SHARING THE BENEFITS OF BUILDING GREEN
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A “green building” revolution has been gaining strength in America. City planners, architects, and builders are
responding to the threats posed by climate change by exploring new methods to conserve natural resources and create
more sustainable communities. While most of the tangible achievements of the green building movement to date are
found in individual buildings, there have been a few instances in which entire communities have been designed and built
as models of sustainable development. The Seattle Housing Authority’s High Point development in Seattle, Washington is
one of those models.

During the past decade, the Seattle Housing Authority (SHA) has transformed three of its four largest public housing
projects through the federal HOPE VI program, creating new mixed-income urban neighborhoods to replace aging
conventional low-income housing projects. This transformation provided the opportunity for the Housing Authority to
improve the performance of its housing units in terms of conservation.

The first two HOPE VI projects, New Holly and Rainier Vista, were designed to comply with the City’s relatively
conservation-conscious building codes. With its third project, at High Point, the Housing Authority sought to set a new
standard in green building by going well beyond Seattle’s code requirements. The project was designed to incorporate
the principles of “new urbanism,” and features a natural drainage system, a host of energy and water conservation
features, and 35 “Breathe Easy” homes, which were especially designed to minimize the environmental factors that trigger
asthma and other respiratory diseases. These features have attracted national and international attention, and won many
awards for sustainable development.

The different levels of investment in conservation at SHA's housing projects created a laboratory in which to examine the
costs and benefits of those investments. In late 2007 Enterprise Community Partners commissioned this study to take
advantage of that opportunity. It compares conservation measures and their impact in three SHA communities:

. Yesler Terrace is a sixty-nine-year-old housing project that has been upgraded over time as resources have become
available. It reflects a “base case” that is broadly representative of much of America’s existing public housing;

. New Holly is SHA's first HOPE VI project, and reflects the “state of the code” in Seattle at the end of the twentieth
century;



. High Point represents the “state of the art” for green building at the beginning of the new millennium.
The study addresses four major questions:

. Did the additional investments in sustainability at High Point provide sufficient financial return to warrant the
initial capital investment?

. Are the residents of High Point aware of the sustainability features in their community, and how heavily are they
engaged in conservation in their daily lives?

. If there have been substantial utility cost savings at High Point, how are current public policies shaping the
distribution of those savings among local utilities, the Housing Authority and the residents?

. Is the current distribution of the benefits optimal to achieve the community’s social, economic and environmental
goals, and if not, how might public policies be changed to produce better results?

FINDINGS

1. The High Point project demonstrates that three essential ingredients are necessary to achieve
environmental sustainability within a new community: careful planning and capital investments in
conservation technology by the developer; day-to-day actions by the residents; and wise public policies that
reward the parties for their respective contributions.

Perhaps the most significant lesson from High Point is that the greatest benefits to the environment can be
achieved when landlords, tenants and policy makers act in concert. To date, the green building movement - and
utility incentive programs - have focused primarily on capital investments in conservation technology, with less
attention to the potential for community mobilization and education to generate an additional increment of
savings. The study also reveals that current public policies toward public housing need to be revised to provide
more effective incentives for housing authorities and residents to conserve.



The design process SHA employed at High Point, which featured a high level of involvement by residents,
public officials and other stakeholders, opened the door to innovation and produced a better project.

The inclusive planning process generated exciting ideas that were not part of the initial concept. For example, the
idea for the Breathe Easy Homes evolved from a resident’s suggestion and was expanded by researchers at the
University of Washington to include a major public health study. In a similar vein, officials at Seattle Public Utilities
conceived a natural drainage system and contributed funding for its development. However, when City
departments (such as the fire and transportation departments) were not included in the initial stages of the
planning, their lack of support led to costly delays in the project.

High Point residents are saving substantial amounts of water, electricity and natural gas beyond the levels of
conservation achieved at New Holly and Yesler Terrace, resulting in substantial cost savings.

. Residents at New Holly use about 6% more water than those at High Point, 11% more electricity for lighting,
37% more natural gas for water and space heating, and 15% more electricity in all-electric units.

. The comparison of High Point to Yesler is even more telling. Yesler Terrace residents use 54% more water
than those at High Point, and 40% more electricity in all-electric units.

. The high level of conservation at High Point translates into significant cost savings. In 2007, residents at
High Point saved $11.52 per capita for water compared to New Holly, and $89.40 per capita per capita when
compared to Yesler Terrace.

. At 2007 rates for gas and electricity, residents of an average 1,175 square foot unit at High Point saved
approximately $235 per year compared to a resident of the same size unit at New Holly.

. Residents of all-electric units at High Point saved approximately $47 in 2007 compared to New Holly and
$140 when compared to Yesler Terrace.

In the aggregate, the actual costs for utilities at New Holly in 2007 were 36% lower than the average for Section 8
public housing in the Seattle area, representing a savings of $380,000 per year. At High Point, actual costs were
56% below the Seattle average, for a total savings of $500,000.
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The cost savings from the most expensive element of conservation technology at High Point (the hydronic
heating system) - provides a reasonable rate of return on investment.

The cost of the hydronic heating system was used as a proxy with which to determine whether the additional
investments in conservation at High Point were cost-effective. It was estimated that the cost of that system was
$2.92 per square foot higher than for a conventional system. The savings from that investment ($0.127 per square
foot) constitute a return on investment of 4.35% - well within the range SHA could have achieved by investing the
same amount in Washington'’s Local Government Investment Pool.

Most residents of public housing report that they are actively engaged in conservation and would be willing
to do even more if they knew what methods would be effective, suggesting that an additional increment of
conservation could be achieved through community education and mobilization.

The study team conducted interviews with 234 households in the three communities in English, Viethamese and
Somali. The survey results show that more than two-thirds of residents at High Point and New Holly report “taking
extra steps” to save on electricity and water. 87% of High Point residents, 81% of Yesler Terrace residents and 70%
of High Point residents say they “would be willing to take other steps to save” on their energy and water bills.

Not surprisingly, price incentives appear to have a dramatic impact in the three communities. At New Holly and
High Point, where housing units are individually metered for water use, about 70% of the residents report “taking
extra steps to save on water” while at Yesler Terrace, where the units are not individually metered, only 16%
reported taking extra steps to conserve.

The survey also demonstrates that many residents are having difficulty paying their utility bills. 41% of Yesler
Terrace residents reported that they had fallen behind on their utility bills in the past six months, while 33% of High
Point residents and 23% of New Holly residents said they had fallen behind.

In focus groups with High Point residents, it also became clear that residents value the “green” elements of their
community and have ideas for how future HOPE VI projects could be even better in terms of conservation. Specific
suggestions included placing timers on tankless hot water heaters; creating a conservation supply store on site; and
reducing the need for car trips by bringing a grocery store on site.



Policy changes are needed to create the proper incentives to encourage conservation and share the benefits
fairly among utilities, the Housing Authority and the residents.

Under current federal policy, residents of public housing pay 30% of their income for the combination of rent and
utilities. Since High Point was a new community with no track record of actual consumption, a utility allowance was
established based upon the Seattle average of utility costs in Section 8 units, and that amount was credited against
the tenant’s rent. That meant that until October 2008, the cost savings from the conservation investments were
being realized by local utilities (in the form of reduced load requirements) and by the residents, whose utility bills
have been, on average, far lower than the utility allowance provided by SHA as a credit. SHA, which bore most of
the costs associated with the planning and development of the conservation measures at High Point, was not
sharing in the savings at all. When the data secured for this study revealed the magnitude of the savings, SHA
sought approval to recalibrate the utility allowance to reflect the actual levels of consumption within the HOPE VI
communities, rather than the local average. The net result will be an infusion of hundreds of thousands of much
needed dollars each year for the Housing Authority, and a significant rent adjustment for the residents who have in
effect been paying less than 30% of their incomes for rent and utilities. Without some new mechanism to share the
benefits of conservation, residents may perceive little incentive to take additional steps to conserve, fearing that
doing so would simply lead to another increase in the amount they pay for rent.

Another policy dilemma that emerged in the course of the study involves the City’s current rate relief programs.
These programs, which do not apply to residents of public housing, effectively provide power and water to other
low-income consumers at half-price, regardless of the resource efficiency of the housing in which they live. The
community’s goals may more effectively be achieved by retrofitting housing and/or paying low-income families to
conserve rather than subsidizing their use of power and water.

RECOMMENDATIONS

An Action Agenda for Housing Authorities

1.

Continue to invest in conservation technology.

The evidence from the comparison of High Point to New Holly demonstrates that the extra investments in
conservation technology at High Point were sound. As utility rates increase, and utilities and government agencies
add new financial incentives for conservation, the return on investment can be expected to grow even larger.
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The data gathered for this study also provides the evidence needed to proactively adjust the utility allowances in
future projects so that SHA realizes a more rapid return on its investments and tenants do not experience a sudden
increase in rents when the utility allowance is recalibrated, as it was at High Point.

Invest in community organizing and education to increase resident participation in conservation.

The results of the community survey and focus groups suggest that there is an opportunity to achieve an
additional increment of conservation through community mobilization. Although SHA's initial efforts to engage
residents were somewhat successful, more could be achieved, especially if there are clear financial incentives.

The U.S. General Service Administration (GSA) has reportedly pioneered “benefit sharing agreements,” in which
cost savings from conservation are split equally between the GSA and its tenant agencies. We recommend that
SHA consider creating a similar plan to provide tenants with a stronger incentive to conserve and to strengthen
the partnership with its residents.

Continue to document the success of conservation measures to build the case for future investments by local
utilities in public housing.

This study would have been more complete and compelling if it had been conceived at the beginning of High
Point’s development so that data on the costs of the conservation measures could have been more carefully
accounted for. By having an evaluation plan at the beginning of future projects, the Housing Authority can make
an even greater contribution to the base of knowledge within the field. These studies should also be designed to
quantify the savings well enough so that SHA and its residents can bargain with local utilities to reap a share of the
savings that are realized through conservation technology and community action.

An Action Agenda for Local Utilities and City Officials

1.

The Mayor’s office should lead City departments in a comprehensive effort to support SHA’s future
initiatives to create sustainable communities.

The magnitude of SHA’s HOPE VI redevelopment projects, and their value as examples, calls for well-orchestrated
support on the part of City departments and utilities. The Mayor’s office is in the best position to see that all City
departments play a proactive and imaginative role, as Seattle Public Utilities did at High Point.



The City’s policy regarding rate relief should be reviewed, and strategies should be developed to make low-
income people’s housing more sustainable.

The study suggests that several changes in current practices would be beneficial:

First, local utilities should develop payment plans that enable residents to even out their payments during the
year. Residents of public housing live on very modest budgets, and generally do not have the flexibility to deal
with seasonal spikes in utility costs. A plan to spread the costs more evenly through the year would help many
families and individuals to avoid falling behind in their payments.

Second, the City’s utilities should undertake a major initiative to retrofit the homes of those who are enrolled in
low-income utility rate programs. This initiative would improve the living conditions of the residents, reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and reduce the future costs of rate relief and energy assistance programs. We suggest
that the initiative be paid for with bonds that would be retired with the future savings that would result from
conservation in those households.

A program to retrofit affordable housing units, could also incorporate universal design measures to make the
homes safer and more appropriate for children and the elderly. The creation of such a program could also give
low-income individuals an opportunity to participate in the “green economy” if local training and employment
programs can be adapted to meet the need.

Utilities should create mechanisms to value and purchase blocks of power conserved by community action,
as well as through capital investment.

Seattle’s utilities have developed strategies to purchase conservation from major customers by paying a share of
the costs for major investments in conservation technology. The utilities should consider adding a program to
purchase power from community groups who conserve through education programs, community organizing and
the application of small-scale conservation technology throughout a neighborhood.



An Action Agenda for Community-Based Organizations
1. Community organizations should provide residents with the tools to reap the benefits of conservation.

The results of the community survey and focus groups strongly suggest that more conservation can be achieved
through community education and mobilization. Although SHA's early efforts in this vein were partially successful,
a more sustained effort will be needed to realize the full potential of these strategies.

Neighborhood House has the cultural and linguistic skills to take on this role if sufficient resources can be made
available. Neighborhood House (or another community-based organization) should explore the idea of creating a
“Neighborhood Environmental Services Cooperative” (NESCO) in each HOPE VI community to serve as the vehicle
to mobilize the community to achieve higher levels of conservation. The NESCO would educate residents about
conservation strategies, carry-out specific projects (such as installing timers on hot water heaters, or distributing
compost bins) and act as the community’s representative in negotiating with the utilities and the Housing
Authority regarding the distribution of the financial benefits of conservation.



