
Brier, Lynnwood and Marysville, with non-Hispanics having a much lower denial rate compared to
Hispanics.
Why is this an impediment? There are many reasons why minorities may have higher mortgage loan

denial rates than non-minorities. The most common reasons are differences in credit scores, higher
debt to income ratios and lack of credit history. Yet patterns of differences in high denials, especially
in certain neighborhoods, can signal denial of opportunities to minorities or disinvestment in
minority-concentrated areas.
Fair Housing Observations

This section contains findings that may not be impediments to fair housing choice but are concerns
or needs that the County should address. We call these concerns “observations” rather than
impediments.
OBSERVATION NO. 1: Low income renters have limited housing choices in the County in
comparison to the need.

Renters in Snohomish County have experienced a dramatic shift in rental affordability since 2000,
when one-third of rental units cost between $500 and $750 per month. In 2010, just 14 percent of
units rented in this range, according to Census data.
Census data also show that during the past decade, rental costs have increased in every jurisdiction,
except in the City of Index. In all but two communities (Index and Lake Stevens), renter household
income increased less than that of rent levels, indicating that renters’ “purchasing power” has
declined.

3

http://www.commtrans.org/Projects/Documents/TDP%202012-2017_111511.pdf
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Increases in rental costs were also a topic of concern in the public outreach conducted for this AI.
Residents and stakeholders surveyed and interviewed for this study frequently commented on the long
waiting lists for public housing units and Section 8. Single men experiencing homelessness described
the rental housing that they could afford as being of poor quality and very limited, as, in their
opinion, subsidized housing providers mostly cater to families. Many also face difficulties finding
landlords who will accept tenants with a criminal record. The situation described by refugees is
particularly challenging: refugees must find employment before their rent subsidy runs out
(sometimes within months), which is difficult if they cannot speak English well.
Focus group participants said they need units with maximum rents of $350-400 per month to afford
rent and utilities and avoid cost burden.
Finally, stakeholders in the community forums mentioned that people with disabilities have very
limited housing choices in the County because there is a shortage of accessible housing (in addition to
limited transit, as discussed above). They also expressed concern about landlords fully understanding
reasonable accommodations regulations and people with disabilities being unsure of their rights.
Why is limited affordable housing a fair housing observation? Limited affordable housing options

can lead to segregation and may disproportionately restrict housing choices for certain protected
classes. This may occur because racial and ethnic minorities have lower incomes or because persons
with disabilities require specific housing accommodations and need affordable housing due to
limitations on employment.
OBSERVATION NO. 2: Housing providers are not equipped to manage mounting housing and
social service needs. Housing authorities interviewed for this study said the most “overwhelming”

characteristic they’ve faced over the last 10 years has been the large number of immigrant families
needing housing assistance. Many of these households have such large families that the housing
authorities struggle to meet their housing needs due to a shortage of, and low turnover in, large-size
rental units.
In addition, the housing authorities face challenges by combining immigrants from different cultures
into their developments. The housing authorities and the County lack resources to mediate
community problems that arise; staff are not trained to assist residents in removing cultural biases and
expectations. Finally, with cuts to supportive services, housing providers find themselves taking on
more of the responsibility of providing supportive services to their clients, which they are not trained
to provide.
The housing authority staff expressed the need for a program (perhaps through HUD’s fair housing
offices) and financial resources to train staff on how to work with residents to reduce biases and
resolve conflicts more easily.
Why is this a fair housing observation? A limited supply of the type of housing units that are

disproportionately occupied by certain protected classes—e.g., large units for refugees—may lead to
exclusion of certain protected classes in a community because the housing they need is unavailable.
Lack of certain services—including training of property management staff to manage tenant
conflict—may prevent certain protected classes from “full enjoyment of the premises”—although this
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is a standard usually applied to reasonable accommodations. Even so, proper resources for staff
working with challenging tenants is good policy to mitigate community conflicts.
OBSERVATION NO. 3: Tenants interviewed did not understand their rights and responsibilities
as tenants. Throughout the focus groups, many tenants expressed confusion and misunderstanding

about their rights and responsibilities as tenants. One gentleman asked if a landlord could require
renters insurance. Many refugees were confused about if their rental payment included utilities, and
which utilities. Hispanic residents were unsure if landlords followed the terms in the lease, or they
commonly rented without a lease. Families with children wanted to know how many kids they could
have per bedroom. Felons were unsure about the best way to communicate with landlords about their
records and felt in some cases it was better not to. These tenants also asked about where they could
get information on tenants’ rights and fair housing and felt a wider availability of such materials
and/or knowledge of where to find fair housing resources would help clarify many tenant questions.
Why is this a fair housing observation? Lack of fair housing information can become a fair housing

impediment if such information is not equally available to all protected classes and/or if the lack of
information prevents alleged victims from enforcing their fair housing rights.
OBSERVATION NO. 4: Government processes and coordination could be improved.

Stakeholders from city governments and nonprofits commented on the length of time that it takes to
contract with Snohomish County.
Why is this a fair housing observation? The stakeholders believe the lengthy contracting process

creates an impediment because it prevents households from receiving housing subsidies in a timely
manner.
Fair Housing Action Plan

Given the impediments and observations identified in this study, we recommend the following Fair
Housing Action Plan (FHAP) for the County’s consideration:
ACTION ITEM 1: Improve and make more uniform fair housing information on County and
jurisdictional websites. Snohomish County should develop a comprehensive fair housing webpage to

which the jurisdictions and other organizations can provide links.
The page should describe fair housing laws and renters’ rights and provide links to websites for more
information and filing complaints (e.g., link to the Washington State Human Rights Commission,
Dispute Resolution Center, Fair Housing Center of Washington, and HUD). All of this information
should be provided in Spanish and English. We also recommend a Frequently Asked Questions
section with answers to questions such as “What do I do if I need a reasonable accommodation?”
“Can a landlord deny a rental unit because of too many children?”
The website could also contain model requests for reasonable accommodations in several languages.
ACTION ITEM 2: Establish fair housing points of contact within jurisdictions and develop a
comprehensive fair housing educational campaign. Snohomish County should take the lead on

working with jurisdictions in the Consortium to establish fair housing points of contact, on
developing a comprehensive fair housing campaign, and on publicizing and sponsoring fair housing
training.
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Each jurisdiction within the Consortium should have a designated individual (“fair housing
specialist”) to whom residents can be referred when they call with fair housing concerns. This
individual should keep abreast of fair housing topics and attend local fair housing trainings as they are
offered. Each jurisdiction could also help publicize the fair housing trainings and help make printed
fair housing educational materials available.
The stakeholder survey conducted for this study found that about two-thirds of stakeholders have not
received fair housing training in the past. In addition, almost 60 percent of stakeholders believe that
the current level of fair housing resources in the county is inadequate.
To address this need, the County should offer or fund fair housing education and training sessions for
real estate and social service professionals, including landlords, at least two times per year to increase
provider understanding of fair housing laws. The County may wish to consider the fair housing
training model used in King County, which stakeholders in the community meetings said they found
useful.
The educational campaigns should place a strong focus on the fair housing provisions related to
reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities; protections offered to refugees based on
national origin; and state and new federal protections related to sexual orientation and marital status.
In addition, part of the education and training needs to be conducted with targeted populations of
residents in the locations in which they reside or frequent—e.g., homeless shelters, safe houses for
youth, independent living centers. The training should be tailored for each group.
Stakeholders mentioned “an advertised website,” “basic fair housing training” and training that helps
service providers pass information on to clients as being useful. Refugees liked the idea of placing fair
housing materials in locations that everyone is sure to visit “We all get sick, so it should be at the
health clinics.” Public service ads on radio stations were also mentioned.
ACTION ITEM 3: Encourage jurisdictions to reduce barriers in their zoning regulations and land
use policies. Snohomish County should continue to be a leader in promoting densities and group

home provisions that create balanced and fair housing for all types of residents.
The County should encourage jurisdictions in the Consortium to conduct an internal review of their
4
code in the context of the best practices listed below and to take actions to remove any identified
barriers in their jurisdiction. The County should track the progress made by the jurisdictions. Best
practices include:
Small Lots. At least one zone district (or overlay district, or permit system) should exist that

allows small lots (3,000 to 6,000 square feet) for single family detached housing in some
locations.
Multifamily parcels. At least one zone district (or overlay district or permit system) should allow
the construction of multifamily housing, and enough land should be available into this district to
allow a reasonable chance that some multifamily housing will be developed.

4

The source of the best practices is Clarion Associates, Denver, Colorado. www.clarionassociates.com
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Minimum house sizes. The zoning and subdivision regulations should not establish minimum

house or dwelling unit sizes (beyond those in the building code).
Group homes. Zoning codes should state housing for groups protected by the Fair Housing Act

are treated as residential uses and should generally allow those group housing uses in at least one
residential district.
Definition of family. Codes should allow six to eight unrelated persons reside together in group

home settings to allow for a larger supply of units for persons needing a group home setting
without compromising the residential character of the group home or creating larger,
institutional-like settings.
Improving accessibility. The County and Consortium should continue to make CDBG funding
available for sidewalk improvement projects that include accessibility improvements

In addition, the County administers a 6-year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) through
the Public Works Department that serves unincorporated Snohomish County. A portion of the funds
are programmed to provide ADA ramp upgrades as part of a roadway overlay program. Roadway
widening projects are programmed and include curb, gutters, and sidewalks that are ADA within the
UGA’s. Roadway projects in the rural areas of unincorporated Snohomish County provide shoulders
that are accessible for non-motorized use. The majority of projects are located in urban areas, but
some are located in rural areas. The County should continue to allocate a portion of its TIP funds to
make these types of improvements in public right of ways to help improve accessibility.
ACTION ITEM 4: Monitor lending disparities. The County should monitor lending disparities in
the communities in which they are the highest: Brier, Lynnwood, Marysville and Mountlake Terrace.
Minorities have the lowest success rate obtaining home loans in these communities. These
communities are also some of the most diverse in Snohomish County, suggesting that the high rates
of denials may be more closely related to a larger pool of potential minority borrowers.

Credit counseling and buyer readiness programs should target potential minority borrowers in these
areas to improve residents’ understanding of how to manage personal debt.
If the disparities in denials increase significantly and/or trend upward, the County should investigate
the reasons for denials further by conducting testing and discussing the results with local lenders.
ACTION ITEM 5: Increase the stock of affordable housing and affordable housing options
Countywide, especially deeply subsidized rentals. Snohomish County and Consortium members

should seek opportunities to diversify housing stock and create more opportunities for residents of all
income levels to reside in all communities. This is especially true for persons with disabilities,
refugees, households with children and large families and single men transitioning out of
homelessness.
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To help target groups—persons with disabilities, refugees, felons, single homeless men and other
populations who face challenges finding housing in the County—find affordable and accessible
housing, the County should work with community partners to bolster housing locator information
services. For example, on site information sessions, online search engines and pamphlets with housing
providers who are accustomed to working with hard-to-house populations could be made available
and distributed in target locations. The County should also work with VOA to enhance their renter
certification program to include a component on fair housing rights.
The County and Consortium members should continue to provide CDBG funding for a minor home
repair program for low-income senior and disabled home owners, including mobile home owners,
that includes accessibility improvements as part of the program (grab bars, walkways, ramps, etc.). .
The Master Builder’s Association of King and Snohomish County also provides a small number of
free ramps (15-16) each year to low-income homeowners in King and Snohomish County through its
annual rampathon.
ACTION ITEM 6: Seek funding or other resources to support housing providers with capacity
needs for a program to reduce tenant cultural biases and conflicts. As mentioned above, assisted

housing providers expressed the need for a program (perhaps through HUD’s fair housing offices)
and financial resources to train staff on how to work with residents to reduce biases and resolve
conflicts more easily. The County should work with the housing authorities, as well as private
landlords, to seek funding or other resources for such a program. The trainings should be held at least
once a year and be adaptable to the growing diversity of cultures in Snohomish County.
ACTION ITEM 7: As the economy strengthens, enhance transit and access to social services.

Snohomish County should support transit agencies serving Snohomish County (Community Transit,
Everett Transit, Sound Transit) in expanding services areas, routes and bus frequency to mitigate the
barriers created (especially for people with disabilities) by limited transit.
The County should continue to partner with the Snohomish County Transportation Coalition
(SnoTrac) to create a coordinated, countywide transportation system to serve persons with special
transportation needs.
ACTION ITEM 8: Evaluate the subcontracting process. The County needs to examine why the
subcontracting process with subrecipients who receive funding for housing and social service
programs is so lengthy. Efforts for streamlining the process should be identified and implemented so
that providers can access funds more quickly and make them available to their clients as quickly as
possible.

Table ES-1 summarizes the County’s and Consortium’s FHAP, linking the action items directly to
the impediments they will address.
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TableES-2.
Fair Housing Action Plan Goals Matrix, Snohomish County and
Snohomish County Urban County Consortium, Program Years 2012 – 2016

Action Items
1. Improve and make more
uniform fair housing
information on County and
jurisdictional websites.

2. Establish fair housing points of
contact within jurisdictions and
develop a comprehensive fair
housing campaign.

Source:

Program Year Goals

Fair Housing
Impediment
Addressed

Fair Housing
Observation
Addressed

1&2

3

• Snohomish County to develop a comprehensive fair
housing webpage that also includes information on
renters’ rights.

1&2

3

• Snohomish County to maintain and update the fair
housing webpage, as needed.

1&2

3

• Snohomish County to work with jurisdictions in the
Consortium to link to the webpage.

9

9

1&2

• Snohomish County to encourage each jurisdiction in the
Consortium to establish a fair housing point of contact
and to have the contact person attend fair housing
training, as it is offered.

9

9

1&2

• Snohomish County to encourage each jurisdiction in the
Consortium to help publicize fair housing trainings and to
make fair housing educational materials available.

9

1&2

• Snohomish County to take the lead in developing a
comprehensive fair housing educational campaign for the
Consortium. The County to seek to build on existing
partnerships and to explore new partnerships and resources
needed to implement the campaign.

9

9

1&2

• Snohomish County to research fair housing training models
and undertake initial planning needed to implement
enhanced local fair housing trainings.

9

9

Activities

2012

2013

9

9

2014

2015

2016

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

BBC Research & Consulting.
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Table ES-2. (CONTINUED)
Fair Housing Action Plan Goals Matrix, Snohomish County and
Snohomish County Urban County Consortium, Program Years 2012 –2016

Action Items
2.

CONTINUED

3. Encourage jurisdictions to
reduce barriers in zoning
regulations and land use
policies.

Source:

Fair Housing
Impediment
Addressed

Fair Housing
Observation
Addressed

Program Year Goals
Activities

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

1&2

• Snohomish County to take the lead in coordinating,
sponsoring, and publicizing fair housing training for
housing real estate professionals including landlords,
housing providers, service providers, and renters.
Snohomish County to implement this goal within resources
available and to seek additional partnerships and resources
to expand trainings that can be offered.

9

3

• Snohomish County to provide Consortium-member
jurisdictions with a copy of the Analysis of Impediments to
Fair Housing Choice and encourage each jurisdiction to
review their codes in the context of the fair housing best
practices referenced and to take actions to reduce any
identified barriers to fair housing.

9

3

• Snohomish County to track the progress made by
jurisdictions in reducing identified barriers.

3

• Snohomish County to continue to act as lead agency
implementing the Consortiums’ 2010-2014 Consolidated
Plan infrastructure strategy for streets and sidewalks
(Strategy CD-2, Objective IO-2).

9

9

9

3

• Snohomish County, though the Public Works Department,
to continue to allocate a portion of the County’s six-year
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) funds to
sidewalk/accessibility improvements in public right of ways
as part of road improvement projects funded.

9

9

9

BBC Research & Consulting.
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Table ES-2. (CONTINUED)
Fair Housing Action Plan Goals Matrix, Snohomish County and
Snohomish County Urban County Consortium, Program Years 2012 – 2016

Action Items
4. Monitor lending disparities

5.

Source:

Increase affordable housing
stock and affordable housing
options Countywide,
especially deeply subsidized
rentals

Fair Housing
Impediment
Addressed

Fair Housing
Observation
Addressed

Program Year Goals
Activities

2012

2013

5

• Snohomish County to monitor lending disparities in the
Consortium-member communities in which they are
highest.

9

5

• Snohomish County to work with Consortium-funded
homebuyer purchase assistance and homebuilding
programs to conduct targeted outreach to potential
minority borrowers, particularly in areas where lending
disparities are highest.

9

5

• Snohomish County to conduct research to identify other
existing reputable credit counseling and homebuyer
readiness programs and encourage them to conduct
targeted outreach to potential minority borrowers to
improve residents’ understanding of how to manage
personal debt and to increase homebuyer readiness.

5

• If the disparities in home loan denials increase significantly
and/or trend upward, Snohomish County to investigate the
reason for denials by conducting fair housing testing and
discussing the results with local lenders.

2014

2015

2016

9
9

9

9

9

9

1

• Snohomish County and Consortium members to seek
opportunities to increase affordable housing stock and
affordable housing options Countywide, especially deeply
subsidized rentals.

9

9

9

9

9

1

• Snohomish County and Consortium members to seek
opportunities to diversify housing stock and to create more
opportunities for residents of all income levels to reside in
all communities, especially persons with disabilities,
refugees, households with children, large families, and
single men transitioning from homelessness.

9

9

9

9

9
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Table ES-2. (CONTINUED)
Fair Housing Action Plan Goals Matrix, Snohomish County and
Snohomish County Urban County Consortium, Program Years 2012 – 2016

Action Items
5.

Fair Housing
Impediment
Addressed

CONTINUED

1&2

Source:

Fair Housing
Observation
Addressed

Program Year Goals
Activities

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

1

• The Workforce Development Council of Snohomish
County, in consultation with Snohomish County and the
Housing Consortium of Everett and Snohomish County, to
oversee development and implementation of an on-line
affordable housing locator system under the Bill and
Melinda Gates Investing in Families Initiative.

9

9

9

9

9

1

• Snohomish County in partnership with the Continuum of
Care to develop and implement a coordinated entry system
for housing and services for homeless and at risk persons.

9

9

9

9

9

1

• Snohomish County to work with the Volunteers of America
to enhance their renter certification program to include a
component on fair housing rights.

1

• Snohomish County, through its Developmental Disabilities
Division, to continue to coordinate educational sessions on
affordable housing options for persons with developmental
disabilities.

9

9

9

1

• Snohomish County to seek input from the affordable
housing and service provider community on additional
needed and effective housing locator information services
for hard-to-house populations, such as on-site information
sessions or pamphlets, and to encourage their participation
in developing and coordinating such resources.

9

9

1

• Snohomish County to continue to act as lead agency in
implementing the Consortium’s 2010-2014 Consolidated
Plan affordable housing strategy to provide minor home
repairs to low income seniors and adults with disabilities
(Strategy H-4, Objective HO-13).

9

9

9
9

9

9

9

9
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Table ES-2. (CONTINUED)
Fair Housing Action Plan Goals Matrix, Snohomish County and
Snohomish County Urban County Consortium, Program Years 2012 – 2016

Action Items
6.

Seek funding or other
resources to support housing
providers with capacity needs
for a program to reduce
tenant cultural biases and
conflicts

7.

As the economy strengthens,
enhance transit and access to
social services

8.

Source:

Evaluate the subcontracting
process

Fair Housing
Impediment
Addressed

Fair Housing
Observation
Addressed
2

Program Year Goals
Activities

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

• Snohomish County to work with housing authorities,
private landlords, and other community partners to seek
funding or other resources for a program to reduce tenant
cultural biases and conflicts.

4

• As the economy strengthens, Snohomish County to support
transit agencies serving Snohomish County (Community
Transit, Everett Transit, Sound Transit) in expanding service
areas, routes, and bus frequently to mitigate barriers
created (especially for people with disabilities) by limited
transit.

4

• Snohomish County to continue to participate in the
Snohomish County Transportation Coalition (SnoTrac) in
efforts to create a coordinated, Countywide transportation
system to serve persons with special transportation needs.

9

9

9

• Snohomish County to evaluate the subcontracting process
with subrecipients who receive funding for housing and
social service programs and identify and implement efforts
to streamline the contracting process.

9

9

9

4
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SECTION I.
Review of Fair Housing Programs and
Activities

SECTION I.
Review of Fair Housing Programs and Activities
This section of the Snohomish County AI contains a review of the County’s Urban County
Consortium’s 2000 AI (“2000 AI”), including fair housing accomplishments since the 2000 AI was
conducted. This section also reviews the AIs recently conducted by the City of Everett (Everett), the
Everett Housing Authority (EHA) and the Housing Authority of Snohomish County (HASCO) and
reports major findings. Finally, this section reports on the activities and progress mitigating fair
housing by the agencies that offer fair housing services.
Review of 2000 Update to the Snohomish County AI

An AI conducted in 2000 highlights barriers to fair housing choice based on findings regarding
housing complaints, lending data and local fair housing policies. The AI found that Snohomish
County had relatively few complaints and legal events regarding housing discrimination. Housing
complaints, though few in number, were found to be handled effectively and most often occur for
families with children and persons with disabilities. Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data
revealed that minority groups, other than Asian/Pacific Islanders, were less likely to have a home loan
approved than whites.
The 2000 AI concluded that the County has made conscious efforts to address fair housing issues
through an effective education program. The 2000 AI recommended an action plan to further the
County’s efforts in mitigating fair housing barriers. Specifically, the AI recommended that the
County:
Continue efforts to translate materials on fair housing law and rights into Russian, Spanish and
Arabic to serve these growing Snohomish County populations;
Continue to fund groups assisting protected classes and advocating for the elimination of bias.
Support the efforts of these groups to identify and obtain additional resources;
Consider the passage of a local fair housing law and creation of an office of fair housing and
human rights in Snohomish County;
Work with Consortium cities to remove and zoning code limitations to the siting of group homes
in single family structures and to assure that housing dispersion policies are expanding, rather
than limiting, housing choice;
Emphasize programs that provide increased homeownership opportunities to minority
populations, particularly American Indians and Alaskan Natives;
Employ testing to research the disparities found in the lower success rate of Hispanic, Black and
American Indian and Alaskan Native home loan applicants as compared to White and Asian,
Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander applicants;
In addition, the AI concluded that more research is needed into the extent to which accessible
units are required as a certain percentage of new construction and into whether providers are not
affording disabled persons the full thirty-day advance notice period to claim available
handicapped accessible units.
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Snohomish County Fair Housing Activities

The Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Reports for 2001 through 2011 describe a
number of actions, educational initiatives, programs and groups that seek to address the fair housing
needs of Snohomish County and the findings of the 2000 AI. These include the following.
Land Use and Zoning Policies
Washington Growth Management Act. Enacted in 1990, the act requires the County and cities

establish principles and policies that would govern common planning efforts. This includes an
affordable housing goal for each community based on need, current conditions and future needs.
In addition, each planning community must develop their own analysis of housing conditions
and set goals and policies to remove affordable housing barriers as part of their comprehensive
planning processes.
Educational Programs
Community Housing Resource Board. The Community Housing Resource Board is the primary

fair housing educational and advocacy group for all entities involved with issues of housing
discrimination and equal housing opportunities. Between 2001 and 2011, the board typically
met three times annually and conducted five seminars per year on landlord-tenant and fair
housing laws. The free seminars were open to the public and held in a variety of Snohomish
County locations. On average, about 60 percent of attendees are tenants; 40 percent are
landlords. Flyers were translated into Korean, Vietnamese, Spanish and Ukrainian. The
Volunteers of America, the City of Everett, and Snohomish County are members of the CHRB.
Volunteers of America Programs. The Volunteers of America Dispute Resolution Center

provided programs for rental housing mediation between landlords and tenants, fair housing
counseling and renter certification. The programs are offered in conjunction with the
Community Housing Resource Board landlord tenant and fair housing seminars conducted five
times annually. Outreach for the programs are targeted to protected classes, including the
Spanish speaking community.
Conferences and workshops. In 2007 The Housing Consortium of Everett and Snohomish

County began annual fair housing workshops (“Making Affordable Housing Happen”
conference) geared towards city staff, elected officials and other individuals and organizations
interested in developing affordable housing. In September 2007, the Fair Housing Center of
Washington gave a presentation to the Everett/Snohomish County Homeless Policy Task Force
on fair housing laws and distributed educational materials.
Housing Opportunities

Proving information on landlord/tenant and fair housing laws, and providing landlord/tenant
mediation services and fair housing counseling are listed as a Consolidated Plan priority in the
2010-2014 Urban County Consortium Consolidated Plan. The County has a five-year goal of
assisting 5,000 people with these services; as of 2010, 22 percent of this goal had been met (services
for 1,082 people).
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In addition, the County has implemented the following programs:
Snohomish County Homeownership Fair. In 2006, the Housing Consortium of Everett and
Snohomish County hosted a Homeownership Fair featuring information booths and workshops
for prospective homebuyers on many topics pertaining to homeownership.
HomeSight Puget Sound Homebuyers Assistance. The program offers first-time homebuyers

educational courses, financial counseling and financial assistance. The program advocates for
responsible lending and credit practices. The program began in 2004 and continues each year.
Housing Hope Home Ownership Assistance. Housing Hope is both a “sweat equity”

homeownership program as well as a provider of gap financing, educational courses and financial
counseling concerning home purchasing and lending practices. The homebuyer assistance
program began in Snohomish County in 2007 and continues each year.
Funding. CDBG, HOME and ESG funds are used to financially support and leverage

affordable housing development and program support. This includes housing for special
needs populations, homeownership programs, emergency and transitional housing and
single family housing rehabilitation. The County also uses local funds to provide
additional affordable housing support. For example, local revenue generated under the
Snohomish County Affordable Housing Trust Fund, which started in 2002, is used to
financially support and leverage other funds for housing development as well as to
provide operating and maintenance support for emergency shelters and rental housing
for low-income households. More recently, in 2008, the County adopted a sales tax
increase (one tenth of one percent) to fund new mental health, chemical dependency,
and therapeutic court services. The County has implemented a revolving fund which uses
some of these funds to support the development of increased units for persons with
mental health and chemical dependency disorders. In addition, the County also uses
some of these funds to provide rental housing vouchers to persons with these needs. The
County also used other federal funds that became available to help support affordable
housing (ADDI, NSP, and CDBG-R). Finally, the County administers other federal,
state, and local funding to provide housing and services to homeless persons, including
homeless persons with special needs such as disabilities. One of these programs is the
Supportive Housing Program (SHP). The County has successfully partnered with
community agencies to apply for and receive new SHP funding over the past several years
to increase the number of subsidized permanent supportive housing units for chronically
homeless persons with disabilities.
Parkview Services. The nonprofit provides down payment assistance to first-time low income

homebuyers where at least one household member has a physical or developmental disability.
This program began in Snohomish County in 2009. The group was also awarded money in
2009 to fund the rehabilitation of a single family home for adults with developmental disabilities.
Washington Home of Your Own. In 2009 and 2010, the nonprofit was awarded money to

develop an 8-unit HUD 811 independent living community for low-income persons with
chronic mental illness, physical disabilities, and/or developmental disabilities. Both the City of
Everett and the County supported this project with AHTF funds. In 2009, the agency was also
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awarded NSP funds to acquire a single family home to provide two units (6 beds) of supportive
rental housing for low-income persons with mental, physical, and/or developmental disabilities.
Disability Programs
Creative Housing Options Conference. A partnership between Snohomish County and
neighboring King and Pierce Counties, the conference was designed for the families of those with
persons with developmental disabilities. Workshops and educational sessions provided
information about housing options, services and program for persons with disabilities. It was a
one-time event in 2006.
The disAbility Resource Connection. The organization, a Center for Independent Living, used

CDBG funds for their Housing Information and Advocacy Project to assist persons with
disabilities gain access to appropriate housing. The program began in 2006, but was ended in
2009, as the agency closed due to funding cuts from other sources.
North Sound Mental Health Administration Housing Plan. The plan for persons with mental

illnesses was developed in 2008 and recommended a number of ideas to increase the amount of
housing opportunities for persons in the region. The group also sponsored workshops for
administrators and another for direct service personnel involved in affecting housing access for
people with mental illness.
Snohomish County Transition Resource Fair for Persons with Disabilities. Each year, the County’s

Human Services Department co-sponsors a fair with community partners to provide information
and resources for persons with disabilities. From 2007 onward, the Everett and Snohomish
County Housing Authorities provide a workshop each year at this fair about housing
opportunities for persons with disabilities and affordable housing planning.
County Human Services Department Workshops. The Developmental Disabilities Division of the

County’s Human Services Department has hosted information workshops on housing for
persons with developmental disabilities. A workshop held in 2007 discussed affordable housing
opportunities available in Snohomish County. In 2011, a series of four workshops on affordable
housing were held to discuss creative housing options and affordable housing planning.
Snohomish County Human Rights Commission. In June of 2008, a group of citizens submitted a

proposal to the Snohomish County Council to establish a County Human Rights Commission. In
June of 2010, the Snohomish County Council adopted a human rights ordinance to protect against
discrimination, including discrimination in housing and to establish the County Human Rights
Commission. The first Commission was appointed in April 2011.The ordinance covers the
unincorporated areas of Snohomish County and any cities within the County which agree to
participate. The Commission on Human Rights, which is comprised of seven members appointed by
the County Executive and confirmed by the County Council, serves as an advisory body to the
County Council.
The ordinance establishes a second phase for implementation of the ordinance, which would include
beginning operating an office of human rights which would administer and enforce the ordinance.
This is to occur at a later date to be determined, due to County budget and staffing constraints.
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Agencies such as Snohomish County Legal Services, Northwest Justice Project, Columbia Legal
Services, The Tenant’s Union also provide legal and landlord-tenant services. The Snohomish County
Apartment Operators Association, Rental Housing Association of Puget Sound and Snohomish
County-Camano Association of Realtor’s are all realty groups that serve the interests of rental housing
advocates and seek to follow all federal, state and local fair housing laws.
Everett and Housing Authority AIs

The Community Housing Resource Board provides fair housing education in the City of Everett, in
partnership with Snohomish County and the VOA DRC. In addition, the city funds the VOA
Dispute Resolution Center with CDBG public services dollars annually. Depending on CDBG
allocation levels, funding ranges from $5,000 to $18,000 per year.
In 2011, the City of Everett hired the Fair Housing Center of Washington (Fair Housing Center) to
update the 2000 AI the city conducted jointly with the county. The Housing Authority of
Snohomish County (HASCO) and the Everett Housing Authority (EHA) also conducted AIs at the
same time by the Fair Housing. This section summarizes the approach and findings of these three AIs.
City of Everett AI. The methodology used for the 2010 City of Everett AI included:

An analysis of demographic, income, housing and employment data;
An evaluation of the fair housing complaints filed in the jurisdiction;
A review and discussion of impediments that have occurred in:
h

The sale or rental of housing (through interviews and stakeholder surveys),

h

Provision of brokerage services (through a review of lending data),

h

Financing (through a review of lending data),

h

Public policies (through surveys and activities review), and

h

Administrative policies for housing and community development activities that
affect housing choice for minorities (through surveys and activities review).

An assessment of current fair housing resources (through a review of resources); and
Development of conclusions and recommendations.
The Everett AI also reported on the results of rental and sales testing in the City of Everett. Between
2005 and 2010, the Fair Housing Center conducted nine match pair tests for rental transactions at
five different sites—four apartment complexes and one assisted living facility. Eight of the nine tests
found differential treatment. These tests were all related to reasonable accommodations for persons
with disabilities. The testing resulted in a case being filed with HUD.
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The Fair Housing Center developed the following impediments and recommendations based on the
AI research:
Impediment No. 1: Housing discrimination primarily affects persons of color and different
national origins, and the disabled.

The basis of this impediment was fair housing complaints filed during the review period; lack of
complaints based on familial status; and housing provider surveys that identify a shortage of
affordable and accessible housing.
Impediment No. 2: Seattle-Bellevue-Everett Metropolitan Division (MD) lending institutions
deny more loans to Hispanics and African Americans.

The basis of this impediment was a review of Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data that
reflect a disparity in homeownership between Hispanic and African American households compared
to Asian and Whites with similar incomes; as well as high rates of mortgage loan denials from
Hispanics and African Americans.
Impediment No. 3: There is a lack of fair housing knowledge among Everett officials, residents
and fair housing providers.

The basis of this impediment was interviews with affordable housing providers, advocates and city
staff indicating a lack of confidence in fair housing knowledge.
To address these impediments, the 2010 AI recommends that the city:
Recommendation 1: Develop a fair housing action plan. The recommendations note that the AI

should be signed by the Mayor of the City of Everett.
Recommendation 2: Strengthen education and outreach efforts. The Fair Housing Center

commends the City of Everett for their current fair housing activities and recommends that the city
extend fair housing education and outreach efforts to facilitate an increase in the confidence of
officials, residents and housing providers in their knowledge of fair housing. The report also notes
that code enforcement staff may benefit from receiving fair housing training to identify the potential
fair housing implications of building and zoning code violations.
Recommendation 3: Consider implementing enforcement activities. This recommendation

includes establishing a fair housing enforcement mechanism; conducting testing for familial status
discrimination, as well as on the basis of race and national origin; and evaluating the zoning policies
used by neighboring governments, particularly related to reasonable accommodations, as a model for
zoning related to group homes.
Recommendation 4: Target homeownership and lending marketing to Hispanic, African
American, as well as disabled, households. This recommendation contains a number of ways to

work with lending organizations to increase loan opportunities for targeted populations.
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Recommendation 5: Continue to support the development of affordable housing. This goal

supports the implementation of the policies articulated in the city’s 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan, in
addition to continue to support of affordable housing providers.
Recommendation 6: Continue to monitor fair housing trends. This includes: 1) Monitoring

HUD’s responses to the Westchester litigation; 2) Monitoring efforts to amend the Federal Fair
Housing Act; and 3) Monitoring the Governor’s proposal to create a state civil rights office.
HASCO AI. The methodology used for the HASCO AI differed from that used for the City of Everett

AI. The HASCO AI was focused on a reviewing the policies and practices of the housing authority.
This included:
Distribution of protected classes within housing authority sites and neighborhoods,
Staff knowledge of fair housing laws,
Affirmative fair housing marketing,
The policies and procedures of the equal housing opportunity component of the
Administrative Plan in the Section 8 certificate and housing voucher programs and
related waiting lists,
Policies and procedures for tenant selection and assignment criteria,
Fair housing advertising,
Program accessibility, including physical accessibility for persons with disabilities,
Accessible and LEP communications,
Reasonable accommodations policies and procedures, and
Policies and practices related to cultural/religious/gender/national origin differences in
programming and dispute resolution.
The HASCO AI identified the following impediments:
Impediment I: Housing complaint data based on disability merits further attention to issues
involving housing for persons with disabilities and reasonable accommodations. This

impediment was based on fair housing complaints filed during the review period. There were seven
complaints filed against HASCO: three were found to have no cause, two were withdrawn, in one
case the party failed to cooperate and one resulted in a settlement.
Impediment II: Housing complaint data based on race merits further [attention]. This

impediment was based on national complaint trends.
Impediment III: There is a lack of fair housing knowledge among HASCO clients and housing
providers. This impediment was based on surveys of HASCO staff.
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The AI found no impediments related to HASCO policies and procedures. The AI did make several
minor recommendations to modify some of HASCO’s policy language:
Delete the word “handicap(ped)” from written materials.
Strike the misstatement on page 6-20 of the ACOP that “No state or local nondiscrimination
laws or ordinances apply.”
To the extent that it has not already done so, ensure that HASCO forms contain a full list of the
Washington State protected classes, including Veterans/Military status, marital status, and sexual
orientation.
Many of the recommendations in the HASCO AI were similar to those in the Everett AI. In addition,
many focused on continuing policies and programs that are already in place.
Recommendation I: Develop a fair housing action plan. The recommendations note that the AI

should be signed by HASCO’s Executive Director.
Recommendation II: Strengthen education and outreach efforts.

Ensure fair housing resource materials and links include contact information for HUD and the
Washington State Human Rights Commission.
Ensure that HASCO’s updated website more consistently display the fair housing logo or state
“Equal Housing Opportunity.”
Supplement on-line and written fair housing materials for clients and housing providers.
Add fair housing information to information packets for landlords.
Ensure employees annually attend fair housing training.
Recommendation III: Continue efforts to address the housing needs of persons with
disabilities.

Consider developing a comprehensive and uniform reasonable accommodations policy for all
programs similar to the one implemented by the Tacoma Housing Authority.
Ensure that the definitions of disability used throughout reasonable accommodation policies
include the definitions of disability utilized in the Fair Housing Act and the Washington Law
Against Discrimination.
Continue to implement unit accessibility features in response to Section 504 self-evaluation
recommendations.
Continue to maintain the reasonable accommodations log.
Recommendation IV: Continue to affirmatively further fair housing and deconcentrate
poverty. This recommendation includes continuing ongoing efforts to affirmatively further fair

housing and deconcentrate poverty in the Section 8 and other programs.
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Recommendation V: Continue efforts to increase affordable housing stock. Similar to above,

this recommendation focuses on continuing exiting efforts to increase affordable housing stock,
especially by seeking incremental vouchers for homeless veterans and nonelderly disabled populations
made available by HUD.
Recommendation VI: Continue to monitor fair housing trends.
Everett Housing Authority AI. The methodology used for the EHA AI mirrored that used in the

HASCO AI.
The EHA AI found no impediments related to policies and procedures. The AI recommended three
language changes to EHA documents:
Delete the word “handicap(ped)” from written materials.
To the extent that it has not already done so, ensure that forms contain a full list of the
Washington State protected classes, including Veterans/Military status, marital status, and sexual
orientation.
Supplant the term “certification” in Sections 12.0.M and Section 18.2 of the Section 8
Administrative Plan and Section 10.4 Admissions and Occupancy Policy with the term
“verification.”
The EHA AI identified the following impediments:
Impediment I: National and local complaint data based on disability and race merits further
attention to issues involving housing for persons with disabilities and reasonable
accommodations. The basis for this impediment was national trends and four housing complaints

filed against EHA in the previous five years. It should be noted that all of these complaints were
found to have no reasonable cause.
Impediment II: There is a lack of fair housing knowledge among EHA clients and housing
providers. This impediment was based on surveys of EHA staff.