INTRODUCTION:
THE GENESIS OF A SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY

During the past decade, the Seattle Housing Authority (SHA) has dramatically transformed three of its four large family
housing projects through the federal HOPE VI program. The key premise of HOPE VI is that by redeveloping traditional
public housing to create more diverse mixed-income communities, public housing authorities can:

= Create new and better housing options for families and individuals across a spectrum of incomes;

u Reduce the social and economic isolation of low-income families;

= Improve housing conditions, public safety, employment levels, and other indicators of neighborhood health; and
= Eliminate the stigma that has often been associated with large urban public housing projects.

As the Housing Authority began planning its first HOPE VI project at New Holly, it became evident that the project would
provide the opportunity to achieve much higher levels of conservation. In response to these opportunities, the Authority
adopted construction techniques and billing strategies at New Holly that are consistent with the current conservation-
oriented building codes and industry practices in the northwest. These same features were subsequently incorporated in
SHA’s second major HOPE VI project, Rainier Vista.

In 2001, the Housing Authority received an allocation of federal funds for its third major HOPE VI project, High Point.
Although the grant came as welcome news, the leaders of the Authority soon realized that the financial challenges
inherent at High Point would be greater than those it had faced at New Holly and Rainier Vista. The level of federal
subsidy per unit at High Point would be substantially less, and there would be no additional subsidy from the City of
Seattle, as there had been in the first two HOPE VI projects.

Initially, SHA’s leaders considered dramatic cost reductions as a strategy to address these financial challenges. The
Authority changed course, however, when it became apparent that many of the cost-cutting measures under
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consideration would undermine the durability of the housing and increase ongoing operating costs. Instead, the
Authority chose the opposite path, and set out to make the High Point project a model of sustainable development.

In charting this course, the Housing Authority hoped that it would be possible to attract philanthropic and public partners
to help overcome the financial challenges it was facing. In return for their contributions, funding partners would have the
opportunity to test new methods of sustainable community development. By 2005-06, when the first residents began
moving into the new community, there were signs that the strategy was succeeding. Through the efforts of the project’s
architects and builders, the homes at High Point were designed and constructed with the latest green building
techniques; a partnership with Seattle Public Utilities had produced a unique “natural drainage system” for the
community; two federal grants had helped to fund “Breathe Easy” homes for families with children suffering from asthma
and other chronic respiratory illnesses; and the High Point project was receiving national and international acclaim as a
model for sustainable communities world-wide.

In January 2008, Enterprise Community Partners commissioned the Cedar River Group to complete an analysis of the costs
and benefits of the sustainability investments at High Point. Our study reveals that three ingredients are needed to
achieve the best results in conservation:

1. Capital investments in conservation technology during construction;
2. Behavioral changes in the way residents use natural resources; and
3. Wise public policies that create the proper incentives to conserve.

This report describes each of these factors and their interaction at High Point.

Part One, Designing a Green Community, provides a brief overview of the design process, and identifies some of the
challenges that arose for the project team as it attempted to incorporate sustainable elements in the design of the new
community.

Part Two, Financial Returns, provides an analysis of the performance of the High Point community in comparison to New
Holly and Yesler Terrace in terms of conservation of water, electricity and natural gas. It also provides a comparison of the
financial savings to the rate of return SHA could have achieved had it made other investments with the funds used for
extra conservation technology.



Part Three, The Resident’s Perspective, examines the opinions of High Point residents about living in a “green community”
and their willingness to participate in additional conservation measures in the future. The information was gained from
234 telephone interviews and five focus groups conducted in four languages with the assistance of multilingual
interviewers from Neighborhood House, our nonprofit partner.

Part Four, Sharing the Benefits, offers an analysis of the current distribution of the benefits of conservation at High Point,
and the impact of existing federal regulations on how those benefits are (or are not) shared among the Housing Authority,
the residents, and local utilities.

Finally, Part Five, A Strategy for Change, provides our recommendations, and explores an alternative approach to engage
residents and achieve a better alignment of incentives to achieve the highest possible level of conservation in
“sustainable communities.”






PART ONE: DESIGNING A GREEN COMMUNITY

Building the Team

The Seattle Housing Authority approached the rebuilding of High Point with values rooted in “new urbanism” and green
building goals, but with a very tight budget. The Project Manager, Tom Phillips, was a veteran of major development
projects who completely supported the idea of making the new community a model of sustainability. He chose a design
team comprised of firms that shared that objective and were among the region’s leaders in sustainable development.’

' The members of the design team are listed in Appendix A.



The team used a collaborative approach to develop strategies for sustainability that were tempered with guidance from
residents, neighbors, community representatives, government agencies, builders and financial partners.

Engaging the Community

The team began by recruiting an advisory committee comprised of community leaders to help shape the project. Every
effort was made to include as many stakeholders as possible in the design process. Frequent community meetings were
held, during which the design team asked residents for their opinions about what characteristics make a good house, a
great street, and a healthy neighborhood. SHA provided translators at these meetings for the many immigrants who are
residents of High Point.

A major concern for the residents was where they would be housed during the redevelopment, and whether they would
be able to return following construction. The Housing Authority responded to these concerns with a promise to provide
housing for all residents who were displaced during construction, and to replace the public housing units at High Point on
a one-to-one basis (although 200 of the original 800 units would be located off-site.) These early commitments helped to
foster a constructive environment during the planning.

The goal of creating a sustainable community was introduced in conceptual terms during the initial community meetings
and was quickly embraced by the community. The broad concepts that emerged from the community meetings were
gradually translated into specifics by using existing green building rating systems to identify features that would make
the vision real. The design team also subjected each potential element of the emerging strategy to a rigorous evaluation
of potential costs and benefits, and took full advantage of the financial incentives provided by Seattle City Light, Seattle
Public Utilities, and Puget Sound Energy.

Creating a Plan for Natural Drainage

The design team enlisted the active participation of staff within several City departments in the initial stages of planning
the green elements of High Point. Imaginative officials at Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) and engineers on the design team
conceived the idea of creating a natural drainage system for the new community that would help restore the water
quality of Longfellow Creek, one of Seattle’s few remaining salmon-bearing streams. Believing that the new system would
prove valuable as a demonstration project, the leaders of SPU pledged to pay the incremental cost of the new system
when compared to conventional methods. SPU’s willingness to pursue this strategy also helped to leverage
complementary actions by other City agencies. For example, after months of debate, City Departments allowed SHA to
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narrow street widths below current standards to reduce impervious surfaces so the natural system design could work with
the on-site soils.

The most visible “natural” features of the drainage system are the large park that surrounds the storm water retention
pond, and the rain gardens and grassy swales that comprise the basic elements of the system. These landscape features
are maintained by community residents hired by the High Point Homeowners Association.

Breathe Easy Homes

While the natural drainage system was the product of close collaboration with City officials, other major elements of the
community design emerged from the dialogue with the residents. At a meeting of the advisory committee, a resident
leader asked if the environmental measures the design team was proposing could help to alleviate the chronic asthma
that afflicts many children and adults at High Point. Picking up on her idea, the design team worked with public health
experts to create a plan to build 35 “Breathe Easy Homes” with special features designed to reduce asthma triggers.

The Breathe Easy Homes were destined to be a part of a major public health research study to test whether specific design
and construction choices can improve the health of asthma afflicted individuals in public housing. The preliminary results
of this research are discussed in Part Two of this report.

Costs and Communication Tools

SHA, the design team, Absher Construction and their subcontractors relied on summary goal sheets to focus early design
decisions and later moved to more specific checklists and spreadsheets to track the costs and benefits of various green
building strategies. These tools helped the team determine which options brought the most value in relation to
estimated costs. They included the BuiltGreen program checklists for communities and multifamily housing and the
SeaGreen checklist developed by the Seattle Office of Housing for affordable housing. National guidelines were also
used, including the U.S. Green Building Council’s LEED standards, SBCl's Green Building Guidelines and Enterprise
Community Partners’ Green Communities Checklist. These checklists provide a good resource for exploring a wide
range of green building strategies. They also provide a framework for combining strategies to produce results greater
than the sum of the parts.

Some of the major green investments in the energy and water features provided at High Point are listed in Figure 1. Most
of these differences were shown in the drawings or specifications for construction and verified through the Energy Star,
BuiltSmart, and BuiltGreen certifications.
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Figure 1: Major Conservation Features at High Point (notes on cost implications in italics)

o Envelope air sealing using the airtight drywall approach (ADA) cost neutral.

« Energy Star front loading washers add $250 (SPU incentives helped).

o High-efficiency tankless boiler closed loop hydronic heating system add $1,250 - 1,500 with added
savings from federal administrative expenses on allowance and billing.

« Integrated domestic tankless domestic hot water add $500.

o Additional zone controls for hydronic radiators (allows more occupant control of room by room heat).

e Modified advance framing/panelized walls cost neutral.

e Beyond code U-value for windows (U<=.33 to meet BuiltSmartincentives requirements).

Lessons Learned

The design process at High Point succeeded in large part because it was driven by a compelling vision that was also a
shared vision. SHA, the members of the design team, High Point residents, and other stakeholders, including several
creative staff members within City departments, were united in their desire to make High Point a model of sustainability.
By working together, these actors generated many new ideas that added additional dimensions to the original vision.

Nevertheless, the process of developing High Point was not always a smooth one, and there were many hurdles the
design team had to overcome. The most significant may have been overcoming the negative attitudes of some of the
local officials who had roles in granting permits for the new development. One example was the difficulty of securing
permission to narrow the streets within the new community to reduce the impervious surface. Although the design team
pointed to public safety and environmental benefits, both the Transportation and Fire Departments strenuously opposed
the idea at first, and the ensuing debate cost the project tens of thousands of dollars in staff and consultant time and
project delays. Ultimately the stalemate was broken through a direct appeal to the Mayor’s staff, who mediated the
dispute and helped to resolve the issue. Significant lessons emerged from that experience:



Innovations in community planning will almost inevitably come into conflict with those charged with enforcing existing
standards and practices;

Those conflicts can often be overcome through active collaboration with local officials from the beginning of the
planning process;

A wide spectrum of agencies have regulatory power over a project and it is important to meet with all of them to win
support for innovations; and

Partners within regulatory agencies can add real value to the project (as SPU’s leaders did with their contributions to the
natural drainage system at High Point).

It is critical to secure the understanding and support of the ultimate decision-makers (such as the Mayor’s office) so that
conflicts between existing standards and new innovations can be resolved quickly and in the public interest.
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PART TWO: THE FINANCIAL RETURNS OF GREEN BUILDING

Seattle’s HOPE VI projects, together with Yesler Terrace, represent a spectrum of levels of investment in sustainability,
ranging from modest retrofitting of the 67 year old units at Yesler Terrace, to the “state of the code” homes at New Holly
and Rainier Vista, to the “state of the art” measures pioneered at High Point. These projects provide a ready-made
laboratory to assess the costs and benefits of the Authority’s investments in sustainability. The level of green investment
in the respective projects is summarized in the following chart.

-11 -



Figure 2: Green investments Yesler Terrace NewHolly  High Point
Community: Yesler Terrace | New Holly | High Point
Pedestrian-friendly V N v
Healthy living education programs N
Green Living Expo Vv
Community gardens N v Vv
Site: Yesler Terrace | New Holly | High Point
Natural drainage features vV Vv
Complete Natural Drainage System N
Pervious concrete sidewalks Vv
Wide-ranging tree protection N v
Green landscaping Vv
25-foot local streets V V
Native/drought-resistant plants N
Construction: Yesler Terrace | New Holly | High Point
Recycle maximum amount of materials vV Vv
Deconstruction of some units Vv
Use of bio-diesel Vv
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Minimize grading

Figure 2: Green investments

Air-tight drywall

Yesler Terrace

New Holly

Stockpile and re-use top soil NI
Re-use demolished pavings N v
Buildings: Yesler Terrace | New Holly | High Point
Breathe-Easy Homes V
Low VOC paint, adhesives, cabinets N N

High Point

Modified advance framing/panelized walls

Compact fluorescent lights

Energy Star washers/dryers

Energy Star front-load washers

Whole-house fans

Closed-loop hydronic heating system

Tankless hot water heating system

Marmoleum floor coverings

Higher "R" value windows

Dual flush toilets

Low-flow shower heads

< < < < < <] < =<
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Breathe-Easy Homes: Yesler Terrace | New Holly | High Point

Positive-pressure ventilation system v

Linoleum flooring in living areas

Recycled content vinyl flooring

Low-pile carpeting on stairs

Low/No off-gas trim and millwork

Low/No off-gas kitchen cabinets

HEPA filter vacuum cleaners

"Walk-off" doormats

< < <] < < <] < =<

Extra dry-out time during construction

Comparison of Utility Use

Now that tenants have been living at High Point for at least one full year, it is possible to investigate whether the ‘extra’
investments at High Point actually generated a savings in consumption of water, gas and electricity compared to the
code-required investments at New Holly and the remedial upgrades at Yesler Terrace.