To address these impediments, the AI recommends an action plan that is similar to that of the
HASCO AI:
Recommendation 1: Develop a fair housing action plan. The recommendations note that the AI

should be signed by EHA’s Executive Director.
Recommendation 2: Strengthen education and outreach efforts.

Ensure fair housing resource materials and links include contact information for HUD
and the Washington State Human Rights Commission.
Standardize the different sizes of fair housing logos on the website.
Supplement on-line and written fair housing materials for clients and housing providers.
Add fair housing information to online and written fair housing materials for landlords.
Ensure employees annually attend fair housing training.
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Recommendation III: Continue efforts to address the housing needs of persons with disabilities.

Consider developing a comprehensive and uniform reasonable accommodations policy for all
programs similar to the one implemented by the Tacoma Housing Authority.
Ensure that the definitions of disability used throughout reasonable accommodation policies
include the definitions of disability utilized in the Fair Housing Act and the Washington Law
Against Discrimination.
Recommendation IV: Continue to affirmatively further fair housing and deconcentrate
poverty. This recommendation includes monitoring the demographic effects of the Section 8 joint

operating area; adding a provision to the Section 8 Administrative Plan empowering it to enforce an
owner’s breach of the HAP contract’s nondiscrimination provisions; and obtaining additional
demographic data about its homeownership participants.
Recommendation V: Continue efforts to increase affordable housing stock. Similar to above,

this recommendation focuses on continuing exiting efforts to increase affordable housing stock,
especially by seeking incremental vouchers for homeless veterans and nonelderly disabled populations
made available by HUD.
Recommendation VI: Continue to monitor fair housing trends.

Fair Housing Agencies
Fair Housing Center of Washington. The Fair Housing Center of Washington is a civil rights

organization whose mission is to “assure equal access to housing, and other related services, to the
residents of Washington…through education, investigation, and enforcement of applicable laws.”
The Fair Housing Center serves western and central Washington, including Snohomish County. The
Center accepts and investigates complaints and conducts fair housing training for housing providers
and residents. The Fair Housing Center also conducts fair housing testing and is the only entity in
Western Washington that provides fair housing testing services. According to the Center’s website,
since 1995, the organization has conducted approximately 2,000 rental, sales and mortgage lending
tests; testing has taken place in Snohomish County.
The Fair Housing Center maintains a website with information about fair housing rights; this
includes sample policies for reasonable accommodations, service animals, tenant harassment and
domestic violence situations (see http://www.fhcwashington.org/resources.htm).
Volunteers of America Dispute Resolution Center. The Volunteers of American Dispute

Resolution Center (DRC) is an “alternative justice center” that offers mediation to resolve disputes.
The DRC was founded by the Volunteers of America in 1982 as the Rental Housing Mediation
Service. The DRC partners with similar organizations to offer fair housing seminars. The DRC does
not take complaints directly; instead, the organization refers residents who want to file complaints to
the Washington Rights Human Rights Commission.
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Community Housing Resource Board— The Community Housing Resource Board (CHRB) of

Everett and Snohomish County is a group of volunteers with the mission to educate all citizens of
federal and state fair housing laws. The CHRB conducts meetings and hosts seminars on fair housing
and landlord/tenant laws. The seminars are held in public locations throughout the county and
include representatives of the state human rights commission, non-profit groups, advocacy
organizations and a host of other housing related parties.
Fair Housing Crosswalk

Although AIs lack specific governing regulations for their content, HUD’s Fair Housing Planning
1
Guide gives jurisdictions and states direction for the completion of the AI. Table I-1 shows the
location of HUD’s AI subject areas in the Snohomish County AI as outlined in the Planning Guide,
Volume 1 Chapter 4, Section 4.3 AI Subject Areas.
Table I-1.
HUD Crosswalk to AI Subject Areas
AI Topical Area

Location in Sonoma County AI

Impediment identified?

Building, occupancy, health
and safety codes

Section III

No.

Equalization of municipal services

AI surveys inquired about equitable distribution of neighborhood
amenities. Survey results presented in Section V.

Not identified as a top barrier except for
lack of transit.

Property tax assessments

Section III

No.

Accessibility standards

Reviewed as part of zoning and land use analysis, Section III.

No.

Zoning laws and policies

Section III

Large minimum lot sizes, multfamily and group
home restrictions in some communities.

Demolition and displacement policies

Section III

No.

Administrative policies concerning community
development and housing

Opportunity to identify as "other" barriers in
open ended survey questions and focus groups.

No.

Restrictions on the provision of housing
and community development to areas of
minority concentration

Opportunity to identify as "other" barriers in open-ended survey
questions and focus groups. Also maps that overlay location of
affordable housing and minority impacted areas (Section II).

No.

Policies that inhibit the employment of
minorities and persons with disabilites

Opportunity to identify as "other" barriers in
open ended survey questions and focus groups.

No.

Restrictions on interdepartmental
coordination

Opportunity to identify as "other" barriers in
open ended survey questions and focus groups.

No.

Planning, financing and administrative
actions related to the provision and siting
of public transportation and social services

AI surveys inquired about social services and public transportation.

Ranked as moderately serious barrier (lack of
adequate transit, not administrative actions).

AI surveys asked if residents experienced steering.

Ranked as modest barrier in stakeholder survey.

Public Sector

Private Sector
Steering or blockbusting
Deed restrictions or covenants

Asked if barrier in real estate survey.

No. Less than moderate ranking as a barrier.

Trust or lease provisions

Opportunity to identify as "other" barriers in
open ended survey questions.

No.

Conversions of apartments to all adult

Opportunity to identify as "other" barriers in
open ended survey questions.

No.

Inaccessible design

Reviewed as part of zoning and land use
analysis, Section III.

No.

Occupancy quotas

Reviewed in zoning and land use analysis, Section III.

Only as related to the maximum number of unrelated
persons allowed in a dwelling unit in some
communities.

Source:

1

BBC Research & Consulting and Section 4.3 of the Fair Housing Planning Guide, Volume 1.

The guide is available online at http://www.hud.gov/offices/fheo/images/fhpg.pdf

BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING

S ECTION I , P AGE 11

7DEOH I-1. (CONTINUED)
HUD Crosswalk to AI Subject Areas
AI Topical Area

Location in Sonoma County AI

Impediment identified?

Banking and insurance policies

HMDA data review in Section IV

Moderate disparities in loan originations in a few
jurisdictions.

Housing brokerage services

AI surveys asked if residents experienced
discrimination in brokerage services.

No.

Financial assistance for accessiblity
modifications

Discussed in public meetings; residents surveyed about accessiblity
needs (25% said their current home does not meet their accessibility
needs).

Increases recommended to better
meet needs.

Housing complaints and lawsuits

Section IV

No, although some concern about the low number
of complaints relative to the proportion of residents
who feel they have faced discrimination.

Evidence of segregation

Section II maps.

Few minority impacted areas.

Delivery system of social services programs to
families and persons with disabilities

Opportunity to identify as "other" barriers in
open ended survey questions.

System not criticized, but lack of funding and
funding cuts that require reduced service levels are a
concern.

Private Sector (continued)

Public and Private Sector

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting and Section 4.3 of the Fair Housing Planning Guide, Volume 1.
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SECTION II.
Community and Housing Profile

SECTION II.
Community and Housing Profile
This section provides a demographic and housing profile for Snohomish County, including the
unincorporated areas and the communities of Arlington, Brier, Darrington, Edmonds, Gold Bar,
Granite Falls, Index, Lake Stevens, Lynnwood, Marysville, Mill Creek, Monroe, Mountlake Terrace,
Mukilteo, Snohomish, Stanwood, Sultan and Woodway. These communities comprise the
Snohomish County Urban County Consortium area (Consortium). The largest city in the County,
Everett, is included in the Consortium for certain HUD programs but is also required to conduct a
separate AI. Data for Everett are included in the charts in this section for comparative purposes. As of
July 1, 2012, the City of Marysville will only be included in the Consortium for certain HUD
programs. The City of Bothell and the Tulalip Indian Reservation area are not part of the
Consortium.
A map of Snohomish County and incorporated areas is shown in Figure II-1 on page 2 for
geographical reference throughout this section.
The primary data sources for the demographic and housing profile include the following: the 2010
Census, 2010 American Community Survey (ACS) 1-year estimate, 2005-2009 ACS 5-year estimates
and 2010 Claritas, a commercial data provider.
This section contains a series of maps that examine concentrations of protected classes. This analysis is
primarily done at the Census tract and block group levels. Readers should note that in some instances,
tract and block group boundaries extend beyond jurisdictional boundaries. In these cases, shading of a
tract or block group reflects not only demographic characteristics within the jurisdictional boundary,
but also outside the jurisdiction. Data for smaller geographic locations are not available to maintain
resident privacy.
Demographic and Housing Summary

Between 2000 and 2010, Snohomish County grew by 18 percent, adding a net of 107,311
residents. Every city or town in the County grew except for Brier and Mountlake Terrace, which
lost population between 2000 and 2010. Some of the growth in cities was due to annexations
that increased the size of the incorporated areas. Lake Stevens had the strongest growth and
more than tripled in size during the past decade; the growth was mostly due to annexation.
An analysis of racially and ethnically “impacted” areas found many Census block groups in the
southwestern portion of the County with relatively high proportions of Asian and Hispanic
residents. An analysis of the impacted areas relative to the location of affordable housing units
found many affordable housing opportunities located outside of the impacted areas.
A similar analysis of concentrations of low income households, single parent, female-headed
households and households with disabilities found few concentrated areas.
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Figure II-1.
Map of Snohomish County Jurisdictions Included In Study

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting.
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The 2010 Census ACS estimates that approximately 10 percent of residents in Snohomish
County live in poverty. Thirteen percent of the County’s children live in poverty, compared to
5.7 percent of seniors. By race/ethnicity, Asians have the lowest poverty rate (7%) followed by
Whites (9.5%). The poverty rate for the County’s persons of Hispanic descent was 24 percent
in 2010—the highest of any racial/ethnic group or age cohort.
Between 1990 and 2008, the unemployment rate in Snohomish County remained lower than
for the State of Washington overall. This changed in 2009, when unemployment rose by 80
percent to 9.9 percent, and then increased to 10.3 percent in 2010. Many workers in the
County benefit from the relatively large presence of the high-paying manufacturing industry
(average annual wage is $86,000). However, more than half of jobs in the County are in the
low-paying service sector, with an average annual wage of about $37,000.
Over the past decade, rental costs have increased in every jurisdiction, except in the City of
Index. In all but two communities (Index and Lake Stevens), renter household income increased
less than that of rent levels, indicating that renters’ “purchasing power” has declined.
The Washington Center for Real Estate Research’s housing affordability index shows an
increase in for-sale home affordability during the past four years. Census data paint a different
picture, however, showing incomes rising less rapidly than home values.
Population

The 2010 Census reports the population of Snohomish County at 713,335. This compares to
606,024 in 2000, for a 10-year growth rate of 18 percent. Between 2000 and 2010, the county gained
107,311 people.
The population of the Urban County Consortium (which excludes Everett and Bothell) was 593,901
in 2010. The unincorporated County contains the largest proportion of the Consortium’s
population, almost 51 percent.
Some cities in the Consortium grew rapidly during the past 10 years, while others experienced
stagnant population growth or population loss. Some of the growth in the cities is due to annexations
of surrounding communities in the unincorporated areas which increased the size of the incorporated
areas. Lake Stevens had the strongest growth at 341 percent; this city more than quadrupled in size
between 2000 and 2010. The Consortium’s largest city, Marysville, grew 137 percent between 2000
and 2010. Most of the growth in the Lake Stevens and Marysville area is due to annexations. Every
city or town in the County grew except for Brier and Mountlake Terrace, which lost population
during the past 10 years.
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Table II-1.
Total Population
and Population
Growth, Snohomish
County, 2000 and
2010

Growth/
Decline

Percent
Change
(2000 to 2010)

2000

2010

(2000 to 2010)

Snohomish County

606,024

713,335

107,311

Snohomish Urban
County Consortium

500,571

593,901

93,330

17.7%
18.6%

Source:
2000 and 2010 Census.

Bothell (Snohomish part)

13,965

16,415

2,450

17.5%

Everett

91,488

103,019

11,531

12.6%

Arlington

53.0%

11,713

17,926

6,213

Brier

6,383

6,087

-296

-4.6%

Darrington

1,136

1,347

211

18.6%

Edmonds

39,515

39,709

194

0.5%

Gold Bar

2,014

2,075

61

3.0%

Granite Falls

2,347

3,364

1,017

43.3%

Index

157

178

21

13.4%

6,361

28,069

21,708

341.3%

Lynnwood

33,847

35,836

1,989

5.9%

Marysville

25,315

60,020

34,705

137.1%

Mill Creek

11,525

18,244

6,719

58.3%

Monroe

13,795

17,304

3,509

25.4%

Lake Stevens

Mountlake Terrace

20,362

19,909

-453

-2.2%

Mukilteo

18,019

20,254

2,235

12.4%

Snohomish

8,494

9,098

604

7.1%

Stanwood

3,923

6,231

2,308

58.8%

Sultan

3,344

4,651

1,307

39.1%

936

1,307

371

39.6%

291,385

302,292

10,907

3.7%

Woodway
Unincorporated County

Race and Ethnicity

Seventy-nine percent of Snohomish County Consortium residents reported their race as White in the
2010 Census. White residents account for at least 70 percent of the total population in all
communities in the study area and in some cases, nearing or exceeding 90 percent. The next largest
racial category is Asian at nine percent. Table II-2 on page 5 displays the racial composition of the
study area.
Table II-3 on page 6 shows the ethnic composition of the study area. Overall, eight percent of
residents in the Consortium reported their ethnicity as Hispanic.
The Consortium’s Hispanic population increased by about 27,000 people, or 125 percent, between
2000 and 2010. This growth about doubled the proportion of residents in the Consortium with
Hispanic ethnicity (4.3% in 2000 v. 8.1% in 2010). Lake Stevens experienced the strongest growth in
the Hispanic population between 2000 and 2010, with an increase of 973 percent. In 2000, just 226
Lake Stevens residents reported their ethnicity as Hispanic compared with 2,424 in 2010.
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Table II-2.
Racial Composition, Snohomish County, 2010

Total
Population

African
American/Black

White

American Indian/
Alaskan Native

Asian

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

8.9%

3,135

0.4%

32,722

4.6%

27,121

3.8%

2,368

0.4%

26,565

4.4%

20,468

3.4%

559,011

78.4%

18,168

2.5%

9,793

1.4%

63,385

Snohomish Urban
County Consortium

593,901

468,911

79.0%

13,774

2.3%

8,284

1.4%

53,531

Arlington

Other race

Percent

713,335

Everett

Two or
more races

Number

Snohomish County Total

Bothell (Snohomish part)

Native
Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Islanders

9.0%

Percent

16,415

13,256

80.8%

196

1.2%

101

0.6%

1,798

11.0%

32

0.2%

692

4.2%

340

2.1%

103,019

76,844

74.6%

4,198

4.1%

1,408

1.4%

8,056

7.8%

735

0.7%

5,465

5.3%

6,313

6.1%

17,926

15,352

85.6%

212

1.2%

255

1.4%

584

3.3%

60

0.3%

756

4.2%

707

3.9%

Brier

6,087

5,166

84.9%

66

1.1%

33

0.5%

460

7.6%

10

0.2%

264

4.3%

88

1.4%

Darrington

1,347

1,245

92.4%

0

0.0%

33

2.4%

5

0.4%

0

0.0%

57

4.2%

7

0.5%

Edmonds

39,709

33,114

83.4%

1,045

2.6%

290

0.5%

2,800

7.1%

134

0.3%

1,617

4.1%

709

1.8%

Gold Bar

2,075

1,766

85.1%

12

0.6%

15

0.7%

20

1.0%

14

0.7%

102

4.9%

146

7.0%

Granite Falls

3,364

2,946

87.6%

25

0.7%

42

1.2%

49

1.5%

10

0.3%

185

5.5%

107

3.2%

178

170

95.5%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

3

1.7%

1

0.6%

3

1.7%

1

0.6%

Lake Stevens

28,069

23,882

85.1%

482

1.7%

254

0.9%

1,012

3.6%

121

0.4%

1,429

5.1%

889

3.2%

Lynnwood

35,836

22,875

63.8%

1,976

5.5%

404

1.1%

6,185

17.3%

192

0.5%

1,830

5.1%

2,374

6.6%

Index

Marysville

60,020

48,029

80.0%

1,114

1.9%

1,169

1.9%

3,382

5.6%

372

0.6%

3,291

5.5%

2,663

4.4%

Mill Creek

18,244

13,537

74.2%

396

2.2%

92

0.5%

3,046

16.7%

81

0.4%

802

4.4%

290

1.6%

Monroe

17,304

13,598

78.6%

611

3.5%

239

1.4%

479

2.8%

67

0.4%

649

3.8%

1,661

9.6%

Mountlake Terrace

19,909

14,280

71.7%

853

4.3%

212

1.1%

2,221

11.2%

159

0.8%

1,218

6.1%

966

4.9%

Mukilteo

20,254

15,172

74.9%

346

1.7%

115

0.6%

3,457

17.1%

34

0.2%

903

4.5%

227

1.1%

Snohomish

9,098

8,093

89.0%

44

0.5%

102

1.1%

195

2.1%

23

0.3%

316

3.5%

325

3.6%

Stanwood

6,231

5,589

89.7%

60

1.0%

52

0.8%

109

1.7%

18

0.3%

243

3.9%

160

2.6%

Sultan

4,651

4,008

86.2%

11

0.2%

47

1.0%

74

1.6%

9

0.2%

171

3.7%

331

7.1%

Woodway

1,307

1,144

87.5%

8

0.6%

10

0.8%

102

7.8%

0

0.0%

35

2.7%

8

0.6%

302,292

238,945

79.0%

6,513

2.2%

4,920

1.6%

29,348

9.7%

1,063

0.4%

12,694

4.2%

8,809

2.9%

Unincorporated County
Note:

Percentages do not always add to 100 percent due to the small proportions of residents reporting their race as “Other.”

Source:

2010 Census.
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Table II-3.
Ethnicity, Snohomish County, 2000 and 2010
2000
Total
Population

2010

Hispanic/
Latino
Population

Percent
Hispanic/
Latino

Total
Population

Hispanic/
Latino
Population

Snohomish County Total

606,024

28,590

4.7%

713,335

64,249

Snohomish Urban
County Consortium

500,571

21,611

4.3%

593,901

48,686

Percent
Hispanic/
Latino

9.0%

8.1%

2000‐2010
Percent
Growth
124.7%

125.3%

Bothell (Snohomish part)

13,965

440

3.2%

16,415

968

5.9%

120.0%

Everett

91,488

6,539

7.1%

103,019

14,595

14.2%

123.2%

Arlington

148.9%

11,713

683

5.8%

17,926

1,700

9.5%

Brier

6,383

206

3.2%

6,087

244

4.0%

18.4%

Darrington

1,136

14

1.2%

1,347

43

3.2%

207.1%

Edmonds

39,515

1,312

3.3%

39,709

2,121

5.3%

61.7%

Gold Bar

2,014

66

3.3%

2,075

210

10.1%

218.2%

Granite Falls

2,347

154

6.6%

3,364

253

7.5%

64.3%

157

3

1.9%

178

8

4.5%

166.7%

Index

6,361

226

3.6%

28,069

2,424

8.6%

972.6%

Lynnwood

Lake Stevens

33,847

2,356

7.0%

35,836

4,750

13.3%

101.6%

Marysville

25,315

1,222

4.8%

60,020

6,178

10.3%

405.6%

Mill Creek

11,525

375

3.3%

18,244

1,026

5.6%

173.6%

Monroe

13,795

1,332

9.7%

17,304

2,962

17.1%

122.4%

Mountlake Terrace

20,362

1,151

5.7%

19,909

2,100

10.5%

82.5%

Mukilteo

18,019

522

2.9%

20,254

882

4.4%

69.0%

8,494

330

3.9%

9,098

724

8.0%

119.4%

Snohomish
Stanwood

3,923

195

5.0%

6,231

438

7.0%

124.6%

Sultan

3,344

160

4.8%

4,651

568

12.7%

255.0%

Woodway
Unincorporated County
Source:

936

8

0.9%

1,307

35

2.7%

337.5%

291,142

11,296

3.8%

302,292

22,020

7.0%

94.9%

2000 and 2010 Census.

Racial and ethnic concentration. One of the key components of a fair housing analysis is an
examination of the concentration of different races and ethnicities within a jurisdiction to detect
evidence of segregation. In some cases, racial and ethnic concentrations are a reflection of
preferences—e.g., people of different races and ethnicities may choose to live where they have access
to grocery stores or restaurants that cater to them. Housing prices can also heavily influence where
minorities live.
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At the time of this analysis, HUD had not yet prescribed a particular definition of concentration to be
used in AIs. There are, however, several definitions that are commonly used:
1. Disproportionate need. HUD uses an indicator of “disproportionate need” to identify

disparities in housing needs in Consolidated Plans. This definition can also be used to define
racial, ethnic and income concentrations. Using this definition, concentrations occur when the
percentage of residents of a particular group is 10 percentage points higher than the communitywide average. For example, if 20 percent of residents in a particular Census block group are
Hispanic and Hispanics comprise 10 percent of a community’s population overall, that Census
block group contains a concentration of Latino residents.
2. Minority impacted areas. This definition is applied in Voluntary Compliance Agreements

(VCAs) that HUD has with jurisdictions. VCAs occur when jurisdictions’ housing programs have
been found to be noncompliant with certain fair housing regulations. In this definition, a
minority impacted area exists when the proportion of a particular racial or ethnic group is 20
percentage points higher than the market area overall (the market area is usually the county).
3. Majority minority. In this definition, a minority impacted area occurs when more than 50

percent of a Census tract or block group is made up of minority populations (all minority groups
together). This definition is usually applied to urban areas.
The racial and ethnic concentration maps prepared for this study use the disproportionate need
definition, which will show higher levels of concentration than the minority impacted or majority
minority definitions. The maps in Figures II-2 and II-3 show the proportions of Asian and Hispanic
residents—the two largest racial/ ethnic groups—by Census block group for Snohomish County.
The concentration thresholds used for the concentration maps are:
Asian concentrations. In 2010, nine percent of residents in the Consortium reported their race

as Asian. Census tracts that have 19 percent and more Asian residents are concentrated by the
disproportionate need definition.
Hispanic concentrations. In 2010, eight percent of residents in the Consortium reported their
ethnicity as Hispanic. Census tracts that have 18 percent and more Hispanic residents are
concentrated by the disproportionate need definition.

The maps also report areas that HUD terms “minority-impacted areas” or “racially/ethnicallyimpacted areas” which are block groups in which minority populations are 20 percentage points
higher than in the market area (Consortium) overall.
There is only one area in the Consortium where minority persons exceed 50 percent of the block
group (block group 530610518042 at 53.7%). This Census Tract is located in the southwest portion
of the County. The Consortium has many “non-minority” areas, which HUD defines as areas with
more than a 90 percent non-minority population.

BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING

S ECTION II , P AGE 7

Figure II-2.
Percent of Population that is Asian by Block Group, Snohomish County, 2010

Source:

2010 Census.
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Figure II-3.
Percent Population that is Hispanic by Block Group, Snohomish County, 2010

Source:

2010 Census.
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As Figure II-2 shows, there are many block groups in the southwest portion of the County where
Asian residents are concentrated. In these block groups, more than 18 percent of residents are Asian.
Concentrations of Hispanic residents—shown in Figure II-3 on page 9—are located directly north
and south of the western portions of Asian-concentrated block groups. In these block groups, more
than 19 percent of residents report being of Hispanic descent.
The rural portions of the County have no concentrations of Asian residents and few concentrations of
Hispanic residents. Residents in these areas are predominately White, non-Hispanic.
Of the total Asian population (approximately 63,000 people in the County, including Everett and
Bothell), 818 lived in one Census block group, representing 1.3 percent of the County’s Asian
population. This block group has the highest number of Asians of any block group.
Similarly, another block group contains 1,700 of the County’s Hispanic population (the highest
number per block group), or 2.7 percent of the County’s approximately 64,000 persons of
Hispanic/Latino descent (includes Everett and Bothell).
Income and Poverty

The 2010 Census ACS reported the median income of Snohomish County households at $63,188.
Table II-4 shows how the median income varies by race and ethnicity and for female-headed
households. The figure also provides the “margin of error” for the data, which indicates the possible
variance in the income level based on the sample used to calculate the estimate. The margin of error is
larger for small population groups because the sample on which the median income is based is very
small. The margin of error value for Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islanders is very large,
indicating that the median income of the entire group could be as low as $18,000 and as high as
$100,000.
Table II-4.
Estimated Median Household
Income by Household
Characteristic, Snohomish
County, 2010

2010
Median
Household
Income

Margin
of Error
(+/-)

All households

$ 63,188

$ 2,639

Source:
2010 American Community Survey.

Black or African American

$ 47,185

$ 13,342

American Indian and Alaska Native

$ 57,905

$ 14,840

Asian

$ 82,334

$

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander

$ 59,773

$ 41,537

Some other race

$ 45,472

$ 16,143

Two or more races

$ 52,341

$

5,832

Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race)

$ 40,826

$

4,748

White

$ 63,030

$

2,850

Female householder, no husband present

$ 37,065

$

3,765

9,311

Asians reported the highest 2010 median household income at $82,000. Female-headed households
had the lowest median income at $37,000, followed by Hispanic households at $41,000.
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Table II-5 displays median household income for the study area from the 2000 Census and 20062010 American Community Survey.
Woodway had the highest median household income at $144,028, as well as the largest variance from
the Countywide median. Everett and Darrington reported the lowest incomes and had the largest
negative variance from the countywide median. Index and Lynnwood also had 2006-2010 median
household incomes much lower than the Snohomish County overall.
Table II-5.
Median Household
Income, Snohomish
County, 1999 and
2006-2010

Source:
2000 Census and 2006-2010
American Community Survey 5year estimate.

(1999 and
2006‐2010)

2006‐2010
Variance
from County
Median

Percent
Change
1999

2006 to
2010

Snohomish County

$ 53,060

$ 66,300

25.0%

‐

Bothell (Snohomish part)
Everett

$ 62,254
$ 40,100

$ 66,510
$ 47,552

6.8%
18.6%

$
210
$ (18,748)

Arlington

$ 46,302

$ 58,577

26.5%

$

Brier

$ 73,558

$ 92,934

26.3%

$ 26,634

Darrington

$ 32,813

$ 35,469

8.1%

$ (30,831)

Edmonds

$ 53,522

$ 69,125

29.2%

$

Gold Bar

$ 45,714

$ 54,884

20.1%

$ (11,416)

Granite Falls

$ 47,643

$ 57,917

21.6%

$

Index

$ 43,125

$ 51,719

19.9%

$ (14,581)

(7,723)

2,825
(8,383)

Lake Stevens

$ 65,231

$ 68,053

4.3%

$

Lynnwood

$ 42,814

$ 47,920

11.9%

$ (18,380)

1,753

Marysville

$ 47,088

$ 64,399

36.8%

$

Mill Creek

$ 69,702

$ 86,461

24.0%

$ 20,161

Monroe

$ 50,390

$ 67,988

34.9%

$

Mountlake Terrace

$ 47,238

$ 53,910

14.1%

$ (12,390)

Mukilteo

$ 67,323

$ 91,683

36.2%

$ 25,383

Snohomish

$ 46,396

$ 54,431

17.3%

$ (11,869)

Stanwood

$ 44,512

$ 60,596

36.1%

$

(5,704)

Sultan

$ 46,619

$ 62,424

33.9%

$

(3,876)

Woodway

$ 101,633

$ 144,028

41.7%

$ 77,728

(1,901)
1,688

Since 1999, median household income in the County increased by 25 percent. This was exactly
enough to keep up with inflation. Median household income growth lagged behind inflation in all
cities except for Brier, Edmonds, Monroe, Mukilteo, Stanwood, Sultan and Woodway.
According to the 2005-2009 ACS, more than 45,000 households in Snohomish County earn
$25,000 or less annually. These low income households are mostly located in Everett (22%), the
unincorporated county (41%), and Lynnwood (7%). Everett houses a disproportionate percentage of
low income households relative to its proportion of all County households (approximately 22 percent
of low income households v. 15 percent of all households). This is the largest variance of any
community.
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A comparison between the distribution of the County’s lowest income households and total households
is displayed in Table II-6. Lynnwood has the largest differences in the proportion of low income
households vs. all households. The city houses 50 percent more than its proportionate share of low
income households based on a proportionate distribution of low income households among all
Snohomish County jurisdictions.
Table II-6
Distribution of Households Earning Less than $25,000 Annually
Compared to Distribution of Total Households, Snohomish County, 2005-2009
Number of
Households
Earning Less
Than $25,000

Percent of
Households
Earning Less
Than $25,000

Distribution
of Low Income
Households

Total
Households

Distribution of
all County
Households

Snohomish County

45,202

100.0%

‐

263,931

‐

Snohomish Urban
County Consortium

34,624

15.8%

76.6%

Bothell (Snohomish part)

219,418

83.1%

796

12.3%

1.8%

6,455

2.4%

Everett

9,782

24.6%

21.6%

39,724

15.1%

Arlington

1,464

22.6%

3.2%

6,477

2.5%

106

4.6%

0.2%

2,320

0.9%

Brier
Darrington

150

31.1%

0.3%

482

0.2%

Edmonds

2,591

14.5%

5.7%

17,877

6.8%

Gold Bar

145

16.0%

0.3%

906

0.3%

Granite Falls

254

23.3%

0.6%

1,088

0.4%

70

64.2%

0.2%

109

0.0%

Index
Lake Stevens

553

11.0%

1.2%

5,026

1.9%

Lynnwood

3,255

23.3%

7.2%

13,950

5.3%

Marysville

2,490

18.9%

5.5%

13,180

5.0%

Mill Creek

558

8.0%

1.2%

6,970

2.6%

Monroe

925

16.7%

2.0%

5,525

2.1%

1,602

18.5%

3.5%

8,660

3.3%

767

9.7%

1.7%

7,916

3.0%

Mountlake Terrace
Mukilteo
Snohomish

768

20.9%

1.7%

3,681

1.4%

Stanwood

438

23.2%

1.0%

1,885

0.7%

Sultan

150

10.1%

0.3%

1,488

0.6%

46

9.3%

0.1%

496

0.2%

18,292

15.1%

40.5%

121,382

46.0%

Woodway
Unincorporated County
Source:

2005-2009 American Community Survey 5-year estimates.
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The 2010 ACS estimates that approximately 10 percent of residents (or 69,405 people) in Snohomish
County live in poverty. This is an increase from 2000, when the Census reported that seven percent
of residents (41,000) lived in poverty. Therefore, the number of residents living in poverty in the
County has increased by more than 28,000.
Table II-7 shows characteristics of the County’s residents living in poverty. Thirteen percent of the
County’s children live in poverty, compared to 5.7 percent of seniors. By race/ethnicity, Asians had
the lowest poverty rate at seven percent followed by Whites at 9.5 percent. The poverty rate for the
County’s persons of Hispanic descent was 24 percent in 2010—the highest of any racial/ethnic group
or age cohort.
Table II-7
Characteristics of Persons Living in Poverty, Snohomish County, 2010
Below Poverty Level

Percent Below
Poverty Level

Total
Persons

Estimate

Margin of
Error (+/-)

Estimate

703,739

69,405

+/-7,337

9.9%

+/-1.1

Under 18 years

170,721

22,259

3,446

13.0%

2.0%

18 to 64 years

461,358

43,032

4,681

9.3%

1.0%

71,660

4,114

925

5.7%

1.3%

16,011

2,679

1,286

16.7%

7.7%

9,777

1,488

861

15.2%

8.0%

63,082

4,433

1,491

7.0%

2.3%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Some other race

14,412

3,041

1,688

21.1%

10.6%

Two or more races

31,007

3,593

1,436

11.6%

4.9%

Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race)

62,444

14,896

3,463

23.9%

5.6%

566,513

53,719

6,907

9.5%

1.2%

Total Populaton Living in Poverty

Margin of
Error (+/-)

Age

65 years and over
Race and Ethnicity
Black or African American
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander

White
Source:

2010 American Community Survey, 1-year estimates.

Figure II-4 shows how low income households are distributed throughout the County and includes
areas of concentration. The concentration maps utilize the “disproportionate need” definition of
concentration used in the race and ethnicity maps: a Census block group with more than 20 percent
of its population earning less than $25,000 per year (10 percentage points higher than the county
poverty rate overall) has a low income concentration. As the map demonstrates, there are a few areas
where low income households are concentrated but, in general, low income households live in many
areas of the County.
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Figure II-4.
Percent of Low Income Population by Block Group, Snohomish County, 2010

Source:

2010 Claritas.
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Familial Status

About two-thirds of households in Snohomish County are made up of family households. Family
households are defined as related individuals (by birth, marriage or adoption) living together; nonfamily households are made up of single individuals and unrelated parties living together (e.g.,
roommates).
Table II-8.
Percent Single Parent Households,
Snohomish County, 2010
Percent of
Single Parent
Households
Snohomish County

8.7%

Bothell

13.2%

Everett

10.7%

Arlington

11.4%

Brier

4.9%

Darrington

8.6%

Edmonds

6.1%

Gold Bar

9.6%

Granite Falls

12.0%

Index

10.0%

Lake Stevens

11.2%

Lynnwood

9.2%

Marysville

11.1%

Mill Creek

7.2%

Monroe

Table II-9 on page 16 shows the composition of family
households in Snohomish County. In most communities,
about half of residents live in married couple family
households. On average, about 25 percent of households
are married couples with children and another 25 percent
are married couples without children; the balance is single
person households or those with roommates and single
parent households.
Figure II-5 on page 17 shows the proportion of single
parent female-headed households by Census block group.
The map shows very few concentrations of single parent
female-headed households in the County.

10.9%

Mountlake Terrace

9.8%

Mukilteo

7.2%

Snohomish

13.7%

Stanwood

10.8%

Sultan

10.6%

Woodway
Source:

Table II-8 shows the proportions of single parent
households by community in Snohomish County.
Woodway has the lowest proportion at 4.2 percent;
Snohomish has the highest at 13.7 percent.

4.2%

2010 Census.
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Table II-9.
Household Composition, Snohomish County, 2010
Husband/Wife
Married Couple

Snohomish County

Family
Households
67.9%

Female Householder
(No Husband)

Male Householder
(No Wife)

Percent
Without
Children

Percent

Percent
With
Children

Percent
Without
Children

4.4%

5.2%

2.7%

2.4%

32.1%

Percent

Percent
With
Children

Percent
Without
Children

Percent

Percent
With
Children

52.4%

23.6%

28.8%

10.4%

6.0%

Non‐family
Households

Bothell

65.0%

51.9%

23.9%

28.0%

9.1%

5.4%

3.7%

4.1%

2.0%

2.1%

35.0%

Everett

56.4%

38.2%

16.9%

21.3%

12.5%

7.8%

4.7%

5.7%

2.9%

2.7%

43.6%

Arlington

68.9%

50.7%

26.0%

24.7%

12.6%

7.8%

4.8%

5.6%

3.6%

2.0%

31.1%

Brier

81.2%

71.0%

27.9%

43.1%

6.6%

3.0%

3.6%

3.6%

1.9%

1.7%

18.8%

Darrington

61.6%

44.8%

17.1%

27.7%

9.5%

5.1%

4.4%

7.2%

3.5%

3.7%

38.4%

Edmonds

61.7%

49.0%

17.2%

31.8%

9.1%

4.3%

4.7%

3.7%

1.8%

1.9%

38.3%

Gold Bar

66.4%

48.1%

23.8%

24.3%

10.6%

5.9%

4.7%

7.7%

3.7%

4.0%

33.6%

Granite Falls

68.0%

49.5%

26.8%

22.7%

12.5%

7.9%

4.6%

6.0%

4.1%

1.9%

32.0%

Index

55.0%

41.3%

15.0%

26.3%

12.5%

10.0%

2.5%

1.3%

0.0%

1.3%

45.0%

Lake Stevens

73.9%

56.3%

30.6%

25.6%

11.9%

7.7%

4.2%

5.8%

3.5%

2.3%

26.1%

Lynnwood

60.3%

42.6%

18.2%

24.4%

12.2%

6.8%

5.5%

5.5%

2.5%

3.0%

39.7%

Marysville

72.4%

53.8%

25.7%

28.1%

12.5%

7.5%

5.0%

6.2%

3.6%

2.6%

27.6%

Mill Creek

65.2%

53.7%

23.1%

30.6%

8.2%

5.4%

2.9%

3.2%

1.8%

1.4%

34.8%
28.3%

Monroe

71.7%

54.0%

32.8%

21.2%

11.4%

7.2%

4.2%

6.3%

3.7%

2.6%

Mountlake Terrace

59.7%

41.2%

18.2%

23.0%

12.8%

7.1%

5.7%

5.7%

2.8%

2.9%

40.3%

Mukilteo

70.2%

57.9%

25.3%

32.6%

8.9%

5.1%

3.8%

3.5%

2.1%

1.4%

29.8%
38.0%

Snohomish

62.0%

40.5%

18.4%

22.1%

15.4%

10.0%

5.4%

6.1%

3.7%

2.3%

Stanwood

64.5%

47.7%

24.5%

23.2%

12.1%

8.2%

3.9%

4.7%

2.6%

2.1%

35.5%

Sultan

71.1%

52.5%

29.1%

23.3%

12.3%

7.0%

5.2%

6.3%

3.6%

2.7%

28.9%

Woodway

83.3%

75.7%

35.5%

40.2%

4.7%

2.2%

2.5%

2.9%

2.0%

0.9%

16.7%

Source:

2010 Census.
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Figure II-5.
Single Parent, Female-Households by Block Group, Snohomish County, 2010

Source:

2010 Census.
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Disability

According to the 2010 ACS, approximately 15 percent of residents in Snohomish County report
having some type of disability. Recent disability data for areas other than Everett and Snohomish are
not available; the latest data are from the 2000 Census. Table II-10 presents the number of persons
with a disability in the study area, using the 2000 Census disability proportion and applying it to
2010 population.
As demonstrated in Table II-11, disability rates increase with age, and seniors often report the highest
rates of disability among all age cohorts. Persons of Hispanic descent and Asians have the lowest
disability rates of Snohomish County residents.
According to the 2000 Census, employment and physical disabilities are the most common
disabilities in the study area. Employment disabilities are “long-lasting physical and mental conditions
1
that prevent persons from working at a job or business.” Physical disabilities include long-lasting
conditions that limit individuals’ abilities to do basic physical activities, such as walking or climbing
stairs.
Figure II-6 on page 20 shows the percent of persons with disabilities by Census block group and
shows only three block groups in the County where persons with disabilities are concentrated.

1

For more information on disability definitions: http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/disability/disab_defn.html
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Table II-10
Percent of Residents
with a Disability, Snohomish
County, Estimated 2010

Percent of
Population with
a Disability, 2000

Estimated Number
of Population with
a Disability, 2010

Snohomish County

15.4%

109,610

Snohomish Urban
County Consortium

14.8%

87,932

Source:
2000 and 2010 Census.

Bothell

14.6%

2,397

Everett

18.7%

19,281

Arlington

16.1%

2,895

Brier

16.3%

994

Darrington

24.3%

327

Edmonds

15.7%

6,235

Gold Bar

17.7%

367

Granite Falls

18.4%

618

Index

14.0%

25

Lake Stevens

10.7%

3,009

Lynnwood

19.1%

6,852

Marysville

16.5%

9,901

Mill Creek

11.2%

2,044

Monroe

14.6%

2,521

Mountlake Terrace

17.9%

3,557

Mukilteo

9.2%

1,856

12.9%

1,175

Stanwood

18.3%

1,140

Sultan

16.0%

744

Snohomish

Woodway
Unincorporated County

Table II-11.
Disability by Age,
Snohomish County, 2010

5.9%

77

14.2%

43,595

With a
Disability

Without a
Disability

Age Cohort
Source:
is 2010 ACS, 1 year estimates.

Under 5 years

1.1%

98.9%

5-17 years

4.7%

95.3%

18-64 years

9.4%

90.6%

38.3%

61.7%

65 years+
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian/Alaskan Native

12.3%

87.7%

Asian

5.6%

94.4%

Black/African American

8.8%

91.2%

Two or More Races

12.0%

88.0%

White

12.0%

88.0%

5.4%

94.6%

Hispanic/Latino
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Figure II-6.
Percent of Population 5 Years and Older with a Disability by Census Tract, Snohomish County, 2000

Source:

2000 Census.
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Employment

Between 1990 and 2008, the unemployment rate in Snohomish County remained lower than for the
State of Washington overall. This changed in 2009, when the County’s unemployment rate rose by
80 percent, from 5.5 percent (2008) to 9.9 percent (2009). The County’s unemployment increased to
10.3 percent during 2010. Historical unemployment rates for the County, including how they have
compared with state and U.S. rates, are shown in Figure II-7.
Figure II-7.
Unemployment Rates, Snohomish County, State of Washington and U.S., 2005 to 2011
Snohomish County

State of Washington

United States

12.0

Unemployment Rate

10.0
8.0
6.0
4.0
2.0
0.0
1990

Source:

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

Bureau of Labor Statistics.

The U.S. Census Bureau, Center for Economic Studies, produces data showing the inflow and
outflow of labor in a market area (Local Employment Dynamics data or LED). LED data for 2009
report 232,772 jobs in Snohomish County. About 61 percent of these jobs (142,950) are held by
people living within Snohomish County; 39 percent (89,822) are held by workers who commute into
the County. The LED also report that 171,168 workers live in Snohomish County but commute
outside of the County for work. Figure II-8 demonstrates the inflow/outflow labor dynamic.
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Figure II-8.
Inflow and
Outflow
Patterns of
Workers,
Snohomish
County, 2009
Source:
U.S. Census Bureau,
Center for Economic
Studies.

The vast majority of the jobs in the County are located in the western portion of the County,
clustered within and southeast of the City of Everett.
Boeing is the County’s largest single employer, providing an estimated 32,000 jobs. The next largest
employer is the naval station with 6,000 jobs, as shown in Table II-12.
Table II-12.
Largest Employers in
Snohomish County

Source:
Snohomish County EDC.
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Employees

Company

Industry

Boeing

Aircraft manufacturing

32,000

Naval Station Everett

U.S. Navy Base

Providence Regional Medical Center

Medical services

6,000
3,200

Premera Blue Cross

Health Insurer

3,200

Tulalip Tribes Enterprises

Real estate, Retail, Gaming

3,020

Snohomish County Government

County Government

2,965

Washington State

State Government

2,800

Everett School District

School District

1,700

Philips Medical Systems

Ultrasound technology

1,600

Verizon Northwest

Communications

1,500

BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING

Table II-13 shows the average weekly and annual wages by employment sector. The County benefits
from the relatively large presence of its high-paying manufacturing industry (average annual wage of
$86,000). However, more than half of the jobs in the County are in the low-paying service sector,
with an average annual wage of about $37,000. The public sector, which makes up 15 percent of
employment, pays about $50,000 per year on average.
Table II-13.
Average Weekly and Annual Wages by
Industry, Snohomish County, First Quarter 2011

Industry

Number of
Employees

Percent of
Labor Force

Average
Weekly Wage

Average
Annual Wage

Private Sector
Goods-Producing
Natural Resources and Mining

69,565

28.9%

$ 1,484

$

77,168

1,059

0.4%

$

668

$

34,736

Construction

13,094

5.4%

$

830

$

43,160

Manufacturing

55,412

23.0%

$ 1,655

$

86,060

134,941

56.0%

$

709

$

36,868

40,303

16.7%

$

651

$

33,852

5,688

2.4%

$ 1,161

$

60,372

10,590

4.4%

$ 1,121

$

58,292

Service-Providing
Trade, Transportation and Utilities
Information
Financial Activities
Professional and Business Services

20,101

8.3%

$

983

$

51,116

Education and Health Services

27,549

11.4%

$

751

$

39,052

Leisure and Hospitality

21,199

8.8%

$

312

$

16,224

9,511

3.9%

$

413

$

21,476

36,552

15.2%

Federal Government

2,200

State Government

4,872

Local Government

29,480

Other Services
Public Sector

Source:

$ 961

$ 49,972

0.9%

$ 1,044

$

54,288

2.0%

$

886

$

46,072

12.2%

$

953

$

49,556

Bureau of Labor and Statistics, First Quarter 2011.
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Housing Profile

This section provides an analysis of the housing market in Snohomish County. It addresses the fair
housing topics of the demographic characteristics of households living in assisted housing, what types
of neighborhoods in which assisted housing is located (e.g., impacted or non-minority), and where
transit is located relative to impacted neighborhoods.
Housing units The 2010 Census reported 235,348 housing units in the Consortium area. 220,626
of these units were occupied at the time the Census was taken, for a vacancy rate of 6.3 percent. The
2010 housing vacancy rate was highest in Index (31.0%) and lowest in Woodway (3.9%).

The 2000 Census counted approximately 236,000 housing units in the County overall compared
with 287,000 in 2010.
Table II-14
Housing Units,
Snohomish
County, 2010
Source:
2010 Census.

Total
Housing Units

Occupied
Housing Units

Snohomish County

286,659

268,325

6.4%

Snohomish Urban
County Consortium

235,348

220,626

6.3%

Bothell (Snohomish part)

6,702

6,387

4.7%

44,609

41,312

7.4%

Arlington

6,929

6,563

5.3%

Brier

2,220

2,165

2.5%

Everett

Darrington

644

567

12.0%

Edmonds

18,378

17,381

5.4%

Gold Bar

837

782

6.6%

1,344

1,222

9.1%

116

80

31.0%

Granite Falls
Index
Lake Stevens

10,414

9,810

5.8%

Lynnwood

14,939

14,107

5.6%

Marysville

22,363

21,219

5.1%

Mill Creek

7,923

7,551

4.7%

Monroe

5,306

5,024

5.3%

Mountlake Terrace

8,602

8,192

4.8%

Mukilteo

8,547

8,057

5.7%

Snohomish

3,959

3,645

7.9%

Stanwood

2,584

2,388

7.6%

Sultan

1,752

1,607

8.3%

466

448

3.9%

118,025

109,818

7.0%

Woodway
Unincorporated County
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Table II-15 shows the distribution of housing units by type (e.g., multifamily, single family) for the
Consortium and study area. Most communities have a variety of housing types, ranging from
multifamily developments (17% of housing units, on average) to single family attached units or
townhomes (3%), to single family, detached units, which make the majority of the County’s housing
stock (68.5% of housing units on average). Brier, Index, and Woodway, however, offer few housing
choices other than single family detached units.
Table II-15
Housing by Type, Snohomish County, 2005 to 2009
Single
Family,
Detached

Single
Family,
Attached

2 to 4
Units

5 to 49
Units

50
or More

Mobile
Homes and
Other

Snohomish
County Consortium

63.3%

4.0%

6.0%

16.5%

3.7%

6.5%

Bothell

53.5%

1.8%

5.2%

21.3%

6.8%

11.4%

Everett

44.9%

4.1%

10.9%

28.2%

9.0%

3.0%

Arlington

63.0%

6.2%

8.6%

10.1%

5.3%

6.7%

Brier

98.0%

0.3%

0.5%

0.0%

0.0%

1.2%

Darrington

75.0%

0.0%

1.4%

3.5%

0.0%

20.1%

Edmonds

60.5%

4.3%

6.6%

23.7%

3.9%

1.0%

Gold Bar

73.5%

0.0%

0.7%

0.0%

0.0%

25.8%

Granite Falls

65.2%

2.6%

11.7%

11.7%

3.2%

5.6%

Index

95.1%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

4.9%

Lake Stevens

79.3%

3.7%

9.2%

6.7%

0.0%

1.2%

Lynnwood

50.0%

2.7%

6.6%

31.0%

6.0%

3.7%

Marysville

68.6%

2.4%

6.6%

11.6%

2.2%

8.6%

Mill Creek

56.0%

8.4%

1.6%

28.9%

4.8%

0.3%

Monroe

65.9%

6.5%

7.5%

16.5%

2.2%

1.5%

Mountlake Terrace

54.9%

4.5%

7.9%

26.6%

4.9%

1.2%

Mukilteo

59.7%

6.9%

2.4%

26.5%

4.0%

0.4%

Snohomish

59.0%

4.0%

12.0%

23.0%

0.5%

1.4%

Stanwood

62.6%

3.3%

6.9%

20.0%

7.1%

0.0%

Sultan

76.9%

0.7%

6.3%

3.6%

0.0%

12.5%

Woodway

97.2%

1.8%

0.0%

1.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Unincorporated County

63.9%

3.9%

5.8%

14.2%

3.7%

8.5%

Source:

2005-2009 American Community Survey 5-year estimates.
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Tenure. Thirty-three percent of occupied households in Snohomish County rent, while 67 percent

currently own the home in which they reside. Woodway and Brier have the highest homeownership
rates in the study area at 94 and 90 percent, while Lynnwood and Snohomish have the lowest
homeownership rates of around 53 percent.
Figure II-9.
Tenure, Snohomish County, 2010

Source:

2010 Census.

Overcrowding. Overcrowding in housing can threaten public health, strain public infrastructure and

neighborhoods, and points to the need for affordable housing. The amount of living space required to
meet health and safety standards is not consistently specified; measurable standards for overcrowding
vary by community. According to HUD, the most widely used measure assumes that a home becomes
2 3
overcrowded when there is more than one household member per room. Another frequently used
measure is the number of individuals per bedroom, with a standard of no more than two persons per
bedroom. Assisted housing programs usually apply this standard.
2

3

For information on HUD’s definition of overcrowding, see:
http://www.huduser.org/publications/pdf/Measuring_Overcrowding_in_Hsg.pdf
The HUD American Housing Survey defines a room as an enclosed space used for living purposes, such as a bedroom,
living or dining room, kitchen, recreation room, or another finished room suitable for year-round use. Excluded are
bathrooms, laundry rooms, utility rooms, pantries, and unfinished areas.
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Using HUD’s definition of overcrowding (more than one person per room), just 2.1 percent of units
4
in Snohomish County were overcrowded, indicating a ratio of one or more persons per room. This is
about two-thirds of the national average of three percent.
Table II-16
Overcrowded Units,
Snohomish County,
2006-2010
Source:
2005-2009 American Community
Survey 5-year estimates.

Overcrowded
Units

Percent of Total
Overcrowded in
Snohomish County

Percent of
Housing Units
Overcrowded

Snohomish County

5,668

100.0%

2.1%

Snohomish Urban
County Consortium

3,927

69.3%

1.8%

Bothell (Snohomish part)

79

1.4%

1.2%

1,662

29.3%

4.1%

Arlington

119

2.1%

1.8%

Brier

‐

Everett

0.0%

0.0%

16

0.3%

2.7%

Edmonds

180

3.2%

1.0%

Gold Bar

25

0.4%

2.8%

Granite Falls

31

0.5%

2.6%

2

0.0%

3.3%

Lake Stevens

246

4.3%

2.6%

Lynnwood

537

9.5%

3.7%

Marysville

467

8.2%

2.2%

Mill Creek

37

0.7%

0.5%

Monroe

80

1.4%

1.7%

Mountlake Terrace

149

2.6%

1.8%

Mukilteo

119

2.1%

1.6%

Snohomish

34

0.6%

0.9%

Stanwood

18

0.3%

0.8%

8

0.1%

0.5%

‐

0.0%

0.0%

1,859

32.8%

1.7%

Darrington

Index

Sultan
Woodway
Unincorporated County

Condition. The ACS reported that approximately 4,970 housing units in the County are considered
5

severely substandard, because they lacked either complete plumbing facilities or complete kitchens.
Together, assuming no overlap, these units represented less than two percent of the County’s
occupied housing units.

4
5

6

6

2005-2009 American Community Survey 5-year estimate.
The data on plumbing facilities were obtained from both occupied and vacant housing units. Complete plumbing
facilities include: (1) hot and cold piped water; (2) a flush toilet; and (3) a bathtub or shower. All three facilities must be
located in the housing unit.
A unit has complete kitchen facilities when it has all of the following: (1) a sink with piped water; (2) a range or cook
top and oven; and (3) a refrigerator. All kitchen facilities must be located in the house, apartment, or mobile home, but
they need not be in the same room. A housing unit having only a microwave or portable heating equipment, such as a
hot plate or camping stove, should not be considered as having complete kitchen facilities. An icebox is not considered
to be a refrigerator.
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For the state overall, 2.4 percent of occupied housing units are considered substandard, which is
greater than that of Snohomish County.
Housing Costs
Rental costs. As shown in Table II-17, rental costs have increased in every jurisdiction except Index

during the past 10 years. In all but three communities (Darrington, Index and Lake Stevens), renter
household income increased less than that of rent levels, indicating that renters “purchasing power”
has declined. This is particularly true in Woodway and Brier, where renter income declined, but
median rent costs rose during the decade.
Table II-17.
Gross Rent, Snohomish County, 2000 and 2005-2009
Median Gross Rent

2000

2005 to
2009

Renters' Median Household Income

Percent
Increase

2000

2005 to
2009

Percent
Increase

Snohomish County

$ 766

$

960

25.3%

$ 35,072

$ 39,603

12.9%

Bothell (Snohomish part)

$ 913

$ 1,120

22.7%

$ 41,071

$ 46,058

12.1%

Everett

$ 687

$

851

23.9%

$ 30,099

$ 34,132

13.4%

Arl i ngton

$ 736

$

908

23.4%

$ 30,197

$ 35,833

18.7%

Bri er

$ 1,110

$ 1,248

12.4%

$ 46,908

$ 36,940

‐21.3%

Da rrington

$ 585

$

659

12.6%

$ 21,964

$ 28,148

28.2%

Edmonds

$ 779

$

905

16.2%

$ 36,210

$ 39,493

9.1%

Gol d Ba r

$ 663

$ 1,283

93.5%

$ 26,500

$ 29,167

10.1%

Gra ni te Fa l l s

$ 672

$

825

22.8%

$ 32,361

$ 38,097

17.7%

Index

$ 669

$

578

‐13.6%

$ 44,583

$ 51,528

15.6%

La ke Stevens

$ 716

$ 1,139

59.1%

$ 28,984

$ 48,534

67.5%

Lynnwood

$ 741

$

885

19.4%

$ 31,639

$ 31,788

0.5%

Ma rys vi ll e

$ 724

$

906

25.1%

$ 31,580

$ 35,297

11.8%

Mi l l Creek

$ 894

$ 1,189

33.0%

$ 46,836

$ 51,906

10.8%

Monroe

$ 819

$ 1,029

25.6%

$ 33,370

$ 31,917

‐4.4%

Mountla ke Terra ce

$ 833

$

948

13.8%

$ 38,829

$ 40,557

4.5%

Mukil teo

$ 849

$ 1,097

29.2%

$ 42,155

$ 48,780

15.7%

Snohomi s h

$ 671

$

815

21.5%

$ 32,044

$ 35,981

12.3%

Sta nwood

$ 652

$

779

19.5%

$ 24,040

$ 23,723

‐1.3%

Sulta n

$ 656

$

982

49.7%

$ 27,917

$ 35,804

28.3%

Woodwa y

$ 875

$ 1,714

95.9%

$ 46,250

$ 34,375

‐25.7%

Source:

2000 Census and 2005-2009 American Community Survey 5-year estimates.
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Figure II-10 compares the distribution Figure II-10.
of gross rent in Snohomish County in Gross Rent, Snohomish County, 2000 and 2010
2000 and 2010. As demonstrated in
2010
2000
the graph, there has been a dramatic
12.1%
Less than $500
shift in rental affordability since 2000,
6.1%
when one-third of rental units cost
33.7%
$500 to $749
between $500 and $750 per month.
14.2%
In 2010, just 14 percent of units
32.4%
$750 to $999
rented in this range. This decrease in
26.0%
affordable rental units was offset by an
16.5%
$1,000 to $1,499
increase in units renting for $1,000
34.4%
per month and more.
2.8%
$1,500 or more

Another source of rental data includes
HUD’s fair market rents (FMR). Fair
market rents are gross rent estimates
for the private market, which includes
the cost of shelter and utilities that are
typically paid by the tenant.

16.2%
2.5%

No cash rent

3.1%

0%
Source:

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

100%
45%

2000 Census and 2010 American Community Survey 1-year Estimates.

Table II-18 displays FMRs for Snohomish County from 2000 to 2011. FMRs have increased by
between 52 and 71 percent during the past decade, with the largest increase in efficiency units. In
2011, a renter in a two bedroom unit listed at the FMR pays $367 more per month than in 2000.
This renter would need to earn about $15,000 more in annual income to absorb this rental increase.
Table II-18 shows that renter income increased much less than this (except for in Lake Stevens)
during the decade.
Table II-18.
Fair Market Rent
Trends, Snohomish
County, 2000 to 2011

Year

Efficiency

1 bedroom

2 bedroom

3 bedroom

4 bedroom

2000

$ 501

$ 610

$

772

$ 1,071

$ 1,266

2001

$ 525

$ 639

2002

$ 548

$ 667

$

809

$ 1,123

$ 1,327

$

845

$ 1,173

Source:

2003

$ 584

$ 1,386

$ 710

$

899

$ 1,249

HUD, FMR King and Snohomish
Counties 2011.

2004

$ 1,476

$ 599

$ 729

$

923

$ 1,282

$ 1,515

2005

$ 610

$ 693

$

834

$ 1,175

$ 1,429

2006

$ 612

$ 698

$

840

$ 1,187

$ 1,450

2007

$ 623

$ 710

$

854

$ 1,207

$ 1,474

2008

$ 687

$ 783

$

942

$ 1,331

$ 1,626

2009

$ 720

$ 820

$

987

$ 1,395

$ 1,704

2010

$ 770

$ 878

$ 1,056

$ 1,492

$ 1,823

2011

$ 857

$ 977

$ 1,176

$ 1,662

$ 2,030

21.8%

13.6%

Percent Change:
2000 - 2005
2005 - 2011
Total (2000-2011)
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8.0%

9.7%

12.9%

40.5%

41.0%

41.0%

41.4%

42.1%

71.1%

60.2%

52.3%

55.2%

60.3%
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Table II-19 shows the percentage of renters in the County who are able to afford units renting for the
FMR. Just one-third of County renters can afford to rent two bedroom units; just 14 percent can
afford a four bedroom unit, which requires an income of more than $80,000.
Table II-19.
Fair Market Rent by Bedroom Size and Affordability, Snohomish County, 2011
Efficiency

$

977

2 bedroom
$

1,176

3 bedroom
$

1,662

4 bedroom

Fair Market Rent, 2011

$

How much a renter needs
to earn to afford FMR

$ 34,280

$ 39,080

$ 47,040

$ 66,480

$ 81,200

56%

50%

37%

27%

15%

Approximate percent of
renters who can afford FMR

857

1 bedroom

$

2,030

Note:

The approximate percentage of renters who can afford the FMR is the proportion of renters earning more than the income needed to afford the
FMR. 2010 Census income distributions are used for the calculations.

Source:

HUD, FMR King and Snohomish Counties 2011.

Figure II-11 shows the
approximate percentage of
households able to afford the
FMR by jurisdiction. Renters
in Index have the greatest
ability to afford the two
bedroom FMR. Just 10
percent of renters in
Darrington could afford the
County’s two bedroom FMR.
It should be noted that the
median rent in Darrington is
much lower than the County
FMR—meaning that
Darrington renters would find
the highest levels of
affordability in their town.

Figure II-11.
Percent of households able to afford Fair Market Rent,
Snohomish Urban County Consortium, 2011

Source:
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For sale costs. As shown in Figure II-12, the housing affordability index in Snohomish County has

increased significantly since 2007. The index, produced by the Washington Center for Real Estate
Research “measures the ability of a middle income family to carry the mortgage payments on a
median price home.” An index of 100 means that there is a balance between a family’s ability to pay
and homebuying costs. Higher indexes indicate that housing is more affordable. The rise in the index
suggests that home prices have become more affordable since 2002—likely a combination of the
recent market downturn and increases in the incomes of homeowners.

Source:
Washington Center for Real Estate
Research.

180.0
160.0
Housing Affordability Index

Figure II-12.
Housing Affordability
Index, Snohomish
County, Washington
and the U.S., 2002
to 2011

140.0
120.0
100.0
80.0
60.0
Snohomish County

40.0

Washington State

20.0
0.0
2002

United States
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2004
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2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

As seen previously in Figure II-8, Census data paint a different picture, showing incomes rising less
rapidly than home values. Table II-20 presents median home values in Snohomish County in 2000
compared to the 2005 to 2009 5-year average. Home value increases have ranged from a low of 46
percent (Mill Creek) to a high of 104 percent (Index). For the County overall, home values rose 57
percent. A household wanting to buy in 2009 would need to earn about $37,000 more in 2009 to
buy the same, median valued home in 2000.
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Table II-20.
Historical Median
Home Prices,
Snohomish
County, 2000
and 2009
Source:
2000 Census, 2005-2009
American Community
Survey 5-year estimate.

2000

2005 to 2009

Percent
Growth

Snohomish County

$ 196,500

$

307,700

56.6%

Bothell
Everett

$ 237,700
$ 168,300

$
$

367,900
268,200

54.8%
59.4%

Arlington

$ 174,800

$

269,400

54.1%

Brier

$ 232,300

$

382,800

64.8%

Darrington

$ 112,100

$

166,500

48.5%

Edmonds

$ 238,200

$

411,100

72.6%

Gold Bar

$ 148,800

$

224,300

50.7%

Granite Falls

$ 152,100

$

251,200

65.2%

Index

$ 109,700

$

224,200

104.4%

Lake Stevens

$ 189,100

$

316,500

67.4%

Lynnwood

$ 189,000

$

322,600

70.7%

Marysville

$ 179,000

$

276,000

54.2%

Mill Creek

$ 300,700

$

438,800

45.9%

Monroe

$ 181,400

$

304,100

67.6%

Mountlake Terrace

$ 170,000

$

277,400

63.2%

Mukilteo

$ 272,300

$

456,900

67.8%

Snohomish

$ 179,500

$

307,300

71.2%

Stanwood

$ 162,200

$

262,200

61.7%

Sultan

$ 160,800

$

237,400

47.6%

Woodway

$ 592,300

$

1,000,000

68.8%

Assisted Housing

Snohomish County maintains an inventory list of assisted housing units in the County. The
inventory includes: 1) housing units owned by the local housing authorities; 2) units which received
public capital and/or operating assistance and are owned by a nonprofit organization; 3) units which
are privately-owned, federally subsidized units; and 4) units produced through the Low-Income
Housing Tax Credit program and/or tax exempt bond programs. The units do not include the private
market units rented by Section 8 voucher holders.
The inventory was updated in September 2011 and reports 9,241 assisted units and 428 assisted
emergency beds in the County. Of the total assisted units, 173 are units for persons with chronic
mental illness—1,187 are units with a Section 8 subsidy, and 176 are located on the Tulalip Indian
Reservation.
Figure II-13 shows the location of assisted units in the County based on the County inventory. As the
map shows, affordable units are distributed throughout the County except in the most rural, least
developed unincorporated areas.
Figures II-14 and II-15 show the units relative to areas of racial and ethnic concentration in the
county. The maps demonstrate that there are many affordable housing opportunities located outside
of “impacted” areas.
P AGE 32, S ECTION II
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Figure II-13.
Location of Affordable Rental Units, Snohomish County, 2011

Source:

Snohomish County.

BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING

S ECTION II , P AGE 33

Figure II-14.
Location of Affordable Rental Units over the Percent of Population that is Asian by Block Group, Snohomish County, 2011

Source:

Snohomish County.
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Figure II-15.
Location of Affordable Rental Units over the Percent of Population that is Hispanic by Block Group, Snohomish County, 2011

Source:

Snohomish County.

BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING

S ECTION II , P AGE 35

Table II-21 shows the number of assisted units by
jurisdiction. These units exclude those located on the
Tulalip Indian Reservation.
As the figure shows, Everett contains the highest
proportion of the County’s assisted units at 36 percent.
Lynnwood contains an additional 22 percent.
Edmonds, whose total population is similar to
Lynnwood’s, contains just 3 percent of the assisted
units.

Table II-21.
Assisted Rental Housing Inventory
of Snohomish County, 2010

City
Everett
Arlington
Bothell
Brier
Darrington
Edmonds
Gold Bar
Granite Falls
Index
Lake Stevens

Percent of
All Assisted
Units

3,223

35.6%

517

5.7%

10

0.1%

0

0.0%

20

0.2%

310

3.4%

0

0.0%

30

0.3%

0

0.0%

311

3.4%

Lynnwood

2,020

22.3%

Marysville

1,018

11.2%

Mill Creek

322

3.6%

Monroe

187

2.1%

Mountlake Terrace

127

1.4%

67

0.7%

Mukilteo
Snohomish

319

3.5%

Stanwood

300

3.3%

42

0.5%

0

0.0%

Sultan
Woodway
Countywide
Total
Source:

P AGE 36, S ECTION II

Total
Assisted
Units

249

2.7%

9,065

100%

Snohomish County Office of Housing, Homelessness
and Community Development,-2010.
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SECTION III.
Public Policies and Practices
This section contains an analysis of public sector barriers to fair housing choice in the context of
housing policies and procedures and land use policies. This section addresses the following topics:
Policies of public housing authorities;
The sale/conversion of affordable housing and displacement policies affecting low
income affordable housing;
Property tax exemptions;
Placement of and zoning for group homes;
General zoning and land use laws that may restrict the placement of affordable housing
or encourage areas of minority concentration;
Planning, development and building fees;
Occupancy restrictions;
Review processes for homeowners associations and covenants, conditions and restrictions
(CC&Rs); and
Providers of public transit.
Public Housing Authorities

There are two public housing authorities that operate in Snohomish County: the Housing Authority
of Snohomish County (HASCO), and the Everett Housing Authority (EHA). These two housing
authorities had independent AIs conducted during 2011; these AIs included a review of the housing
authorities’ policies and practices.
As part of the Snohomish County AI, management of both housing authorities was interviewed to
discuss the findings from their recent AIs, as well as to gather additional information on the housing
authorities’ programs and practices. This section documents the findings from these interviews.
HASCO. HASCO is an independent public corporation established in 1971. According to the
HASCO 5-year Plan, their goals are:

Expand the supply of assisted housing;
Improve the quality of assisted housing;
Increase assisted housing choices;
Provide an improved living environment;
Promote self-sufficiency and asset development of assisted households;
BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING
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Ensure equal opportunity and affirmatively further fair housing;
Support local housing policy efforts and initiatives and assist in their analysis and
implementation;
Preserve affordable housing in Snohomish County; and
Work with financial institutions to bring in private financing as a funding source for
affordable housing.
HUD has designated HASCO as a “high performing” public housing authority (PHA).
Affordable housing units. According to the 2010 AI conducted for HASCO, the PHA owns and

operates 210 public housing units; 186 U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development
units; 172 HUD project-based Section 8 units; 1,338 Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)
and other affordable units. In addition, HASCO administers approximately 3,000 Section 8 housing
choice vouchers and 40 Snohomish County vouchers through the Ending Homelessness Program.
Sixty Section 8 vouchers are dedicated to homeless veterans (VASH program) and 50 are for nonelderly disabled persons exiting institutions.
Many of HASCO’s units are reserved for targeted populations including seniors, persons with mental
illness, persons with disabilities and homeless women living with children. Almost all of the USDA
units are for elderly and persons with disabilities.
Table III-1 shows the inventory of units owned and operated by HASCO by project site, as well as
the target populations.
HASCO also operates 59 units of transitional housing for homeless families with children in the units
it owns. Residents in this program receive supportive services as well as housing assistance.
HASCO offers a Section 8 homeownership program for voucher holders. HASCO also uses the
Manufactured Home Replacement Program to replace existing pre-HUD code homes in its
communities with new, energy efficient homes. These replacements occur as residents move out of
the communities.
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Table III-1.
HASCO Unit
Inventory,
June 2011
Source:
Housing Authority of
Snohomish County 2010
Analysis of Impediments to
Fair Housing Choice.

Number
of Units

Project

Household Type

Alderwood

25

Alpine Ridge East

47

Family
Senior (55+)

Alpine Ridge South

46

Senior (55+)

Aurora House

20

Mentally ill

Autumn Chase

120

Family

Autumn Leaf

7

Homeless women with children

Bristol Square

96

Family

Cedar Grove

28

Family

Center House

44

Family

Centerwood

20

Family

Craigmont

36

Elderly (62+)/disabled

East Terrace I and II

26

Family
Disabled (living with HIV/AIDS)

East Terrace II Duplex

2

East Terrace III

12

Homeless families with children

Ebey Arms

54

Family

Edmonds Highlands

120

Family

Fairview Apartments

24

Family

Fairview II

7

Homeless families with children

Hilltop House I and II

30

Elderly (62+)/disabled

Maplewood

15

Family

Millwood Estates

257

Family

Milwood Estates

43

Family

North Terrace

12

Family

Olympic View

45

Elderly (62+)

Pinewood

25

Family

Raintree Village

112

Family

River Vista 1

20

Elderly (62+)/disabled

River Vista 2

20

Elderly (62+)/disabled

Robin Park

30

Elderly (62+)/disabled

Scattered Sites

10

Family

Soap Suds Row

4

Elderly (62+)/disabled

Sound View

43

Elderly (62+)

Stevens Circle

19

Family

Thomas Place

44

Family

Valley Commons

51

Family

Westwood Crossing

133

Family

Whispering Pines

240

Family

Willow Run

84

Elderly (62+)/disabled

Woodlake Manor III

24

Elderly (62+)/disabled

Wrobliski Manor

32

Elderly (62+)/disabled

Total Units

2,027

Distribution of HASCO assisted units and vouchers. Figure III-1 shows the location of HASCO’s

affordable housing units, PHA units and Section 8 voucher holders who rent private market units. As
the map demonstrates, HASCO’s inventory of affordable units and Section 8 vouchers are well
distributed countywide.
BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING

S ECTION III , P AGE 3

Figure III-1.
Distribution of Section 8 Vouchers and HASCO Units, Snohomish County, 2011

Note: Section 8 voucher holders rent privately-provided units, which encourages a wider distribution of rental locations.
Source:

Housing Authority of Snohomish County.
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Wait lists. HASCO keeps its wait lists open at all times. There are approximately 4,700 households

on the Section 8 voucher wait list, which averages a wait time of 28 months. There are approximately
5,300 households on the public housing waitlist with a wait time of one to three years and an average
wait time of 14 months.
In order to obtain a housing voucher, households must complete a housing application. When an
application is received, the household receives a confirmation letter within two to three weeks stating
their placement on the wait list. Once an applicant reaches the top of the list then they fill out
another application packet that requires additional information. HASCO notifies applicants by mail
only. If HASCO is unable to reach the applicant via mail, the applicant will be removed from the
wait list.
A household’s place on the wait list is on a first come first serve basis. However, HASCO does make
exceptions for certain households with extenuating circumstances. Wait list preferences are granted to
applicants with the head of household in the following categories:
Veterans, supported by the Veterans Administration (VA);
Non-elderly (under 62) disabled – confirmed by HUD stated disability form, SSI form; and
Youth out of foster care, provided by the Department of Human Services (DHS).
Applicants that reach the top of the wait list are subject to additional review for eligibility for the
Section 8 voucher program. Once they are accepted, the household is issued a voucher and briefed on
the housing program. HASCO gives the household a list of potential properties and section 8 listings.
Non-disabled families are given 120 days to find housing and six months is given for disabled and
veteran households that are referred for the VA Supportive Housing program.
HASCO’s policy states that applicants can update their contact information at any time by
submitting a written letter with the updated information. HASCO confirms receipt of information
updates through a letter back to the applicant. Applicants are also sent a survey every one to two years
to confirm their contact information and provide an opportunity to update it.
Client demographics. The individuals assisted through the Section 8 voucher program administered

by HASCO are 85 percent White; 9.5 percent African American; five percent Hispanic; three percent
Asian/Pacific Islander; and two percent American Indian/Alaskan Native. Hispanics are slightly under
represented as HASCO Section 8 clients, relative to the County population overall; non-Whites are
over represented.
Households on the Section 8 Voucher wait list are similar in demographics to those served by the
Voucher program, with a slightly higher percentage of minorities on the wait list, as shown in
Table III-2.
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Table III-2.
Section 8 Voucher and Public Housing Waitlist By Race/Ethnicity and Household Type, Snohomish County, 2010
Section 8 Voucher
Program Waitlist

Public Housing Waitlist

East County
Number of
households

Percentage

Number of
households

North County

Percentage

Number of
households

South County

Percentage

Number of
households

Public
Housing Waitlist

South Everett

Percentage

Number of
households

Percentage

Number of
households

Percentage

Household Composition
Families with children

2,589

55%

852

97%

324

99%

1,455

52%

1,258

98%

3,889

378

8%

4

0%

0

0%

194

7%

6

0%

204

4%

1,437

31%

15

2%

2

1%

897

32%

17

1%

931

18%

Elderly families
Families with disabilities
Single persons
Total

74%

302

6%

3

0%

0

0%

245

9%

4

0%

252

5%

4,706

100%

874

100%

326

100%

2,791

100%

1,285

100%

5,276

100%

14%

Race/Ethnicity
African American

578

12%

117

12%

42

12%

426

14%

200

14%

785

American Indian/Alaskan Native

119

2%

24

3%

19

5%

61

2%

39

3%

143

3%

Asian/Pacific Islander

477

10%

57

6%

26

7%

357

12%

153

11%

593

10%

Hispanic
White
Total

297

6%

65

7%

39

11%

176

6%

120

9%

400

7%

3,531

71%

676

72%

239

65%

1,946

66%

893

64%

3,754

66%

5,002

100%

939

100%

365

100%

2,966

100%

1,405

100%

5,675

100%

Unit Size Needed
1 bedroom

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1,368

49%

-

2 bedroom

-

-

-

-

628

72%

-

-

900

32%

803

62%

3 bedroom

-

-

-

-

246

28%

231

71%

372

13%

344

27%

4 bedroom

-

-

-

-

-

95

29%

151

5%

138

11%

-

-

-

-

874

326

100%

2,791

100%

1,285

100%

Total
Source:

-

100%

-

Housing Authority of Snohomish County.
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The wait list for public housing units is largest in the southern portion of Snohomish County and
smallest in the northern regions. Families with children make up the vast majority of the households
on wait lists, except for in the southern portion of the County and for the Section 8 wait list—they
represent a little more than half of the wait-listed households and families with disabilities make up
one-third.
Based on the waitlists, bedroom types in demand vary depending upon the area of the County. Two
bedroom units are in most demand in the eastern portion of the County as well as South Everett; one
bedroom units are in the most demand in the south; and three bedrooms are needed the most in the
north.
Policies and procedures. The 2010 AI for HASCO included a comprehensive review of HASCO’s
policies and procedures. The AI was complimentary of HASCO’s efforts to affirmatively further fair
housing choice and demonstrated policies where HASCO exceeded the standard HUD requirements
of furthering fair housing. Noteworthy items include the following:

HUD awarded HASCO bonus points on its Section Eight Management Assessment Program
(SEMAP) for its efforts to de-concentrate poverty;
Every HASCO employee has received training on the organization’s Limited English Proficiency
(LEP) plan. HASCO also tracks the most commonly requested languages and translates
important documents into these languages to be included with client information packets.
HASCO’s policy of addressing domestic violence situations in a manner that affirmatively
furthers fair housing choice is commendable.
HASCO has “clear and reasonable” policies for live-in attendants for persons with disabilities and
offers optional off-site briefings for persons with disabilities.
HASCO has clear procedures for documenting disability with respect to admissions, income
disallowances and deductions.
HASCO exceeds voucher extension requirements for large households who have actively but
unsuccessfully searched for appropriately sized housing.
HASCO’s Section 504 (accessibility) self-evaluations are very comprehensive. HASCO exceeds
the Section 504 requirement for the proportion of units that are accessible.
Modest policy language modifications were suggested to HASCO; these are detailed in the AI
findings in Section I.
Reasonable accommodations. HASCO tracks the reasonable accommodation requests received by

clients. In 2010, 12 reasonable accommodation requests were made; most were to extend the Section
8 voucher search period.
Currently, 16 of HASCO’s 210 public housing units are ADA accessible (7.6%).
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Displacement. HASCO has not sold a project site or displaced tenants for a decade, when 43 single

family homes it owned were sold. HASCO did not sell the homes until families voluntarily moved.
HASCO transferred the rental subsidy to a 300-unit complex in Lynnwood.
Everett Housing Authority (EVA). The Everett Housing Authority has been in business for more

than 70 years. EHA has historically been the primary provider of affordable housing in the County
and, as such, owns or administers nearly 70 percent of the assisted housing inventory located in the
1
City of Everett. As of February 2010, EHA owned 1,047 subsidized housing units and administered
2,474 Section 8 housing choice vouchers. Thirty-three public housing units are accessible to persons
with physical disabilities; EHA has an additional 15 units accessible for hearing and sight-impaired
individuals.
Housing inventory and Section 8 programs. Table III-3 shows the inventory of units owned and

operated by EHA, as well as the targeted populations. Figure III-2 shows the distribution of EHA
Section 8 vouchers for private market rentals within the City of Everett and other areas in the
County.
Table III-3.
Everett Housing
Authority Unit
inventory

Number
of units

Project

Household Type(s)

Baker Heights

246

Source:

Bakerview Apartments

151

Elderly/disabled

Everett Housing Authority.