With great effort, the Seattle Housing Authority was able to obtain data on consumption for calendar year 2007 from the
electric, gas and sewer/water utilities for all the units in each of the three projects of interest. These data provide the
factual basis for a direct comparison among the various types of units in the three communities.

New Holly and High Point have quite comparable types of structures and types of units and both have a preponderance
of 2- and 3-bedroom units. In both projects, the heating systems for space and water are fueled by natural gas and
residents are billed for their own gas, electric and water/sewer consumption. The Yesler Terrace units are all-electric, older
and, on average, much smaller - typically 1 to 2 bedrooms. The Yesler Terrace units are also built in a stacked fashion and,

-14 -



because of the hilly typography of the site, many of the units are partially tucked into hillsides. This feature tends to
reduce energy consumption regardless of building type. At Yesler Terrace, residents pay for their electricity consumption
for lighting and water/space heating, but are not separately metered for water/sewer use.

The analysis of water consumption was carried out on a per person basis since the number of residents in a unit most
strongly influences the number of showers, toilet flushes, and washer loads. The comparison of electricity and gas used
for lighting and heating was conducted on a per square foot basis because it is the size of the unit rather than the number
of people in it that most strongly determines the amount of energy consumed.

Water
As shown in Figure 3, residents at High Point use the least water, with residents at New Holly using about 6% more. Yesler

Terrace residents, however, consume 54% more than High Point residents — a function of older systems and the lack of
any financial incentive to conserve.

# Water % Ain Cost per
Avg # Sample Usage Per | Capita $Ain Cost
Site Units # Residents Unit Avg Person per Per Capita
Residents per Unit Count GCD Per Day Month Per Month

RlgnFEnE S5 | g e 35 203 39.9 $18.49
NG el 620 2,149 35 498 42.2 6% $19.45 $0.96
YeslerTerrace | 561 | 4507 22 561 616 | 54% $25.93 $7.45

At 2007 Seattle water/sewer rates, New Holly residents spend $0.96 per person per month more than High Point residents
on water/sewer service (just over $40 per year for a unit with average occupancy). Yesler Terrace residents cost the
Housing Authority a full $25.93 per person per month for water/sewer service, $7.45 per month more than per capita
consumption at High Point, or $89.40 more per person per year.
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Electricity and Gas

Because Yesler Terrace has an all-electric heating system, we began our analysis of energy consumption by comparing the
‘state of the code’ vs. ‘state of the art’ gas and electric systems at High Point and New Holly. The results for all units, shown

in the following table, are repeated in every unit type with only minor variations. (The complete results for all unit types
are included in Appendix B).

Figure 4: Gas & Electricity Consumption Per Square Foot, High Point & New Holly

Electric Gas
Avg % Ain % Ain
kWh Usage Therm Usage
Usage Per Costs Usage Per

Sample | Sum Of Per Square Per Sample | Sum Of Per Square | Cost Per

Site Count SqFt SqFt Foot SqFt Count SqFt SqFt Foot SqFt

High Point 289 317,943 5.456 $0.296 246 276,810 0.367 $0.571

New Holly 496 583,378 6.063 0.11 $0.340 415 491,679 0.504 0.37 $0.698
% A

Gas & Electric Cost/Square Foot High Point $0.867

Gas & Electric Cost/Square Foot New Holly $1.038 20%

The ‘state of the code’ systems at New Holly use 11% more electricity for lighting and 37% more gas for water and space
heating than the ‘state of the art’ systems at High Point. At 2007 gas and electricity rates in Seattle, that costs New Holly

residents on average $0.20 more per square foot per year than their High Point counterparts, or about $235 per year more
for an average 1,175 square foot unit.
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All-Electric Units

To compare the cost of energy for lighting and space/water heating at High Point, New Holly, and Yesler Terrace, we
chose to compare one bedroom Yesler units with one-bedroom all-electric apartment units at High Point and New Holly.
These are the most comparable units in the inventory of each community.

Holly, and Yesler Terra
Avg Usage Cost
Heat Sq Avg # per % Annual per %
Site Source Bldg Type Bdrms | Ft Residents | SqFt A Cost SqFt A
High Apartment
Point Electric | Building 1 655 1 9.1 $324.60 [ $0.50
New Apartment
Holly Electric | Building 1 627 1 10.5 | 16% | $368.40 | $0.59 | 18%
Yesler
Terrace | Electric | Multifamily 1 516 1.1 13.3 | 40% | $399.00 | $0.77 | 47%

In these small units, High Point again has an advantage. New Holly one bedroom all-electric units use 16% more
electricity per square foot than High Point and Yesler Terrace units use 40% more. This results in additional costs of $0.09
per square foot per year for New Holly residents and $0.27 per square foot per year for Yesler Terrace residents, or nearly
$140 per year for the average unit.

Distribution of Cost Savings

The savings identified in the study are important for their environmental implications, but they also have a significant
potential impact on the incomes of the Housing Authority and/or its residents. In the first several years of occupancy,
these savings were captured by residents because of federal regulations governing the maximum combined utility and
rent charges that can be charged to residents of public housing. Under those rules, the Housing Authority grants utility
allowances as credits against rent, and the combination of the allowance and the rent cannot exceed 30% of the tenant’s
income. For the first two years of occupancy, the utility allowances credited against the rents have been based upon the
Seattle average for utility costs, which is far higher than the actual costs in the HOPE VI communities. Therefore, the
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Housing Authority did not reap a share of the savings. However, SHA has recently secured federal and State approval to
readjust the utility allowances to reflect actual costs. As a result, the Housing Authority will gain new revenues in excess of
$380,000 per year at New Holly and $500,000 at High Point.

Comparison of Capital Costs

It is clear from the data that significant savings have resulted from meeting the current Seattle code at New Holly and that
even greater savings were gained by investing in ‘state of the art’ conservation at High Point. A question naturally arises
about whether these savings provide a competitive return compared to other possible investments.

It was beyond the scope of this analysis to examine the full range of social and environmental benefits at High Point,
which would include the value of cleaner rainwater entering nearby creeks and other ‘goods’ that are not easily
monetized. Instead, this analysis focused solely on the more limited question of direct monetary return.

Unfortunately, it was impossible to compare the entire cost of the New Holly and High Point redevelopments. The
projects were designed by different architects and built in different decades by different contractors. Specific energy-
saving investments were not necessarily called out as separate items in the bids and were not therefore tracked separately
as the work was completed. Therefore, the team sought accurate cost estimates for a major component of the project to
serve as a proxy with which to compare the costs of the two projects. With the assistance of the architect for High Point
and the cost estimator for New Holly, we were able to compare the cost of the conventional heating and plumbing
systems installed at New Holly with the hydronic systems incorporated at High Point. Since the hydronic system
represents the single largest part of the additional costs associated with the extra sustainability measures at High Point,
we believe it provides a reasonable basis of comparison for the two projects.

New Holly uses conventional gas heating and gas-powered hot water tanks. High Point uses a gas-powered hydronic
heating system and tankless water heaters. By using a construction cost inflation factor of 9% per year, it was possible to
estimate what the New Holly system would have cost in 2005 when the first phase of High Point was built.

As shown in Figure 6, the hydronic system installed at High Point cost $2.92 per square foot more than the conventional
heating system at New Holly.
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Figure 6: Cost of Heating and Plumbing Systems

High Point and New Holly
in 2005 dollars

New Holly High Point
Total Cost $2,112,213 $2,867,200
# of Sq. Ft. 394,794 346,690
$/Sq. Ft. $5.35 $8.27
Cost A $2.92

To measure the opportunity cost of that capital investment, we examined what would have happened if the Housing
Authority had invested the cost difference in a conventional financial instrument. At rates prevailing in 2007, gas
consumption per square foot per year at New Holly and High Point cost $0.698 and $0.571 respectively, a difference of
$0.127. If the savings in gas costs per square foot is thought of as the return on an ‘extra’ investment of $2.92 per square
foot in the hydronic heating system, the annual rate of return is 4.35%.

Based on our analysis, it appears that the investment in green technologies is competitive in today’s environment. In
Washington state, agencies like the Seattle Housing Authority are part of a Local Government Investment Pool (LGIP)
operated by the State Treasurer. In 2005, when Phase | of High Point was built, the average rate of return of the LGIP was
3.1688%. In 2007, the year for which the energy savings were calculated, the average rate of return of the LGIP was
5.0897%. The LGIP rate of return in July 2008, as this research was being conducted, was 2.28%.

The rate of return of 4.35% achieved by the Seattle Housing Authority falls comfortably within the range of financial

investment alternatives during the time period in question. Obviously, there is considerable variability in the LGIP rate of
return and also variability in utility rates. The State Utility Commission is currently considering a requested rate increase of
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11% in the price of natural gas, and water rates in Seattle are expected to jump 18% in January. Rate increases of that
magnitude will have the effect of substantially increasing the rate of return on green investments.

The difficulty in this instance is that the Housing Authority will have foregone the fruits of its investment for two years
before reaping the benefit. Since downward adjustments in the utility allowance appear as a rent increase to tenants, a
housing authority making such investments may experience some difficulty in actualizing the return. That issue is
explored in subsequent sections of this report.

Potential Additional Savings from the Breathe Easy Homes

As mentioned above, many of the social and environmental benefits of the sustainability investments at High Point -
cleaner water, cleaner air, less and slower traffic — are difficult to quantify in monetary terms. However, one major element
of the project, the “Breathe Easy Homes,” is worthy of special mention in that regard. The 35 Breathe Easy units were
designed to significantly reduce the impact of respiratory disease among children with histories of severe asthma by
incorporating low-emission building materials, special heating and ventilation systems, and other special features. These
extra environmental measures are estimated to have cost about $5,500 per unit in capital costs.

The results of that investment have been monitored by a research team of public health professionals2 and found to be
quite dramatic. As shown in the chart below, children living in the Breathe Easy Homes for one year experienced a 61%
increase in the number of symptom-free days, and a 67% reduction in the use of urgent clinical care.

2 Clinical response in asthma from improved housing design and construction. T.K. Takaro, MD, MPH1, J.W. Krieger, MD, MPH2, D.T. Sharify3, L.
Song, PhD2 and T. Phillips4. 1Faculty of Health Sciences, Simon Fraser Univ., Burnaby, BC, Canada; 2Seattle King County Public Health, Seattle, WA,
United States; 3Neighborhood House-High Point, Seattle, WA, United States and 4Seattle Housing Authority, Seattle, WA, United States.
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Breathe Easy Homes on Children with Severe Asthma
Endpoint Old Home New Home home A
Exitin=35 | Exit2n=34 A p
Symptom-free days / 2 week 7.6 124 +4.8 .004
Caretakers quality of life 5.0 5.8 +0.8 .002
Urgent clinical care (%)* 61.8 20.6 -41.2 .002
Asthma trigger exposuret 1.4 0.03 -1.1 .000

* Total urgent asthma care visits past 3 months.
t Presence of rodent, roach, pet, mold or moisture, group average.

Results of this magnitude strongly suggest that the sustainability features in the Breathe Easy Homes at High Point have
the potential to dramatically reduce health care costs and improve the quality of life for children who would otherwise
suffer from chronic severe asthma. These benefits are significant and have a measurable value that is beyond the direct
financial benefits from resource conservation we have documented.
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PART THREE: THE RESIDENTS’ PERSPECTIVE

e

The High Point community is clearly consuming less water, electricity and natural gas than New Holly and Yesler Terrace.
It is also clear that a large share of those savings can fairly be attributed to the additional capital investments SHA and its
partners were willing to make in conservation technology when High Point was redeveloped. The science of predicting
the effectiveness of such capital investments is now well-established, and a number of those tools were used to predict
the level of savings actually achieved at High Point.
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However, investments in technology comprise only one of the three ingredients required to achieve the best results in
conservation. The second variable in the conservation equation — the contribution that residents are making through
their every day actions - is more difficult to gauge. This is especially challenging in communities like those in our study,
which are comprised of large numbers of recent immigrants who may not be familiar with the conservation technology
incorporated in their new homes, and may have cultural practices which affect their use of natural resources.

To explore this dimension of conservation at High Point, our team conducted a community survey of residents of public
housing at Yesler Terrace, New Holly and High Point and held a series of focus groups with residents from various ethnic
groups at High Point.3

The Community Survey

The survey instrument was designed by Cedar River Group and Neighborhood House to determine resident attitudes
about conservation, the extent to which they perceive themselves to be involved, and their willingness to do more to
conserve. Neighborhood House organized a multilingual team to conduct interviews by telephone with members of 234
households during April and May, 2008. The distribution of interviews among the three communities was as follows:

Yesler Terrace 70
New Holly 88
High Point 76

3 The survey instrument can be found in Appendix C and a summary of the survey results in Appendix D. A copy of the focus group protocol is in
Appendix E.
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The interviews were conducted in three languages:

English 125
Vietnamese 57
Somali 53

There were several key findings:

. Residents of the three communities like their homes and their communities. 95% of High Point residents
reported that their family liked the housing unit they lived in compared to 86% at New Holly and 83% at Yesler
Terrace.