Bridge Creek

22

Disabled/family

Broadway Plaza East

101

Elderly/disabled

Broadway Plaza West

89

Elderly

Douglas Grove

10

Elderly/disabled/family

Grandview

148

Family

Oakes

12

Elderly/disabled/family

Pineview

34

Family

Rainier Park

14

Elderly/disabled/family

Rucker

15

Elderly/disabled

Scattered Sites

44

Family

Timberhill

30

Elderly/disabled/family

Twelve Pines

80

Elderly/disabled/family

Lakeview Terrace

21

Family

Pacific Square

8

Family

Madison Village

22

Family

Total

1

Elderly/disabled/family

1,047

Housing inventory data are taken from the Everett Housing Authority 2010 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing
Choice dated June 30, 2011.

P AGE 8 , S ECTION III

BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING

Figure III-2.
Distribution of Everett Housing Authority Section 8 Vouchers, Snohomish County, December 2011

Note: Section 8 voucher holders rent privately-provided units, which encourages a wider distribution of rental locations.
Source:

Everett Housing Authority.
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Table III-4.
Demographics of EHA
Section 8 Vouchers
Source:
Everett Housing Authority.

Demographic Characteristic

Number

Percent

Families With Children

834

Disabled but not Elderly

923

37%

Elderly and Disabled

368

15%

Elderly but not Disabled

274

11%

75

3%

2,474

100%

Single – not Elderly or Disabled
Total

34%

At the time this AI was conducted, about 5,000 households were on the wait list for assisted units.
This wait list is much higher than is typical; in most years, the wait list averages between 1,200 and
1,800 households. EHA has not opened its wait list in five years.
Section 8 vouchers are distributed through a lottery system which EHA implemented eight to nine
years ago. At the time this AI was conducted, EHA had only been able to open its wait list for Section
8 vouchers three times since converting to a lottery system, most recently in July 2006. Anyone who
applies during the lottery week has an equal chance of receiving a voucher.
EHA sets aside 200 vouchers for non-elderly, disabled individuals.
EHA does not currently offer online applications, but plans to when its computer systems are
upgraded. EHA makes exceptions to its standard policy of in-person applications and interviews for
persons who are disabled.
EHA has used project-based voucher set-asides to provide an ongoing affordable subsidy. The housing
authority solicits proposals from owners of properties for this program three to four times a year.
Voucher holders have an initial 60 days to locate a unit. EHA will extend this by an additional 60
days and offers counseling on locating a unit to households who need extra time. EHA will also make
accommodations for persons with disabilities who have difficulties locating rental units. For public
housing units, households are allowed to reject one unit for no cause and potentially more with cause
(e.g., hospital stay).
EHA surveys voucher holders who do not find units and has found that poor credit reports are the
most common reason that these voucher holders could not secure a rental unit.
EHA staff report that it is not too difficult to find landlords to participate in the Section 8 program
and tenants can generally find units. However, recently, a large apartment company in the area made
a corporate decision not to house Section 8 clients due to difficulty following the regulations
associated with the Section 8 program. Because this company mostly offered higher-end, luxury units,
the impact on the availability of Section 8 units was minor.
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Displacement policies. EHA has 44 scattered site units, some of which the housing authority plans

to sell when the residential market improves. EHA plans to sell the units that are not located together
and, as such, are costly to manage. EHA also plans to keep the larger (4-5 bedroom) units, which are
in the most demand.
When the time comes to sell, EHA plans to develop a relocation plan for those units, which would
likely involve a combination of transferring the households to other units owned by EHA or offering
households vouchers based on household preferences.
EHA has also adopted a plan with the City of Everett to replace a 246-unit complex (Baker Heights)
with a smaller, less concentrated rental development in an effort to deconcentrate its assisted housing
stock.
Policies and procedures. The 2010 AI for the EHA included a comprehensive review of the housing

authority’s policies and procedures. Noteworthy items include the following:
HUD awarded EHA bonus points on its Section Eight Management Assessment Program
(SEMAP) for its efforts to deconcentrate poverty;
EHA addresses the needs of non-English speaking applicants and residents by using a language
phone service, obtaining interpreters as needed and maintaining a diverse workforce reflective of
its customers, including a part-time staff member who is a Russian and Ukrainian translator;
EHA is commended for its foresight in addressing domestic violence in a manner that
affirmatively furthers fair housing choice. EHA’s screening policies for criminal and drug-related
behavior excluded domestic violence related situations from its definition of criminal activity; and
EHA’s provision for reasonable accommodations for extensions to the voucher term is
commendable.
It is important to note that EHA has accommodated new clients with very large household sizes by
expanding several of its homes into larger units. EHA has also adjusted its occupancy standards to
make “mandatory moves” less strict and therefore allowing families more flexibility in staying in their
current units.
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Joint-operating area. EHA and HASCO recently adopted a joint-operating area agreement, which

means that voucher holders can receive a voucher from either the housing authority, or may rent
throughout Snohomish County. This change is mostly administrative in nature, as voucher holders
always had the option to “port in” to another housing authority’s jurisdiction. In addition to
streamlining the process of issuing vouchers, the joint operating agreement solved challenges created
by voucher holders moving onto the other PHA’s wait list and thus becoming ahead of others.
Snohomish County Displacement Policies.

In addition to the housing authorities, Snohomish County also has a written displacement policy.
The policy requires the County to replace all occupied and vacant occupiable low/moderate-income
dwelling units that are demolished or converted to a use other than as low/moderate-income housing
as a direct result of activities assisted with funds provided under the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 (as amended, as described in 24 CFR 570.606 (b)(1)).
The policy also requires that all replacement housing be provided within three years of the
commencement of the demolition or rehabilitation relating to conversion. Before obligating or
expending other funds that will directly result in such demolition or conversion, Snohomish County
must make public and submit to the HUD Field Office the following in writing:
A description of the proposed assisted activity;
The general location on a map and approximate number of dwelling units by size
(number of bedrooms) that will be demolished or converted to a use other than as
low/moderate-income dwelling units as a direct result of the assisted activity;
A time schedule for the commencement and completion of the demolition or conversion;
The general location on a map and approximate number of dwelling units by size
(number of bedrooms) that will be provided as replacement dwelling units;
The source of funding and a time schedule for the provision of replacement dwelling
units; and
The basis for concluding that each replacement dwelling unit will remain a
low/moderate-income dwelling unit for at least 10 years from the date of initial
occupancy.
Snohomish County also must provide relocation assistance to each low/moderate-income household
displaced by the demolition of housing or buy the conversion of a low/moderate income dwelling to
another use as a direct result of assisted activities.
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Property Taxes

A review of average residence values and estimated property taxes paid reveals significant variations
among communities due to differences in average values, as shown in Table III-5. The communities
of Woodway, Mukliteo, Mill Creek, Edmonds and Brier all have average home values of over
$300,000. The property tax rates are relatively standard across jurisdictions, with the communities of
Granite Falls and Lake Stevens having the highest property tax rates of over 1.2 percent. Index has the
lowest average property tax rate of 0.834 percent.
Table III-5.
Property Tax Paid On
Average Home Value
Note:
Tax rates are based on an average of rates of
tax rate areas within a municipality.
Source:
Snohomish County Assessor and BBC
Research & Consulting.
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2011 Average
Residence Value

Property
Tax Rate

Annual
Property Tax

Snohomish County

$ 276,000

0.989%

$ 2,729.83

Arlington

$ 218,600

1.082%

$ 2,365.21

Brier

$ 338,600

0.961%

$ 3,255.33

Darrington

$ 127,900

1.185%

$ 1,516.09

Edmonds

$ 375,000

0.995%

$ 3,731.36

Gold Bar

$ 156,100

1.088%

$ 1,697.70

Granite Falls

$ 190,900

1.281%

$ 2,446.36

Index

$ 119,000

0.834%

$

Lake Stevens

$ 244,200

1.233%

$ 3,011.18

Lynnwood

$ 253,500

1.020%

$ 2,585.07

Marysville

$ 211,300

1.172%

$ 2,477.01

Mill Creek

$ 369,400

1.133%

$ 4,185.38

Monroe

$ 240,500

1.139%

$ 2,738.96

Mountlake Terrace

$ 236,700

0.987%

$ 2,335.26

Mukilteo

$ 383,200

0.991%

$ 3,796.59

Snohomish

$ 254,500

1.160%

$ 2,951.16

Stanwood

$ 236,200

0.964%

$ 2,276.68

Sultan

$ 179,900

1.135%

$ 2,041.79

Woodway

$ 984,800

0.958%

$ 9,435.47

Jurisdiction

992.07
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Property tax exemptions. As part of the Exemption Division in the County Assessor’s Office,

there are a number of programs and exemptions that provide property tax breaks. These exemptions
are a reflection of the County’s priority to support senior housing, housing for persons with
disabilities, affordable housing, multifamily housing, open space and forest preservation, and historic
preservation. The programs and exceptions include:
Senior Citizen/Disabled Person Property Tax Exemption Program;
Senior Citizen/Disabled Person Property Tax Deferral Program;
Property Tax Deferral for Home Owners with Limited Income;
Open Space Classifications;
Designated Forestlands;
Special Valuation for Historical Property;
30% Home Improvement Exemption;
New & Rehabilitated Multiple-Unit Dwellings in Urban Centers Exemption;
Non-Profit Exemptions (granted by the Department of Revenue); and
Homes for the Aging Exemptions (granted by the Department of Revenue).
Land Use Policy Review

In 1990, the Washington State Legislature adopted the Growth Management Act (GMA). The
purpose of the GMA is to control and sustain growth in the state through local government planning.
The GMA aims to protect natural resources and environmentally sensitive areas, establish urban
growth boundaries, create comprehensive plans and implement the plans through capital investments
and development regulations. The act also includes the Growth Management Hearings Board to hear
cases of non-compliance with the GMA and local planning policy.
According to the GMA, all comprehensive plans must include: “A housing element ensuring the
vitality and character of established residential neighborhoods that: (a) Includes an inventory and
analysis of existing and projected housing needs that identifies the number of housing units necessary
to manage projected growth; (b) includes a statement of goals, policies, objectives, and mandatory
provisions for the preservation, improvement and development of housing, including single family
residences; (c) identifies sufficient land for housing, including, but not limited to, governmentassisted housing, housing for low income families, manufactured housing, multifamily housing, group
homes and foster care facilities; and (d) makes adequate provisions for existing and projected needs of
all economic segments of the community.”
Given Snohomish County’s population size and growth, the County and all cities within the County
are required to have a comprehensive plan in accordance with the GMA. BBC reviewed the 18
jurisdictions and Snohomish County’s codes, Comprehensive Plans, planning fees and other
city/county programs and policies to assess potential fair housing concerns, as well as policies that
encourage or discourage the development of affordable housing. This section summarizes the findings
from this review of Snohomish County’s codes using a checklist developed by HUD.
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Does the code definition of “family” have the effect of discriminating against unrelated individuals with
disabilities who reside together in a congregate or group living arrangement? No. Snohomish County
defines family as one or more persons related by blood, marriage, or adoption, or a group of not
more than six persons, not related by blood or marriage, living together as a single housekeeping
unit in a dwelling unit. The term "family" shall also include consensual living arrangements of
any number of disabled persons living in a family-like setting, which are protected by the
provisions of the Federal Fair Housing Act and the Washington Housing Policy Act, RCW
36.70.990 and 36.70A.410.
Zoning Regulation Impediment: Does the Code definition of “family” have the effect of discriminating
against unrelated individuals with disabilities who reside together in a congregate or group living
arrangement? No, see above.
Zoning Regulation Impediment: Is the Code definition of “disability” the same as the Fair Housing Act?
Yes, the County code’s definition is the definition in the Fair Housing Act. The code also states that
the term disabled includes alcoholics and recovering drug addicts but does not include those who
currently and illegally use controlled substances.
Practice Impediment: Does the zoning ordinance restrict housing opportunities for individuals with
disabilities and mischaracterize such housing as a “boarding or rooming house” or “hotel”? No.
Practice Impediment: Does the zoning ordinance deny housing opportunities for disabled individuals with
on-site housing supporting services? No.
Does the jurisdiction policy allow any number of unrelated persons to reside together, but restrict such
occupancy, if the residents are disabled? No.
Does the jurisdiction policy not allow disabled persons to make reasonable modifications or provide
reasonable accommodation for disabled people who live in municipal-supplied or managed residential
housing? No.
Does the jurisdiction require a public hearing to obtain public input for specific exceptions to zoning and
land-use rules for disabled applicants and is the hearing only for disabled applicants rather than for all
applicants? No.
Does the zoning ordinance address mixed uses? Yes, the code includes guidelines and encourages mixed
uses throughout the Zoning Code.
How are the residential land uses discussed? The County Code divides residential zones between two
categories: Single Family Residential and Multiple Family Residential. The code breaks down the
single family zoning into three categories of varying minimum lot sizes (7,200, 8,400 and 9,600
square feet). Multifamily zoning is divided by a townhome category, low-density multiple residential,
multiple residential and a mobile home park category.
The Code includes a matrix of the permitted residential structures for each zoning category and
outlines the building code in regards to density, footprint, building height and setback requirements.
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What standards apply? The County Code includes a comprehensive list of permitted and conditional
uses within zoning districts which include development guidelines regarding density, landscaping,
setbacks and building code.
Does the zoning ordinance describe any areas in this jurisdiction as exclusive? No.
Are there exclusions or discussions of limiting housing to any of the following groups? No. If yes, check all
of the following that apply: N/A.
Are there any restrictions for Senior Housing in the zoning ordinance? If yes, do the restrictions comply
with Federal law on housing for older persons (i.e., solely occupied by persons 62 years of age or older or at
least one person 55 years of age and has significant facilities or services to meet the physical or social needs of
older people)? No.
Does the zoning ordinance contain any special provisions for making housing accessible to persons with
disabilities? The County Code states that: upon application by a disabled person or individual or
entity providing services to the disabled in a residential facility or other group living arrangement,
the director or his designee is hereby authorized to vary, modify, or waive the provisions of the
Snohomish County Code in order to provide a reasonable accommodation as necessary to
provide a disabled person or care provider to the disabled person full enjoyment of a dwelling
unit.
Does the zoning ordinance establish occupancy standards or maximum occupancy limits? No.
Does the zoning ordinance include a discussion of fair housing? Yes. The Code refers to the Fair Housing
Act when defining “reasonable accommodation” and refers to fair housing when defining “family”
and “disability.”
Describe the minimum standards and amenities required by the ordinance for a multiple family project
with respect to handicap parking. Handicapped parking is not directly discussed in the multifamily
zoning district regulations. However, the Code does outline that all pedestrian areas must be
accessible to those with disabilities and require reasonable accommodation.
Does the Zoning Code distinguish senior citizen housing from other single family residential and
multifamily residential uses by the application of a conditional use permit (cup)? No.
Does the Zoning Code distinguish handicapped housing from other single family residential and
multifamily residential uses by the application of a conditional use permit (cup)? No.
How are “special group residential housing” defined in the jurisdiction Zoning Code? Special group
residential housing falls under the County’s “health and social service facilities.” Level 1 facilities
include group homes for the disabled, adult family homes, foster homes and any other residential
facility for the disabled that must be accommodated in a single family zone. Level 2 facilities are
those that provide emergency medical services to its residents. This includes hospitals, nursing homes,
mental health facilities, drug treatment facilities, which are not permitted in a single family zone.
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Does the jurisdiction’s planning and building codes presently make specific reference to the accessibility
requirements contained in the 1988 amendment to the Fair Housing Act? While there is no specific
reference to the accessibility requirements in the FHA, the Code makes direct references to the FHA
in regards to providing reasonable accommodation.
BBC reviewed the County and cities’ General Plans, municipal codes and planning fees to assess
potential fair housing concerns. This section of the AI, Section III, summarizes the findings from this
review.
Zoning Code

In general, the Code of Ordinances, or Municipal Code for jurisdictions, is a compilation of
ordinances commonly known as local laws, which have been adopted by the local City Council or
other local governing board. Typically ordinances help municipalities with maintaining public safety,
health and general welfare of their communities. An important part of the Municipal Code is the
Zoning Code, also referred to as the Development Code. The Zoning Code governs the land use,
development and planning activities of the community and typically divides land into different
districts, such as agricultural, residential, commercial and industrial.
The following section reports the results of a review of the jurisdictions’ Zoning Code for fair housing
concerns.
Housing for persons with disabilities. The Federal Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination in

housing on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, gender/sex, familial status or disability.
Therefore it is important that local Zoning Codes do not prohibit or discourage housing that serves
these populations, including housing commonly referred to as group homes. An example of such
discouragement is if a city does not permit a home that will house an acceptable number of persons
with developmental disabilities (commonly six to eight persons) and their caregiver(s) in residential
districts. This may be done by including a definition of “family” that is narrowly defined or by not
allowing these types of housing arrangements in some of the residential districts.
Table III-6 shows the allowed zoning of group homes for the incorporated areas in the County. Many
of the communities impose conditions on group home permitting that could create barriers to group
home development.
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Table III-6.
Zoning of Group Home/Residential Care Facility in Residential Districts, Snohomish County
Jurisdiction

Term Used in Zoning Code

Definition

Residential Districts Use Permitted

Arlington

Adult family home

A regular family abode in which a person or persons provides personal care, special care, room, and board to more than one
but not more than six adults who are not related by blood or marriage to the person or persons providing the services.

Adult family homes are permitted in all residenital districts.

Brier

N/A

N/A

N/A

Darrington

N/A

N/A

N/A

Edmonds

Group home

Multiple Family Residential

Single family

Gold Bar

Group care facility

Group homes for the disabled, foster family homes and state licensed group homes for foster care of minors; provided,
however, that halfway houses and group homes licensed for juvenile offenders are not permitted uses in a residential zone
f th it
N/A

Granite Falls

N/A

N/A

N/A

Index

Group home

“Group home” is a single‐family dwelling unit that provides housing for a limited number of people with special housing

Single family

Lake Stevens

N/A

N/A

N/A

Lynnwood

Adult family home

A regular abode of person(s) providing personal care, room and board to more than one but not more than six adults who
are not related by blood or marriage to the person(s) providing such services, and whose home is licensed by the state as an

Adult family homes permitted in all residential zones, boarding
homes only allowed in multifamily zones.

Marysville

Adult family home

The regular family abode of a person or persons who are providing personal care, room and board to more than one but not
more than four adults who are not related by blood or marriage to the person or persons providing the services.

Adult family homes are permitted in all residenital districts.

Mill Creek

Adult family home

A residential home licensed by the state in which a person or persons provide personal care, special care, room, and board to
more than one but not more than six adults who are not related by blood or marriage to the person or persons providing the
services.

Adult family homes permitted in all residential areas. Foster homes,
boarding houses, nursing homes, retirement, and adult family homes
all permitted in high‐density residential.

Monroe

Group home,
Type 1 and 2

Type 1 means a place for persons with mental and physical handicaps, or dependent or predelinquent children, providing
special care in a homelike environment and consistent with the United States Fair Housing Act and RCW 35A.63.240,
Washington Housing Policy. Type 2 means a nonprofit or for‐profit place for the sheltered care of persons with special needs
which, in addition to providing food and shelter, may also provide some combination of personal care, social or counseling
services and transportation

Type 1 group homes permitted in all residential areas. Type 2 group
homes permitted by conditional permit.

Mountlake
Terrace

Group home

Housing where six or more unrelated persons reside or where at least three but no more than 15 unrelated persons reside
who are receiving on‐site care from a provider that is licensed or employed to do so by a state agency. Group homes include
adult care households, boarding homes, and “Oxford houses.”

Group homes permitted with conditional use permits

Mukilteo

Group care facility

A structure which is used to house up to fifteen individuals who are not related to the permanent resident of the household
and which is licensed by the state to provide shelter, supervision, and treatment, and/or training for the following
populations: disadvantaged (troubled/homeless) and abused children, abused women, mentally ill and/or retarded, elderly
and the handicapped.

Group care facilities permitted with conditional use permits in only
multifamily residential districts

Snohomish

Community Residential
Facility

Living quarters meeting applicable federal and state standards that function as a single housekeeping unit for eight or more
individuals excluding staff, providing such supportive services as counseling, rehabilitation, and medical supervision,
excluding drug and alcohol detoxification and prisoner release participants.

Group residences are permitted with conditional use permits in all
residential zones.

Stanwood

Group home

A facility licensed by the state to provide, on a 24‐hour basis, training, care, custody, correction or control, or any
combination of those functions, to one or more persons who may be children, the aged, disabled, underprivileged, indigent,
handicapped or other special class of persons, either by governmental unit or agency or by a person or organization devoted

Single Family: SR 7.0, SR 5.0, Multifamily Residential

Sultan

Group care facility

A facility licensed by the state to provide, on a 24‐hour basis, training, care, custody, correction or control, or any
combination of those functions, to one or more persons who may be children, the aged, disabled, underprivileged, indigent,
handicapped or other special class of persons, either by governmental unit or agency or by a person or organization devoted

Residential treatment facility allowed in moderate density (MD) zone.
There is no mention of allowances for similar or group home
structures in the low density or high density zones.

Woodway

N/A

N/A

N/A

Source:

Municipal Research and Services Center of Washington and municipal codes of jurisdictions in Snohomish County. “N/A” indicates not addressed in regulations.
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Minimum lot size. An important element of the Zoning Code in regard to fair housing choice is the

minimum lot size and/or maximum density per lot requirement. Zoning codes should, ideally,
include zoning regulation and minimum lot requirements that support all types of developments.
Overly large lot requirements may discourage or hinder affordable housing development. Table III-7
summarizes the minimum lot size and the maximum residential density for the residential districts of
the 18 jurisdictions. Most of the incorporated communities in the County offer a variety of densities
and lot sizes, allowing for a diversity of housing types. Some, however, only have single family
residential zones or restrict the types of housing that is usually most affordable (e.g., Brier, Gold Bar
and Woodway have large single family lot sizes and do not permit multifamily units; Index has one
residential zones for all uses Darrington’s high density square footage minimum is relatively large).
Table III-7.
Minimum Lot Size for Residential Districts, Snohomish County
Jurisdiction

Low Density

Medium Density

High Density

Multi‐family Zone

Arlington

9,600 sq.ft.

7,200 sq.ft.

4,300 sq.ft.

Yes, residential high density zone.

Brier

20,000 sq.ft.

12,500 sq.ft.

None.

No multi‐family zone.

Darrington

12,500 sq. ft.

10,000 sq. ft.

6,000 sq. ft.

Yes, in medium density district.

Edmonds

20,000 sq.ft.

10,000 sq.ft.

3,000 ‐ 1,500 sq.ft.

Yes, there are three MF zones.

Gold Bar

12,500 sq.ft.

9,600 sq.ft.

7,200 sq.ft.

No multi‐family zone.

Granite Falls

9,600 sq. ft.

7,200 sq. ft.

2,500 sq. ft.

Yes, MF and downtown residenial.

Index

7,000 sq.ft.

7,000 sq.ft.

7,000 sq.ft.

One residential zone for all uses.

Lake Stevens

9,600 sq.ft.

7,500 sq.ft.

3,600 sq.ft. ‐ 0 sq. ft.

MF residential district has no
minimum lot size.

Lynnwood

8,400 sq. ft.

4,000 sq. ft.

0 sq. ft.

MF residential district has no
minimum lot size.

Marysville

9,680 sq. ft.

5,445 sq. ft.

2,420 ‐ 1,210 sq. ft.

Yes, three MF zones.

Mill Creek

8,400 sq.ft.

3,630 sq. ft.

1,815 ‐ 1,452 sq. ft.

Yes, MF and mixed‐use residential.

Monroe

15,000 sq.ft.

6,000 sq.ft.

4,000 sq.ft.

Yes.

Mountlake
Terrace

8,400 sq.ft.

7,200 sq.ft.

2,700 sq.ft.

Yes.

Mukilteo

20,000 sq.ft.

7,200 sq.ft.

2,000 sq.ft.

Yes.

Snohomish

7,200 sq.ft.

6,000 sq.ft.

5,000 sq.ft.

Yes, MF and Senior Housing zone.

Stanwood

12,400 sq.ft.

7,000 sq.ft.

4,500 sq.ft.

Yes.

Sultan

10,890 sq.ft.

7,200 sq.ft.

3,333 sq.ft.

Yes.

Woodway

87,120 sq. ft. (2 acres)

43,560 sq. ft. (one acre)

14,520 sq. ft. (one‐third acre)

No multi‐family zone.

Note:

Municipal Research and Services Center of Washington and municipal codes of jurisdictions in Snohomish County. “N/A” indicates not addressed
in regulations.
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A variety of housing types. Allowing for a variety and mixture of housing types is important to

ensure an array of homes in different price ranges. Encouraging, or, at a minimum, allowing for
medium and high density residential dwellings, cluster developments, accessory dwelling units
(ADUs) and mixed uses are all ways jurisdictions can provide a wide range of housing types at all
income levels.
All jurisdictions with their own municipal code provide zoning for mixed-use and consider ADUs.
Brier, however, only permits single family residential land uses. Towns that defer to the County
Zoning Code do accommodate a variety of housing types.
Parking requirements. A lower parking standard than the traditional standard of two parking spaces

per dwelling unit may be reasonable in some communities, can lower costs for affordable housing
development and is appropriate for multifamily housing, group housing and special needs housing.
Parking requirements tend to increase the cost of providing housing by pulling away resources that
could be used to reduce overall development costs, in turn lower rents, or provide more services. To
reduce development costs, parking requirements may also be reduced for housing located near transit
stops. Most communities require one or two parking spots per dwelling unit.
Planning, development and building fees. Overall, impact fees are determined by the square

footage of the development and the assessed impact of the nature of the project. In Edmonds, the
road impact fee for a single family home is $1,196.33 per unit and $776.56 per apartment unit.
Building permit fees are often based on the value of the development. In Marysville, for example,
single family building permit fees are calculated based on the value of the unit. A building permit for
a unit valued between $100,000 and $500,000 costs $993.75 for the first $100,000 plus $5.60 for
each additional $1,000, or fraction thereof.
Legally, fees cannot be higher than the cost of the service or public facility attributable to the project.
Accessibility requirements. Although the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and its design and

construction accessibility provisions are federal law, HUD is not required to review or approve
builder's plans or issue certifications of compliance with the Fair Housing Act's design and
construction requirements. According to HUD, “the burden of compliance rests with the person or
2
persons who design and construct covered multifamily dwellings.” An increasing number of cities
and counties have incorporated accessibility provisions into their zoning regulations; this is often done
through adoption of international building codes. These are usually based on the specifications
contained in national standards, such as the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) and the
Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards (UFAS).
Along with federal fair housing, disability and accessibility laws, the Washington State Law Against
Discrimination (RCW 49.60.222) and the Washington State Building Code (WAC 52-50) require
housing projects that receive support from public funding be subject to requirements related to
ensuring accessibility for people with disabilities. These requirements are applied on a case-by-case
basis and are subject to the most stringent provisions under the State Building Code.

2

http://www.fairhousingfirst.org/faq/planreview.html
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Fair Housing accessibility standards for new multifamily construction are imbedded in the 2009
International Building Code. Each of the municipalities in Snohomish County has adopted these
accessibility standards. Table III-8 shows the location of the code adopted by the jurisdictions in
Snohomish County.
Table III-8.
Adoption of Fair
Housing Accessibility
Standards for
Multifamily Housing
Source:
Information provided by interviews with
city staff and municipal codes as
available online.

Jurisdiction

Location in Code

Adoption through

Arlington
Brier
Darrington
Edmonds
Gold Bar
Granite Falls
Index
Lake Stevens
Lynnwood
Marysville
Mill Creek
Monroe
Mountlake Terrace
Mukilteo
Snohomish
Stanwood
Sultan
Woodway

Chapter 16.08.020
Chapter 15.04
Chapter 15.02
Chapter 19.05
Chapter 15.04
Chapter 11
Chapter 15.10.010
Chapter 14.80
Chapter 16.04.010
Chapter 16.04
Chapter 15.04.010
Chapter 15.04.100
Chapter 15.05.040
Chapter 15.04
Chapter 19.04.040
Chapter 14.04.020
Chapter 15.01.030
Chapter 12.06.010

International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code
International Building Code

Occupancy requirements. Jurisdictions often define occupancy requirements in order to protect the

health and safety of its residents by attempting to prevent overcrowding. The 2006 International
Building Code establishes for residential dwelling a maximum floor area allowance per occupant to be
200 square feet. Additionally, jurisdictions commonly establish a definition of “family” or
“household” and typically one household is allowed to occupy a dwelling unit. Table III-9 provides
the term the jurisdiction uses in their code, either family or households, as well as the maximum
number of unrelated persons included in their definition. Most communities’ definitions of family are
consistent with the Federal Fair Housing Act. However, a maximum number of unrelated persons of
five is more restrictive than what is usually applied to group homes; six to eight persons allows for a
larger supply of units for persons needing a group home setting without compromising the residential
character of the group home or creating larger, institutional-like settings.
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Table III-9.
Zoning Code Definition of Family and Maximum
Occupancy of Unrelated Persons, Snohomish County
Maximum
Number
of Unrelated
Persons

Jurisdiction

Term and Definition Used in Zoning Code

Arlington

Individuals consisting of two or more persons related by genetics, adoption, or marriage, or
a group of five or fewer persons who are not related by genetics, adoption or marriage and
none of whom are wards of the court unless such wards are related by genetics, adoption or
marriage to all of the members of such group living in a dwelling unit. Including adult family
homes, foster family homes, group care facilities, and group homes for the disabled.

N/A

Brier

"Family" means one or more persons wherein either all members are related by genetics,
adoption or marriage, or no more than two persons not related by genetics, adoption or
marriage and all members related to one or the other of them by genetics or adoption, or no
more than four persons not related by genetics, adoption or marriage to all other members of
the group, not including domestic service workers or temporary guests.

N/A

Darrington

N/A

N/A

Edmonds

Family means individuals consisting of two or more persons related by genetics, adoption or
marriage, or a group of five or fewer persons who are not related by genetics, adoption or
marriage and none of whom are wards of the court unless such wards are related by genetics,
adoption, or marriage to all of the members of such group living in a dwelling unit.

5

Gold Bar

A group of not more than six (6) persons (excluding servants), not related by blood or marriage.

6

Granite Falls

N/A

N/A

Index

N/A

N/A

Lake Stevens

One or more persons related by blood, marriage or adoption, or a group of not more than six persons
(excluding servants), not related by blood, marriage or adoption, living together as a single housekeeping
unit in a dwelling unit. The term “family” shall also include consensual living arrangements of any number of
disabled persons living in a family‐like setting which are protected by the provisions of the Federal Fair
Housing Act and the Washington Fair Housing Practices Act.

6

Lynnwood

“Family” means an individual or two or more persons related by blood or marriage, or a group of
not more than five persons, excluding servants, who need not be related by blood or marriage
living together in a dwelling unit as a family unit and who are cooking and living as a single
housekeeping unit.

Marysville

N/A

Mill Creek

N/A

Monroe

“Family” means two or more persons related by blood, marriage or adoption, or not more than
six unrelated persons, living together within a single dwelling unit. For the purposes of this
definition, children with familial status within the meaning of Title 42 USC, Section 3602(k), and
individuals with disabilities within the meaning of Title 42 USC, Section 3602(h), will not be
counted as unrelated persons.

6

Mountlake
Terrace

“Adult care household” means the home of a person or persons who are providing personal
care to less than seven adults who are not related by blood or marriage to the person or persons
providing the personal care and who may be functionally disabled as defined by this title.

6

Mukilteo

“Family” means one or more persons related by blood, marriage, adoption or a group of not
more than eight persons not related by blood, or marriage, living together as a single
housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit.

8

Source:

5

Municipal Research and Services Center of Washington and municipal codes of jurisdictions in Snohomish County. “N/A” indicates not addressed
in regulations.
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Table III-9. (CONTINUED)
Zoning Code Definition of Family and Maximum
Occupancy of Unrelated Persons, Snohomish County
Maximum
Number
of Unrelated
Persons

Jurisdiction

Term and Definition Used in Zoning Code

Snohomish

Family means one or more persons occupying a single dwelling unit, provided that unless all
members are related by blood or marriage, no such family shall contain over five persons.
Domestic servants employed on the premises may be housed on the premises without being
counted in the above. Not more than three roomers or boarders may be included in a family.
The term excludes a fraternity, sorority, club or boarders may be included in a family. The term
excludes a fraternity, sorority, club or other institutional group.

5

Stanwood

“Family” means one person or group of two or more persons living together and interrelated by
bonds of kinship, marriage, mutual consent or legal adoption, occupying the whole or part of a
dwelling as a separate housekeeping unit with a common set of cooking facilities. The persons thus
constituting a family may also include foster children, gratuitous guests and domestic servants.
The maximum number of non‐related members constituting a family shall not exceed six persons.

6

Sultan

“Family” means one person or group of two or more persons living together and interrelated by
bonds of kinship, marriage, mutual consent, or legal adoption, occupying the whole or part of a
dwelling as a separate housekeeping unit with a common set of cooking facilities. The persons thus
constituting a family may also include foster children, gratuitous guests and domestic servants.
The maximum number of non‐related members constituting a family shall not exceed six persons.

6

Woodway

"Family" is an individual or two or more persons related by blood or marriage or a group of not
more than five persons (excluding servants) who need not be related by blood or marriage living
together in a dwelling unit.

5

Source:

Municipal Research and Services Center of Washington and municipal codes of jurisdictions in Snohomish County. “N/A” indicates not addressed
in regulations.

Homeowners Associations, Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions

According to Snohomish County’s Unified Development Code, homeowners associations are
corporations, unincorporated associations, or other legal entity, in which each member is a co-owner
of residential real property located within the association’s jurisdiction, and obligated to pay real
property taxes, insurance premiums, maintenance costs, or for improvement property other than that
which is owned by the member. The review and approval of these associations and their bylaws often
accompany the development approval process of a subdivision. Review of the association bylaws is
subject to the current county laws and codes. In addition, any covenants, conditions and restrictions
(CC&Rs) that are part of homeowner association membership are approved on a case by case basis. It
should be noted that some CC&Rs can affect the permitting of affordable housing developments if
they have restrictions on accessory dwelling units and development requirements or group home
restrictions. CC&Rs were not identified as a barrier by stakeholders or residents during the public
input process.
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Public Transit

Snohomish County is served by several transit providers. This section discusses transit provision in the
County and highlights gaps in service that may create housing choice barriers.
Community Transit. Community Transit is the primary countywide transit provider and the only

transit service available in north Snohomish County. Community Transit is a bus centered transit
system with park & ride facilities, vanpools, paratransit services and a line of Bus Rapid Transit.
The transit network includes 30 local routes within Snohomish County and 23 commuter routes to
neighboring Seattle. There are 21 Park & Ride lots in the suburban areas that connect commuters to
the business centers within and outside of the County. Vanpools are a service to residents that allows
self-organized groups of people to travel to work in a van of 5-15 commuters. The Swift Bus Rapid
Transit line connects Aurora Village in the southwest part of the county to Everett in the northwest
part of the county. In 2010, there were approximately 9.6 million “boardings,” according to
Community Transit’s website. The network services 1,305 square miles in the County.
Community Transit is reducing its service by 20 percent beginning in February 2012 due to budget
constraints. Sunday service was recently eliminated and in 2012 several routes will be cut or reduced.
Community Transit acknowledges in its 2012-2017 Transit Development Plan (TDP) that future
3
transit supply “falls far short of meeting community needs for public transportation.” The
organization states in the TDP that it intends to “continu[e] to advocate for new transit funding to
begin increasing service.” Community Transit does not plan to add or extend service for at least six
years.
Paratransit. Community Transit also provides paratransit service (also called Dial-A-Ride Transit or
DART) to more than 4,000 registered disabled patrons, with an average daily ridership of more than
4
700 each weekday. For persons with disabilities who cannot use fixed route bus service, ADA
requires transit providers to offer “comparable curb-to-curb paratransit service within ¾ mile of all
5
local fixed routes during the same hours of operation.” According to the TDP, Community Transit
currently meets all of its legally-required paratransit service obligations.
Everett Transit. The City of Everett is one of the only cities in the State of Washington to have its
own transportation service network. Everett Transit operates fixed route and paratransit service seven
days a week and on holidays. The city has 46 buses and 18 paratransit vehicles that connect citizens
with residential and business centers within Everett and surrounding communities. Everett Transit
has recently proposed reductions to its transit services due to budget reductions.

Reduced fares are eligible for people age 65 and older, people with disabilities and Medicare card
holders. Children under 5 can ride free with an adult paying customer.

3
4
5

http://www.commtrans.org/Projects/Documents/TDP%202012-2017_111511.pdf
Ibid.
Ibid.
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Transportation Assistance Program. The Transportation Assistance Program (TAP) is run by

Senior Services of Snohomish County (SSSC). TAP provides services for persons with disabilities and
seniors outside the area served by DART. Much like DART, TAP clients are picked up at their door
and taken to their destination or transferred to another transportation provider.
Other providers. There are a number of other transit providers in the Seattle metropolitan area

including Metro Transit in King County; DART in King County, which offers variable routing;
Island Transit which serves Island County communities; Skagit Transit, serving Skagit County;
Sound Transit, which runs south of Seattle along the Puget Sound; and Whatcom Transportation
Authority, serving Bellingham and Whatcom County.
SnoTrac. The Snohomish County Transportation Coalition, or SnoTrac, is made up of stakeholders

seeking to improve transportation options in the County. According to the Senior Services of
Snohomish County (SSSC) website, the mission of SnoTrac is to “work together to develop a
coordinated transportation that serves all people, including their attendants, who because of physical
or mental disability, income status, or age, are unable to transport themselves or purchase
transportation.”
SnoTrac runs the Travel Ambassador program, Ride Around the Sound-Bus Buddy program, Pay
Your Pal-Rural Transportation program and a Transportation Needs Hotline.
The Travel Ambassador program’s purpose is to spread the word about transportation resources.
This program recruits and trains case managers, advocates, teachers, specialists and volunteers
from the community about transportation options.
The aim of the Ride Around the Sound program is to make potential riders more comfortable
with bus travel, as well as to train Travel Ambassadors. Experienced riders “buddy up” with
inexperienced riders to assist them in the trip, provide peer support and answer any questions
they may have.
The Pay Your Pal-Rural Transportation program serves persons with disabilities living in the
most rural parts of Snohomish County, who need transportation for employment, education or
medical care. Eligible riders locate and choose volunteer drivers; manage their mileage balances
and their transit allocation; assure that the rides they take are in safe vehicles with insured licensed
drivers. The volunteer driver is reimbursed for miles driven by the program.
Puget Sound Regional Council. The Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) is a collaboration of
King, Pierce, Snohomish and Kitsap counties working together in regional planning, transportation
and economic development. The Council recently adopted “Transportation 2040,” a regional
transportation plan that seeks to guide transportation development for the next 30 years and takes
into account population growth, development patterns and climate change. The plan confronts future
financing strategies and service standards that will best serve the needs of the users.
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SECTION IV.
Complaint, Legal and Lending Review

SECTION IV.
Complaint, Legal and Lending Review
This section of the Snohomish County AI first reviews complaint data and legal cases related to fair
housing violations to highlight the prevalence of and trends in fair housing violations. The second
part of the section contains an analysis of mortgage loan and community reinvestment data to detect
fair lending concerns.
Complaint, Legal and Lending Analysis Summary

Residents of Snohomish County have many organizations to contact—soon to include the
County’s newly formed Human Rights Commission—if they feel they have experienced housing
discrimination and/or are seeking resolution from a landlord/tenant dispute.
Between 2006 and October 2011, 103 fair housing complaints were filed by Snohomish County
residents—an average of 17 complaints per year. Complaints were mostly filed on the basis of
disability status (49%), followed by race (19%). The most common reasons the complaints were
filed involved refusal to make reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities and
discriminatory terms in rental transactions and terms, conditions or privileges in services or
facilities.
Examination of jurisdictional websites and calls to the jurisdictions covered in this study found
that few have information and knowledge about who to contact if residents have a fair housing
concern.
In 2009, there were approximately 31,000 mortgage loan applications in the Snohomish County
Consortium, and another 6,179 in Everett. Most loans were for conventional mortgages; 75
percent were for refinancing, and about one-fourth were for home purchases.
Whites had lower denial rates (16%) than minority applicants (around 20%), except for Native
Hawaiians/Pacific Islanders. African American applicants were denied loans 26 percent of the
time; Hispanics were denied 23 percent of the time—both have much higher rates of denials
than experienced by White applicants. The jurisdictions with the greatest gap between denials by
race include Brier, Marysville and Mountlake Terrace with Whites having a much lower denial
rate compared to non-Whites. The jurisdictions with the greatest gap between denials by
ethnicity include Brier, Lynnwood and Marysville, with non-Hispanics having a much lower
denial rate compared to Hispanics.
Fair Housing Complaints

Snohomish County residents who believe they have experienced discrimination may report their
complaints and/or seek assistance from the following entities:
HUD’s Office of Fair Housing and Opportunity (FHEO);
Washington State Human Rights Commission;
Volunteers of American Dispute Resolution Center; and
Fair Housing Center of Washington.
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HUD complaint procedures. Housing discrimination complaints filed with HUD may be done

online at (http://www.hud.gov/complaints/housediscrim.cfm), by calling 1-800-669-9777 or by
contacting the HUD Regional Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity in Seattle by dialing
(206) 220-5170.
When HUD receives a complaint, the Department will notify the person who filed the complaint,
then notify the alleged violator and allow that person to submit a response. The complaint will be
investigated to determine whether there has been a violation of the Fair Housing Act.
A complaint may be resolved in a number of ways. First, HUD attempts to reach an agreement
between the two parties involved. If achieved, this “conciliation agreement” must lay out provisions to
protect the filer of the complaint and public interest. If an agreement is signed, HUD will take no
further action unless the agreement is breached, in which case HUD will recommend that the
Attorney General file suit.
If a person needs immediate help to stop a serious problem caused by a Fair Housing Act violation,
HUD may assist as soon as a complaint is filed. HUD may authorize the Attorney General to go to
court to seek temporary or preliminary relief, pending the outcome of the complaint, if irreparable
harm is likely to occur without HUD's intervention and there is substantial evidence indicating a
violation of the Fair Housing Act.
Washington State Human Rights Commission complaint procedures. Filing a complaint
with the Washington State Human Rights Commission (WSHRC) is done by visiting the WSHRC
complaint webpage (www.hum.wa.gov) or by contacting the Olympia or Spokane offices—contact
information is provided under “HUD Procedures.” A discrimination complaint may be filed by mail,
online or in person.

Before filing a housing discrimination complaint, the WSHRC advises residents to complete an
“online complaint questionnaire.” This online form helps gather information to confirm that an
investigation is necessary before filing a formal complaint with the WSHRC. At the end of the form,
the complainant chooses where they want to file a formal complaint or can request to speak to a
WSHRC representative before making a decision. The filing of a discrimination charge must be done
within six months of the date of the alleged violation.
Snohomish County Commission on Human Rights and Ordinance. Snohomish County first

adopted a Human Rights Ordinance (SCC 2.460.170) on June 22, 2010. On November 14, 2011,
the Human Rights Ordinance was amended (No. 11-077). The original Human Rights Ordinance
was adopted to provide additional protections (“beyond the employment context”) against
discrimination in employment, credit transactions, public accommodations, housing and County
contracting and County services, including sexual harassment. The original ordinance also created the
Snohomish County Commission on Human Rights “to provide advocacy and advice consistent with
the County Charter and current budget constraints.”
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The amended ordinance states that it is the policy of Snohomish County to reject discrimination that
denies equal treatment to any individual because of his or her race, creed, color, national origin,
families with children, sex, marital status, sexual orientation, age, honorably discharged veteran or
military status or the presence of any sensory, mental or physical disability or the use of a trained dog
guide or service animal by a person with a disability. As such, the County’s Human Rights ordinance
offers protections that exceed the federal Fair Housing Act.
The original ordinance gives the Commission on Human Rights the authority to:
Advise and consult with County leaders on matters involving unlawful discrimination;
Work with County leaders to assure and improve equality of county services;
Advise and consult with County departments and organizations to develop training
programs that facilitate equal rights;
Recommend adoption of rules and affirmative action plans;
Apply for grants and conduct research, public forums and educational programs;
Issue publications; and
Propose written agreements between the County and any municipal government within
the County related to investigation and processing of discrimination complaints.
The commission includes seven members—one from each council district; and two at-large
members—one of whom represents the law enforcement community.
Penalties. The County’s Human Rights ordinance contains relief provisions for victims of

discrimination. Those found to have been engaged in discriminatory activity may be fined:
1. Up to $10,000 if they have not committed any prior act of unlawful discrimination in a real
estate transaction;
2. Up to $20,000 if it is determined that the one other act of unlawful discrimination in a real estate
transaction was committed during the past five years; or
3. Up to $50,000 for two or more acts of unlawful discrimination.
The penalties are paid to the County and are deposited into the County general fund.
Application within Snohomish County. The ordinance can be enforced in any city or town within

Snohomish County “if the city or town adopts or incorporates the provisions of th[e] ordinance by
lawful ordinance or resolution and has entered into an agreement with the county pursuant to the
interlocal cooperation act, that provides for application and enforcement of this chapter within the
city or town.”
If a complaint is filed with the County that is not covered under the provisions of the Human Rights
Ordinance, the ordinance directs the County to forward the complaint to the state Human Rights
Commission.
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Filing a complaint. Complaints filed with the Commission must be done within six months after the

alleged discriminatory act, except for those alleging unlawful discrimination in real estate transactions,
which can be filed within one year.
Investigation of complaints. The Office of Human Rights reviews and investigates complaints filed
with the Human Rights Commission. The office may find that the complaint has no cause or decide
to investigate the facts of the complaint further.

If the office finds that “the complainant has limitations related to language proficiency or cognitive or
other disability,” the office must make accommodations and discuss the facts of the complaints
directly with the complainant.
If a complaint is found to have cause, the office attempts to resolve the situation by “conference,
conciliation or persuasion.” If an agreement cannot be reached, the case is taken to a County hearing
examiner. Each party involved in the complaint may retain legal counsel to assist them with the
process.
The examiner may find that unlawful discrimination does not exist, in which case the examiner issues
an order dismissing the complaint. The dismissal order may include an award of attorney’s fees if the
examiner concludes that the complaint was “frivolous, unreasonable or groundless” Alternatively, the
defendant may be awarded penalties related to the act of unlawful discrimination.
Complaints filed with local fair housing organizations. The Fair Housing Center of Washington

(“Fair Housing Center”) is a civil rights organization whose mission is to “assure equal access to
housing, and other related services, to the residents of Washington…through education,
investigation, and enforcement of applicable laws.”
The Fair Housing Center serves western and central Washington, including Snohomish County. The
Center accepts and investigates complaints and conducts fair housing training for housing providers
and residents. The Fair Housing Center also conducts fair housing testing and is the only entity in
Western Washington that provides fair housing testing services. According to the Fair Housing
Center’s website, since 1995, the organization has conducted approximately 2,000 rental, sales and
mortgage lending tests; testing has taken place in Snohomish County.
The Fair Housing Center maintains a website with information about fair housing rights; this
includes sample policies for reasonable accommodations, service animals, tenant harassment and
domestic violence situations (see http://www.fhcwashington.org/resources.htm). The group acts as an
advocate for persons that experience housing discrimination and may file a complaint to the state’s
human rights commissions or HUD on their behalf if initial investigation warrants a complaint.
The Volunteers of America Dispute Resolution Center (“DRC”) is an “alternative justice center” that
offers mediation to resolve disputes. The DRC is located in Everett. The DRC was founded by the
Volunteers of America in 1982 as the Rental Housing Mediation Service. The DRC partners with
similar organizations to offer fair housing seminars. The DRC does not take complaints directly;
instead, the organization refers residents who want to file complaints to the WSHRC.
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The Community Housing Resource Board (CHRB) of Everett and Snohomish County is a group of
volunteers with the mission to educate all citizens of federal and state fair housing laws. The CHRB
conducts meetings and hosts seminars on fair housing and landlord/tenant laws. The seminars are
held in public locations throughout the county and include representatives of the state human rights
commission, nonprofit groups, advocacy organizations and a host of other housing related parties.
Fair housing information. BBC staff reviewed the websites of all of the jurisdictions in Snohomish

County for fair housing information. Staff also called the jurisdictions to ask about who they would
contact if they had a fair housing concern.
Table IV-1 summarizes the findings from this research. As the figure demonstrates, fair housing
information is lacking on websites and most jurisdiction staff do not know how to provide fair
housing information when asked.
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Table IV-1.
Results of Fair Housing Information Search and Phone
Inquiry, Snohomish County Jurisdictions, December 2011
Consortium Member

Contact

Procedure

Website Search and Phone Inquiry Results:
City of Arlington

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

360-691-6441

N/A

y

City office has no fair housing information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

425-263-8018
www.ci.snohomish.wa.us

y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

www.arlingtonwa.gov
360-403-3421

City of Brier

www.ci.brier.wa.us
425-775-5440

Town of Darrington

www.town.darrington.wa.us
360-436-1131

City of Edmonds

www.edmondswa.gov
425-775-2525

City of Everett

www.ci.everett.wa.us
425-257-8700

City of Gold Bar

www.cityofgoldbar.us
360-793-1101

City of
Granite Falls

Town of Index

www.ci.granite-falls.wa.us

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information.

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information.

City office has some information available in English and Spanish,
advised to contact the County.

360-793-2488
City of Lake Stevens

www.ci.lake-stevens.wa.us
425-334-1012

City of Lynnwood

www.ci.lynnwood.wa.us
425-670-5000

City of Marysville

www.marysvillewa.gov
360-363-8000

City of Mill Creek

www.cityofmillcreek.com
425-745-1891

City of Monroe

www.ci.monroe.wa.us
360-794-7400

City of
Mountlake Terrace

www.cityofmlt.com

City of Mukilteo

www.ci.mukilteo.wa.us

City of Snohomish

425-744-6206

City office has no fair housing information

City office has no fair housing information.

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information.

City office recommend contacting a tenant landlord 1-800 hotline.

City office has no fair housing information.

City office has no fair housing information.

360-568-3115
Snohomish County

www1.co.snohomish.wa.us
425-388-7200

City of Stanwood

www.ci.stanwood.wa.us
360-629-2181

City of Sultan

www.ci.sultan.wa.us
360-793-2231

Town of Woodway

www.townofwoodway.com
206-542-4443

Source:

City office has no fair housing information.

City office recommended contacting Volunteers of America dispute
resolution center at 360-793-2400.

City office has no fair housing information.

BBC Research & Consulting, 2011.
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HUD complaint trends. As part of the Snohomish County AI, BBC obtained complaint data from

HUD from January 2006 through October 2011. During this period, 101 complaints were filed in
the county—or an average of 17 complaints per year. Complaints filed through the WHRC are
included in the HUD complaint data.
Thirty-seven percent (37 out of 101) of the complaints were filed by or against residents or businesses
in Everett. This is slightly higher than the proportion of the population that lives in the cities and
towns within Snohomish County. (The complaint data do not distinguish between a city and the
unincorporated county).
Lynnwood had the second highest number of complaints at 17, or 17 percent of total complaints.
Like Everett, this is slightly higher than Lynnwood’s proportion of the aggregate population of
Snohomish County cities and towns.
Table IV-2 displays the number of complaints by location by year.
Table IV-2.
Number of
Complaints by
Location of
Occurrence within
Snohomish County,
January 2006 to
October 2011
Note: Kenmore is not in Snohomish
County. This complaint was filed by
a resident in Everett, but the alleged
discriminatory action occurred in
Kenmore.

Source:
HUD FHEO Seattle office.

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

Total
Complaints
By City of
Occurance

-

-

-

1

3

-

4

Bothell

-

2

2

-

-

1

5

Edmonds

2

-

-

3

1

-

6

Everett

13

6

4

7

5

3

38

Gold Bar

-

-

-

2

-

-

2

Kenmore

1

-

-

-

-

-

1

Lake Stevens

-

-

1

-

-

1

2

Lynnwood

3

8

2

3

-

1

17

Marysville

-

3

-

1

-

-

4

Mill Creek

1

1

3

1

3

1

10

Monroe

1

-

1

-

-

-

2

Mountlake Terrace

1

1

-

1

-

1

4

Mukilteo

1

-

1

-

1

-

3

Snohomish

-

2

-

-

-

-

2

City Name
Arlington

Sultan
Total

-

-

1

-

-

-

1

23

23

15

19

13

8

101

Figure IV-1 displays the basis for the complaints filed—that is, the type of protected class whose
rights were allegedly violated. The largest proportion of complaints—almost half—was related to
discrimination on the basis of disability. Discrimination on the basis of race was the second most
common reason for housing complaints.
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Figure IV-1.
Complaint Basis for Discrimination,
Snohomish County
Note:
Some complaints have multiple bases for discrimination.
All identified reasons are counted as part of all bases.
Source:
HUD FHEO Seattle office.

Table IV-3 shows the discriminatory actions that led to the complaint being filed. The total number
of “actions” exceeds the total number of complaints because a complaint may involve more than one
discriminatory action. The most common reasons the complaints were filed were because of:
Failure to make reasonable accommodations for a person with a disability (23%);
Refusal to rent (21%); and
Discriminatory terms, conditions and privileges in services or facilities (21%).
Table IV-3.
Reason for
Complaints
(Discriminatory
Action),
Snohomish
County
Note:
Some complaints have
multiple issues for
discrimination. All identified
reasons are counted as part
of all issues.

Count
of Issue

Issue of Discrimination
Discriminatory refusal to rent

35

21%

Discriminatory refusal to rent and negotiate for rental

2

1%

Discriminatory advertising, statements and notices

6

4%

False denial or representation of availability rental

1

1%

Discrimination in terms and conditions of membership

1

1%

35

21%

1

1%

Discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges or services and facilities
Discrimination in terms/conditions/privileges relating to sale
Discrimination in terms/conditions/privileges relating to rental

Source:
HUD FHEO Seattle office.

Steering

15

9%

1

1%

Otherwise deny or make housing available

3

2%

Other discriminatory acts

1

1%

Restriction of choices relative to a sale

2

1%

Restriction of choices relative to a sale/rental

2

1%

Discriminatory acts under Section 818

14

9%

Failure to permit reasonable modifications

8

5%

Failure to make reasonable accomodations

37

23%

164

100%

Total
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Figure IV-2 shows how the complaints were resolved. A little more than half were dismissed because
they were found by HUD to have no cause. A healthy 17 percent were settled.
Figure IV-2.
Closure Type, Snohomish County
Note:
1.

Some complaints have multiple bases for discrimination.
All identified reasons are counted as part of all bases.

2.

“Complaint withdrawn by complainant after resolution”
is when the complainant and respondent settle the
complaint without a formal investigation.

Source:
HUD FHEO Seattle office.

Legal Cases

AIs have recently grown in importance, partially due to a lawsuit in Westchester County, New York.
The County was sued under the Federal False Claims Act. The plaintiff in the case argued that when
Westchester applied for CDBG, County officials treated part of the application as “boilerplate” and
were dishonest when they claimed to have complied with mandates to encourage fair housing,
specifically in addressing racial segregation.
As part of an August 2009 settlement agreement with HUD, Westchester must:
1. Outline strategies to overcome its municipalities’ exclusionary zoning practices.
2. Set forth ways to reduce racial and ethnic segregation as it develops affordable housing. Under the
settlement, the County agreed to dedicate $51.6 million to developing at least 750 new affordable
housing units over seven years, the vast majority in areas with low ratios of people of color.
3. Identify actions to promote legislation prohibiting source-of-income discrimination.
The settlement required the County to “promote legislation to ban source of income
discrimination in housing.”
Another large fair housing lawsuit occurred in April 2011. A jury awarded a developer of proposed
treatment center for troubled youth $4 million in damages in a lawsuit brought against Boise County,
Idaho (Alamar Ranch and YTC v. Boise County). In this case, the plaintiffs applied for a special use
permit to develop Alamar Ranch, a treatment center for troubled youth and youth with substance
abuse issues. County officials placed a number of conditions on the permit that allegedly made
development of Alamar Ranch infeasible: restricting the number of beds to 24, keeping a fire truck on
site and requiring a helicopter launch pad. Alamar Ranch argued that these requirements in effect
denied reasonable accommodations to persons with disabilities; a jury ruled in their favor.
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To examine additional trends in fair housing, BBC reviewed the websites of the National Fair
Housing Advocate Online and Department of Justice (DOJ), and HUD’s website on Fair Housing
Enforcement Activity. We were unable to locate any fair housing legal cases that occurred recently in
Snohomish County.
Fair Lending Analysis

This section analyzes fair lending conditions in Snohomish County using residential mortgage
lending data from 2009, which has the latest data available at the time this section was prepared.
Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) ratings and Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data are
commonly used in AIs to examine fair lending practices within a jurisdiction. As of 2004, HMDA
data contain interest rates of high cost loans, which allows an analysis of high cost (subprime) lending
patterns.
CRA review. The CRA requires that financial institutions progressively seek to enhance community

development within the area they serve. On a regular basis, financial institutions submit information
about mortgage loan applications as well as materials documenting their community development
activity. The records are reviewed to determine if the institution satisfied CRA requirements. The
assessment includes a review of records as related to the following:
Commitment to evaluating and servicing community credit needs;
Offering and marketing various credit programs;
Record of opening and closing of offices;
Discrimination and other illegal credit practices; and
Community development initiatives.
The data are evaluated and a rating for each institution is determined. Ratings for institutions range
from “substantial noncompliance “in meeting credit needs to an “outstanding record” of meeting
community needs.
Table IV-4 shows the results of CRA’s exams for banks headquartered in one of the communities in
Snohomish County as of October 2011. Only banks that have received a CRA rating in the last five
years are included in the analysis.
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Table IV-4.
CRA Ratings,
Snohomish
County,
October
2011
Source:
FFIEC Interagency
CRA Rating.

Satisfactory

Need to
Improve

Substantial
Noncompliance

Banks
Recently
Closed

2

5

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

Darrington

-

-

-

-

-

-

Edmonds

1

-

1

-

-

-

Gold Bar

-

-

-

-

-

-

Granite Falls

-

-

-

-

-

-

Index

-

-

-

-

-

-

Lake Stevens

-

-

-

-

-

-

Lynnwood

5

-

5

-

-

1

Marysville

-

-

-

-

-

-

Mill Creek

-

-

-

-

-

-

Monroe

-

-

-

-

-

-

Mountlake Terrace

-

-

-

-

-

-

Mukilteo

-

-

-

-

-

-

Snohomish

-

-

-

-

-

1

Stanwood

-

-

-

-

-

-

Sultan

-

-

-

-

-

-

Woodway

-

-

-

-

-

-

Most Recent
Banks Rated

Outstanding

Everett

7

Arlington
Brier

Location

There are 13 banks in Snohomish County recently examined by regulators, with a majority of these in
Everett. Of these banks, two received the rating of “outstanding” and 11 received the rating of
“satisfactory.” Since 2010, four banks in Snohomish County have been closed by the Washington
Department of Financial Institutions.
HMDA data analysis. HMDA data are widely used to detect evidence of discrimination in
mortgage lending. In fact, concern about discriminatory lending practices in the 1970s led to the
requirement for financial institutions to collect and report HMDA data. The variables contained in
the HMDA dataset have expanded over time, allowing for more comprehensive analyses and better
results. However, despite expansions in the data reported, HMDA analyses remain limited because of
the information that is not reported.

As such, studies of lending disparities that use HMDA data carry a similar caveat: HMDA data can be
used to determine disparities in loan originations and interest rates among borrowers of different
races, ethnicities, genders as well as the location of the property they hope to own. The data can also
be used to explain many of the reasons for any lending disparities (e.g.; poor credit history). Yet
HMDA data do not contain all of the factors that are evaluated by lending institutions when they
decide to make a loan to a borrower. Basically, the data provide a lot of information about the lending
decision—but not all of the information.
Since 2004, HMDA data include the interest rates on higher-priced mortgage loans. This allows
examinations of disparities in high-cost, including subprime, loans among different racial and ethnic
groups. It is important to remember that subprime loans are not always predatory or suggest fair
lending issues, and that the numerous factors that can make a loan “predatory” are not adequately
represented in the available data. Therefore, actual predatory practices cannot be identified through
HMDA data analysis. However, the data analysis can be used to identify where additional scrutiny is
warranted, and how public education and outreach efforts should be targeted.
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HMDA data report several types of loans. These include loans used to purchase homes, loans to make
home improvements and refinancing of existing mortgage loans, as defined below.
Home purchase loan. A home purchase loan is any loan secured by and made for the purpose of

purchasing a housing unit.
Home improvement loan. A home improvement loan is used, at least in part, for repairing,

rehabilitating, remodeling or improving a housing unit or the real property on which the unit is
located.
Refinancing. Refinancing is any dwelling-secured loan that replaces and satisfies another
dwelling-secured loan to the same borrower. The purpose for which a loan is refinanced is
not relevant for HMDA purposes.

The HMDA data are separated into two primary loan categories: conventional loans and governmentguaranteed loans. Government-guaranteed loans are those insured by the Federal Housing
Administration and the Veterans Administration.
This section uses the analysis of 2009 HMDA data to examine:
The geographic areas in communities where high-cost lending and loan denials are
concentrated, and the correlation of these areas with concentrations of minority and low
income households; and
Disparities in high-cost lending and loan denials across different racial and ethnic groups.
HMDA data analysis methodology. There are two important methodological notes to highlight as

part of this HMDA analysis:
Only loan applications for owner-occupied properties are analyzed.
Loan applications are analyzed at the Census tract level. Aggregating Census tract data to
jurisdictional boundaries may result in loan applications outside jurisdictional boundaries being
included in community-level analysis.
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Number of loans. In 2009, there were approximately 31,000 mortgage loan applications in the

Snohomish County Consortium, and another 6,179 in Everett. Table IV-5 presents the distribution
of loan applications by jurisdiction alongside each jurisdiction’s share of the county’s overall
population. The slight majority of loans were for properties in the unincorporated portion of the
county.
Table IV-5.
Number of Loan
Applications,
Snohomish
County, 2009

Location
Snohomish County Consortium
Everett

Source:
Home Mortgage Disclosure
Act (HMDA), 2009.

Number of
Applications
31,017
6,179

Percent of
Consortium
Applications

Percent of
Consortium
Population

100.0%

100.0%

-

-

Arlington

411

1.3%

2.6%

Brier

682

2.2%

0.9%

Darrington

198

0.6%

0.2%

Edmonds

3,299

10.6%

5.8%

Gold Bar

363

1.2%

0.3%

Granite Falls

547

1.8%

0.5%

Index

290

0.9%

0.0%

Lake Stevens

2,426

7.8%

4.1%

Lynnwood

2,293

7.4%

5.3%

Marysville

3,847

12.4%

8.8%

Mill Creek

2,636

8.5%

2.7%

Monroe

1,700

5.5%

2.6%

Mountlake Terrace

1,782

5.8%

2.9%

Mukilteo

1,984

6.4%

3.0%

Snohomish

1,243

4.0%

1.3%

Stanwood

1,192

3.8%

0.9%

Sultan

320

1.0%

0.7%

Woodway

110

0.4%

0.2%

5,694

18.4%

57.1%

Unincorporated
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Types of loans. Table IV-6 summarizes the types of loan products applicants applied for in 2009. In

general, conventional loans were the most common loan type applied for. In some jurisdictions—
namely Gold Bar, Sultan and Darrington—one third of the loan applications were for FHA-insured
loans. About 10 percent of loans in Arlington were for rural housing mortgage loan programs.
Table IV-6.
Types of Loan Applications, Snohomish County, 2009
Location

Conventional

FHA-insured

VA-guaranteed

FSA/RHA
(Farm Service)

Snohomish County Consortium

74.4%

20.9%

3.6%

1.1%

Everett

65.5%

29.4%

5.0%

0.1%

Arlington

56.9%

24.3%

8.8%

10.0%

Brier

86.1%

13.2%

0.7%

0.0%

Darrington

57.1%

31.8%

8.1%

3.0%

Edmonds

86.9%

12.2%

0.8%

0.0%

Gold Bar

50.4%

36.9%

7.7%

5.0%

Granite Falls

64.7%

27.6%

3.8%

3.8%

Index

67.2%

24.5%

5.5%

2.8%

Lake Stevens

63.8%

28.2%

5.5%

2.5%

Lynnwood

77.4%

20.8%

1.7%

0.0%

Marysville

60.0%

29.3%

9.3%

1.4%

Mill Creek

82.1%

15.9%

2.1%

0.0%

Monroe

74.5%

21.4%

2.7%

1.4%

Mountlake Terrace

70.0%

27.4%

2.5%

0.1%

Mukilteo

88.1%

10.4%

1.5%

0.1%

Snohomish

76.0%

20.9%

1.6%

1.4%

Stanwood

72.9%

20.7%

4.0%

2.3%

Sultan

56.9%

34.4%

3.4%

5.3%

Woodway

92.7%

7.3%

0.0%

0.0%

Unincorporated

77.2%

19.1%

3.0%

0.7%

Source:

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA), 2009.
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Purpose of loan applications. As shown in Table IV-7, the vast majority of loan applications

were for loan refinances. Loans to purchase a home ranged from a low of 11 percent of loan
applications in Woodway, to a high of 28 percent in Arlington.
Table IV-7.
Purpose of Loan
Applications,
Snohomish
County, 2009
Source:
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
(HMDA), 2009.

Location

Home
purchase

Home
Improvement

Refinancing

Snohomish County Consortium

18.7%

2.8%

78.5%

Everett

23.2%

2.9%

73.9%

Arlington

27.5%

2.9%

69.6%

Brier

12.6%

2.9%

84.5%

Darrington

18.2%

3.0%

78.8%

Edmonds

16.4%

3.0%

80.7%

Gold Bar

21.5%

3.6%

74.9%

Granite Falls

21.0%

3.5%

75.5%

Index

19.3%

3.1%

77.6%

Lake Stevens

23.9%

2.1%

74.1%

Lynnwood

16.9%

3.0%

80.1%

Marysville

23.1%

2.9%

74.0%

Mill Creek

20.0%

2.1%

77.9%

Monroe

15.3%

2.8%

81.9%

Mountlake Terrace

16.9%

3.6%

79.4%

Mukilteo

20.0%

2.9%

77.1%

Snohomish

16.3%

2.3%

81.3%

Stanwood

16.8%

3.0%

80.2%

Sultan

21.9%

4.4%

73.8%

Woodway

10.9%

0.9%

88.2%

Unincorporated

16.8%

2.8%

80.5%

Action taken on loan applications. Table IV-8 displays the action taken on loan applications

submitted in Snohomish County jurisdictions. For the Consortium overall, 61 percent of loans were
originated. The highest origination rate occurred in Brier (69%); the lowest was in Darrington
(45%).
The jurisdictions with the highest loan denials were Darrington (25%), Index (23%), Sultan (23%)
and Gold Bar (22%).
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Table IV-8.
Action Taken on Loan Applications, Snohomish County, 2009

Location

Loan
Originated

Application
Approved but
Not Accepted

Application
Denied

Application
Withdrawn

File Closed For
Incompleteness

Snohomish County Consortium

60.8%

6.9%

16.2%

13.3%

2.8%

Everett

57.6%

7.3%

17.7%

14.1%

3.3%

Arlington

53.5%

7.3%

18.5%

18.7%

1.9%

Brier

69.4%

6.5%

13.2%

8.8%

2.2%

Darrington

44.9%

9.1%

25.3%

18.2%

2.5%

Edmonds

64.0%

7.4%

13.5%

12.4%

2.6%

Gold Bar

51.8%

7.4%

22.0%

14.9%

3.9%

Granite Falls

56.1%

6.9%

19.0%

15.4%

2.6%

Index

55.5%

6.6%

23.1%

14.1%

0.7%

Lake Stevens

60.4%

6.9%

16.0%

13.9%

2.8%

Lynnwood

59.8%

6.0%

17.2%

14.6%

2.3%

Marysville

59.6%

6.5%

17.3%

13.7%

3.0%

Mill Creek

63.8%

7.0%

14.2%

12.5%

2.5%

Monroe

59.6%

6.0%

16.9%

14.6%

2.8%

Mountlake Terrace

59.8%

6.8%

17.2%

13.4%

2.9%

Mukilteo

63.1%

6.7%

15.6%

11.8%

2.8%

Snohomish

59.7%

7.2%

15.8%

13.6%

3.7%

Stanwood

56.5%

7.7%

19.1%

12.8%

3.9%

Sultan

52.8%

6.9%

22.8%

13.4%

4.1%

Woodway

56.4%

7.3%

18.2%

12.7%

5.5%

Unincorporated

62.0%

7.0%

15.5%

12.7%

2.7%

Source:

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA), 2009.

Table IV-9 shows the reasons the mortgage loans were denied by jurisdiction. The most common
reasons across jurisdictions was the lack of collateral and high debt-to-income ratios.
The City of Sultan stands out for having a low proportion of loans denied because of high debt-toincome ratios and a high proportion of loans denied due to credit history. Darrington is also unusual
in that one of the top reasons loans were denied was undesignated (“other”). Woodway has a relatively
high proportion of loans denied because of employment history.
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Table IV-9.
Reasons Loans were Denied, Snohomish County, 2009

Location

Debt to Income
Ratio

Employment
History

Credit
History

Collateral

Insufficient
Cash

Unverifiable
Information

Credit
Application
Incomplete

Mortgage
Insurance
Denied

Other

Snohomish County Consortium

25.8%

1.8%

12.1%

31.9%

2.2%

4.0%

10.5%

0.5%

11.1%

Everett

21.3%

1.8%

13.5%

34.7%

2.7%

5.0%

10.4%

0.9%

9.7%

Arlington

23.3%

0.0%

18.3%

33.3%

0.0%

3.3%

13.3%

0.0%

8.3%

Brier

18.3%

4.2%

7.0%

33.8%

1.4%

2.8%

23.9%

1.4%

7.0%

Darrington

25.0%

2.8%

11.1%

22.2%

0.0%

5.6%

5.6%

2.8%

25.0%

Edmonds

33.8%

1.8%

10.2%

26.4%

3.4%

4.7%

10.2%

0.0%

9.4%

Gold Bar

18.8%

1.6%

18.8%

40.6%

1.6%

1.6%

7.8%

0.0%

9.4%

Granite Falls

20.5%

0.0%

17.9%

32.1%

1.3%

6.4%

9.0%

0.0%

12.8%

Index

23.6%

1.8%

16.4%

36.4%

1.8%

0.0%

7.3%

0.0%

12.7%

Lake Stevens

25.3%

3.2%

11.6%

35.1%

1.8%

3.9%

10.2%

0.0%

9.1%

Lynnwood

23.2%

1.9%

12.2%

33.8%

1.9%

5.5%

9.6%

1.0%

10.9%

Marysville

25.0%

1.6%

16.4%

31.6%

1.6%

3.5%

10.2%

0.8%

9.2%

Mill Creek

23.8%

1.4%

8.2%

30.6%

5.1%

4.1%

13.6%

0.3%

12.9%

Monroe

21.8%

1.8%

12.7%

35.5%

1.4%

3.6%

12.7%

0.0%

10.5%

Mountlake Terrace

29.5%

2.0%

10.2%

29.5%

2.0%

5.3%

10.7%

0.4%

10.2%

Mukilteo

27.6%

2.0%

14.4%

25.6%

2.4%

5.2%

8.0%

0.4%

14.4%

Snohomish

27.2%

1.4%

18.4%

29.3%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

1.4%

12.2%

Stanwood

23.8%

1.7%

5.0%

42.5%

2.2%

1.7%

11.0%

1.7%

10.5%

Sultan

6.9%

1.7%

22.4%

36.2%

0.0%

5.2%

13.8%

3.4%

10.3%

Woodway

29.4%

11.8%

11.8%

35.3%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

11.8%

Unincorporated

27.4%

1.3%

9.8%

32.0%

2.0%

3.9%

10.9%

0.1%

12.4%

Source:

Home Mortgage and Disclosure Act, 2009.
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Table IV-10 shows the result of mortgage loan applications by race and ethnicity in the Snohomish
County Consortium. Whites have lower denial rates than minority applicants, except for Native
Hawaiians/Pacific Islanders.
Table IV-10.
Result of Mortgage Loan Applications by Race/Ethnicity, Snohomish County, 2009
Loan
Originated

Approved,
but not
accepted

Denied by
financial
institution

Withdrawn
by applicant

File
closed for
incompleteness

Total
Loans

Race
American Indian

53%

8%

21%

13%

4%

380

Asian

57%

8%

19%

13%

3%

2,058

Black or African American

51%

9%

26%

12%

3%

430

Native Hawaii or Pacific Islander

66%

7%

13%

11%

2%

1,419

White

63%

7%

16%

13%

3%

23,833

51%

8%

23%

14%

4%

940

Ethnicity
Hispanic
Non-Hispanic
Total Loan Applications

62%

7%

16%

13%

3%

26,654

61%

7%

16%

13%

3%

27,594

-6%

1%

4%

0%

0%

-12%

2%

7%

1%

1%

Racial and Ethnic Differences
Asian/White
Hispanic/Non-Hispanic
Source:

Home Mortgage and Disclosure Act, 2009.