. Financial incentives work. 68% of the residents at High Point and 72% at New Holly report taking “extra steps” to

save money on water. At Yesler Terrace, where residents do not pay their water bills directly, only 16% report that
level of effort.

. Substantial majorities of the respondents in all three communities reported taking “extra steps” to save
money on electricity, with High Point residents leading the way with 70%, New Holly at 67%, and Yesler Terrace at
59%.

. By far narrower majorities, public housing residents at High Point (58%) and New Holly (51%) believe their

efforts are saving them money. Just 37% of Yesler Terrace residents believe their efforts are paying off.
. High Point residents are aware that they are paying less for electricity. Among residents who paid electricity

bills in their last residence, 54% of High Point residents stated they now pay less for electricity compared to 24% at
New Holly and just 10% at Yesler Terrace.
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. A high percentage of public housing residents have difficulty paying their utility bills. 33% of High Point
residents, 23% of New Holly residents and 41% of Yesler Terrace residents reported that they have fallen behind on
their utility bills during the past six months.

. SHA'’s efforts to inform residents about the conservation measures at High Point have been a partial success.
The original plan for High Point called for SHA to work with residents to explain the various conservation measures
in the community and how to use and maintain them. 55% of High Point respondents reported that they had
received such training but 40% said they had not. 43% said they had been told about specific actions they could
take to save money.

. Among those who received such training more than 70% found it valuable.

. A majority of residents in all three communities do not understand the federal utility allowance. Only 43% of
High Point residents understand that they receive a utility allowance, with the numbers at the other locations even
lower - 26% at New Holly; 19% at Yesler Terrace.

. By huge majorities, public housing residents state that they would be willing to take additional steps to
conserve if it saved them money. (High Point 87% - New Holly 70% - Yesler Terrace 81%).

Focus Group Results

The project team conducted five focus groups with High Point residents to probe the survey findings in greater depth.
Two focus groups were conducted with English-speaking residents, and one each in Vietnamese, Cambodian and Somali.
The focus group sessions were conducted according to a formal protocol, which can be found in Appendix E. Participant
responses were self-recorded on a questionnaire, and more in-depth group discussions were conducted by Cedar River
Group staff through interpreters provided by Neighborhood House. The highlights of the focus groups were as follows:
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Most participants like living in High Point and prize the “green” aspects of the community. They value the
natural plants, big trees, parks and playgrounds, safety and security, new energy-saving appliances, and fresh air.

They are aware of the community’s role as a national model, saying such things as:

. “We saw it on television and we were proud.”
. “It's one of the top ones in the country.”
. “It looks better and saves money.”

Most participants are aware of at least some of the resource conservation measures on-site, but did not know
the purpose of many of them. When asked if SHA staff had explained the conservation features of their units,
fewer than half said, “Yes.”

Most participants indicated they work very hard to conserve energy and water. They reported taking the
following actions:

. Putting on more clothes, turning down the heat.
. Turning off lights and appliances.
. Taking shorter showers.

. Washing full loads.

. Stressing conservation with their children.

Nearly all stated they would be willing to do more to conserve if it saved them money.

A majority said they were willing to do more just to save the environment, even if it did not save them

money.
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o Most participants perceive they are saving money on their electric bills. They are less convinced they are
saving on gas and water. Some believe the bills are not accurate, and do not go down when they conserve.

. Few participants understand the utility allowance. About half of the participants stated that they had been told
about the utility allowance, but very few said they understood how the utility allowance works in tandem with their
rent.

o The participants in the focus groups provided many valuable suggestions:

. “We need more frequent meetings with SHA to discuss things. When we were planning High Point there

were lots of meetings, and we felt involved. Now they only meet when there’s a big problem.”

. “The light bulbs are a big problem. They are supposed to save money, but we have to pay SHA a high fee
to replace them.” “If we try to replace them ourselves, no one nearby sells them. You have to go to Lowe’s
and they are far away and very expensive.”

. The tankless hot water heaters should have timers. “Because the water never gets cold, my children stay
in the shower forever.”

. Residents want to be able to walk to buy groceries and obtain services. “If this is supposed to be a
sustainable community, why do we have to drive to the nearest grocery store?”

. Parks should come first. “If they build another community like High Point, they should put the parks in
first, so the kids have a place to play from the beginning, rather than playing in the streets.”

Almost without exception, focus group participants value their community, and support the environmental goals it was
designed to achieve. However, the results of the survey and focus groups strongly suggest that the efforts to engage the
residents as active partners in conservation have been only partially successful, and that there is the potential to achieve
even higher levels of conservation through resident action.

-28 -



PART FOUR: SHARING THE BENEFITS

The third ingredient in a successful conservation strategy is a framework of wise policies that aligns financial incentives to
fairly reward both the capital investment and behavioral changes that are required to achieve the highest level of
conservation. Examples of that type of alignment can often be found in the private sector, where financial incentives
seem generally well-aligned for homeowners, who have the incentive to invest in effective conservation technology and
to modify their daily practices to achieve the tangible benefit of lower utility bills. Similarly, most public and many private
utilities in Washington state are incented to provide various forms of loans and rebates to encourage building owners to
install conservation technology so the utility can avoid the incremental costs of adding new generating capacity and to
meet the requirements of regulatory agencies.
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In the rental housing market, aligning incentives is more complicated. Tenants who pay their own utilities certainly have
an incentive to conserve, but they have limited ability to make capital investments in conservation since that power rests
with the landlord, and landlords do not necessarily share the financial burden if the tenant fails to conserve. In those
instances in which a landlord pays the utilities, they may or may not have an incentive to invest in conservation,
depending upon the terms of the lease that determine how the costs of energy and water are passed through to the
tenant.

The Lack of Alignment of Incentives in Public Housing

In the case of public housing in HOPE VI projects, the incentives to conserve are even less clearly aligned with the interests
of the parties because federal regulations seem to have the unintended consequence of contradicting that goal.
Ironically, these consequences have evolved from legislation that was originally intended to protect the poor from utility
costs they could not afford to pay. The legislation at the center of this issue is the Brooke Amendment, adopted by
Congress in the 1960s, which mandates that local housing authorities operating federally subsidized public housing may
charge tenants no more than 30% of their income for the combination of rent and utilities.

That provision certainly made sense at a time when most public housing units were not individually metered and housing
authorities passed the costs of utilities along to residents in rents. The federal government, which was then paying the
lion’s share of the operating costs for public housing, certainly had a legitimate interest in ensuring that housing
authorities were not passing on utility costs which their tenants could not afford to pay. However, that arrangement did
little to encourage conservation by either the housing authorities or their tenants. Housing authorities had no compelling
reason to conserve, since they were passing the lion’s share of the bills on to the federal government, and tenants had no
direct financial incentive to save either, since their payment to the Housing Authority would be the same, regardless of
their level of consumption.

In recent years, the Seattle Housing Authority and many other public housing providers have shifted to individual
metering and direct billing of the tenant by utilities. To adhere to the Brooke amendment requirement, the Housing
Authority provides tenants with a “utility allowance” as a credit against their rent. The amount of the allowance is based
upon the regional average for utility costs for comparable housing units in the same geographical area.

In this new system, the tenants are at risk in two ways: first, they must keep up with paying their utility bills or be cut off,
and second, they must pay the additional costs if their actual use exceeds the local average, even if that amount plus their
rent exceeds the 30% limit. The resident survey provides some indications that these new price signals are having an
impact. At Yesler Terrace, where water is not individually metered, just 16% of residents reported that they “take extra
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steps to save water” compared to 68% at High Point and 72% at New Holly where individual meters are in place. Not
surprisingly, actual water consumption at Yesler Terrace is dramatically higher than in the other communities.

It should come as no surprise that residents of public housing, who by definition have very low incomes, would be
especially sensitive to price signals, and would want to save as much as possible by conserving. It was also quite clear
from the survey responses and focus group interviews that residents of public housing perceive themselves to be actively
engaged in conservation, and would be willing to do even more if they knew more about effective methods.

The Housing Authority’s Dilemma

The data on consumption in the HOPE VI communities clearly demonstrates that the residents’ current level of effort,
when combined with the conservation measures required by code at New Holly, and the added investments at High
Point, are having a significant impact. In 2007, the combined utility bills at New Holly were 36% below the local average
used to establish the utility allowance; and at High Point, consumption was 56% below that level.

For two years, the residents have been the primary beneficiaries of the savings because, on average, they were paying less
in utility bills than the utility allowance credited against their rent. The utilities themselves have also been beneficiaries of
the conservation efforts at High Point, since the reduced demand helps them to forestall the necessity of adding new,
more expensive generating capacity. Ironically, the Seattle Housing Authority, which bore most of the costs for planning
and building the sustainable community at High Point, will be the last to receive any of the financial benefits of those
investments.

As the magnitude of the actual savings became evident during the course of this project, the Housing Authority, which is
facing continuing reductions in federal funding for its operations, felt compelled to take action to capture its share of the
savings from conservation. To that end, SHA filed an application to adjust the utility allowances downward to reflect the
actual costs of the resources consumed at New Holly and High Point as documented by the data gathered for this report.
That adjustment was recently approved, and the change could generate more than $500,000 per year in additional
revenue for the Housing Authority at High Point alone!

Although the combination of the new rent levels and the actual utility bills will still be equal to or less than 30% of
residents’ income, as required by federal law, the net effect of this adjustment will be perceived as a significant rent
increase for tenants. In recognition of this problem, is adjusting the allowance in two phases, with half the increase
scheduled to occur in October 2008, and half in March 2009.
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On the surface, the change in utility allowance will simply shift the financial benefits of conservation at High Point from
the residents to the Housing Authority. On a deeper level, the change also has the potential to undermine the residents’
incentive to conserve. Indeed some residents have already voiced the fear that if they manage to lower their current
levels of consumption through additional conservation, the Housing Authority will again adjust the utility allowance
downward, increasing rents again.

In summary, it has become clear through this project that the distribution of the conservation benefits at High Point has
not been optimal. Due to the complications created by federal regulations, the Housing Authority did not receive a
financial return on its capital investments in sustainability for the first two years in which High Point was occupied, and
was only able to do so when data gathered for this project provided a solid rationale for an adjustment in the utility
allowance. For their part, low-income residents initially realized substantial financial savings from their role in
conservation, but are now experiencing rent increases. Those increases will put additional pressure on the household
budgets of these families. Even before the rent adjustments, one-third of those surveyed reported falling behind on their
utility payments at least once during the last six months. To make matters worse, two of the three major utilities serving
High Point are in the process of implementing substantial rate increases.

While it could well be argued that this additional financial pressure creates an even stronger incentive for residents to
conserve, that incentive is blunted by the impression that if conservation succeeds, another downward adjustment in the
utility allowance will occur, driving rents higher once again.

Local Rate Relief Policies

A second problem with existing public policy can be found at the local level. As municipal utilities, Seattle City Light and
Seattle Public Utilities provide lower utility rates for families whose incomes fall below a certain level. However, it is the
longstanding policy of the City not to extend these rate subsidies to residents of public housing. This provision was
originally established before units were individually metered, and most of the operating costs for public housing were
passed on to the federal government. In that context, local officials may have correctly observed that the net beneficiary
of the lower rates would not have been the residents, or even the local housing authority, but the federal government,
and they probably saw no reason for the subsidy to flow in that direction.

Today, however, the federal government’s operating support for public housing has been dramatically reduced, and the

effect of the City’s policies are felt closer to home. The primary beneficiary of a change in policy now would be either the
tenant, or the local housing authority, if it adjusted the utility allowance to reflect the lower rates.
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Another important question is whether the community’s social and environmental goals are best served by granting rate
subsidies to low-income residents or through direct investments in retrofitting the homes in which they live. While rate
subsidies are vital supports for families and individuals who are struggling, and clearly advance the goal of social equity,
they also may have the unintended consequence of blunting the incentive to conserve.

In Philadelphia, an organization called Solutions for Progress is highlighting this contradiction with a proposal to retrofit
thousands of energy-inefficient row houses with bonds from the local gas utility, with the expectation that the bonds will
be repaid through reductions in the amount of the subsidies the utility is currently providing through reduced rates for
low-income households. If the project succeeds, the result will be beneficial for the environment as well as the utility and
the residents. That is the kind of alignment of incentives that is needed, but has not yet been achieved, throughout the
nation.
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PART FIVE: A STRATEGY FOR CHANGE

Ideally, our public policies would be aligned to achieve three goals:

Increase conservation to the highest possible level;

Distribute the benefits of conservation in a manner that fairly rewards both the capital investments of the housing
authority and the conservation actions of the residents; and

Meet the first two objectives in a manner that advances the central mission of public housing, which is to improve
the quality of life and the future prospects of the residents.
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This study reveals that current policies and practices are not optimal for achieving those goals. There are a variety of steps
that could be taken to improve the situation at High Point and in future HOPE VI projects. In this section, we list actions
that could be taken by housing authorities, by local utilities and City governments, and by residents and the community-
based organizations that represent their interests.

An Action Agenda for Housing Authorities

1.

Continue to invest in sustainability - it pays!

The Seattle Housing Authority’s investments in green building at High point produced significant savings in the
costs of energy and water. These costs are 56% below the local average which is used to calculate the utility
allowance for public housing, and 20% below the standard achieved at New Holly, which was built to Seattle’s
relatively “green” building code. Given the speed at which the science of green building is evolving, there is every
reason to believe that similar efforts in future HOPE VI projects (such as Yesler Terrace) could achieve even more
impressive results.

Invest in the capacity of the residents to participate in sustainability initiatives.

The levels of conservation achieved to date at High Point have been impressive. However, the community survey
and focus group results suggest there is even more potential for savings if more residents were fully engaged, and
knew more about actions they could take to conserve. This potential is evident in the very large majority of survey
respondents who report that they would be willing to do more to conserve if they knew about additional
measures that would be effective. The data also indicate that SHA's efforts to educate residents about the
sustainability measures at High Point were only partly successful, and did not reach many of the residents who
were surveyed. These findings strongly suggest that there is another increment of conservation to be achieved
through community organization and education.

Set the utility allowance for residents of future HOPE VI projects at the anticipated level of consumption,
rather than the regional average.

The science of estimating the performance of conservation technology is rapidly improving, and SHA now has
sufficient experience at New Holly, Rainier Vista and High Point to develop estimates that will be much more
accurate than the local average that is currently used to set the utility allowance. By recalibrating the utility
allowance to reflect the anticipated level of actual consumption before the tenants move in, the Housing Authority
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will realize a more rapid return on its conservation investments, and residents will be spared an unexpected rent
increase when the utility allowance is adjusted later on.

Create a plan to share the benefits of conservation with residents.

To reach optimal levels of conservation, all of the actors must have an incentive to participate. The current federal
regulations make it difficult, but not impossible, to create these incentives. The U.S. General Services
administration (GSA) faced a similar challenge when it built LEED certified buildings for federal agencies, only to
find the employees of those agencies were not doing their part to conserve. In response, the GSA developed
“benefit-sharing agreements” in which they agreed to share the savings from conservation with their tenant
agencies on a 50/50 basis. This incentive has reportedly increased conservation activity and produced significant
cost savings for both GSA and its tenant agencies. We suggest that the concept of benefit-sharing be considered
at High Point and in future HOPE VI projects. Specific suggestions for the content of such agreements will be made
in the final section of this chapter.

Build evaluation into the project plan from the beginning.

Although valuable, the findings of this analysis are less complete, and less compelling, than they would have been
if there had been a plan at the beginning of the project to conduct this type of analysis. As it was, extraordinary
efforts had to be made by our partners to reconstruct data that could have been recorded as the project went
along. As SHA looks ahead to future projects such as Yesler Terrace, it should incorporate a systematic evaluation
of the costs and benefits of the sustainability strategies it employs in each project. By making that commitment,
SHA will be able to continually increase the effectiveness of its investments, and build the base of knowledge
within the field of affordable housing development.

An Action Agenda for Local Utilities and City Officials

1.

The Mayor’s office should lead City departments in a more coordinated effort to support sustainability in
future HOPE VI projects.

The performance of government agencies and local utilities in responding to the opportunities created by the
HOPE VI project at High Point reflects a wide spectrum, from full partnership to outright opposition. At one end of
the spectrum, Seattle Public Utilities provided the imagination and leadership needed to create a natural drainage
system for the entire site and paid the incremental cost of building that system. Public Health officials also acted
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quickly and creatively on a resident’s suggestion by helping to design “Breathe Easy” homes with special features
for children with asthma, and evaluating the impact of those homes on health outcomes.

Seattle City Light and Puget Sound Energy were also very helpful. However, their contributions were made
incrementally through existing subsidy programs for specific technology (such as energy-efficient light fixtures or
appliances) rather than the more innovative and comprehensive approach taken by Seattle Public Utilities. At the
start, the Seattle Fire Department and Department of Transportation initially stood in opposition to some of the
sustainability features at High Point.

This variability among City departments and local utilities was not surprising, given the different missions with
which they are charged. For example, it is certainly understandable that the Fire Department would oppose the
proposal to narrow the streets at High Point until their representatives could be convinced the streets would still
accommodate their trucks in case of a fire. Nevertheless, time, energy and money were lost - and some
opportunities may have been missed - because these differences in perspective were allowed to slow the project.
To their credit, the Mayor’s staff did intervene when necessary to resolve the differences among City departments,
and that intervention generally advanced the cause of sustainability.

The experience at High Point suggests that there is a chance to accomplish even more in future HOPE VI projects if
the City’s leaders are alert to the magnitude of the opportunity these projects afford and pull all City departments
together to make the most of those opportunities. The City of Seattle has, on several occasions, acted proactively
to collaborate with large commercial enterprises to achieve conservation goals. One example is City Light's
agreement to pay part of the cost for conservation technology at a steel plant in West Seattle. We believe that
same level of interest and investment is appropriate for HOPE VI housing developments, because the development
of 1,600 homes built to state-of-the-art standards could save a significant block of power and water.

Local utilities should develop payment plans that enable residents to level out their payments during the
year.

Most public housing residents live on fixed incomes and have little if any savings. This makes it difficult to adjust

to seasonal peaks in utility costs. Many families would benefit from a plan that allowed them to average their
payments during the year, making it easier to manage on a tight budget.
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City officials should carefully review the implications of the current policy regarding low-income rate relief.

Under the current policy, city utilities provide power and water to low-income residents of nonpublic housing at
half price, while charging the full price to residents of public housing who have the same incomes. The rationale
for this discrepancy has been that the residents of public housing already benefit from a public subsidy through
their reduced rents, and should not be able to “double-dip” by receiving lower utility rates.

There are certainly arguments to be made regarding the equity of such a policy, especially if it is true that the same
prohibition does not apply to residents of subsidized housing that is managed by agencies other than the Housing
Authority. However, we submit that the more important question is whether the current policy actually aligns with
the community’s social, environmental and economic goals.

In its simplest terms, low-income rate assistance is intended to keep the poor from suffering because they cannot
afford sufficient energy to heat their homes, or sufficient water for health and hygiene. The rate relief program
attempts to achieve that objective by simply cutting the cost of power and water for those whose incomes fall
below a specific level, without regard for how much of the resources they use. From the perspective of those who
advocate for the poor, the existing policy is appropriate because the poor often live in old and/or substandard
housing, which is generally more costly to heat and more likely to have leaky pipes and faucets, toilets and shower
heads that consume more water than in newer homes. From the point of view of the conservationist, however, an
unintended consequence of the current policy is that it subsidizes the waste of resources that goes hand in hand
with the inefficient housing in which many low-income families find themselves, and it does so at a high cost to
rate payers and the environment.

At High Point, residents are using 56% less in utilities than the regional average, and yet they are paying for the
smaller amount they use at twice the rate that is paid by someone with the same income who is using more than
twice the amount of energy and water they are using. Perhaps it is time to review a policy that produces that
result.

Utilities should reshape their rate relief and conservation programs to focus on making the community’s
supply of affordable housing more sustainable.

The City of Seattle is about to launch a new generation of conservation investments, creating a huge opportunity
to address the issues identified above. We suggest the City place its highest priority on retrofitting the homes of
those who have applied for low-income rates and families and individuals who are seeking financial help through
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federal energy assistance programs administered by local nonprofit organizations. This initiative would not only
save energy and water, but lower the cost of rate relief and emergency assistance programs in the future.

In Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, an organization called Solutions for Progress has proposed an initiative on the scale
we imagine. They have proposed an effort to hire and train unemployed City residents to retrofit thousands of old
and inefficient row houses in the City’s poorer neighborhoods. The project would be financed by bonds issued by
the public gas utility and paid from the savings the utility would realize in its rate relief programs! We believe
Seattle has a similar opportunity.

In designing a program to retrofit affordable housing units, the City should incorporate universal design
measures to make the homes safer and more appropriate for children and the elderly.

In addition to retrofitting homes to conserve water and electricity, the City should incorporate the types of minor
alterations that make housing safer for children and help elderly and disabled residents to remain in their homes.
A list of these “universal design” features can be found in Appendix F. By incorporating these measures in a home
retrofit program, the City could create multiple public benefits in an efficient and cost-effective way.

Local training and employment programs should be adapted to give low-income individuals an opportunity
to participate in the “green economy.”

A significant number of “green jobs” were created by the construction of High Point, and a modest number of
permanent jobs have been established to care for the natural drainage system and other landscape features in the
new community. Future HOPE VI projects will create more job opportunities and the housing conservation
initiative we have proposed would require hundreds of workers with the skills needed to retrofit homes. The
question is who will be ready to fill those jobs.

Van Jones, the Executive Director of the Ella Baker Center for Human Rights in Oakland, California, has attracted
national attention with his call to bridge the gap between disadvantaged populations and the environmental
movement through job training for low-income youth in cutting-edge green technologies, and the creation of an
“energy corps,” modeled upon the Civilian Conservation Corps of the Roosevelt era, to carry-out home retrofits and
other conservation projects. We believe Seattle has all the basic ingredients to put that concept into practice:
strong community colleges, creative nonprofits, progressive labor unions and enlightened civic leaders.
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Create mechanisms to value and purchase blocks of power conserved by neighborhood organizations.

The High Point project clearly demonstrates the value of capital investments in conservation technology, but the
community survey and focus group results suggest that additional savings could be obtained if residents were
more aware of strategies to conserve, and more fully engaged in those strategies. Seattle has done an exemplary
job of creating financial incentives for capital investments ranging from rebates for water-conserving irrigation
systems to distributing free compact fluorescent bulbs. In each case, the utilities have been able to clearly
establish the economic value of the specific conservation tool, and make a financial decision that it is in the utility’s
interest to subsidize the purchase of those tools.

The case for similar investments in projects that seek to increase conservation through community organizing,
education and engagement is more difficult to establish. To the best of our knowledge, our local utilities have not
yet been approached by a community group with a proposal to, in effect, sell the utility a block of power that is to
be conserved through community action. Perhaps the HOPE VI communities are the perfect place to test that
concept.

An Action Agenda for Community-Based Organizations

1.

Community organizations should provide the means for residents to be more fully engaged in sustainability
initiatives.

The community survey and focus groups demonstrated that many residents of public housing are engaged in
conservation activities, and want to be more engaged. And, they have great ideas. Consider some of the ideas
that emerged directly from focus groups at High Point:

o A Vietnamese participant suggested placing timers on the tankless hot water heaters to discourage their
teenage children from taking “endless showers;”

o A Cambodian leader suggested providing replacement light bulbs and other conservation tools on site at
High Point so that residents won’t have to travel five miles to the Rainier Valley to purchase them.

o Participants in all the focus groups suggested ways to provide more information for residents about the
actions they can take to help conserve.
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Residents report that during the planning for High Point, the Housing Authority went to great lengths to seek their
opinions and keep them engaged, but those efforts have fallen off as the planning stage ended. In light of the
budget pressures facing the Housing Authority, it is unlikely that it will have the resources to engage the
community in an expanded conservation initiative. If the ideas of the residents are to be tapped, and potential
additional increments of conservation are to be achieved, there is clearly a role for a community-based
organization such as Neighborhood House.

Neighborhood House (or another community-based organization) should explore the idea of creating a
“Neighborhood Environmental Services Cooperative” in each HOPE VI community.

Energy Services Companies, or “ESCOs” have been created in many areas of the country to help corporations and
commercial developers save money through conservation. Typically an ESCO will provide expertise regarding
conservation technology, and take the financial risk of the investment in that technology in return for a share of
the savings. The concept of a “neighborhood environmental services co-operative” (NESCO) is similar to the ESCO
model in some respects, but its focus would be on the community’s role in conservation rather than solely on
capital investments in conservation technology.

A NESCO could be organized as a program of an existing organization (such as Neighborhood House) or
independently. In either case, the NESCO would need the cross-cultural and linguistic skills to overcome the
language and cultural barriers that often make it difficult to engage residents of public housing in mainstream
conservation initiatives. The NESCO would educate residents about how to take advantage of the conservation
technology that exists in their housing, and inform them about additional measures they could take to conserve.

The NESCO would also carry-out specific projects to increase conservation performance. For example, the NESCO
could install timers on the tankless hot water heaters and possibly operate a “conservation tools store” in or near
High Point. As the City utilities introduce new conservation measures (such as home composting) they could
contract with the NESCO to handle distribution, installation and education activities within their community.