Table IV-11 shows the denial rates for non-Whites versus Whites, and Hispanics versus nonHispanics within the communities with 50 or more loan applications from minorities. The
jurisdictions with the greatest gap between denials by race are Brier, Marysville and Mountlake
Terrace with Whites having a much lower denial rate compared to non-Whites. The jurisdictions
with the greatest gap between denials by ethnicity are Brier, Lynnwood and Marysville, with nonHispanics having a much lower denial rate compared to Hispanics.
Table IV-11.
Denial Rates
by Race and
Ethnicity,
Snohomish
County, 2009

Race
Non-White

White

Ethnicity
Difference

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

Difference

Bothell

13%

13%

0.3%

15%

13%

-2.1%

Brier

27%

10%

-16.3%

28%

12%

-16.0%

Source:

Edmonds

18%

13%

-5.2%

15%

13%

-2.3%

Home Mortgage
and Disclosure Act,
2009.

Lake Stevens

21%

16%

-4.8%

25%

16%

-8.9%

Lynnwood

22%

16%

-6.2%

30%

17%

-12.9%

Marysville

27%

16%

-10.7%

28%

16%

-11.7%

Mill Creek

17%

13%

-3.4%

15%

14%

-1.4%
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Monroe

21%

17%

-4.4%

24%

17%

-7.6%

Mountlake Terrace

25%

15%

-10.0%

26%

17%

-9.2%

Mukilteo

23%

14%

-8.9%

11%

16%

4.5%

Unincorporated

17%

15%

-1.6%

20%

15%

-4.4%

BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING

What do the lending disparities suggest? There are many reasons that loan approval rates may vary

for applicants. Credit ratings, net worth, and income to debt ratios play a large role in the decision to
deny or approve a loan. Disparities in approval rates between racial and ethnic groups or genders are
not definitive proof of housing discrimination; rather, the presence of disparities suggests the need for
further inquiry. The data are also useful in determining what government sponsored programs might
be needed to fill the gaps between what the private market is willing to provide and what is needed.
For Snohomish County, the HMDA data analysis—and disparities in loan denials as shown in Table
IV-11—identifies a need to monitor lending disparities in the communities in which they are the
highest: Brier, Lynnwood, Marysville and Mountlake Terrace. Minorities have the lowest success rate
obtaining home loans in these communities. These communities are also some of the most diverse in
Snohomish County, suggesting that the high rates of denials may be more closely related to a larger
pool of potential minority borrowers. Credit counseling and buyer readiness programs should target
potential minority borrowers in these areas to improve residents’ understanding of how to manage
personal debt. If the disparities in denials increase significantly and/or trend upward, the county
should investigate the reasons for denials further by conducting testing and discussing the results with
local lenders.
Subprime loan analysis. This section examines the prevalence of subprime loans in the study area.

For the purposes of this section, “subprime” is a loan with an APR that is three percentage points
higher than comparable Treasuries. This is consistent with the intent of the Federal Reserve in
defining “subprime” in the HMDA data.
Of the mortgage loans originated in Snohomish County in 2009, 593 loans were flagged in the
HMDA data as having a subprime rate. Table IV-12 shows the number of subprime loans as a
percentage of originated loans for each city in Snohomish County and in the unincorporated county.
The highest proportions of subprime loans occurred in Gold Bar (3.7%), Granite Falls (3.6%) and
Stanwood (3.1%).
Subprime loans were not concentrated in any one Census tract in the County: the Census tract with
the most subprime loans (14 loans) contained just two percent of all of the County’s subprime loans.
In this Census tract (519.11), 1.3 percent of the loans made in 2009 were subprime. On average, the
subprime loans were located in Census tracts that were 15 percent minority, which happens to be
lower than the County’s overall minority population.
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As such, subprime lending does not appear to have targeted the County’s minority residents in 2009.
The borrowers were Hispanic in less than five percent of subprime loan originations, and non-White
in less than 10 percent of the loan originations.
Table IV-12.
Subprime Loans,
Snohomish
County, 2009

Location

Snohomish County Consortium
Everett

Note:
The city was not identified in 162 of the
subprime loan records. Sixteen of the
loans were in Bothell.
Source:
FFIEC HMDA Aggregate Reports, 2009.

Subprime
Loans

Percent
Subprime

18,869

347

1.8%

3,557

68

1.9%

Arlington

220

6

2.7%

Brier

473

7

1.5%

89

2

2.2%

2,113

22

1.0%

Darrington
Edmonds
Gold Bar

188

7

3.7%

Granite Falls

307

11

3.6%

Index

161

3

1.9%

Lake Stevens

1,465

25

1.7%

Lynnwood

1,372

26

1.9%

Marysville

2,292

52

2.3%

Mill Creek

1,681

15

0.9%

Monroe

1,014

18

1.8%

Mountlake Terrace

1,065

25

2.3%

Mukilteo

1,251

18

1.4%

Snohomish

742

13

1.8%

Stanwood

673

21

3.1%

Sultan

169

2

1.2%

62

1

1.6%

3,532

73

2.1%

Woodway
Unincorporated
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SECTION V.
Community Consultation and Input

SECTION V.
Community Consultation and Input
This section details the public outreach process and the results of resident and stakeholder surveys,
interviews and focus groups conducted for the AI.
Public Input Elements

The public input portion of the AI included the following elements:
A survey of residents distributed by County staff and housing stakeholders, both electronically
(email and websites) and on paper in many languages including English, Spanish, Russian,
Vietnamese, Arabic and Somali — 232 residents responded, including one respondent to the
Spanish version of the survey.
A survey of housing professionals and stakeholders distributed electronically and posted on
jurisdiction websites—137 stakeholders responded.
Three community meetings for residents, housing professionals and social service providers held
in Lynwood, Arlington, and Monroe — 30 individuals participated. A copy of the presentation
used in the community meetings is appended to this report.
Four focus groups with Bhutanese refugees, African immigrants/refugees, Hispanic immigrants
and homeless men—48 individuals participated.
Consultation by phone and in person with 10 housing providers and representatives of
organizations that work with protected classes.
The online surveys were hosted by SurveyMonkey.com, a certified Section 508 compliant website. A
copy of the surveys used are appended to this report.
Outreach. The County conducted significant outreach to promote the resident and stakeholder
surveys. This included distributing flyers and hardcopies of the survey instruments, promoting the
surveys on the County website and through email distribution lists, and issuing a press release. Figure
V-1 presents the English-language flyer distributed throughout the county to promote the resident
survey. Similar flyers were developed in Spanish, Russian, Somali, Vietnamese, and Arabic. The
County distributed a total of 954 flyers for the surveys(734 in English and 220 in translated
languages). A copy of the flyer for the stakeholder survey is appended to this report.
The County also conducted additional outreach to promote the community forums. The County
printed newspaper ads in the Everett Herald, the newspaper of general circulation, as well as some of
the smaller newspapers (Arlington Times, Marysville Globe, Monroe Monitor). The County issued a
press release and posted information about the forums on the County website. Flyers for the forum
were distributed electronically through e-mail distribution lists. The County also distributed a total
of 900 hard copy flyers for the forums (475 in English and 425 in translated languages including
Spanish, Russian, Vietnamese, and Arabic). A copy of the English-language flyer is appended to this
report.
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The County and BBC worked closely with Refugee & Immigrant Services Northwest, the Everett
Housing Authority, housing providers to persons who are homeless, social service providers, regional
and local planners, fair housing organizations, senior centers, city officials and others to organize, plan
and market the focus groups conducted for the AI. These efforts consisted of multiple emails and
flyers sent to stakeholders and phone call reminders made to housing providers, service providers, fair
housing organizations and refugee services.
Figure V-1.
Resident Survey Flyer

Is there Housing Discrimination
in Snohomish County
Take a short fair housing survey
for residents
• Share your experiences in finding housing
• Help identify barriers to housing choice

To take the survey online, visit:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Snohomish_Resident_Fair_Housing_Survey
(English)
or
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Snohomish_Vivienda_Justa_Encuesta
(Spanish)

Surveys must be completed by

Friday, January 20, 2012
If you have questions or would like to request a hard copy or translated survey
in Spanish, Russian, Vietnamese, Arabic, or Somali,
please contact Sue Tracy, Snohomish County Human Services,
by e-mail at sue.tracy@snoco.org, by phone at (425) 388-3269, or by TTY at 711.
Survey sponsored by the Snohomish County Human Services Department,
Housing and Community Services Division. The focus area for the survey is
Note:

This flyer was also available in Spanish, Russian, Somali and Vietnamese.

Source:

Snohomish County Human Services Department.

P AGE 2, S ECTION V

BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING

Table V-1.
Resident Survey Distribution Locations
Number of
Paper Copy
Resident Surveys

Distribution Location

20

Catholic Community Services
Communities of Color Coalition ― Martin
Luther King Jr. Day Even ― Lynnwood

45

Everett Gospel Mission

20

HomeSight ‐ Snohomish County Homebuyer Class

30
125

Housing Authority of Snohomish County
Housing Options for Those Living with
Mental Illness Educational Forum

20

Lake Sevens Family Support Center

50

Local Churches Serving
Russian‐Speaking Community

90

Lynnwood Senior Center

50

Monroe Food Bank

25

NAACP of Snohomish County

12

SeaMar Community Health Center ― Marysville

50

SeaMar Community Health Center ― Monroe

50

Snohomish County Administration Buildings lobbies

50

Snohomish County DD Advisory Board

20

Snohomish County Human Right Commission

10

Snohomish County Human Services Department―
Reception (Veteran's Assistance, Homeless Prevention
and Rapid Re‐Housing, Housing and Essential Needs)

165

Snohomish County Human Services Department―
Early Head Start (Arlington, Granite Falls, Marysville and
Sultan) and ECEAP (Lynnwood)

300

Snohomish County Human Services Department
―Energy Assistance

240

Snohomish County Human Services Department
―Housing and Community Services Division lobby

20

Snohomish Senior Center

50

South Everett Family Support Center/Familias Unidas

36

Stillaguamish Senior Center

50

Volunteers of America―Dispute Resolution Center

90

Volunteers of America―Sky Valley Resource Center

30

Volunteers of American―Area Food Banks

40

YWCA

20
Total

Source:

Snohomish County.
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1,708

In addition to the flyers, the County
distributed 1,708 resident surveys
with prepaid response envelopes,
including 549 surveys in translated
languages. It should be noted that the
resident survey outreach targeted
locations within the County where
the potential to reach members of the
protected classes was greatest. As such,
the survey is not meant to be
interpreted as a statistically valid
survey of all County residents. Rather,
it is meant to reflect the experiences
and opinions of members of protected
classes who live in the County. Table
V-1 presents the resident survey
distribution locations.
Findings

Key findings from the public input
process include:
One-third of residents who
responded to the survey believe
they have experienced housing
discrimination in the past. Race
or ethnicity, familial status and
disability were common reasons
for discrimination, followed by
poor credit, income, criminal
history and Section 8
participation.
Nearly one in ten residents who
responded to the survey feels that
they and their family are
unwelcome in Snohomish
County. Reasons for feeling
unwelcome included their sexual
orientation and ethnicity.
Based on residents’ experience,
top barriers to fair housing are
income level; lack of affordable
housing to rent; poor credit; and
concentrations of affordable
housing in certain areas.
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From the stakeholder perspective, the most serious barriers to fair housing in Snohomish County
center on the income and credit challenges of minority and female borrowers and a lack of
knowledge of fair housing law on behalf of residents and landlords.
Access to public transit, particularly in the rural portions of the community, is perceived to be
delivered inequitably and to disproportionately limit opportunities for residents of those areas.
Inequities also may be found with respect to health care, social service provision and accessible
sidewalks and streets.
Questions about fair housing protections revealed the need for stakeholder fair housing training
and educating the public about their fair housing rights.
Resident Participant Profile

This section provides additional detail about the residents who participated in the public input
process. Residents participated in the AI through focus groups, public meetings and the resident
survey. Focus group participants included Bhutanese refugees, African immigrants/refugees, Hispanic
immigrants and homeless men. Public meeting participants included seniors and families that include
a disabled member. Compared to the County population, residents responding to the survey are
lower income, more likely to have children, more likely to have a household member with a disability
and more likely to be renters. The balance of resident participant characteristics is drawn from the
resident survey.
Household size. Most resident respondents to the survey were one to three person households.

Nearly one in six respondents’ households has five or more members, as shown in Figure V-2. Thus,
large households and households with children were represented in the survey (also see V-4).
Figure V-2.
Including yourself, how
many people live in your
household?
Note:
n=218.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011
Snohomish County Resident Survey.

Children. About three in five residents responding to the survey have children age 18 or younger, as

shown in Figure V-3.
Figure V-3.
Do you have children under the age of 18?

Yes (62%)

Note:
n=218.
Source:

No (38%)

BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Resident Survey.
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Race/ethnicity. Figure V-4 presents respondents’ race and ethnicity. The majority identify as

White, and one in ten as Hispanic. Slightly less than one in ten respondents identify as multi-racial or
African American. The race and ethnicity of respondents aligns well with the County population
overall with the exception of Asians.
Figure V-4.
Which ethnic or cultural
group do you consider
yourself a member of?
Note:
n=211.
Percentages add to greater than 100 percent due
to multiple responses.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish
County Resident Survey.

Household income. As shown in Figure V-5, more than three out of four respondents report

household income of less than $25,000, and more than 60 percent earn $15,000 or less. The median
household income of survey respondents—$15,000 or less—is significantly lower than the county
median of $63,188. This demonstrates that the public input process very successfully reached the
county’s lowest income residents.
Figure V-5.
Just for classification
purposes, what is your
total household income?
Note:
n=210.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish
County Resident Survey.
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Place of residence. Table V-2 depicts the place of residence of survey respondents. As shown,

responses were drawn from across the County and many live in Everett. It should be noted that the
City of Everett is required to complete its own AI and, as such, residents of Everett were not targeted
as potential respondents to the county AI survey. That said, the survey did target lower income and
special needs residents and Everett provides many supportive services and affordable housing to these
target populations. Therefore, it is normal for many survey respondents to reside in Everett.
Table V-2.
In which community do you live?

Location

Note:

Arlington

n=220.

Bothell

Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County
Resident Survey.

Location

Percentage

5%

Mill Creek

3%

1%

Monroe

8%

Brier

0%

Mountlake Terrace

3%

Darrington

1%

Mukilteo

2%

Snohomish

2%

Edmonds
Everett

Percentage

3%
31%

Snohomish County
unincorporated)

5%

Gold Bar

1%

Granite Falls

1%

Stanwood

7%

Index

0%

Sultan

4%

Lake Stevens

4%

Woodway

0%

Lynnwood

6%

Other

4%

Marysville

11%

Housing tenure. Renters comprise two-thirds of the resident survey respondents. As shown in

Figure V-6, fewer than one in five own a home and nearly the same proportion report being
homeless. Resident survey respondents are much more likely to be renters than the county households
overall (29 percent renters).
Figure V-6.
Do you own or rent your home or
are you currently homeless?
Note:
n=217.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County
Resident Survey.
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Disability. Compared to the County population overall, respondents to the resident survey were

much more likely to report that they or a member of their family has a disability. As shown in Figure
V-7, nearly half of the respondents stated that they or a family member is disabled. Of those
households with a member with a disability, one in four live in housing that does not meet their
accessibility needs.
Figure V-7.
Disability and Housing
Accessibility
Note:
n=215 and n=95.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011
Snohomish County Resident Survey.

Those survey respondents with accessibility needs had the opportunity to describe the types of
modifications needed. The types of accessibility improvements desired include:
Ramps;
Grab bars;
Bottom floor/main floor housing units; and
Wider openings to accommodate walkers and wheelchairs.
Community Climate—Residents

Nearly one in ten residents who responded to the survey feel that they and their family are unwelcome
in Snohomish County, as shown in Figure V-8. Reasons for feeling unwelcome included sexual
orientation and ethnicity.
Figure V-8.
Please indicate if you agree or disagree with the
following statement: “I feel that my family and I are
welcome in Snohomish County.”
Note:
n=224.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Resident Survey.

Residents who did not feel welcome had the opportunity to provide an explanation for feeling
unwelcome. Those residents who feel unwelcome offered the following explanations:
“My husband is a foreigner and people here are small minded, so housing is harder for us
to acquire.”
“With five young children, it has been very difficult to find housing.”
“Sometimes I feel discrimination being Hispanic.”
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“We feel more welcome and safer in our current home than in our previous home in
Lake Stevens. We are a GLBT family and were forced to hide from my previous landlord
because of his religious beliefs and fear of losing housing.”
“I've had some very bad experiences with finding apartments as well as being quoted a higher
price. In some instances, the price ‘suddenly increased that day’ after they met with me and
realized I was more ‘ethnic looking’ than I sounded on the phone.”
“As a Hispanic I often feel as if I am being stared at and can hear little whispers and snatches of
conversations on the bus saying ‘...go back to where he came from'..."
“We are now the minority. Cannot get help with our emergency needs because all the foreign
people are using them.”
Potential Barriers to Fair Housing—Residents

Residents evaluated the degree to which numerous factors may create barriers to fair housing in
Snohomish County.
Potential barriers—residents. Residents rated a number of potential barriers to fair housing
based on their own experiences in Snohomish County on a scale from zero to five, with zero meaning
that the factor has not been a problem and a score of five meaning a serious problem. The top
problems residents encountered with respect to fair housing are, on average:

Income level;
Lack of affordable housing to rent;
Poor credit; and
Concentrations of affordable housing in certain areas.
Each of these factors received an average rating of three or higher. Figure V-9 presents residents’
ratings of potential barriers to fair housing. The lowest ranked potential barriers were associated with
home appraisals—as well as the inability to get rental leases in Spanish.
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Figure V-9.
Potential Barriers to Fair Housing—Residents—Have any of these been a problem for you or
your family when trying to find housing in the community? Please rate each factor on a scale
from 0 to 5 [0 = not a problem, 5 = serious problem].
Avg. rating
3.6

My income level

3.6

Lack of affordable housing to rent

3.4

I have poor credit

3.3

Concentrations of affordable
housing in certain areas

2.8

Lack of affordable housing
to purchase

2.6

Housing I can afford is located
too far from transit options

2.6

Housing I can afford is located
too far from work

1.4

I can’t get bus service close to
my home/work/services I need

5 A Serious
Problem

4

3

Restrictive covenants by
builders developers
or homeowners associations
Real estate agents showed me
housing I could afford only
in certain neighborhoods

1.2
1.1
1.0

I was given a subprime loan
(higher interest rate than normal)

0.9

I did not get information about
private mortgage insurance

0.8

Housing provider refused to
make accommodations
for my disability

0.7

Sellers of home refused to
show me their home

0.6

I can’t find a real estate
professional of the race ethnicity
disability or gender I prefer

0.5

I can’t get housing information
in Spanish for my rent contract

0.5

My lender did not give me an
appraisal of my home or property

0.5

My lender told me to use a
specific appraisal or hazard
insurance company

2

1

0 Not a
Problem

0%

20%

40%

Note:

n=190.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Resident Survey.

60%

80%

100%

In addition to rating the specific factors listed in the survey, residents were able to add comments
about additional barriers they may have encountered. With respect to other barriers to fair housing,
residents made the following comments:
“Landlords refused to rent to us due to large family and low income.”
“I need housing for my fiancé, our infant and myself. I’m trying to get my GED and
working part time and we will be sleeping in a car soon if someone doesn't help.”
“Market conditions are so poor people that actually pay their mortgage can’t refinance;
that’s discrimination.”
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“My income is too high to qualify for any assistance or programs, but is too low to afford
decent housing to fit my family's needs.”
“Rent has gone up so much. Housing is hard to find.”
“I am homeless and couch surfing.”
“Landlord/tenant disputes are difficult to resolve.”
In focus groups and public meetings, residents described similar barriers to housing choice, including
bad credit, low income, difficulty finding affordable housing for large families and homeless single
men, and difficulty finding affordable, accessible housing for persons with disabilities. Other barriers
include:
“In the beginning, people are welcomed by apartment managers. But as they live, the
landlords blame them for cockroaches. When they request they want to move, they are
blamed and cannot move. They are threatened with bad credit.” (Bhutanese focus group)
“’How many kids do you have?’ is the first question we get asked.” (African focus group)
“Sometimes can’t get a bus to the job. Transit is not that reliable. One bus comes
through the area. You can’t count on it to get to work.” (African focus group)
“I tried to rent in Mt. Vernon, and was told no because I had three kids and one was
17.” (Hispanic focus group)
Experience with Housing Discrimination—Residents

One in three residents who responded to the survey believes they have experienced housing
discrimination at some point in the past. An additional 11 percent are not sure. Of those who
experienced housing discrimination, 77 percent report that the instance occurred within the past five
year, and nearly 40 percent state that it occurred within the last year. Figure V-10 presents residents
responses.
Figure V-10.
Do you think you have ever experienced housing
discrimination? If “Yes,” when did the discrimination occur?

Note:

n=218 and n=66.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Resident Survey.
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Those residents participating in the survey who believe they have experienced housing discrimination
were asked, “What was the reason you were discriminated against?” Race or ethnicity, disability status
and familial status were the most common factors associated with residents’ housing discrimination
experience. Bad credit, low income, Section 8 vouchers and criminal histories were also factors. The
following examples depict the reasons why the residents were discriminated against:
“I was renting a house in Mukilteo, WA. My husband is Black. When she found out, she
evicted me.”
“Because I am on the Section 8 housing program.”
“Five small children in family.”
“Because no one is fluent in English or that we are Mexican.”
“For being Hispanic.”
“Bad credit. Black person with four kids.”
“I’m disabled.”
“I don’t know. Bad credit, criminal history and mental disability.”
“Having a child and being GLBT.”
“Age. Said I was young, so they thought I was too irresponsible.”
“I have been turned down just recently for a new apartment because someone at the complex
where I live told the new management company where I applied that I had been late 22 times—
which is a lie—and that I had unreported animals. I have one animal, and they know about the
dog because he is a service animal and I took them the letter.”
“Having too many people in the house.”
“My spouse is disabled and uses medical marijuana to go day by day without pain and we have
been treated badly because of it.”
“Yes, I believe it was mainly due to my ethnic background. From the reaction of landlords and
how I was approached and talked down to.”
Hispanic residents who participated in a focus group described being denied housing because they are
Mexican and because they have children. Their comments included:
“They don’t want to rent to Hispanics. I feel they (landlords) discriminate a lot.”
“I went to look at a place and the landlord’s daughter said, ‘No Mexicans.’”
“I was planning to rent an apartment, but the people heard a Hispanic voice and said no,
that the apartment wasn’t available. My teacher called and was told it was still available.”
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Knowledge of Fair Housing—Residents

Residents responded to questions regarding their knowledge of fair housing laws and how they would
respond to perceived housing discrimination.
Understanding of fair housing laws. Most residents consider their knowledge of fair housing

acts and protections to be fairly or very good, as shown in Figure V-11. More than one in three
residents considers their understanding of fair housing law and protections to be “not well.”
Figure V-11.
How well would you say you
understand laws that protect
people from housing
discrimination?
Note:
Stakeholders’ n=133 and residents’ n=223.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County
Resident Survey and 2011 Stakeholder Survey.

Protected classes. Figure V-12 presents the types of people residents believe receive protections

under federal and state fair housing acts. In the other category, residents added minors or
emancipated teens, single women without children, men and “everyone”.
Figure V-12.
Which of the following groups
do you believe receive
protection from housing
discrimination under federal
and state fair housing laws?
Check all that apply.

Note:
Residents’ n=219.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish
County Resident Survey.
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Resident response to perceived housing discrimination. Slightly more than half of residents

would file a complaint if they or someone they knew experienced housing discrimination. Nearly one
in four would not know what to do in response to this situation. Figure V-13 presents how residents
would respond to perceived housing discrimination. Included in the other category are: call the
ACLU and contact the VOA landlord tenant service. One respondent wrote, “Move! File a
complaint, but rumors have it, doesn't do any good. So first thing would be to move.”
Figure V-13.
Suppose you or someone you knew
thought they’d been discriminated
against in trying to find a place to
rent or a house to buy. What would
you recommend they do?
Note:
n=221.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County
Resident Survey.

With respect to reporting an instance of housing discrimination, three out of five residents do not
know who to contact, as shown in Figure V-14.
Figure V-14.
If you were discriminated against
and wanted to report it, who
would you contact?

I don't know (59%)

Note:
n=208.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County
Resident Survey.

I would contact... (41%)

Those residents who responded, “I would contact…” were asked to name the organization they would
contact. This was an open-ended response, and no prompts for organizations were provided.
Residents named numerous organizations they would contact to report housing discrimination,
including:
ACLU

HUD

Attorney General’s office

Derechos Humanos (Human Rights)

Attorney/lawyer

Landlord/Tenant Union

Housing Authority of Snohomish County

Local fair housing coalition
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Figure V-15 presents the sources of information residents would use to learn more about their fair
housing rights. The options shown in Figure V-16 were provided to survey respondents. The housing
authority, Internet search and HUD website were the top three resources selected.
Figure V-15.
If you wanted to know
more about your fair
housing rights, how would
you get information?

Note:
n=212.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish
County Resident Survey.

None of the participants in any of the focus groups knew their fair housing rights nor did they know
of resources in the community to access to file a complaint or learn about their rights. Homeless men
would like an online resource that provides comprehensive information not only about fair housing
issues and tenant rights but also information about affordable rental units and subsidized housing
programs. Hispanics suggested posting fair housing information—in Spanish—in community health
clinics and radio ads
Stakeholder Participant Profile

The balance of this section provides detail about the stakeholders who participated in the public input
process. Stakeholders were invited to participate in the Snohomish County AI through an online and
paper copy survey that queried respondents about potential fair housing barriers in the county.
Stakeholders who work directly with protected classes—through provision of public housing or by
providing complaint-taking and fair housing education and outreach activities—were interviewed in
person and by phone. In addition, stakeholders participated in each of the three public meetings.
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Stakeholders. Stakeholders who either responded to the survey or participated in interviews or

public meetings represented a diverse set of organizations from the private, public and nonprofit
sectors. Stakeholder industries and service types included:
Affordable housing provision
(including housing authorities);
Education;
Fair housing;
Food Pantry;
Homeless services;
Land use planning;
Lending;
Mental health services;
Parks and recreation;

Public service provision;
Rental property owners;
Residential development;
Sales;
Services for low income individuals;
Services for persons with disabilities;
Services for seniors;
Services for veterans; and
Substance abuse counseling and
treatment.

Property management;
With respect to service area, most stakeholders serve all of Snohomish County, while others restrict
services to Everett, Edmonds, and Marysville. Some serve all of Washington State.
Potential Barriers to Fair Housing—Stakeholders

Stakeholders responding to the professional survey also evaluated the degree to which numerous
factors may create barriers to fair housing in Snohomish County. Because of their industry
knowledge, stakeholders responded to a more comprehensive list than residents.
Economic, demographic and housing factors—stakeholders. Among economic,

demographic and housing factors, the poor credit histories of minority borrowers was considered
most serious, on average, followed by the income levels of minority and female-headed households
and a lack of affordable housing near employment options. Figure V-16 presents stakeholders’ ratings
of these factors.
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Figure V-16.
Economic, Demographic and Housing Factors— Please evaluate the following possible barriers
to fair housing in Snohomish County on a scale of 0 to 5 [0 = not a barrier, 5 = serious barrier].
Avg. rating
4.0

Poor credit histories
of minority borrowers

3.8

Income levels of minority
and female-headed households

4

3.5

Lack of affordable housing
near employment options

3

3.3

Concentrations of affordable
housing in certain areas

2

3.3

Lack of affordable housing
near transit options

1

2.6

Lack of representation of real
estate professionals by persons
of differing races, ethnicities,
disabilities, and gender

5 Serious
Barrier

0 Not a
Barrier
0%

20%

Note:

n =99.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Stakeholder Survey.

40%

60%

80%

100%

Stakeholders had the opportunity to add other comments about economic, demographic and housing
factors. These include:
Challenges in securing housing for those with criminal histories;
The need for housing assistance for individuals with intellectual/developmental disabilities;
Language barriers; and
Challenges encountered by residents with prior eviction histories.
Stakeholder perspective on economic, demographic and housing factors from interviews and
public meetings. Stakeholders participating in interviews and public meetings offered additional

insights into potential barriers to fair housing choice related to economic, demographic and housing
factors.
Large immigrant/refugee families. Housing

authorities interviewed for this study said the most
“overwhelming” characteristic they’ve faced over last 10 years has been the large number of immigrant
families needing housing assistance. Many of these households have such large families that the
housing authorities struggle to meet their needs due to a shortage of and low turnover in large-size
rental units.
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The situation is complicated by the composition of the housing authorities’ rental units, most of
which are more than 50 years old and are small units. EHA has modified their rental units to meet
the growing need for larger units—e.g., EHA merged two units into one unit (e.g., taken two side by
side two-bedroom units to make one four-bedroom unit) and rebuilt a three bedroom home to make
a six-bedroom home. These improvements were made with one-time federal funds, however, and it
will be more difficult for EHA to make such improvements in the future.
In addition, the housing authorities face challenges by combining immigrants from different cultures
into their developments. The housing authorities and the County lack resources to mediate
community problems that arise; staff are not trained to assist residents in removing cultural biases and
expectations.
The housing authority staff would like a program established (perhaps through HUD’s fair housing
offices) and financial resources to train staff on how to work with residents to reduce biases and
resolve conflicts more easily.
Stakeholders expressed a need for more
affordable, accessible housing for persons with disabilities along transit routes. More housing choices
for persons with developmental and cognitive disabilities are also a significant need. Based on their
experience, landlord refusal to make reasonable accommodations or modifications is an issue in
Snohomish County.

Accessible, affordable housing for persons with disabilities.

Housing discrimination against Hispanics. Stakeholders

discussed examples of potential housing
discrimination against members of the Hispanic community. Examples include denial of housing due
to ethnicity and intimidation (i.e., threats to call Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) if
repairs are requested or complaints made).
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Land use/zoning factors—stakeholders. Each of the land use and zoning factors received very

similar ratings. Figure V-17 presents stakeholders’ perceptions of the degree of seriousness of land use
and zoning factors as potential barriers to fair housing.
Figure V-17.
Land Use/Zoning Factors — Please evaluate the following possible barriers to fair
housing in Snohomish County on a scale of 0 to 5 [0 = not a barrier, 5 = serious barrier]
Avg. rating
3.1

Lack of adequate zoning
for manufactured housing

5

Serious
Barrier

4
3.0

Limitations on density
of housing

2.9

Restrictive covenants by
builders, developers
or homeowners associations

2.8

Concentration of group
homes in certain
neighborhoods

3

2

1
0 Not a
Barrier
0%

20%

40%

Note:

n=67.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Stakeholder Survey.

60%

80%

100%

Nearly all stakeholders (95%) were unaware of zoning or land use barriers to fair housing. Those
stakeholders who believe there are barriers made the following comments about land use and zoning
when asked in the survey to specify the barriers of which they are aware:
“There are not enough mixed-use areas zoned for both businesses and residents. Need more
walkable communities.”
“I have heard of residents losing housing and being forced to move due to zoning changes.”
“Ordinances that prohibit hooking up an RV to a host home to be used as an ‘add-a-room.’ Most
RVs are better housing than much of the old housing stock that is ‘legal.’ People who have lost a
job, home, savings, etc. have a hard time finding anywhere to live...and passing more laws,
increasing taxes, building more ‘low income’ housing, etc. doesn't help the people NOW, when
they need it.”
“Setting up housing complexes specifically to house only low income families is targeting areas, if
you ask me. Instead, they should be mixed properties for low income, market rate tenants, etc.
that incorporate all types of residents regardless of their background. I believe this would alleviate
the problem and dramatically decrease criminal activity in targeted areas and provide fair housing
to all protected classes.”
“A few cites may not have much multi-family zoning. A few cities may be zoned only for large lot
single-family.”
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Stakeholder perspectives on land use and planning policies from interviews and public
meetings. Stakeholders complimented the county for its land use and planning practices, some of

which are related to state level land use mandates. Stakeholders believe the county has created a
thoughtful approach to density and growth, although more opportunity exists to place multifamily
housing closer to transit. Much has been accomplished since the early 1990s by accommodating
population growth in the cities through smaller lot sizes and increased densities.
A major constraint to rural development is the cost of extending water and sewer lines, which has
been scaled back with reductions in government revenue sources. This has also directed population
growth to the cities.
Capacity factors—stakeholders. Among the capacity factors evaluated, stakeholders rated a lack

of knowledge of fair housing by residents and small landlords to be the top two most serious barriers,
followed by a lack of transit options for transit-dependent populations. Figure V-18 depicts
stakeholders’ ratings of capacity factors.
Figure V-18.
Capacity Factors — Please evaluate the following possible barriers to fair housing in Snohomish
County on a scale of 0 to 5 [0 = not a barrier, 5 = serious barrier]
Avg. rating
3.7

Lack of knowledge among
residents regarding fair housing

3.6

Lack of knowledge among
small landlords regarding
fair housing

3.5

Lack of transit options for
low income, disabled,
and senior residents

3.3

Access to public transit in
areas with affordable housing

3.2

Limited capacity of a local
organization devoted to fair
housing investigation or testing

2.9

Lack of knowledge among
real estate agents
regarding fair housing

2.9

Lack of knowledge among
insurance industry representatives
regarding fair housing

2.9

Lack of knowledge among
large landlords and/or property
managers regarding fair housing

2.8

Lack of knowledge among
appraisers regarding fair housing

2.7

Lack of knowledge among
lenders regarding fair housing

5 Serious
Barrier

4

3

2

1

0 Not a
Barrier

0%

20%

Note:

n=102.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Stakeholder Survey.
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Stakeholders’ comments about capacity issues included:
“Not enough enforcement against landlords intentionally violating fair, affordable,
adequate housing.”
“Where landlords have been educated by services it is a major advantage.”
Lending activities—stakeholders. Overall, 60 percent of stakeholders did not respond to

questions regarding lending activities. Of those who did respond, lenders targeting subprime, high
risk borrowers was considered the most serious barrier.
Figure V-19.
Lending Activities — Please evaluate the following possible barriers to fair housing in
Snohomish County on a scale of 0 to 5 [0 = not a barrier, 5 = serious barrier]
Avg. rating
3.9

Lenders targeting subprime,
high risk borrowers

3.5

Lenders steering customers
to use a specific appraisal or
hazard insurance company

3.4

Lenders offering prime
customers subprime rates

3.2

Lenders not disclosing the
determination made by the
private mortgage insurer

5

Serious
Barrier

4

3

2

2.7

1

Lenders not disclosing full
appraisal reports to borrowers

0 Not a
Barrier
0%

20%

Note:

n=44.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Stakeholder Survey.
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Real estate activities—stakeholders. Among the real estate activities examined, owners of

mobile home parks threatening evictions unless tenants pay additional fees and rents and real estate
agents directing clients to housing only in certain neighborhoods were the most serious barriers to fair
housing, as shown in Figure V-20.
Figure V-20.
Real Estate Activities — Please evaluate the following possible barriers to fair housing in
Snohomish County on a scale of 0 to 5 [0 = not a barrier, 5 = serious barrier]
Avg. rating
3.3

Owners of mobile home parks
threatening evictions unless tenants
pay additional fees and rents

3.3

Real estate agents directing clients
to rental or sale of housing
only in certain neighborhoods

3.1

Use of "neighborhood stability" or
similar factors as proxies for
racial makeup in appraisals

3.0

Insurance agency discrimination
in decision to insure certain parties

2.8

Sellers of homes refusing to
show their home to certain buyers

2.8

Owners of mobile home parks
prohibiting children from
playing outside

2.8

Housing providers placing certain
tenants in the least desirable
units in a development

2.7

Housing providers refusing to
make reasonable accommodations
for tenants with disabilities

2.4

Housing providers falsely
denying that housing is available

2.1

Housing providers using
discriminatory advertising

5 Serious
Barrier

4

3

2

1

0 Not a
Barrier

0%

20%

Note:

n=70.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Stakeholder Survey.

40%

60%

80%

100%

Stakeholder perspectives on real estate factors from interviews and public meetings.

Stakeholders participating in interviews and public meetings offered additional insights into potential
barriers to fair housing choice related to real estate factors. These include perceived discrimination
against Hispanics, persons with mental illness and refusal to make reasonable accommodations or
modifications.
“In the Latino community, they are treated as if they are undocumented, even if they are not.
Landlords do not take care of their repairs. The main issue is landlords not wanting to rent to
Hispanics. They are being told there is no vacancy if the person is Hispanic.”
“In the Spanish community, landlords threaten to call ICE when they are asked for repairs or
return of deposits.”
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“We’ve had landlords refuse to rent to a person in a wheelchair because they didn’t want to ruin
wood floors. The potential renter did not want to pursue a complaint due to fear of retaliation.”
“People with mental disabilities are disparately impacted by being denied access to housing.”
Most serious barriers overall—stakeholders. Figure V-21 presents the top eight most serious
barriers as rated by stakeholders participating in the survey. Each had an average rating of 3.5 or
higher on a 0 to 5 point scale, with a score of 5 meaning a very serious barrier. From the stakeholder
perspective, the most serious barriers to fair housing in Snohomish County center poor credit
histories of minority borrowers, lenders targeting subprime loans to high risk borrowers, and the
income levels of minority and female-headed households.
Figure V-21.
Top Eight Most Serious Potential Barriers to Fair Housing — Please evaluate the following
possible barriers to fair housing in Snohomish County on a scale of 0 to 5 [0 = not a barrier, 5 =
serious barrier]

Note:

Barriers shown are rated an average of 3.5 or higher.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Stakeholder Survey.