Start-up funding for the NESCO could be raised in two ways:
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o SHA could adopt the benefit sharing model created by the GSA and agree to share the financial benefits of
conservation by rebating a portion of the increased revenue they derive from adjusting the utility allowance
to the NESCO.

o The community organization could seek initial funding for the NESCO through a demonstration grant from
a government agency, a utility, or a foundation.

In either case, the initial goal of the NESCO would be to design and implement a program of community actions to
increase conservation and to document the results in terms of the actual savings achieved. Once the program is
tested and savings are well-documented, the NESCO could be in a position to sustain itself through performance-
based contracts with local utilities and with SHA. In each case, the contract should be designed so that the NESCO
shares in the cost savings that are realized.

If the NESCO proves successful, it will generate savings far greater than its operating expenses. It could then be in
a position to return a conservation dividend to its members - the residents. The system for sharing the dividends
would resemble the one in place at Recreational Equipment Incorporated (REI), in which the co-op returns a share
of the savings in proportion to the households’ participation level, with one important difference: At REI, the more
you spend the more you earn; with the NESCO, the more you save, the higher the dividend.

A key hypothesis in this strategy is that additional conservation savings are achievable if the incentives are
properly aligned, and residents receive services from the NESCO that enable them to be more effective
conservationists. An ideal result would be that conservation levels rise sufficiently that SHA realizes as much
revenue as it would have if it had not engaged in the benefit-sharing agreement, while tenants benefit both by
paying lower utility bills and by receiving conservation dividends from the NESCO.
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HIGH POINT

Redevelopment Team Directory

APPEMNDIX A
1162008 Page 1

Organization/Address Name Title P F E-muail Web
OWNER Seattle Housing Authority 206-613-3416 206-615-3530 waw.sha-pha.org
120 6th Avenue M. Tom Phillips Housing Development Program Manager 2-615-3414 206-615-3539  tphillipsi@seatiehousing.org
Scattle, WA 98109-1028 Brian Sullivan 206-615-3574 bsullivan@seat ehousing .org
George Nemeth 2-615-3413 georgei@seatilehousing.org
Cynthia Shick Develapment Project Coordinator G-615-3521 206-615-3539  cshick@seattl=housing.ong

Mark Beach Maintenance 06G-032-2T736, =405
Seema Scholl Procurement 206-6]15-3205 sschollifseattiehousing.or
Gay Westmereland DCLU Facilitator 206-484-1416 GWestmoreland@seattishousing.om
DESIGN TEAM
ArchitectPlanner Mithun 2G-623-3344 206-623-TO0S e mithun.com
Pier 56 Bill Kreager Principal in Charge 206-0T1-5534 billk i thun.com
1201 Alaskan Way, Suite 200 Matt Sullivan Praject Manager 2G0T 1-3403 matthewsimithun.com
Seattle, WA OR101 Lisa Folkins Planning Principal 26-071-5574 lisafizzimithun.com
Brenda Bradford Construction Adminisirator 206-971-5210 brenda bdE@mithun com
Craig Skipton Planner 26-071-5544 kathyki@mithun.com
Kathy Kirby Landscape Architect 206-071-3419 margaretth@mithun.com
Burton K. Yuen Landscape Architect 206-9T71-5533 burtordaimithun, eom

Associate Architect

Streeter & Associates
183 University St
Seattle, WA OB101

Sam Cameron

Praject Manager

206-62 1-9270

206-621-TT15

sacameronidstreeterarchitects .com

Civil Engineer

SvR Design Company
1008 Western Ave, #301
Seattle, Wa 98104

Peg Stacheli
Kathy Gwilym
Dave Rogers

Tom von Schrader, P.E.

Principal
Civil Engineer
Construction Adminstrator

Principal

206-223-0026

206-223-0125

pegsiisvrdesign.com
kathvoisvrdesion com
daver@svrdesign.com

tomvi@svrdesign.com

Landscape Architect

MNakano Associates LLC
300 E. Pike St, Suite 2000
Seattle, WA 08122

Jim Yamaguchi
Nicole Price

Landscape Architect

Landscape

206-292-9302

206-292-2640

i nakanoassociates. com

npiimakanoassociates.com
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Organization'Address Mame Title P F E-mail Web
Brad Kurokavwa Landscape Architect bkiEnakanoassocates.com
Rob Fazio x203 rfianakancassociates.com
Survey Bush Roed & Hitchings 206-323-4144 206-323-T135

2009 Minor Ave E.
Seattle, WA 08102

Darrell Nance
Jeff McManus

darrel Infabrhine.com

jeffmi@ brhine .com

Traffic Engineer

Caarry Struthers Associates
3150 Richards Rd
Bellevue, WA 980035

Gary Norris

425-519-0300

=

425-519-0300

Za r~r|1-'<.'=g5asaoc‘-i 1 T

Arborist Urban Forestry 3e0-428-5810 3e0-428-1822
15119 McLean Rd Jim Barborinas ¢ J60-TI0-992] jim b-ufsincifwavecable.com
Mt Vernon, WA 9827
Historian Partners in History 2-236-2543 206-275-1195
3406 97th Ave S.E. Sherry Boswell ¢ 206-683-T348 ellbavicimzan.com
Mereer Island, WA 98040
Electrical Travis Fitzmaurice, Ine. 2-285-T228 2-285-T204
Tl Drescter Avenue M, Suite 400 Mike Fitzmaurice Principal miketravisfitzmaurice. com
Seattle, WA OR109 Kevin Wartelle Praject Manager Eevingtravis fitsmaurice. com
Peter Richmond Electrical Enginecer petel@travisfitzmaurice .com
Lynn Schroeder
Structural Putnam Collins Seott Associates 26-202-5076 2GA6T-TTRE
811 First Ave., Suite 510 Rick Oc¢hme ke Principal in Charge Ncko@pesainc.com
Seattle, WA 08104 Shadow Woeodfork Enagineer stevefifipcsainc.com
Mechanical HV Engineering, Inc. 206-ThG-0660 206-ThG-1830
T100 Linden Ave. N., Suite | Tom Harrvieck Principal in Charge ext 13 tom @ hvengineering. biz
Seattle, WA 98103 Kevin Johnson ext. 11 kdjfhve ngineering biz

Geotechnical

Shannen & Wilsen
400 M. 34th St

Chris Robertson

Project Manager

206-632-8020
206-6935-6T763

206-633-6777

cariishanmwil.com
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Seattle, WA 08103 Tom Gurtowski Principal in Charge 206-695-6801 tmgfashanwil com
Jim Mattoon Figld Enginesr BSRi@shanwil com
Jeff Laird TEST Inspector JELiwshanwil com
Richard Martin rimiishanwil.com
Tyler Stevens Tasting 206-695-6019
Cost Management 3 Management Group, Inc. 425.828-2468
25 Central Way, Suite 310 David Poffenberger dpoffiicdmg.com
Kirkland W&, 98033
Land Use Attomey Phillips, McCullough, Wilson, Hill, and Fisko 206-448-1818
2025 lst Ave, Suite 1130 . Richard Hill rhilli@p hil lips firm.com
Scattle, WA 98121
Community Pacific Rim 26-623-0735
1109 First Ave Suite 300 Marcia Wagoner marcia@prr-seattle.com
Scattle, WA 92101
Haz Mat EeoCompliance 425.271-5629
1823 Bremerton Ave. NE Bill Kane p 206-078-0580 ecocompwikiE@anl.com
Renton, WA 98050-3054
Funding Strategies Cedar River Group
93 Pike Street, Suite 315 Tom Byers Partnar 206-223-Tes0, x101 (D) tomiaicedarrive rgroup, com
Seattle, WA 08101 Karen Lane Principal 2in-216-3829 karen@@lane-hammel. com
Trang Tu Asgsociate 206-412-3187 trangdtuidcablespead.com

Community Building

Pomegranate Center
PO Box 486

Issaquah, WA 98027
WWW. pomedranate org

Milenko Matanovie

425-557-6412

miilenke @ pomegranate.ong

Artist

Myers Sculpture

Reprographics Northwest, Inc.

Bruce Myers

360-376-1043

w 206-524-2040

Myerssculptureiivahoo.com
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HIGH POINT Redevelopment Team Directory
Organization Address Mame Title P F E-mail Web
Nate: Orders are billed to Mithun Architects, PO £01240
GOVERNMENT AGENCIES
DPD
courier address TO0-5th Avenue, Suite 2000 Niel Thibert Drainage Review niel thibert@seatie.gov
Scattle, WA 98104 Michael Jenkins Senior LandUse Planner 206-615-1331 206-386-4039  michacljenkinsidscattle gov
Bryan Stevens Land Use Planner 206-684-5045 206-233-T866  bryan stevensi@seattle. gov
new mailing address P.O. Box 34019 Thom Freund Permit Leader 206-615-0718 206-233-T866  Thom.Freund @Seattle Gov
Seattle, WA 081244019 Steve Burns Permir Leader 206-584-7735 206-233-T866  Steve.Burns@Seatiie. Gov
Myra Stallworth Addresses 206-684-41 92
Casandra Courtillet Building Plans Examiner 206-615-0513 20%-386-4030  casandra.courillet@seattle gov
Lauren Hire Land Use Flanner 206-615-0736
Cris Horbelt Drainage Review 206-615-1483
Ede Courtenay Dirainage Inspector
{while Ede is on Maternity Leave]  Scott Stevens Dirainage Inspector 20646843207 sooft. stevensissattle. gov
Jon Siu Jon Siu@Seattle. Gov
Julie M. Stiteler, ALA Brilding Plans Examiner, Supervisor 206-684-ThED 2-386-4030  julie stitelerfseattle.qov
SCL
5. Service Center Building A
36513 4th Ave S, Room 219
Seattle, WA 98134 Brad Combs 206-61 50655 206-615-0666  Brad.combsi@seattle gov
Bradley Joyce Disiribution Design Engineer 206-6 1 5-0674 206-613-0666  Bradlevjovee (il seattle waus
Cheryl Binetti Account Executive 206-684-8 856 Chervl binettiiseattle mov
Max Castillo Sr. Electrial Consultant 206-386-4 203 206-386-4222
Office: 3613 — 4" Ave 5, Bm A206, Seattle
Mail: 700 — 5“’ Ave, SBte, 3300, Scattle
Peter Dobrovelny Sustzinable Building Coordinator 206-615-1004 206-287-3040  peter dobrovolnyidiei. seattle. wa.us
Office: Key Tower,Rm 3420 Energy Managemenr Services
John Flvan Program Coordinator BUILDSMART 206-684-4283 206-684-4220 john fivnn@seattls gov
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Office: Bey Tower, Bm 3446 Energy Management Services ¢ 206-459-8167
SDOT
Althea Bradshaw Sireet Use Inspector 206-684-5272 206-684-5347  althea. bradshawaseattle. gov
p 206-997-3 160
¢ 206-979-7040
Beverly Barnett 206-684-T364 206-613-1237  Beverlv. Barnett@icl. seattle wa.us
Rich Richmire 206-684-02391 206-684-5347  rich richmirsfici.szattle wa.ns
Tammy Frederick 206-615-0927 206-684-507  mmmy frederichitci.seattle wa us
Trung Pham Pedestrian Program Engineer 206-684-53TT 2% 684.5093  tung.phamid seattle gov
Mail: 700 5 Ave, Ste 3000
Office: 700 57 Ave, 370 FI
Ray Barnes Unl. Re-route 206-615-0769
Rax Allen Site Inspector rex.allenfseattle.qov
SPU
Audrey Hansen Water Department 206-684-TT55 206-684-TT55  Audrev. Hansenficl.seattle wa us
Miranda Maapin Natural Drainage Planner 26-386-0133 206-386-9147  Miranda maupiniseatile. pov
Ray Hoffman 2n-684-5852 206-684-4631 v hoffmaniaiel seattle wa.us
Tracy Tackett {Chollak) Natural Drainage Planner 206-386-0052 2W-233-1532  tacv.iacketvaciseattle wa.us
Joe Phan Water Department 26-684-39T6 206-233-T755  Joe. Phaniici.seattle.wa.ns
Warer Fernando Panlasigui Water Main Inspector o/p 206-423-2614 206-684-8381  Femando.panlasiguiissattle gov
Laurel Harrington Dam & Seismic Safety Manager 206-684-53901 206-684-8335  laurelharnngtoni@ seattle mov
Office: 710 2 Ave, Ste. 650, Seattle
Mail: Kev Tower, Suite 4900, Scattle
Muriel A. Fair Water Service Inspecior 206-684-3800 206-684-T385  Munel fair@ici.seattle wa.us
206-684-5803 (84 am)
ihihrer City Seaff
Kris Henry-Simmons DalT 206-684-0265
{Department of Information Technology)
Martin Chambers DalT 206-423-2602
Heather Moss Office for Education 206-615-1354 206-233-5142
Rich Gello Office of Environmental Sustainability 206-684-0631
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Crmgan ization Address Harme Tite P F E-msil Web
OWNER Seattle Housing Authority 206-615-3416 20661 5-3539 www sha-pha.org
120 fith Averme M. Tom Phillips Howsing Develepment Program Mamager 206-615-3414 206-615-353%  tphillips@issa tlehousing.org
Seatle, WA 98109-1028 Brian Sullivan 206-6] 5-3574 beullivanifssatehousing.org
George Memeth 206-615-3415 georgeiiiesa tlehousing.on
Cynthin Shick Developmeni Projed Coordinaior 206-415-3521 20iE-515-3539  cshickiissa tiehousing.ong
Mark Eeach Maimtenance 206-932-2736, nd 05
Seema Scholl FProoirememd 206-415-3395 sschollifseatiehauging.ang
Gay Westmoreland DWCLLY Facilitator 206-484-1416 SWestmorelardifseatiishousing.org
DESIGN TEAM
ArchitectPlarmer Mlithuan 206-623-33 20E-623-T005 wrww rnithun com
Pier 56 Kill Kreager Frircipal im Charge 206-97 15534 billki@imithun.com
1201 Alaskan Way, Suite 200 Matt Sullivan Project Manager 206-57 1-3403 oo i igh
Beattle, Wi 98101 Liza Folkins Plamning Principal 206-57 1-5574 lisedi @t mithum. o omy
Erends Bradford Consiriction A dwministraior 206-97 1-5210 brandabimithun. com
Craig Skipton Flamner 206-97 15544 kath rnithun.com
Kathy Kirby Landrcape Architect 206-571-341% rnargareth@mithun. com
Burton K. Yuen Landroape Architect 206-97 1-5535 burtonyidmithun com
Associate Architect Strecter & Associntes 206-621-9270 206-621-7715
185 Uhniversity St Sam Cameron Project Manager sacameron(dstresterarchitects com
Seattle, WA 98101
Civil Engineer SvR Desipn Company 206-223-0328 206-223-0125
1008 Western Ave, 8301 Peg Stacheli Frimcipal pemsdsrrdesign.com
Seattle, Wa 98104 Kathy Gwilym Chil Engimecr kathvw@srrdesign.com
Dave Rogers Construction A dwminsrator daverfisvrdesign.com
Tom von Schrader, FLE. Frimcipal tomviEsvrdesign.com
Landscape Archibect Makano Associates LLC 206-202-9392 206-292-9640

300 E. Pike St. Suite 2000
Seattle, WA 98122

Jim Yoamaguchi
Micole Price

Landroape Arohitect

Landreape

jvifnakanoassodates. com
I'|E -I.-:I'H'lkd.l'l\.'uﬁﬂlc i.me-:.com
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Erad Kurokawa Lamdscape Architect bkiEnakanoassocates. com
Kok Fazio w203 tfignakancasscointes.com
Survey Bush Raed & Hitchings 206-322-1144 206-323-T135
2009 Minor Ave E. Darrell Mance darmellniibrhine.com

Seattle, WA 98102

Jedf Mchlanus

+ i @behi

Tmffic Engineer

Carry Struthers Associmtes
3150 Richards Rd
Bellevue, Wa 98005

Lary Marriz

425-519-0300

425-519-0309

Earynid gassscc-ino. com

Arhomist LUirban Forestry 360-428-5810 A60-428- 1522
15119 McLean Rd Jim Barborinas o 3E0-TTO-952 ] limbufsincifiwavecabls, com
Bt Vernom, WA 9EZTL
Historian Partners in History 206-236-2543 206-2T5- 1195
406 97th Ave SE. Sherry Boswell o 206-683-T 148 ellbayiitmsn. com
Mercer lsland. WA 98040
Electrical Travis Fitzmaurice, Inc. 206-285-T228 206-285-TI0d
Tl Drexter Averme M, Suibe 400 Mike Fitzmaurice Frimcipal mikeiitrayvisfibanann ce. com
Seattle, WA 0B10G Kevin Wartell= Fraject Marwager Eeviniitrayisfi banaunioe.com
Peter Richmaond Elacirioal Engineer peteiftrvisfimanice com
Lynm Schroeder
Structural Putnam Caollins Scott Associates 206-292-5076 206-467-TTER
&11 First Ave., Suite 510 Rick Oehmeke Frincipal in Charge rickofipesaine.com
Seattle, WA 95104 Shadaw Wandfark Engineer stevefifiposaine.com
Mechanical HY Engineering, Inc. 206-TIG-2659 2067 0G- L B30
7100 Linden Awve. M., Suite | Tom Harrylack Frincipal in Charge ent 13 tomithveng nesning. biz
Seattle, WA 8103 Kevin Johnson et 11 kdii@hvengineering. biz
Geateohnical Shannon & Wilsen 206-632-8020 Z0G-G33-6TTT
400 M. 34th St Chris Rohertson Project Managsr 206-69 5-6T763 carii@sharwil.com
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Seattle, WA 98103 Tom Gurtowski Principal in Change 206-60 5-680] tiiEsharwil. comy
Jim Mattoon Fiaid Enginesr BSRGshanwil.com
Jeff Laird TESC Inspector TBLiFshansilcom
Richard Martin i shmwiLoom
Tyler Stevens Tesling 206-60 55215
Cost Management 3 Manapement Group. Inc. 425-818-2468 425-E218-2788
25 Central Way, Suite 310 David Poffenberger dpodfife img com
Eirkland WA, 98033
Land Use Attomey Phillips., MoCullough, Wilson, Hill and Fisko 206-445-1E1E Z06-448-3444
25 st Ave, Suibe 1130 . Richard Hill thal |l-|.'E|1i||iEﬁrrn.n:ﬂ'n
Seattle, WA 8121
Community Pacific Rim 206-623-0T35
1109 First Aove Swite 300 Marcia Wagoner rmarciaiipr-seattls. com
Seattle, WA 8101
Hez hiat EcoComplinnce 42527 1-5629 425-2T1-562%9
1823 Bremerton Ave. ME Kill Kane P 206-9TR-0589 gopcom pwiki@ aol.com
Fenton, WA 9E059-3954
Funding Strategies Cedar River Group
93 Pike Strest., Suite 315 Tom Byers Partnar 206-223%-TaEA0, w101 (D) tomifcedarivergroup corn
Seattle, WA 98101 Karen Lane Principal 206-216-3829 kareniilans-hammeal. com
Trang Tu Aszocials 206-412-3187 trangdtuificablespeed.com
Community Building Pamegranate Center
PO Bom 4806 Mlilemke Matanovic 425-55T-6412 425-557-4662  milen kod@ponegrana te o

Issaquah, WA, 9E02T
\'!'l'f\’ﬂ'.EDmﬂranatE'.Ug

Arhst

Myvers Sculprure

Reprographics Northwest, lnc.

Eruce Myers

360-3T6-1043

w 206-624-2040

el yemscul poaredihyn hoo.com
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Note: Onders are Rillad o Mithen Anchitects PO #0124
GOVERNMENT AGENCIES
P
conrier address TO0-5th Avenue, Suite 2000 Miel Thibert Drainage Review nigl. thibertkfseatie.qor

Seattle, WA 95104 Michae] Jenkins Semior LandUse Plamner 206-6]1 51331 206-386-403% michoel jenkins@weattle gov

Eryun Stevens Land Use Flanner 206-684-5045 206-233-T866  bryan.stevensifseattle.gow
AW address PO, Box 34019 Thom Freund Permis Leador 2G-a]150T1E 2062337868 Thom. Freundi®Seattle. Sow

Seatle, WA 9E]24-4019 Steve Burnz Pormis Loador 206-684-7736 Z06E-2313-TRGS  Steve. BurnsifSeattle. Gov
Myra Stallwarth Addrassas 206-68R4-4192
Casandra Courtillet Buiilding Plans Examiner 206-6] 5405 13 Z06-386-403%  cagsandra.courilleti seattle.gov
Lauren FHirt Lamd Use Flanner 206-61 540736
Cris Horbelt Drainage Review 206-8]1 51485
Ede Courtenay Drainage fspacior

{while Ede i on Matemity Leave) Scott Stevens Drainage lspecior 206-ARL-329T scothastevensiiiseattle. gov
Jan Siu Son SiuipSeatte Gow
Julis M. Stiteler. ALA Building Plans Evaminer, Supavisor 206-684-T669 206-386-4039  julie.slitelerifissatts. gov

SCL

5. Service Cemter Building &

3613 dth Ave 5. Room 219

Seatle, WA 98134 Krad Comibs I06-86] S0655 206-615-0666  Brad corbei@seattle.gor
Eradley Joyce Distribugion Design Engincer 206-61 540674 206-615-0666  Bradley jovee(ici. seattle wa us
Chervl Binetti Avcount Executive 206-6R4-BESE Cheryl binetn(@seattle. o
Mlax Castille Sr. Electrial Comnaltani 206-386-4203 206-386-4222
Office: 3613 — 4™ Ave B, B AS206, Seattls
Bdail: 700 — 5™ Ave, Ste. 3300, Seattle
Peter Dobrovalny Sustainable Building Coordinator 206-615- 1004 206-2ET-504% (gicle a:
Office: Fley Tower Bm 3420 Emergy Managerrens Sevices
John Flynn Frogram Coordinator BUILDSMART 206-884-428% 206-684-4220  john.flynniEseate.gow



HIGH FPOINT

Redevelopment Team Directory

APPENDIX &
1M62009 Page &

Omganization/ Address Harne Title P F E-muail Weh
Cffice: Key Tower, Bn 3446 Ewergy Manageven Sevices o 206-459-B 16T
ST
Althea Bradshaw Strewtt Use Inspecior 206-aR4-5272 206-6E4-534T ﬂmmmh,ﬂ_
P 206-097-1 169
o 206-9TR-T049
Beverly Barnett 206-684-T564. 206-615-1237 Beverly Bamettific) seattle wa us
Rich Richmire 206-684-039] 206-684-5347  nich.richmired@ici.seatdearaus
Tammy Frederick 206-6]1 50827 206-684-5347  tamvmy. fredemchidici.seattle waus
Trung Fham FPedestrian Frogram Engineer 206-684-537T 206.684.5093  tnung phami@seattle goy
Bail: 7000 5% Ave, Ste 3900
Cffice: 700 5% Aove, 37% FI
Koy Barnes Uil Rewrowre 206-8] 50769
Rax Allan Site Inspecior e allenifiesatie goyv
srU
Amdrey Hansen Water Dieparioaeni 206-684-TT55 206-684-TT55 W&uﬂz
Mirands Maapin Matural Dirainage Plaswer 206-286-91 33 206-386-9147 Mimnda nupini@seate gov
Kay Hoffman 206-68d-5852 206-6Ed-4631 oy hoffmeniici.seattle wa us
Tracy Tackett (Chollak) Matural Drainage Planmer 206-386-0052 206-233-1532  tracy.tackettifciseattle wa.us
Jaoe FPhan Winter Dieparioaent 206-684-5976 206-233-T755  Joe Phoni@c) seattle wans
Fater Fernando Panlasigui Water Mafm Inspecior ofp 206-423-2616 206-684-8581 Femando pemlasiguiifseatle. gow
Laurel Harrington D & Sevsmic Safety Manager 206-684-5901 206-684-8535  lourel harmrington({seatile gon
Office: 7102 e, Ste. 660, Seattle
Mail: Kooy Tomver, Suite 4900, Seattle
Muriel A. Fair Water Sevvice fnspector 206-884-5200 206-684-T5R5 ig T
206-684-5803 (B-9 am)
Chfver Ciry Sl
Kris Henry-Simmaons DedT 206-684-0265
[Depmh:nentof Information Te-ch'nohy]
Martin Chambers DT 206-4 232602
Heather Moss Office for Education 206-615-1554 206-233-5142
Rich Gells Office of Emvirommental Sustaimabilisy 206-6R4-0631