Other potential barriers identified by stakeholders. In addition to the potential barriers specified in

the professionals’ survey, stakeholders who participated in interviews and public meetings identified
additional issues that may influence fair housing choice in Snohomish County.
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Program reduction. HASCO staff commented on the housing rehabilitation program that was

funded with CDBG and HOME which the housing authority used to administer and is likely to be
discontinued. This program has funded health, safety and accessibility home improvements for low
income homeowners for 30 years. A drop in demand coupled with cuts in federal funds and the
1
depression in the housing market has made the program less feasible. It is unclear how the program
loss will affect disabled homeowners’ ability to make needed improvements. Stakeholders suggested
that the County may want to reevaluate operating the program—and adding a mobile home
improvement program—as the economy improves.
Intergovernmental coordination. Stakeholders from city governments and nonprofits commented

on the length of time that it takes to contract with Snohomish County. They believe the lengthy
contracting process creates an impediment because it prevents households from receiving housing
subsidies in a timely manner.
Equitable Service Delivery—Stakeholders

For a number of public services and facilities, stakeholders responding to the survey were asked
whether the service was distributed equitably across all areas of Snohomish County. These issues were
also discussed in stakeholder interviews and public meetings.
Public transit. Two in three stakeholders surveyed believe that public transit is delivered

inequitably, as shown in Figure V-22. Stakeholders noted that transit services are insufficient, if not
unavailable, in the north and eastern parts of the county and in rural communities.
Figure V-22.
Do you believe that public transit is
distributed equitably across all areas of
Snohomish County?

Delivered inequitably (66%)

Note:
n=96.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish
County Stakeholder Survey.

Delivered equally (34%)

In the survey, stakeholders had the opportunity to provide additional information about where or
how they believe public transit is lacking. Additional comments about public transit service provision
from the survey include:
“It is really hard to travel from Snohomish to King County and back. East County services are a
real challenge.”
“Rural areas have much greater barriers to transit options.”
“The eastern and northern parts of the county are cut off from good transit access. It can take
families hours to get to where they need to go.”

1

Homeowners were required to have equity in their homes after the improvements were made which has been made
more difficult by decreases in market values.
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“Transportation is difficult when you have a job that is not 8-5 pm. Even when it is 8-5, if you
live in a rural part of the county it is often not possible to get to work by bus.”
“Most parts of Everett have public transit. Outside Everett, parts of the county do not have as
much service in part due to cuts at Community Transit and not being part of the Community
Transit public transit benefit area.”
“Outlying areas are having their transit service reduced significantly, which greatly impacts
individuals with intellectual/developmental disabilities who are trying to get to work, medical
appointments, run errands, or see family.”
“Recession-related service cutbacks will target low ridership routes, impacting mostly small
communities and rural areas. Not an equity issue, but more financial reality.”
Stakeholder perspectives on public transit from interviews. Community Transit—the transit

system that is the primary provider north of Everett in Snohomish County—is reducing its service by
20 percent beginning in February 2012 due to budget constraints. Sunday service was recently
eliminated and in 2012 several routes will be cut or reduce service. These reductions in service will
largely affect the more rural parts of the County where ridership is the lowest. Since most public
housing is located in south county, many public housing residents will experience little or no change
to their ability to access transit. However, according to stakeholders, the reductions may adversely
affect low income households and people with disabilities living in rural Snohomish County who do
not have cars and rely on Community Transit, some to access their jobs.
Community Transit acknowledges in its 2012-2017 Transit Development Plan (TDP) that future
2
transit supply “falls far short of meeting community needs for public transportation.” The
organization states in the TDP that it intends to “continu[e] to advocate for new transit funding to
begin increasing service.”
Parks and recreation. Most stakeholders surveyed believe that parks and recreation facilities are
distributed equally throughout the county. Inequitable allocation of parks and recreation facilities is
attributed to neighborhood income, facilities that are not accessible to persons with physical
disabilities and urban versus rural issues.
Figure V-23.
Do you believe that parks and
recreation (trails, recreation centers)
is distributed equitably across all
areas of Snohomish County?

Delivered inequitably (21%)

Note:
n=89.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish
County Stakeholder Survey.

2

Delivered equally (79%)

http://www.commtrans.org/Projects/Documents/TDP%202012-2017_111511.pdf
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Specific comments about inequities in parks and recreation facilities from the survey include:
“Snohomish County lacks parks in urban areas where they have been increasing density without
amenities like parks. They have concentrated park development in rural areas.”
“In high-end developments the parks are common and quite lovely. Places like Casino Road get a
park that is not really family friendly and doesn't have much for residents to do—little
equipment, but a golf course few who live on the street actually use. Ball fields are always
scheduled frequently not by those who live in the area.”
“Many trails are not accessible to those with ambulatory disabilities.”
“Charging people to use parks makes it inequitable.”
“Very few wheelchair accessible parks and classes at the parks.”
“Areas of lower socioeconomic status have fewer parks, and the parks that are in those
neighborhoods are poorly maintained and have few amenities.”
Quality schools. While most stakeholders believe that quality schools are delivered equally

throughout the County, three in ten believe quality schools are delivered inequitably. Stakeholders
cited differences in quality or reputation between urban and rural schools, low income schools and
between the Everett and Mukilteo districts.
Figure V-24.
Do you believe that quality schools are
distributed equitably across all areas of
Snohomish County?

Delivered inequitably (30%)

Note:
n=87.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Stakeholder Survey.

Delivered equally (70%)

Regarding inequities in school quality, stakeholder comments include:
“Poor neighborhoods have crappy schools and services whereas the wealthy neighborhoods have
better things available to them.”
“Look at the Mukilteo School District—Kamiak High School versus Mariner High School; quite
a difference. Rich area versus low income area.”
“Urban schools in low income areas continue to be underfunded and to hire teachers who tend
not be as highly trained. Urban schools and rural schools need extra funding to address the
unique needs of students in those schools.”
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“Schools that are in lower socioeconomic status neighborhoods often have lower standardized test
scores, which affect federal and state funding. Reductions in this funding for these schools just
concentrates the problems, and puts these at-risk students at an extreme disadvantage.”
“Not disparity in delivery…lack of adequate funding for all.”
Health care. Stakeholders were split in their opinion as to whether health care is delivered equally in

Snohomish County. Affordability is an issue for residents throughout the County. Access to services is
inequitable in rural areas. A lack of access to children’s services and dental care were mentioned by
several stakeholders as examples of inequity.
Figure V-25.
Do you believe that health care
is distributed equitably across
all areas of Snohomish County?

Delivered inequitably (51%)

Note:
n=95.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish
County Stakeholder Survey.

Delivered equally (50%)

Specific stakeholder comments regarding inequity in health care include:
“Everywhere. Access for low income has been reduced to the point of near unavailability. Dental
care is not available. Transportation to medical appointments for people that aren't eligible for
Medicaid doesn't exist.”
“Mental health services are located mainly on the western portion of our county. There is little to
no services available in the eastern section of the county.”
“There is very limited specialty care for children in our county. Families are forced to travel to
Seattle for care...either to Children's Hospital or UW.”
“Harder to access health care if you live somewhere like Darrington. Having the ability to pay for
care is a problem for people throughout the county.”
“There is an ongoing need for low income or immigrant populations accessing health care.”
Stakeholder perspectives on health care from interviews and public meetings. Stakeholders
believe that the concentration of medical services in North Everett—particularly combined with cuts
in Community Transit—could create housing choice barriers. Frail elderly and disabled residents rely
on transit to access medical care. Stakeholders would like to see the county encourage and support
satellite medical services in the more rural parts of the county where transit it limited.

“It’s worse [to find housing] for single, young adults with no insurance. They need to
access mental health services and cannot. Single adults cannot get Medicaid and as a
result, they can’t get stabilizing medications and that exacerbates the housing challenge.”
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Social services for low income and special needs individuals. As shown in Figure V-26,

about half of stakeholders believe that social services for low income and special needs individuals are
delivered inequitably across the county. As with other issues, social services are reduced or are
nonexistent in rural areas. A lack of access to transportation impedes the ability of residents to reach
services in Everett or other locations.
Figure V-26.
Do you believe that social services for low
income and special needs individuals are
distributed equitably across all areas of
Snohomish County?

Delivered inequitably (48%)

Note:
n=91.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Stakeholder Survey.

Delivered equally (52%)

Stakeholders’ comments about social services provision include:
“People who live in rural areas are overlooked or have no transportation to access services. Special
needs residents do not understand how to use the system and many fall between the cracks—for
example, individuals with autism spectrum disorders whose diagnosis code does not qualify them
for DDD services and who cannot pay for services at agencies that charge for case management.
Also overlooked are individuals who are functionally illiterate; limited English speaking; have
mental health issues that prevent them from accessing services; undocumented workers fearing
deportation; and drug addicts who fear drug testing.”
“The only place in the county with homeless services is Everett. We need shelters, day centers,
more emergency/transitional/affordable housing for families. There is a screaming need for
services to single men and women, seniors and disabled.”
“If you live in the outlying areas, you have to travel into Everett and that can be hard if you
depend on Community Transit.”
“Individuals with special needs who have a family member advocating for them, tend to be the
ones that receive the services. With the reductions in case managers in the various social service
agencies has removed a valuable service that used to link individuals who do not have a family
member to advocate for them to services that can help them thrive.”
“Services are focused in urbanized areas.”

BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING

S ECTION V , PAGE 27

Accessible streets, sidewalks. About two in five stakeholders believe that accessible streets and

sidewalks are delivered inequitably. In stakeholders’ experience, parts of the county that often do not
have accessible streets and sidewalks include more rural areas, unincorporated areas and some newer
subdivisions.
Figure V-27.
Do you believe that accessible streets,
sidewalks are distributed equitably
across all areas of Snohomish County?

Delivered inequitably (37%)

Note:
n=86.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Stakeholder
Survey.

Delivered equally (63%)

Stakeholder comments about accessible sidewalks and streets include:
“Outlying areas, where rents are often cheaper, often don't have sidewalks, or their sidewalks are
not wheelchair accessible. I use a wheelchair for my daughter, and am always surprised at how
hard it is to navigate through neighborhoods and cities, and can't imagine how hard it would be
if she was trying to do this by herself.”
“Newer developments with covenants—HOAs tend to not provide accessible sidewalks, streets.”
“No, take a look at Casino Road. It has sidewalks, but street crossings are hard to find and
dangerous to maneuver; priority obviously belongs to the car. The same is true of Airport Road.”
“Rural areas and many suburban areas lack sidewalks. In some areas, children must be bused to
school even though they live near school because they cannot safely walk to school.”
“Most of Lake Stevens has no sidewalks. Same goes for Granite Falls. Streets have little to no
shoulder to walk along either. It is unsafe to navigate most of the time.”
Financial/lending institutions. The majority of stakeholders believe that access to

financial/lending institutions is delivered equally throughout the County. Of those who disagree,
rural areas and low income neighborhoods were mentioned as areas with unequal service.
Figure V-28.
Do you believe that financial/lending institutions
are distributed equitably across all areas of
Snohomish County?

Delivered inequitably (30%)

Note:
n=73.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Stakeholder Survey.
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Stakeholder comments about financial/lending institutions include:
“Poor, rental neighborhoods.”
“All of north and east Snohomish County.”
“Businesses offering payday loans and rent-to-own goods are disproportionately utilized by people
who cannot qualify for legitimate credit; do not know their credit rights; don't understand how
to obtain and use banks/bank accounts; and do not understand how loans work.”
“I think that financial institutions do not understand the needs of individuals with
intellectual/developmental disabilities, and are uncomfortable communicating with people with
disabilities.”
Knowledge of Fair Housing—Stakeholders

Stakeholders responded to questions regarding their knowledge of fair housing laws.
Understanding of fair housing laws. Most stakeholders consider their knowledge of fair housing

acts and protections to be fairly or very good, as shown in Figure V-29. More than one in three
residents considers their understanding of fair housing law and protections to be “not well.”
Figure V-29.
Understanding of Fair Housing Acts and Protections, Snohomish County, 2011

Note:

Stakeholders’ n=133.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Resident Survey and 2011 Stakeholder Survey.

Protected classes. Figure V-30 presents the types of people stakeholders believe receive protections

under federal and state fair housing acts. In the other category, stakeholders listed veterans, familial
status, Section 8 voucher holders, and releasing offenders.
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Figure V-30.
Which of the following groups
do you believe receive protection
from housing discrimination
under federal and state fair
housing laws? Check all that
apply.

Note:
Stakeholders’ n=133.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County
Stakeholder Survey.

Stakeholder fair housing resource referrals. If a client wanted to know more about their fair
housing rights, stakeholders who participated in the survey would refer them to a number of different
agencies and resources.

ACLU;

HUD;

CLEAR Senior;

Internet search;

Disability Rights of Washington;

Northwest Legal Services;

Dispute Resolution Center of
Snohomish & Island Counties;

Northwest Justice Project;

Everett Housing Authority;
Fair Housing Center of Washington;
Fair Housing Partners of
Washington State trainings;
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Seattle Human Rights Commission;
Snohomish County Housing Authority
Snohomish County Government; and
Washington State Human Rights
Commission.

BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING

Other comments from the stakeholder survey about resources and referrals include:
“As a Housing Authority we provide every client a copy of the HUD Fair Housing Booklet that
provides the local Seattle HUD office contact information. In addition we use our quarterly
newsletters to educate landlords and tenants of fair housing matters. We refer them to their
housing coordinator if they have any questions. We have also included fair housing online
training that is conducted by HUD into our website for landlords and tenants to sign up to learn
more about the issue. They are then directed to contact HUD for assistance.”
“If clients want to file a fair housing complaint we have a department that handles it. If they
need information about fair housing rights, we have a brochure with a contact number that they
can utilize.”
“I would tell them to call 211 or I would look up information on our community resource list.”
Fair Housing Training and Communications

Stakeholders described their experience with fair housing training and resources and the best ways to
communicate fair housing information.
Experience with fair housing training and resources. About two-thirds of the stakeholders

who responded to the survey have not received fair housing training in the past, as shown in
Figure V-31.
Figure V-31.
Have you received fair housing training in the past?

Yes (37%)

Note:
n=107.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Stakeholder Survey.

No (63%)

Those stakeholders with past fair housing training were given the opportunity to specify the
organization that provided the training or the type of training. Stakeholders received fair housing
training from the following organizations:
Affordable Housing
Management Association;
Dispute Resolution Center of
Snohomish, Island & Skagit County;
Fair Housing Center of Washington;
Fair Housing Department of
Labor-approved clock hour classes;
Housing Hope;
HUD;
In-house fair housing training;
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Landlord/tenant seminars;
National Center for Housing Management;
Office of Fair Housing;
Renter Certification Training from
Volunteers of America Dispute
Resolution Center;
Snohomish County Apartment
Operators Association; and
Snohomish County Community
Housing Resource Board.
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Adequacy of fair housing resources. Figure V-32 demonstrates that almost 60 percent of

stakeholders believe that the current level of fair housing resources in the county is inadequate.
Figure V-32.
Do you feel there is adequate information,
resources, and training on fair housing laws in
Snohomish County?

Yes (43%)

Note:
n=101.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Stakeholder Survey.

No (58%)

In the survey, stakeholders described the types of fair housing training and resources that would be
most helpful:
“An advertised website that was easy to use as a resource.”
“Basic awareness of what make up the fair housing laws.”
“Brochures we could pass out to the parents of low income and disabled children explaining their
rights and where to turn for help.”
“I think I need additional training as do most people I work with, but so do landlords.”
“I think that we need to be better able to spend time with clients to help them if they really have
experienced a fair housing violation and provide them with more than a phone number. I think
many of the people who are discriminated against are not empowered to stand up for
themselves—asking them to make a phone call is just another bureaucratic hurdle.”
“I would like to be more aware of these laws—I think anyone that works in housing needs to be
aware of the laws—including housing case managers and landlords.”
“Who are protected groups? Who helps people enforce these rights?”
Stakeholder perspectives on fair housing resources from interviews and public meetings.

Stakeholders identified the need for fair housing training for both front-line service providers and
landlords—in separate sessions. Stakeholders recommended modeling the service provider training
after the one conducted annually in Seattle—basic fair housing training in the morning with
advanced scenarios in the afternoon. For landlords, stakeholders recommended holding training
sessions in the evenings or on a Saturday.
Overall, stakeholders believe that there is not sufficient information or resources available to educate
the public and landlords about their fair housing rights and their rights as landlords and tenants. They
recommend providing educational materials in places likely to reach tenants, in particular, such as
places where people go to pay utility bills, at medical centers, the Everett bus terminal and libraries.
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Communicating with stakeholders. The majority of stakeholders selected email and websites as

the best way to communicate with them, followed by conferences, publications and meetings.
Figure V-33.
What is the best way
to communicate with
professionals in your
field about fair
housing issues?
Note:
n=107.
Percentages add to greater than 100
percent due to multiple responses.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011
Snohomish County Stakeholder
Survey.

Disproportionate Analysis

HUD is particularly interested in knowing if protected classes experience disproportionate barriers to
fair housing choice. The survey results indicate this could be true of households with children,
persons with a disability and minorities.
Are different household types more or less likely to report housing discrimination? Households with
children under the age of 18 are more likely than those without children or respondents overall to
report housing discrimination (37% compared to 32%). Households that include a member with
a disability are also more likely to report housing discrimination (36%). Similarly, 36 percent of
Hispanics report experiencing housing discrimination. Although the sample size is very small
(n=8), half of the African Americans who responded reported experiencing housing
discrimination. Based on focus group discussions, immigrants and refugees, in particular, fear
retaliation from filing a complaint.
Are there fair housing barriers that appear to be specific to a certain class of residents? Yes, lack of
accessibility improvements for persons with disabilities. Twenty-five percent of disabled survey
respondents reported that their current homes do not meet their accessibility needs. Based on
focus groups and public meetings, there is a perception that Hispanics are denied housing due to
their ethnicity.
Do residents have the same housing and neighborhood opportunities regardless of protected class,
adjusting for income? For a number of public services and facilities, stakeholders were asked
whether the service was distributed equitably across all areas of Snohomish County. The majority
of stakeholders said “yes” for the services except for public transit. In the resident survey,
Hispanics and multiracial respondents are less likely than respondents overall to agree that
“people like me and my family are welcome in Snohomish County.” Ethnicity and sexual
orientation were typical reasons for feeling unwelcome. This finding, coupled with the higher
rates of reported housing discrimination by minorities, suggests that there may be disparities in
housing and neighborhood opportunities.
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SECTION VI.
Fair Housing Impediments and Action Plan

SECTION VI.
Fair Housing Impediments and Action Plan
This section discusses the fair housing impediments identified through the research conducted for the
Snohomish County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI). It begins with an overview
of the findings from the AI research, identifies the fair housing impediments and observations and
concludes with a recommended Fair Housing Action Plan (FHAP).
AI Findings

The research conducted for the Snohomish County AI found many positive practices related to fair
housing within the County. The primary positive findings include:
Many fair housing resources. Snohomish County has several organizations that conduct fair
housing education and enforcement, as well as dispute resolution services. The County recently
established a Human Rights Commission that, when fully funded, will add another fair housing
education and potentially enforcement organization to the County.
Balanced County land use policies. In the interviews conducted for this study, stakeholders

complimented the County for its land use and planning practices, some of which are related to
state level land use mandates. Stakeholders believe the County has created a thoughtful approach
to density and growth, although more opportunity exists to place multifamily housing closer to
transit. The County also has a strong displacement policy to help mitigate displacement of low
income households from demolition of affordable housing.
Strong housing providers. The County is served by two housing authorities, the Everett
Housing Authority and the Housing Authority of Snohomish County. Both received very
positive findings in their recent stand-alone AIs. Interviews with staff of these organizations
determined that the housing authorities are dedicated and proactive about meeting the diversity
of housing needs of low income renters in Everett and the County.
Limited minority impacted areas and low income concentrations. An analysis of racially and

ethnically “impacted” areas found several Census block groups in the southwestern portion of the
County with relatively high proportions of Asian and Hispanic residents. These minority
impacted areas were few and not heavily concentrated. In addition, affordable housing
opportunities were not concentrated in these areas, but available in many parts of the County. A
similar analysis of concentrations of low income households, single parent, female-headed
households and households with disabilities found few concentrated areas.
Fair Housing Impediments

The impediments and observations in this AI were developed through a variety of research methods
including demographic and housing market analyses; reviews of complaints and legal cases; analysis of
mortgage lending data; a review of zoning and land use policies; focus groups with members of
protected classes; and surveys of stakeholders and residents.
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The impediments and observations described below represent common themes and repeated
occurrences found through the research. In keeping with HUD’s guidance in identifying
impediments:
An “observation” is a fair housing issue that may create an impediment to fair housing choice;
however, there is not a direct link to the cause or effect (“nexus”) of the action.
An “impediment” has the direct or indirect cause or effect of restricting housing choices or the
availability of housing choices on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status,
or national origin.
Previously identified impediments (2000). Snohomish County last conducted an AI in 2000.
The barriers identified in that AI that were found to remain include the following:

Discrimination occurs, mostly for families with children and people with disabilities. However,
very few fair housing complaints are filed. It is unclear if this is because: 1) The incidence of
discrimination is low; 2) People are unaware of their fair housing rights and the complaint
process; or 3) Lack of a local fair housing enforcement organization discourages filing of
complaints. Based on the findings of the 2012 AI, it appears that this is due to the second reason.
Minorities are less likely to have mortgage loans approved than are whites. This impediment was
also found in the 2012 AI.
Some Consortium cities could remove zoning code limitations to the siting of group homes in
single family structures to assure that housing dispersion policies are expanding, rather than
limiting, housing choice. This impediment was also found in the 2012 AI.
Current impediments (2012)
IMPEDIMENT NO. 1: Residents report experiencing discrimination, but few know what to do.

One-third of residents who responded to the resident survey conducted for the 2012 AI believe they
have experienced housing discrimination in the past. These residents were largely low income. Race or
ethnicity, familial status and disability were common reasons for discrimination.
In the focus groups conducted for this study, Hispanic and African refugees described rental
situations they experienced that appear to be discriminatory. These include landlords claiming vacant
units are not available (when they are); being told by landlords they won’t rent to families with
children; landlords terminating leases before they are up; and landlords refusing to address
maintenance issues (mostly mold).
In addition, one in ten residents in Snohomish County responding to the resident survey said they or
their family feel “unwelcome.” Those residents who feel unwelcome offered the following
explanations:
“My husband is a foreigner and people here are small minded, so housing is harder for us
to acquire.”
“With five young children, it has been very difficult to find housing.”
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“Sometimes I feel discrimination being Hispanic.”
“We feel more welcome and safer in our current home than in our previous home in
Lake Stevens. We are a GLBT family and were forced to hide from my previous landlord
because of his religious beliefs and fear of losing housing.”
“I've had some very bad experiences with finding apartments as well as being quoted a
higher price. In some instances, the price ‘suddenly increased that day’ after they met
with me and realized I was more ‘ethnic looking’ than I sounded on the phone.”
“As a Hispanic I often feel as if I am being stared at and can hear little whispers and
snatches of conversations on the bus saying ‘...go back to where he came from'..."
“We are now the minority. Cannot get help with our emergency needs because all the
foreign people are using them.”
When asked what they would do if they had experienced discrimination, most residents responding to
the survey express desire to report the discrimination: 54 percent said they would file a complaint.
Still, a high proportion—23 percent—said they “don’t know” what they would do. This is likely
related to the lack of knowledge about how to get help: 59 percent of residents responded “I don’t
know” to the survey question that asked: “Do you know who you would contact to report housing
discrimination?”
Finally the number of complaints filed in Snohomish County is low at just 17 per year, especially
relative to the proportion of residents who say they have experienced discrimination.
In sum, Snohomish County residents responding to the survey express high levels of willingness to
report housing discrimination, but low levels of awareness of how to report housing discrimination.
Why is this an impediment? Many residents described alleged acts of fair housing violations in both

the resident survey and focus groups conducted for this AI. The discriminatory acts mostly took the
form of refusal to rent or offering different rental terms to racial and ethnic minorities. Although
these descriptions of alleged discriminatory actions were not investigated per se as part of this AI, the
pattern and volume of descriptions suggests that discriminatory activity is occurring in the County.
IMPEDIMENT NO. 2: Information about fair housing is difficult to find. When asked “If you
wanted to know more about your fair housing rights, how would you get information?” 55 percent of
residents responding to the survey conducted for this AI said they would conduct an Internet search.
A review of jurisdictional websites and calls to city government found that fair housing information is
lacking on websites. In addition, most jurisdiction staff do not know how to provide fair housing
information when asked. The following table shows the findings of the research conducted on the
availability of fair housing information on jurisdictional websites in the County.
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Table VI-1.
Results of Fair Housing Information Search and Phone
Inquiry, Snohomish County Jurisdictions, December 2011
Consortium Member

Contact

Procedure

Website Search and Phone Inquiry Results:
City of Arlington

www.arlingtonwa.gov
360-403-3421

City of Brier

www.ci.brier.wa.us
425-775-5440

Town of Darrington

www.town.darrington.wa.us
360-436-1131

City of Edmonds

www.edmondswa.gov
425-775-2525

City of Everett

www.ci.everett.wa.us
425-257-8700

City of Gold Bar

www.cityofgoldbar.us
360-793-1101

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information.

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information.

City of
Granite Falls

www.ci.granite-falls.wa.us

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

360-691-6441

Town of Index

N/A

y

City office has no fair housing information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

425-263-8018
www.ci.snohomish.wa.us

y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

y
y

Website has no fair housing contact information.

City office has some information available in English and Spanish,
advised to contact the County.

360-793-2488
City of Lake Stevens

www.ci.lake-stevens.wa.us
425-334-1012

City of Lynnwood

www.ci.lynnwood.wa.us
425-670-5000

City of Marysville

www.marysvillewa.gov
360-363-8000

City of Mill Creek

www.cityofmillcreek.com
425-745-1891

City of Monroe

www.ci.monroe.wa.us
360-794-7400

City of
Mountlake Terrace

www.cityofmlt.com

City of Mukilteo

www.ci.mukilteo.wa.us

City of Snohomish

425-744-6206

City office has no fair housing information

City office has no fair housing information.

City office has no fair housing information, advised to contact the County.

City office has no fair housing information.

City office recommend contacting a tenant landlord 1-800 hotline.

City office has no fair housing information.

City office has no fair housing information.

360-568-3115
Snohomish County

www1.co.snohomish.wa.us
425-388-7200

City of Stanwood

www.ci.stanwood.wa.us
360-629-2181

City of Sultan

www.ci.sultan.wa.us
360-793-2231

Town of Woodway

www.townofwoodway.com
206-542-4443

Source:

City office has no fair housing information.

City office recommended contacting Volunteers of America dispute
resolution center at 360-793-2400.

City office has no fair housing information.

BBC Research & Consulting, 2011.
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Snohomish County’s Human Services website contains some fair housing information and staff are
knowledgeable about how to assist residents with fair housing questions; however, the content of the
County’s website could be improved.
Why is this an impediment? Lack of fair housing information can become an impediment if such

information is not equally available to all protected classes and/or if the lack of information prevents
alleged victims from enforcing their fair housing rights.
IMPEDIMENT NO. 3: Land use and zoning regulations in many jurisdictions create fair housing
barriers by:

Limiting or imposing conditions on group homes.
Limiting the types of housing that can be developed.
Containing restrictive definitions of the term “family.”
Not encouraging or requiring sidewalks and accessible areas.
A review of the zoning regulations and minimum lot requirements found several jurisdictions that
restrict group homes and/or limit the types of housing that is usually most affordable. These
jurisdictions and their policies include the following:
Brier has very large lot sizes and does not permit multifamily units. Brier’s definition of family also
appears to limit group home residents to no more than four.
Darrington, Gold Bar, Index and Woodway have large “high density” and/or minimum square
footage requirements for single family homes; these do not encourage smaller lot, affordable
homes to be built. Gold Bar, Index and Woodway have no multifamily zone.
Marysville limits group home occupancy to four unrelated adults.
Mountlake Terrace, Mukilteo and Snohomish only permit group homes with conditional permits.
Some jurisdictions’ codes are silent on allowance of group homes, definitions of families and/or
allowable densities, which can create disparate application of rules and potentially create barriers
for protected classes.
Many jurisdictions have a maximum number of unrelated persons of five, which is more restrictive
than what is usually applied to group homes. Six to eight persons allows for a larger supply of units for
persons needing a group home setting without compromising the residential character of the group
home or creating larger, institutional-like settings.
We did not conduct a review of the accessibility of public spaces and existence of sidewalks as part of
this AI. However, stakeholder comments about limitations on accessibility in response to the
stakeholder survey conducted for this AI were frequent and included the following:
“Outlying areas, where rents are often cheaper, often don't have sidewalks, or their sidewalks are
not wheelchair accessible. I use a wheelchair for my daughter, and am always surprised at how
hard it is to navigate through neighborhoods and cities, and can't imagine how hard it would be if
she was trying to do this by herself.”
BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING
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“Newer developments with covenants—HOAs tend to not provide accessible sidewalks, streets.”
“No, take a look at Casino Road. It has sidewalks, but street crossings are hard to find and
dangerous to maneuver; priority obviously belongs to the car. The same is true of Airport Road.”
“Rural areas and many suburban areas lack sidewalks. In some areas, children must be bused to
school even though they live near school because they cannot safely walk to school.”
“Most of Lake Stevens has no sidewalks. Same goes for Granite Falls. Streets have little to no
shoulder to walk along either. It is unsafe to navigate most of the time.”
Why is this an impediment? Zoning regulations and land use policies that have the effect of
restricting housing choices for certain protected classes can be found to be a violation of the federal fair
housing act.
IMPEDIMENT NO. 4: Limited transit options for low income, disabled, senior residents and
refugees create a fair housing barrier. Two in three stakeholders responding to the stakeholder

survey conducted for this AI believe that public transit is delivered inequitably. Stakeholders noted
that transit services are insufficient, if not unavailable, in the north and eastern parts of the County
and in rural communities. Stakeholders also believe that limited transit has a disproportionate effect
on persons with disabilities because it restricts their access to services, as well as housing. This is
described in the following comment from a stakeholder:
“People who live in rural areas are overlooked or have no transportation to access services. Special
needs residents do not understand how to use the system and many fall between the cracks—for
example, individuals with autism spectrum disorders whose diagnosis code does not qualify them
for DDD services and who cannot pay for services at agencies that charge for case management.
Also overlooked are individuals who are functionally illiterate; limited English speaking; have
mental health issues that prevent them from accessing services; undocumented workers fearing
deportation; and drug addicts who fear drug testing.”
In the focus groups, low income residents—primarily refugees and single, homeless men—said that
the limitations of transit affects where they can get jobs and which type of jobs they can have.
The County’s primary transit provider, Community Transit, acknowledges in its 2012-2017 Transit
Development Plan (TDP) that future transit supply “falls far short of meeting community needs for
1
public transportation.” Community Transit intends to “continu[e] to advocate for new transit
funding to begin increasing service.”
Why is this an impediment? Limited transit may create an impediment to fair housing choice because

it could have the effect of preventing certain protected classes from accessing housing, employment,
services and amenities at the same level as other residents.

1

http://www.commtrans.org/Projects/Documents/TDP%202012-2017_111511.pdf
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IMPEDIMENT NO. 5: Hispanic and African American mortgage loan applicants are denied loans
at much higher rates than Whites. In 2009, there were approximately 31,000 mortgage loan

applications in the Snohomish County Consortium, and another 6,179 in Everett.
Whites had lower denial rates (16%) than minority applicants (around 20%), except for Native
Hawaiians/Pacific Islanders. African American applicants were denied loans 26 percent of the time;
Hispanics were denied loans 23 percent of the time—both have much higher rates of denials than
experienced by White applicants. The jurisdictions with the greatest gap between denials by race
include Brier, Marysville and Mountlake Terrace, with Whites having a much lower denial rate
compared to non-Whites. The jurisdictions with the greatest gap between denials by ethnicity include
Brier, Lynnwood and Marysville, with non-Hispanics having a much lower denial rate compared to
Hispanics.
Why is this an impediment? There are many reasons why minorities may have higher mortgage loan

denial rates than non-minorities. The most common reasons are differences in credit scores, higher
debt to income ratios and lack of credit history. Yet patterns of differences in high denials, especially
in certain neighborhoods, can signal denial of opportunities to minorities or disinvestment in
minority-concentrated areas.
Fair Housing Observations

This section contains findings that may not be impediments to fair housing choice but are concerns
or needs that the County should address. We call these concerns “observations” rather than
impediments.
OBSERVATION NO. 1: Low income renters have limited housing choices in the County in
comparison to the need.

Renters in Snohomish County have experienced a dramatic shift in rental affordability since 2000,
when one-third of rental units cost between $500 and $750 per month. In 2010, just 14 percent of
units rented in this range, according to Census data.
Census data also show that during the past decade, rental costs have increased in every jurisdiction,
except in the City of Index. In all but two communities (Index and Lake Stevens), renter household
income increased less than that of rent levels, indicating that renters’ “purchasing power” has
declined.
Increases in rental costs were also a topic of concern in the public outreach conducted for this AI:
Residents and stakeholders surveyed and interviewed for this study frequently commented on the long
waiting lists for public housing units and Section 8. Single men experiencing homelessness described
the rental housing that they could afford as being of poor quality and very limited, as, in their
opinion, subsidized housing providers mostly cater to families. Many also face difficulties finding
landlords who will accept tenants with a criminal record. The situation described by refugees is
particularly challenging: refugees must find employment before their rent subsidy runs out
(sometimes within months), which is difficult if they cannot speak English well.
Focus group participants said they need units with maximum rents of $350-400 per month to afford
rent and utilities and avoid cost burden.

BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING

S ECTION VI , P AGE 7

Finally, stakeholders in the community forums mentioned that people with disabilities have very
limited housing choices in the County because there is a shortage of accessible housing (in addition to
limited transit, as discussed above). They also expressed concern about landlords fully understanding
reasonable accommodations regulations and people with disabilities being unsure of their rights.
Why is limited affordable housing a fair housing observation? Limited affordable housing options
can lead to segregation and may disproportionately restrict housing choices for certain protected
classes. This may occur because racial and ethnic minorities have lower incomes or because persons
with disabilities require specific housing accommodations and need affordable housing due to
limitations on employment.
OBSERVATION NO. 2: Housing providers are not equipped to manage mounting housing and
social service needs. Housing authorities interviewed for this study said the most “overwhelming”

characteristic they’ve faced over last 10 years has been the large number of immigrant families needing
housing assistance. Many of these households have such large families that the housing authorities
struggle to meet their housing needs due to a shortage of, and low turnover in, large-size rental units.
In addition, the housing authorities face challenges by combining immigrants from different cultures
into their developments. The housing authorities and the County lack resources to mediate
community problems that arise; staff are not trained to assist residents in removing cultural biases and
expectations. Finally, with cuts to supportive services, housing providers find themselves taking on
more of the responsibility of providing supportive services to their clients, which they are not trained
to provide.
The housing authority staff expressed the need for a program (perhaps through HUD’s fair housing
offices) and financial resources to train staff on how to work with residents to reduce biases and
resolve conflicts more easily.
Why is this a fair housing observation? A limited supply of the type of housing units that are

disproportionately occupied by certain protected classes—e.g., large units for refugees—may lead to
exclusion of certain protected classes in a community because the housing they need is unavailable.
Lack of certain services—including training of property management staff to manage tenant
conflict—may prevent certain protected classes from “full enjoyment of the premises”—although this
is a standard usually applied to reasonable accommodations. Even so, proper resources for staff
working with challenging tenants is good policy to mitigate community conflicts.
OBSERVATION NO. 3: Tenants interviewed did not understand their rights and responsibilities
as tenants. Throughout the focus groups, many tenants expressed confusion and misunderstanding

about their rights and responsibilities as tenants. One gentleman asked if a landlord could require
renters insurance. Many refugees were confused about if their rental payment included utilities, and
which utilities. Hispanic residents were unsure if landlords followed the terms in the lease, or they
commonly rented without a lease. Families with children wanted to know how many kids they could
have per bedroom. Felons were unsure about the best way to communicate with landlords about their
records and felt in some cases it was better not to. These tenants also asked about where they could
get information on tenants’ rights and fair housing and felt a wider availability of such materials
and/or knowledge of where to find fair housing resources would help clarify many tenant questions.
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Why is this a fair housing observation? Lack of fair housing information can become a fair housing
impediment if such information is not equally available to all protected classes and/or if the lack of
information prevents alleged victims from enforcing their fair housing rights.
OBSERVATION NO. 4: Government processes and coordination could be improved. Stakeholders

from city governments and nonprofits commented on the length of time that it takes to contract with
Snohomish County.
Why is this a fair housing observation? The stakeholders believe the lengthy contracting process
creates an impediment because it prevents households from receiving housing subsidies in a timely
manner.
Fair Housing Action Plan

Given the impediments and observations identified in this study, we recommend the following Fair
Housing Action Plan (FHAP) for the County’s consideration:
ACTION ITEM 1 Improve and make more uniform fair housing information on County and
jurisdictional websites. Snohomish County should develop a comprehensive fair housing webpage to

which the jurisdictions and other organizations can provide links.
The page should describe fair housing laws and renters’ rights and provide links to websites for more
information and filing complaints (e.g., link to the Washington State Human Rights Commission,
Dispute Resolution Center, Fair Housing Center of Washington, and HUD). All of this information
should be provided in Spanish and English. We also recommend a Frequently Asked Questions
section with answers to questions such as “What do I do if I need a reasonable accommodation?”
“Can a landlord deny a rental unit because of too many children?”
The website could also contain model requests for reasonable accommodations in several languages.
ACTION ITEM 2 Establish fair housing points of contact within jurisdictions and develop a
comprehensive fair housing educational campaign. Snohomish County should take the lead on

working with jurisdictions in the Consortium to establish fair housing points of contact, on
developing a comprehensive fair housing campaign, and on publicizing and sponsoring fair housing
training.
Each jurisdiction within the Consortium should have a designated individual (“fair housing
specialist”) to whom residents can be referred when they call with fair housing concerns. This
individual should keep abreast of fair housing topics and attend local fair housing trainings as they are
offered. Each jurisdiction could also help publicize the fair housing trainings and help make printed
fair housing educational materials available.
The stakeholder survey conducted for this study found that about two-thirds of stakeholders have not
received fair housing training in the past. In addition, almost 60 percent of stakeholders believe that
the current level of fair housing resources in the county is inadequate.
To address this need, the County should offer or fund fair housing education and training sessions for
real estate and social service professionals, including landlords, at least two times per year to increase
provider understanding of fair housing laws. The County may wish to consider the fair housing
BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING
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training model used in King County, which stakeholders in the community meetings said they found
useful.
The educational campaigns should place a strong focus on the fair housing provisions related to
reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities; protections offered to refugees based on
national origin; and state and new federal protections related to sexual orientation and marital status.
In addition, part of the education and training needs to be conducted with targeted populations of
residents in the locations in which they reside or frequent—e.g., homeless shelters, safe houses for
youth, independent living centers. The training should be tailored for each group.
Stakeholders mentioned “an advertised website,” “basic fair housing training” and training that helps
service providers pass information on to clients as being useful. Refugees liked the idea of placing fair
housing materials in locations that everyone is sure to visit “We all get sick, so it should be at the
health clinics.” Public service ads on radio stations were also mentioned.
ACTION ITEM 3 Encourage jurisdictions to reduce barriers in their zoning regulations and land
use policies. Snohomish County should continue to be a leader in promoting densities and group

home provisions that create balanced and fair housing for all types of residents.
The County should encourage jurisdictions in the Consortium to conduct an internal review of their
2
code in the context of the best practices listed below and to take actions to remove any identified
barriers in their jurisdiction. The County should track the progress made by the jurisdictions. Best
practices include:
Small Lots. At least one zone district (or overlay district, or permit system) should exist that

allows small lots (3,000 to 6,000 square feet) for single family detached housing in some
locations.
Multifamily parcels. At least one zone district (or overlay district or permit system) should allow
the construction of multifamily housing, and enough land should be available into this district to
allow a reasonable chance that some multifamily housing will be developed.
Minimum house sizes. The zoning and subdivision regulations should not establish minimum

house or dwelling unit sizes (beyond those in the building code).
Group homes. Zoning codes should state housing for groups protected by the Fair Housing Act

are treated as residential uses and should generally allow those group housing uses in at least one
residential district.
Definition of family. Codes should allow six to eight unrelated persons reside together in group

home settings to allow for a larger supply of units for persons needing a group home setting
without compromising the residential character of the group home or creating larger,
institutional-like settings.
Improving accessibility. The County and Consortium should continue to make CDBG funding
available for sidewalk improvement projects that include accessibility improvements

2

The source of the best practices is Clarion Associates, Denver, Colorado. www.clarionassociates.com
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In addition, the County administers a 6-year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) through
the Public Works Department that serves unincorporated Snohomish County. A portion of the funds
are programmed to provide ADA ramp upgrades as part of a roadway overlay program. Roadway
widening projects are programmed and include curb, gutters, and sidewalks that are ADA within the
UGA’s. Roadway projects in the rural areas of unincorporated Snohomish County provide shoulders
that are accessible for non-motorized use. The majority of projects are located in urban areas, but
some are located in rural areas. The County should continue to allocate a portion of its TIP funds to
make these types of improvements in public right of ways to help improve accessibility.
ACTION ITEM 4 Monitor lending disparities. The County should monitor lending disparities in
the communities in which they are the highest: Brier, Lynnwood, Marysville and Mountlake Terrace.
Minorities have the lowest success rate obtaining home loans in these communities. These
communities are also some of the most diverse in Snohomish County, suggesting that the high rates
of denials may be more closely related to a larger pool of potential minority borrowers.

Credit counseling and buyer readiness programs should target potential minority borrowers in these
areas to improve residents’ understanding of how to manage personal debt.
If the disparities in denials increase significantly and/or trend upward, the County should investigate
the reasons for denials further by conducting testing and discussing the results with local lenders.
ACTION ITEM 5. Increase the stock of affordable housing and affordable housing options
Countywide, especially deeply subsidized rentals. Snohomish County and Consortium members

should seek opportunities to diversify housing stock and create more opportunities for residents of all
income levels to reside in all communities. This is especially true for persons with disabilities,
refugees, households with children and large families and single men transitioning out of
homelessness.
To help target groups—persons with disabilities, refugees, felons, single homeless men and other
populations who face challenges finding housing in the County—find affordable and accessible
housing, the County should work with community partners to bolster housing locator information
services. For example, on site information sessions, online search engines and pamphlets with housing
providers who are accustomed to working with hard-to-house populations could be made available
and distributed in target locations. The County should also work with VOA to enhance their renter
certification program to include a component on fair housing rights.
The County and Consortium members should continue to provide CDBG funding for a minor home
repair program for low-income senior and disabled home owners, including mobile home owners,
that includes accessibility improvements as part of the program (grab bars, walkways, ramps, etc.). .
The Master Builder’s Association of King and Snohomish County also provides a small number of
free ramps (15-16) each year to low-income homeowners in King and Snohomish County through its
annual rampathon.
ACTION ITEM 6. Seek funding or other resources to support housing providers with capacity
needs for a program to reduce tenant cultural biases and conflicts. As mentioned above, assisted

housing providers expressed the need for a program (perhaps through HUD’s fair housing offices)
and financial resources to train staff on how to work with residents to reduce biases and resolve
conflicts more easily. The County should work with the housing authorities, as well as private
BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING
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landlords, to seek funding or other resources for such a program. The trainings should be held at least
once a year and be adaptable to the growing diversity of cultures in Snohomish County.
ACTION ITEM 7. As the economy strengthens, enhance transit and access to social services.

Snohomish County should support transit agencies serving Snohomish County (Community Transit,
Everett Transit, Sound Transit) in expanding services areas, routes and bus frequency to mitigate the
barriers created (especially for people with disabilities) by limited transit.
The County should continue to partner with the Snohomish County Transportation Coalition
(SnoTrac) to create a coordinated, countywide transportation system to serve persons with special
transportation needs.
ACTION ITEM 8. Evaluate the subcontracting process. The County needs to examine why the

subcontracting process with subrecipients who receive funding for housing and social service
programs is so lengthy. Efforts for streamlining the process should be identified and implemented so
that providers can access funds more quickly and make them available to their clients as quickly as
possible.
Table VI-1 summarizes the County’s and Consortium’s FHAP, linking the action items directly to
the impediments they will address.
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Table VI-2.
Fair Housing Action Plan Goals Matrix, Snohomish County and
Snohomish County Urban County Consortium, Program Years 2012 – 2016

Action Items
1. Improve and make more
uniform fair housing
information on County and
jurisdictional websites.

2. Establish fair housing points of
contact within jurisdictions and
develop a comprehensive fair
housing campaign.

Source:

Program Year Goals

Fair Housing
Impediment
Addressed

Fair Housing
Observation
Addressed

1&2

3

• Snohomish County to develop a comprehensive fair
housing webpage that also includes information on
renters’ rights.

1&2

3

• Snohomish County to maintain and update the fair
housing webpage, as needed.

1&2

3

• Snohomish County to work with jurisdictions in the
Consortium to link to the webpage.

9

9

1&2

• Snohomish County to encourage each jurisdiction in the
Consortium to establish a fair housing point of contact
and to have the contact person attend fair housing
training, as it is offered.

9

9

1&2

• Snohomish County to encourage each jurisdiction in the
Consortium to help publicize fair housing trainings and to
make fair housing educational materials available.

9

1&2

• Snohomish County to take the lead in developing a
comprehensive fair housing educational campaign for the
Consortium. The County to seek to build on existing
partnerships and to explore new partnerships and resources
needed to implement the campaign.

9

9

1&2

• Snohomish County to research fair housing training models
and undertake initial planning needed to implement
enhanced local fair housing trainings.

9

9

Activities

2012

2013

9

9

2014

2015

2016

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

BBC Research & Consulting.

BBC R ESEARCH & C ONSULTING

S ECTION VI , P AGE 13

Table VI-2. (CONTINUED)
Fair Housing Action Plan Goals Matrix, Snohomish County and
Snohomish County Urban County Consortium, Program Years 2012 – 2016

Action Items
2.

CONTINUED

3. Encourage jurisdictions to
reduce barriers in zoning
regulations and land use
policies.

Source:

Fair Housing
Impediment
Addressed

Fair Housing
Observation
Addressed

Program Year Goals
Activities

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

1&2

• Snohomish County to take the lead in coordinating,
sponsoring, and publicizing fair housing training for
housing real estate professionals including landlords,
housing providers, service providers, and renters.
Snohomish County to implement this goal within resources
available and to seek additional partnerships and resources
to expand trainings that can be offered.

9

3

• Snohomish County to provide Consortium-member
jurisdictions with a copy of the Analysis of Impediments to
Fair Housing Choice and encourage each jurisdiction to
review their codes in the context of the fair housing best
practices referenced and to take actions to reduce any
identified barriers to fair housing.

9

3

• Snohomish County to track the progress made by
jurisdictions in reducing identified barriers.

3

• Snohomish County to continue to act as lead agency
implementing the Consortiums’ 2010-2014 Consolidated
Plan infrastructure strategy for streets and sidewalks
(Strategy CD-2, Objective IO-2).

9

9

9

3

• Snohomish County, though the Public Works Department,
to continue to allocate a portion of the County’s six-year
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) funds to
sidewalk/accessibility improvements in public right of ways
as part of road improvement projects funded.

9

9

9

BBC Research & Consulting.
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Table VI-2. (CONTINUED)
Fair Housing Action Plan Goals Matrix, Snohomish County and
Snohomish County Urban County Consortium, Program Years 2012 – 2016

Action Items
4. Monitor lending disparities

5.

Source:

Increase affordable housing
stock and affordable housing
options Countywide,
especially deeply subsidized
rentals

Fair Housing
Impediment
Addressed

Fair Housing
Observation
Addressed

Program Year Goals
Activities

2012

2013

5

• Snohomish County to monitor lending disparities in the
Consortium-member communities in which they are
highest.

9

5

• Snohomish County to work with Consortium-funded
homebuyer purchase assistance and homebuilding
programs to conduct targeted outreach to potential
minority borrowers, particularly in areas where lending
disparities are highest.

9

5

• Snohomish County to conduct research to identify other
existing reputable credit counseling and homebuyer
readiness programs and encourage them to conduct
targeted outreach to potential minority borrowers to
improve residents’ understanding of how to manage
personal debt and to increase homebuyer readiness.

5

• If the disparities in home loan denials increase significantly
and/or trend upward, Snohomish County to investigate the
reason for denials by conducting fair housing testing and
discussing the results with local lenders.

2014

2015

2016

9
9

9

9

9

9

1

• Snohomish County and Consortium members to seek
opportunities to increase affordable housing stock and
affordable housing options Countywide, especially deeply
subsidized rentals.

9

9

9

9

9

1

• Snohomish County and Consortium members to seek
opportunities to diversify housing stock and to create more
opportunities for residents of all income levels to reside in
all communities, especially persons with disabilities,
refugees, households with children, large families, and
single men transitioning from homelessness.

9

9

9

9

9

BBC Research & Consulting.
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Table VI-2. (CONTINUED)
Fair Housing Action Plan Goals Matrix, Snohomish County and
Snohomish County Urban County Consortium, Program Years 2012 – 2016

Action Items
5.

Fair Housing
Impediment
Addressed

CONTINUED

1&2

Source:

Fair Housing
Observation
Addressed

Program Year Goals
Activities

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

1

• The Workforce Development Council of Snohomish
County, in consultation with Snohomish County and the
Housing Consortium of Everett and Snohomish County, to
oversee development and implementation of an on-line
affordable housing locator system under the Bill and
Melinda Gates Investing in Families Initiative.

9

9

9

9

9

1

• Snohomish County in partnership with the Continuum of
Care to develop and implement a coordinated entry system
for housing and services for homeless and at risk persons.

9

9

9

9

9

1

• Snohomish County to work with the Volunteers of America
to enhance their renter certification program to include a
component on fair housing rights.

1

• Snohomish County, through its Developmental Disabilities
Division, to continue to coordinate educational sessions on
affordable housing options for persons with developmental
disabilities.

9

9

9

1

• Snohomish County to seek input from the affordable
housing and service provider community on additional
needed and effective housing locator information services
for hard-to-house populations, such as on-site information
sessions or pamphlets, and to encourage their participation
in developing and coordinating such resources.

9

9

1

• Snohomish County to continue to act as lead agency in
implementing the Consortium’s 2010-2014 Consolidated
Plan affordable housing strategy to provide minor home
repairs to low income seniors and adults with disabilities
(Strategy H-4, Objective HO-13).

9

9

9
9

9

9

9

9

BBC Research & Consulting.
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Table VI-2. (CONTINUED)
Fair Housing Action Plan Goals Matrix, Snohomish County and
Snohomish County Urban County Consortium, Program Years 2012 – 2016

Action Items
6.

Seek funding or other
resources to support housing
providers with capacity needs
for a program to reduce
tenant cultural biases and
conflicts

7.

As the economy strengthens,
enhance transit and access to
social services

8.

Source:

Evaluate the subcontracting
process

Fair Housing
Impediment
Addressed

Fair Housing
Observation
Addressed
2

Program Year Goals
Activities

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

• Snohomish County to work with housing authorities,
private landlords, and other community partners to seek
funding or other resources for a program to reduce tenant
cultural biases and conflicts.

4

• As the economy strengthens, Snohomish County to support
transit agencies serving Snohomish County (Community
Transit, Everett Transit, Sound Transit) in expanding service
areas, routes, and bus frequently to mitigate barriers
created (especially for people with disabilities) by limited
transit.

4

• Snohomish County to continue to participate in the
Snohomish County Transportation Coalition (SnoTrac) in
efforts to create a coordinated, Countywide transportation
system to serve persons with special transportation needs.

9

9

9

• Snohomish County to evaluate the subcontracting process
with subrecipients who receive funding for housing and
social service programs and identify and implement efforts
to streamline the contracting process.

9

9

9

4
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Appendix A: Survey Instruments

Fair Housing Survey
2011 Real Estate, Housing and Social Services Professionals
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development requires communities receiving federal funding for
housing and community development activities to analyze barriers to housing choice. Housing and social service
professionals are being offered the opportunity to participate in this process by completing this survey about
housing barriers in Snohomish County.
Your answers will be kept strictly confidential. We will only report this information in combination with the other
survey responses and in summary format to protect privacy.
Please note that this survey covers Snohomish County and all the cities in the county except for Everett and
Bothell. These cities conduct their own housing studies.

Please complete and return this survey by January 20, 2012.
Thank you for your participation in this important effort.
If you have questions about the use of the survey information,
please call Heidi Aggeler at 1-800-748-3222, x256.
SECTION I. Tell us about your organization
1. In what industry or type of agency do you work? Check all that apply.









Affordable housing provision
Education
Food pantry
Homeless services
Insurance
Land use planning
Lending












Own rental property
Property management

Services for people with disabilities
Other (please specify):

Residential appraisals
Residential development
Sales
Senior services
Services for low income residents

2. What is the geographic area(s) you primarily serve?
(county and/or city)

3. How would you rate your knowledge of the
federal fair housing act and its protections?

4. How would you rate your knowledge of the
Washington State fair housing act and its
protections?

Very Good



Very Good



Fairly Good



Fairly Good



Not Good



Not Good



Unsure



Unsure
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5. Which of the following groups do you believe receive protection from housing discrimination under federal
and state fair housing laws? Check all that apply.






Different races or ethnicities
Married couples
Non-married couples
Gay/lesbian/transgender people










Children
Low income households
Immigrants

Refugees
Seniors
Other (please specify):

People with disabilities

SECTION II. Potential barriers to fair housing in Snohomish County
6. Please evaluate the following possible barriers to fair housing in Snohomish County on a scale of 0 to 5
[0=not a barrier, 5=a serious barrier].
Not a
Barrier

Serious
Barrier

Economic, Demographic & Housing Factors

0

1

2

3

4

5

Don’t
know

Concentrations of affordable housing in certain areas















Income levels of minority and female-headed households















Lack of affordable housing near employment options















Lack of affordable housing near transit options















Lack of representation of real estate professionals by persons of
differing races, ethnicities, disabilities, and gender















Poor credit histories of minority borrowers















Other (please specify):















0

1

2

3

4

5

Don’t
know

Concentration of group homes in certain neighborhoods















Lack of adequate zoning for manufactured housing















Limitations on density of housing















Restrictive covenants by builders, developers or homeowners associations















Other (please specify):















Land Use & Zoning

0

1

2

3

4

5

Don’t
know















Lack of transit options for low income, disabled, and senior residents















Access to public transit in areas with affordable housing















Lack of knowledge among residents regarding fair housing















Lack of knowledge among large landlords and or property managers regarding
fair housing















Lack of knowledge among small landlords regarding fair housing















Capacity Issues
Limited capacity of a local organization devoted to fair housing investigation
or testing

Page 2

SECTION II. Potential barriers to fair housing in Snohomish County (continued)
6. Please evaluate the following possible barriers…(continued)
Not a
Barrier

Serious
Barrier

0

1

2

3

4

5

Don’t
know

Lack of knowledge among real estate agents regarding fair housing















Lack of knowledge among lenders regarding fair housing















Lack of knowledge among insurance industry representatives
regarding fair housing















Lack of knowledge among appraisers regarding fair housing















Other (please specify):















0

1

2

3

4

5

Don’t
know

Lenders not disclosing full appraisal reports to borrowers















Lenders not disclosing the determination made by the private
mortgage insurer















Lenders offering prime customers subprime rates















Lenders steering customers to use a specific appraisal or hazard insurance
company















Lenders targeting subprime, high risk borrowers















Other (please specify):















Real Estate Activities

0

1

2

3

4

5

Don’t
know

Housing providers falsely denying that housing is available















Housing providers placing certain tenants in the least desirable units in
a development















Housing providers refusing to make reasonable accommodations for tenants
with disabilities















Housing providers using discriminatory advertising















Insurance agency discrimination in decision to insure certain parties















Owners of mobile home parks prohibiting children from playing outside















Owners of mobile home parks threatening evictions unless tenants
pay additional fees and rents















Real estate agents directing clients to rental or sale of housing only in certain
neighborhoods















Sellers of homes refusing to show their home to certain buyers















Use of “neighborhood stability” or similar factors as proxies for racial
makeup in appraisals















Other (please specify):















Capacity Issues (continued)

Lending Activities
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7. Are you aware of any zoning or land use laws in Snohomish County—and/or the
cities within the county—that create barriers to fair housing choice or encourage
housing segregation?




Yes




Yes

No

If “Yes," please describe them:

8. Are there particular “predatory lending” practices that are a serious problem in
Snohomish County?

No

[Predatory lending practices might include targeting minority, female-headed, and or elderly
households with unreasonably high interest rates; charging excessive fees without regard for
the borrowers’ ability to pay; etc.]
If “Yes," please describe them:

9. If you wanted to refer a client to find out more about fair housing rights, who would you refer them to?
Please specify:

SECTION III. Help us improve fair housing opportunities
10. Have you received fair housing training in the past?
If “Yes,” please list the type or name of the training you received and from whom you received it.




Yes




Yes

No

Type/Name of training:
Who gave training:






Landlord/tenant and fair housing law seminars
In house training through my company
Outside training sponsored/required by my industry
Other (Please list):

11. Do you feel there is adequate information, resources, and training on fair housing
laws in Snohomish County?

No

If “No,” please list the information, resources and training that would be helpful to you:

12. What is the best way to communicate with professionals in your field about fair housing issues?







City and or county public meetings
Conferences
Emails and or websites





Internal memos or communication
Internal organization meetings
Other (please specify):

Government publications
Industry publications
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13. Do you believe that the following public services and facilities are distributed equitably across all areas of
Snohomish County? If not, specify where there is inequitable provision.
Public transit




Delivered equally

Parks and recreation
(trails, recreation centers)




Delivered equally

Quality schools




Delivered equally




Delivered equally

Social services for low income
and special needs individuals




Delivered equally

Accessible streets, sidewalks




Delivered equally




Delivered equally

Health care

Financial/lending institutions

Delivered inequitably

Delivered inequitably

Delivered inequitably

Delivered inequitably

Delivered inequitably

Delivered inequitably

Delivered inequitably

Please specify where service is lacking:

Please specify where service is lacking

Please specify where service is lacking

Please specify where service is lacking

Please specify where service is lacking

Please specify where service is lacking

Please specify where service is lacking

SECTION IV. Additional Comments
Please feel free to add comments about housing needs and fair housing issues.

Thank you for completing this survey and assisting with the fair housing study.
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2011 Resident Fair Housing Survey
Dear Resident,

Snohomish County is in the process of conducting a study about housing needs. We would like to know if you
are satisfied with your current housing situation and if you have had trouble finding housing. Please take a few
moments to complete this survey.
Your answers will be kept anonymous; we do not collect any identifying information. We will only report this
information in combination with the other survey responses and in summary format to protect your privacy.
You may send your completed survey back in the attached envelope by the end of the day on January 20, 2012.
You do not need a stamp for the envelope, postage is already paid.
You may also complete it online at:

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Snohomish_Resident_Fair_Housing_Survey

Please note that this survey covers Snohomish County and all cities in the county except for Everett and Bothell. These
cities conduct their own housing studies.
This survey is not a way to file a complaint. If you feel you have been discriminated against and want help, please
contact:
1-800-233-3247
TTY: 1-800-300-7525
Interpreters are available. Please state the language needed when calling
If you have questions about this survey,
please contact Heidi Aggeler at 303-321-2547 or aggeler@bbcresearch.com.

1.

Please indicate if you agree or disagree with the following statement:

“I feel that my family and I are welcome in Snohomish County.”




2.

3.

Agree
Disagree

If “Disagree,” why do you or your family not feel welcome?

How well would you say you understand laws that
protect people from housing discrimination?

Very Well



Fairly Well



Not Well



Unsure



Which of the following groups do you believe receive protection from housing discrimination under
federal and state fair housing laws? Check all that apply.







Children
Different races or ethnicities
Gay/lesbian/transgender people
Immigrants
Low income households







Married couples



Others (please specify):

Non-married couples
People with disabilities
Refugees
Seniors
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4.

Suppose you or someone you knew thought they’d been discriminated against in trying to find a place to
rent or a house to buy. What would you do or recommend they do?





Nothing
File a complaint
Move to another house/apartment




I don’t know
Other (please specify):

4a. If you were discriminated against and wanted to report it, who would you contact?
I would contact:


5.

I do not know

Do you think you have ever experienced
housing discrimination?





Yes
No [SKIP TO QUESTION 6]
Not sure [SKIP TO QUESTION 6]

5a. If “Yes,” what was the reason you were discriminated against?

5b. If “Yes,” when did the discrimination occur?

6.





In the past year
2 to 5 years ago
More than 5 years ago

Have any of these been a problem for you or your family when trying to find housing in your
community? Please rate each factor on a scale of 0 to 5 [0 = not a problem, 5 = a serious problem].
Not a
Problem

0

Serious
Problem

1

2

3

4

5

Don’t
Know

Concentrations of affordable housing in certain areas

     



Housing I can afford is located too far from transit options

     



Housing I can afford is located too far from work

     



Housing provider refused to make accommodations for my disability

     



I can’t find a real estate professional of the race, ethnicity, disability, or gender I prefer

     



I can’t get bus service close to my home/work/services I need

     



I can’t get housing information in Spanish for my rent contract

     



I did not get information about private mortgage insurance

     



I have poor credit

     



I was given a subprime loan (higher interest rate than normal)

     



Lack of affordable housing to purchase

     



Lack of affordable housing to rent

     



My income level

     



My lender did not give me an appraisal of my home or property

     



My lender told me to use a specific appraisal or hazard insurance company
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6.

Have any of these been a problem for you or your family … (continued)
Not a
Problem

0

7.

9.

1

2

3

4

Don’t
Know

5

Real estate agents showed me housing I could afford only in certain neighborhoods



    



Restrictive covenants by builders, developers or homeowners associations



    



Sellers of home refused to show me their home



    



Other (please specify):



    



If you wanted to know more about your housing rights, how would you get information?
Please choose all that apply.









8.

Serious
Problem








Real estate officers or realtors





Own

Do you or any member of your family have
a disability?




Yes

9a.




Yes

Call a lawyer, ACLU or legal aid
County Commissioners, City Council or Mayor
Housing authority
HUD website
I do not know
Internet search

Snohomish County website
TV
Volunteers of America Dispute Resolution Center
Washington State Human Rights Commission
Other (please specify):

Library
Radio

Do you own or rent your home or are you
currently homeless?

If “Yes,” does the house or apartment that you
currently live in meet your accessibility needs?

Rent
Homeless

No [SKIP TO QUESTION 10]

No

9b. If “Yes,” what improvements do you need to better meet your needs? (e.g.; grab bars in bathroom, ramp)

10. Do you have children under the age of 18?

11. Including yourself, how many people live in
your household?




Yes






1

No

2
3





5
6
7 or more

4
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12. Which ethnic or cultural group do you consider yourself a member of? Please check all that apply.











African American or Black
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian

White
Multi-racial
Other (please specify):

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
Hispanic/Chicano/Latino

13. Just for classification purposes, what is your total household income?





$15,000 or less
$15,001 up to $25,000
$25,001 up to $35,000





$35,001 up to $50,000











Lake Stevens



$100,000 or more






Stanwood

$50,001 up to $75,000
$75,001 up to $100,000

14. In which community do you live?











Arlington
Bothell
Brier
Darrington
Edmonds
Everett
Gold Bar
Granite Falls
Index

Lynnwood
Marysville
Mill Creek

Sultan
Woodway
Other (please specify):

Monroe
Mountlake Terrace
Mukilteo
Snohomish
Snohomish County
(unincorporated)

Thank you for completing this survey!
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Appendix B: Public Outreach Materials

Community Forums
On Fair Housing
The Snohomish County Human Services Department is in the process of
completing a comprehensive study of fair housing choice in our community.
Attend a community forum to:
Learn about the preliminary study results
Learn about fair housing laws and your rights and responsibilities
Participate in a discussion about fair housing choice in Snohomish County

Meeting Times and Locations:
May 2, 2012 - North County
3 - 4:30 p.m.
Stillaguamish Senior Center
Annex Building
18308 Smokey Point Blvd.
Arlington, WA 98223

May 2, 2012 - East County
6:30 - 8 p.m.
Monroe Fire Department
163 Village Court
Monroe, WA 98272

May 3, 2012 - South County
12 - 1:30 pm
VOA - The Learning Center
Hurricane Room
16300 Motor Place
Lynnwood, WA 98037

Federal and state fair housing laws prohibit discrimination in the sale
or rental of housing based on race, color, creed, national origin, religion,
sex, disability, familial status, marital status, sexual orientation, and
Veteran/Military Status.
The forum facilities are accessible. If you need a reasonable accommodation to enable you
to participate fully in the community forum, contact Sue Tracy, Snohomish County Human
Services, by e-mail at sue.tracy@snoco.org, by phone at (425) 388-3269, or by TTY at 711.
To request an interpreter in Spanish, Russian, Vietnamese, Arabic, or Somali for the
community forums, contact Sue Tracy (contact info listed above) by April 25, 2012.
Forums are hosted by the Snohomish County Human Services Department
Housing and Community Services Division. The focus area for the study
is Snohomish County, outside the Cities of Everett and Bothell.

Snohomish County
Aaron Reardon
County Executive

Media Advisory – April 17, 2012
Contact: Christopher Schwarzen
Office: 425‐388‐3883
Email: Christopher.Schwarzen@snoco.org

County wants input on fair housing options
The Snohomish County Human Services Department is hosting three forums in May to
obtain community input on fair housing.
The forums will include information on fair housing laws and the preliminary results of a
fair housing study currently being completed for Snohomish County. The forums will
also provide an opportunity for individuals, social‐service providers, housing providers,
landlords, property managers, lenders, and other interested persons and organizations
to participate in a discussion about fair housing choice in our community.
The forums are scheduled for:
May 2, 3‐4:30 p.m.
Stillaguamish Sr. Center
18308 Smokey Point
Blvd.
Arlington, WA 98223

May 2, 6:30‐8 p.m.
Monroe Fire
Department
163 Village Court
Monroe, WA 98272

May 3, Noon‐1:30 p.m.
Volunteers of America
The Learning Center
16300 Motor Place
Lynnwood, WA 98037

Snohomish County is conducting a fair housing study because it receives more than $5
million annually in federal grants from the Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG), HOME Investment Partnership (HOME), and Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)
programs. These funds are used to support affordable housing and community
development projects for low‐income people, families and neighborhoods.
Through a series of community meetings and focus groups scheduled for May, and from
research and analysis of housing issues and a survey conducted earlier in the year, the
county’s Human Services Department is looking to identify housing barriers and ways to
improve access.
Federal and state fair housing laws prohibit discrimination in the rental, sale, or
financing of housing based on race, color, creed, national origin, religion, sex, disability,
familial status, marital status, sexual orientation and veteran/military status. Illegal
discrimination can take many forms. Examples include:
•
•
•

Advertising housing only to preferred groups of people.
Denying housing to people because they have children.
Refusals by landlords or HOA’s to make reasonable accommodations for persons
with disabilities.

The forum facilities are accessible to individuals with disabilities. For additional
information, to request a reasonable accommodation to enable you to fully participate
in the forum such as a sign‐language interpreter, or to request a language interpreter
for the forum, please contact Sue Tracy at sue.tracy@snoco.org or 425‐388‐3269 or at
7‐1‐1 for TTY users.
###

Is there Housing Discrimination
in Snohomish County
Take a short fair housing survey for
 Service providers
 Housing providers
 Real estate professionals
(landlords, property managers,
real estate agents, lenders, etc.)
¾ Share your experiences in renting or selling housing
¾ Share your experiences in helping residents find housing
¾ Help identify barriers to housing choice
To take the survey online, visit:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Snohomish_Professionals_Fair_Housing_Survey

Surveys must be completed by

Friday, January 20, 2012
If you have questions, please contact Sue Tracy, Snohomish County Human Services,
by e-mail at sue.tracy@snoco.org, by phone at (425) 388-3269, or by TTY at 711.
Survey sponsored by the Snohomish County Human Services Department,
Housing and Community Services Division.
The focus area for the survey is Snohomish County, outside the Cities of
Everett and Bothell.

Fair Housing Public Forum
Presented by:

Presented to:

Heidi Aggeler & Jen Garner
BBC Research & Consulting

Snohomish County,
Washington

1999 Broadway, Suite 2200
Denver, Colorado 80202-9750
303.321.2547 tel / 303.399.0448 fax
www.bbcresearch.com
aggeler@bbcresearch.com & garner@bbcresearch.com

May 2- 3, 2012

Welcome!
Thank you for attending this workshop!
 We have a lot of information to present—and want
to hear from you about your experiences
 Please keep your comments to 5 minutes per topic,
to allow everyone in the room a chance to
participate in today’s discussion
 Please note that we are not lawyers and cannot
offer advice about fair housing violations

1

Presentation Agenda
 Fair Housing/AI background
 Presentation of survey findings
 Discussion of
fair housing needs

2

Resources
Who to contact in Washington if you have a question
about fair housing or want to file a complaint about a
fair housing violation:
HUD, Office of Fair Housing and
Enforcement (Seattle regional office):

(206) 220-5170;
www.hud.gov/complaints/housediscrim

Washington State Human Rights
Commission:

800-233-3247
www.hum.wa.gov

Volunteers of America, Dispute
Resolution Center:

(425) 339-1335
www.voaww.org

Fair Housing Center of Washington:

(253) 274-9523
www.fhcwashington.org

Snohomish County Citizens Committee (425) 388-3411
on Human Rights (SCCCHR):
www.sccchr.org

3

Definition of Fair

4

What is Fair Housing?
Fair Housing Act (FHA):
 Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, prohibits discrimination in the
sale, rental and financing of dwellings based on race, color, religion, sex
and national origin.
 Amended in 1988 to prohibit discrimination on the basis of disability or
familial status and require accessible units as part of multifamily units
built after 1991.
 HUD recently added a provision that HUD-funded programs cannot
discriminate based on sexual orientation/gender identity.

Exemptions from FHA:
 Housing developments for seniors, housing strictly reserved for members
of religious organizations or private clubs, multifamily housing of four
units or less with the owner occupying one unit.

Washington Fair Housing Law:
 Offers same protections as Federal Fair Housing Act plus marital status
and sexual orientation/gender status.
 Enforced by Washington State Human Rights Commission
5

What is an Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing (AI)?
 Communities like Snohomish County that receive
federal funds from the Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) are periodically required
to conduct an AI
 Through analysis of Census data, a review of public
and private practices and public input, the AI seeks
to identify whether or not barriers to housing choice
disparately impact members of the protected
classes. The AI also examines whether or not
protected classes are housed in concentrated areas
within the community

6

Your Input: Introductions
 Your name, if you own or rent?
 How long have you lived in Snohomish County?
 What would you change about your housing if
you could?
 Do you feel there is adequate information about fair
housing in Snohomish County? (Do you know where
you would go to file a complaint or get information on
fair housing if you needed to?)

7

Preliminary Research Findings
 The county has some concentrations of minority
populations, as shown in the following maps.
 9% of the county’s residents are Asian. There are
many block groups in the south county where
more than 29% of residents are Asian (“minority
impacted”).
 8% of the county’s residents are of Hispanic
descent. A handful of block groups in the south
county have Hispanic “impacted areas”
(28% and more Hispanic).

8

Preliminary Research Findings
Percent of Population that is Asian by Block Group, Snohomish County, 2010

9

Preliminary Research Findings
Percent of Population that is Hispanic by Block Group, Snohomish County, 2010

10

Preliminary Research Findings
 Low income residents live in many parts of the county.
Percent of Population that is Low Income by Block Group, Snohomish County, 2010

11

Preliminary Research Findings
 Approximately 11% of Snohomish County residents
report a disability.
 38% of seniors in the county have one or more
disabilities.
 There are very few areas in the county where
persons with disabilities are concentrated.

12

Preliminary Research Findings
 Public input into the AI was comprehensive:
 232 residents responded to a voluntary survey distributed
through stakeholders and available online
 137 stakeholders completed an online survey

 Key survey results:
 One-third of residents believe they have experienced
housing discrimination.
 One in ten residents feel they or their family are
unwelcome in the county.
 Many residents are uncertain about what they would do
if they felt they had been discriminated against and a
slight majority do not know where to file a complaint.
 Top barriers to fair housing reported by residents: Income
level, Lack of affordable rental housing, Poor credit,
Concentration of affordable housing in some areas.
13

Preliminary Research Findings
 Key survey results (continued):
 Top barriers to fair housing reported by stakeholders:
Income and credit challenges of minority and female
borrowers, General lack of knowledge of fair housing laws
by residents and landlords

 Access to public transit—especially in rural areas—
is perceived to be delivered inequitably and to limit
housing opportunities.

14

Preliminary Research Findings
Avg. rating

Potential Barriers
to Fair Housing—
Residents
Note:
n=190.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting
2011 Snohomish County
Resident Survey.

3.6

My income level

3.6

Lack of affordable housing to rent

3.4

I have poor credit

3.3

Concentrations of affordable
housing in certain areas

2.8

Lack of affordable housing
to purchase

2.6

Housing I can afford is located
too far from transit options

2.6

Housing I can afford is located
too far from work

1.4

I can’t get bus service close to
my home/work/services I need

1.2
1.1

5 A Serious
Problem

4

3

Restrictive covenants by
builders developers
or homeowners associations
Real estate agents showed me
housing I could afford only
in certain neighborhoods

1.0

I was given a subprime loan
(higher interest rate than normal)

0.9

I did not get information about
private mortgage insurance

0.8

Housing provider refused to
make accommodations
for my disability

0.7

Sellers of home refused to
show me their home

0.6

I can’t find a real estate
professional of the race ethnicity
disability or gender I prefer

0.5

I can’t get housing information
in Spanish for my rent contract

0.5

My lender did not give me an
appraisal of my home or property

0.5

My lender told me to use a
specific appraisal or hazard
insurance company

2

1

0 Not a
Problem

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%
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Preliminary Research Findings
Agree (91%)

I feel that my family and I are
welcome in Snohomish County.
Note:
n=224.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County
Resident Survey.

Disagree (9%)

I don't know (59%)

Do you know who you would contact to
report housing discrimination?
Note:
n=208.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish
County Stakeholder Survey.

Response to Perceived
Housing Discrimination
Note:
n=221.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County
Resident Survey.

I would contact... (41%)

Nothing (2%)

File a complaint (54%)

Other (8%)

Move to another house/
apartment (14%)

I don’t know (23%)
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Preliminary Research Findings
Top Eight Most Serious Potential Barriers to Fair Housing
Avg. rating
4.0

Poor credit histories of
minority borrowers

5

3.8

Income levels of minority
and female-headed households

4

3.5

Lack of affordable housing
near employment options

3

3.3

Concentrations of affordable
housing in certain areas

2

3.3

Lack of affordable housing
near transit options

1

2.6

Lack of representation of real
estate professionals by persons
of differing races, ethnicities,
disabilities, and gender

0

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Serious
Barrier

Not a
Barrier

100%

Note: Stakeholders’ n=133 and residents’ n=219.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting 2011 Snohomish County Resident Survey and 2011 Stakeholder Survey.

17

Your Input: Fair housing barriers
 Have you or a person you know ever experienced
discrimination when you were trying to rent or buy a
home? Can you describe what happened? What did you
do about it?
 Suppose you or someone you know was discriminated
against in trying to rent or buy a house. What would you
do or recommend?
 If you ever felt you were discriminated against and
wanted to report it, do you know who you would
contact?
 Do you know who investigates housing discrimination in
Snohomish County?
 If you wanted to know more about your fair housing
rights, how would you get information?
18

Wrap-Up
Are there any other issues related to housing barriers
in Snohomish County that we need to discuss?

19