HIGH FOINT

Redevelopment Team Directory

APPENDIX &
1162009 Page &

O'rEau'inrion"A.d.d'rm HMarme Titde P F E-mail Web
King County / Metro
King Street Ceniter Direw Robinson
201 8. Jackson St., Rm 413
Seattle, WA 98104
Whoshington Departmient of Ecology
PO Boa 47600 Eartin D. Walther, Watlwm Sgbn Engineer 360-407-6420 J60-407-TI62  mwalds |l @ecy wapor
Olympia, WA 98504-T600
COMMUNITY
Delridge Meighborhood
Jim Diers 206-684-T41%
5405 Delridge Way SW
Seattle, WA SEL06
Paul Fischberg 206-923-0917
CONSTRUCTION TEAM
General Contractor
Ahgher Comstruction Daug Orth Sewior Project Manager 253-R45-054.4 253-841-0925  doo(fiA baher FW com
PO Bos 280 Eill Climton Sevior Esifmaior 253-B45-9544 253-841-0925  billci@abshermw. com
Puyallup, WA 98371 Ray Hoke Froject Superintendeo o 253-405-3583 rhickoe 4 babe MW com
Elaine Waolfe Essimaior 2E3-B45-0544 253-841-04025 hﬁﬂhﬂﬂhﬁhﬁtﬂﬂm
Juob Site PO Boa 47148, Seattle, 98146 Stephanie Caldwell Cormmnity Ouireach Coordinaor 253-TT9-5T68 253-TT9-5775  scaldwellifnhshernw com
Ich Site 373 - High Pomnt Manuel Pereirn Sewior Project Manager 253-B45-9544 253-841-0925  mani@abshenve com
3050 BW Craham St
Seattle, WA 98126
early site subcontractor RO Construction Group o 253-B63-5200
1216— 140" Avenus CT E Tom Mielsen Vice Pregident - Opemations w 25 3-405-3056 253-B59-5702  imielseniirci-group.com

PO, Bos 1730
Summner, WA 98390

WEW. IC1-group. com

Mike Tripp

QC manager

206-933-1587
253-405-3007



HIGH POINT

Redevelopment Team Directory

APPEMDIX &
11162009 Page 7

Orgamization Address Marne Title P F E-muail Web
Sivework Subgontracter for 2803 werk (Grading and Utilities)
Sibework Subcon tractor for 2005 infrastructure. Took over when RC left the job.
Cary Merling Consouction Company
5125 10™ Ave. So. Ted Moble Frajecr Manager 206-T6 29125 206-T63-4178  Erokd coinG com
Seattle, WA 98108 Ted c 206-255-2642
Suhcomtmctor’ s Surveyor for 2003 wark
Coates Surveving Service
551936 Ave. N, Henry Coates 253-82 20548 253-926-6747 HNA
Tacorna, Wi 95443 Henry o 255-381-2168
Puget Sound Energy
13330 Stome Averme Morth
Seattle, WA 98133 Calleen Comman 206-42 8- 260 ZogammalZipuget com
Liza Erickssn, Pilchuck Contractors, Inc. (main contact) 206-4 ] B2 38 206-418-4260  glencki@pugetcom
o 425-471-071%
(Lisa Enckscm)
Sharen Seitz P‘m_ie-c-t Manager 206-418-4240 2064184260 W
o 425-308-3889
Crwest Willinm Ritchie 206-34546117 206-345-1843  WRirchi(@qeest com
12550 - 26th Avenue NE Tenna Baruse 206-345-1332 206-345-5754  tlamers@gmestoom = Tonns
Seattls, WA 98125 Scott McKeehan 206-345-5064 206-345-5754 :ln.'-ckr-eh-anlg' v esk.oom

Comcast
Gary Cock
206-510-1337
F425-330-2603

Melvin Hora, Engineering/Const Coordinator
1525 TEth Strest SW 200

Everstt, Wa 98201

Tal 425-263-2549

gary cockifeable comeast com Cell 206-255-0166

Fax 425-33%-3603
el harsiGeable comenst com
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HIGH POINT Redevelopment Team Directory
OrganizationAddress HMarne Title P F E-maail Weh

Millenium
4316 3. 104th Place Steve Miller 4257474800, x1504 smilleriFimdn net
Seattle, WA S8178 o 206-TES-BTOS

Jim Bigzs Construchion Managsr A25-TAT-4600, w1511 425-644-4621  jhimpsifmdm.net

o 206-TRE-BT20
Larey Maley Autocad Managsr A25-T4T-4600, w1512 206-721-2408  InaleyFmdm.ret

Michael Fancher & Associates
Thaddeus Belefski. Project Anchitect
5407 Ballard Awenue Horthwest
Seattle, WA 95104

w 206-07 8- B8

F206-784-195]

Emuil: Tad@hE &b nc i bects.comy

Hermina Ehrlich Designs

T13 Marth 73 Street

Seattle, WA 98103

w 206-TH4-H604

F206-T82-6855

Ernail: hedesizns@rnindspring com

Huckell Weinman
Terry MeCann

w 425-B2R-4463
f425-528-2861

o 206-TRG-8T09
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PENDIX B

Data on Utilities

By Site Water | Sswer Electric Gas All Utilities

Avarage HWater Coat parjElaciric GCoat par]

Reasidents perjSampla  Unit Capita parfSampls  Unit Average kWh per|Capita perjGas Sampls|Avg Therma per|Gost per Capita{Cost per Capits
Sita £ Units  |# Reaidenta Unit Count Avg GCO [Month Count capita per Month | Month Unit Count  |Capita per Month | per Manith per Manth
Highgaoini 3 1,182 35 293 388 §18.43 288 1728 39,38 246 121796 55340 §81.34
MewHaolly 620 2,143 35 a8 422 £19.45 43E)| 208.0 £11.62 415 176037 §66.82 $57.59
Rainier 184 [ 35 95 402 $18.53 165 27 £13.07 95 13.08a3 566,05 $47.75
‘fesler Tetrace 381 1,202 22 SEl[  E1E £25.93 388 472 $25.85 §51.78
By Site / Heat Type Water | Sewer Electric Gas All Utilities

Ao H\Water Cost parElaciric rJ Coat par]

Residents pafSampls  Unit Capita perffampl  UnijAvg  kWh  perCapita perjGas Sampla|lAvg Therma  per|Cost per CapitalCost per Capits
Sita £ Units  |# Reaidenta Haat Type Unit Count Avg GCO [Month Count capita per Month | Month Unit Count  |Capita per Month | per Manith Jpsr Manth
Highgaoini 36 72| Electic 20 B w7y £18.29 28 3821 $23.32 §41.61
Highgoind 308 1,120| Gas 16 63 40z £18.51 261 1494 §7.87 245 121296 55240 $79.87
MewHally B4 248 Electric 30 6B 466 $21.30 b7 578 $22.61 §43.91
MNewHally 336 1,800) Gas 35 430 #HE £19.18 28 185.7 8.9 415 176037 56602 §85.89
Rainier 73 17| Electic 23 72 g £20.04 §20.04
Rainier 108) 431 Gas 44 95| 402 £18.63 %3 139.2 §7.52 95 13,0883 566,05 $42.30
By Site [ Bldg Type Water | Sewer Electric Gas All Utilities

Avg #Water GCoat par|Elactric rtl Coat par]

Reasidents perjSampla  Unit Capita parfdampls  UnitlAvg  kWh  per|Capita perjGas Sampls|Avg Therma per|Gost per Capita{Cost per Capits
Site # Units _ |# Residenta Haat Type |Eldg Typs Unit Ciount Awg GCD [Month Count capita per Month | Menth Unit Count  |Capita per Manth  [per Month per Month
Highgaoind 36 7Z|Eleckic  [Apariment Building 20 2B w7y £18.29 28 3821 $23.32 §41.61
Highgaoini 150 506 Gas Iutfifamiy 3 128 404 £18.68 126 141.5 §7.28 113 11.0882 T §73.73
Highgaoini 138 535 Gas Semi-Defached Duslex 39 120 404 $18.48 118 155.2 38.34 111 128338 55024 $65.06
Highgaoin 20 78| Gas Single-Family Detached 4.0 17 371 £17.38 i 168.1 $0.95 16 15.0040 536.12 §e247
MNewHally 4 5| Electic  [Apariment Suilding 23 24 AT $26.44 A IEB.6 £21.89 $43.30
MNewHally ] 195|Electric | Mulifamiy 33 47 2. 130 48 528 §2264 §41.85
MNewHally m 85| Gas Iutffamiy 32 223 #0 £13.05 22 183.2 $8.53 213 18013 56570 §ea.29
MNewHally 206 B38| Gas Semi-Detached Duslex 44 16l HE $18.73 138, 168.5 §3.42 13 14,4473 7211 §100.26
MNewHally 59 137 Gas Single-Family Detached 23 45 442 $21.22 50 2514 $13.10 44 21.4762 554.81 §89.14
Rairier 75 174|Electsic  [Aparimant Suilding 23 7z INT £20.04 $20.04
Rainier 100) 433| Gas Iutffamiy 43 g7 8% $18.45 B5 136.0 §7.48 a7 126373 S6B.27 §e2.21
Rainier 2 10| Zas Semi-Detached Duslex 50 2| £12.93 2 1018 3531 2 5242 S5y $r6.08
Rainier 7 18| Gas Sirgle-Family Detached 26 6 493 £23.10 i 186.3 1027 B 21.0829 56580 §E3.87
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APPENDIX B
Data on Utilities

By Site / Bldg Type / Bdrms Water | Sewer Electric Gas All Utilities

L HWater Cost per|Elaciric Gt par]

Residenta per|Sample  Unit Capita perj3ampla  UniAvg  KWh  perCapita perjGas Sampls|Avg Therma  per Cost par Capity}Cost per Capity
it # Units  |# Rieaidents Haat Type |EBldg Typs Bdrma |Unit Count Awg GCO | Month Count capita psr Month | Month Unit Gount | Gapita psr Month | per Month per Manth
Highgoint 7| T|Electric  |Aparment Suildieg 1 10 4 #a3 1894 4 2611 2705 $43.99 2w
Highpain 9 5| Electric | Apariment Building 2 22 M| 38 §18.52 4 375.1 $22.70 §41.22 9238
Highpaint 2 2|Gas Iultifamily 1 10 2 7A2 §37.17 2 2679 $13.16 2 18.5007 £30.15 §E047 $80.47
Highpoint 5] 148) Gas Wuttifamiy 2 23 58| 460 2154 il 183.5 $8.21 50 128830 51913 #ags] Fnzos
Highpaini 80 338| Gas Mbutifamily 3 42 67 348 §15.87 B7) 120.8 $6.38 B4 BITTS 51305 §3527) $14048
Highpaint 3 16| Gas Ibutiifamily 4 53 3| 352 §15.85 3 126 $7.05 3 126509 51637 §39.6] $202.28
Highpaini 3 57| Gas Semni-Detached Duelex 2 23 2 6 §26.59 ] 2370 $1257 20 187444 52615 §6331) $148.91
Highpaint 30 34| Gas Semi-Detached Duelex 3 38 TE WE 174 4 1.7 37.54 Fill 121518 516.58 #1136 $15811
Highpain 3 134)Gas Serni-Detached Duelex 4 58 M M3 §14.08 H 112.8 $6.32 20 83428 S12.3 §a2ed| P1od.24
Highpaint 2 3|Gas Single-Family Detached 1 15 2| BA2 $26.85 2 2278 1121 2 222312 5§32 26 §70.32) #0547
Highpoint B 13| Gas Sirgle-Family Detached 2 22 6 408 §13.42 B 1854 £10.05 5 182057 526,86 bk I el
Highpaint g 35| Gas Single-Family Detached | 3 39 Bl 33 §14.81 8 143.1 $8.07 B 120857 51624 §39.02) 15214
Highpoint 3| 28| Gas Sirgle-Family Detached =] 83 1 188 56,80 1 B4 5511 1 28067 §4.22 #1613 #150.51
MewHolly 3 3|Electic | Apariment Building 1 10 3 531 §4163 3 8.0 $30.70 §74.33 $74.23
MewHally H §1|Electric | Aparment Building 2 24 18] 506 §23.54 18, 3|7 $20.42 e $10677
MewHolly 0 195|Electic | Mulfifamiy 3 33 47 2.1 §19.1 46| ime §2294 §41.93] $136.23
MewHally 2 25| Gas Mutiifamily 1 10 21| ©08 §20.68 3 329.3 $18.08 23 2327 £48.13 8380 $a7.81
MewHolly 114 238| Gas Muttifamiy 2 23 93| 454 $21.15 o 2404 $1087 a3 203061 SIT AT fgams] #3607
MewHally 14 23| Gas Iebutiifamily 3 2 02 32 §14.96 100, 127.2 $6.80 B4 14.7161 51921 05T BTZR0
MNewHally 58| Gas Ibutiifamily 4 B4 7| 30 §15.08 T 183.7 $9.83 T 102679 51340 §301] $251.42
MewHolly g 3| Gas Semi-Detachead Duelsx 2 24 15| 581 £26.65 15] 246.0 $1278 14 235308 53183 7137l #$170.s0
MewHally 133 57| Gas Semi-Detached Duelex 3 38 0] 440 §19.78 39 178.0 #1013 a8 153347 52019 $50.10
MewHolly 44 66| Gas Semi-Detachead Duelzx 4 60 35 306 1366 35| 126.1 5882 33 93650 51233 $3281
MewHally i1 82| Gas Semni-Detached Duelex ] 73 3 303 $13.43 9 39.9 $6.07 b B2345 51178 §31.23
MewHolly 19 22| Gas Sirgle-Family Detached 1 12 13| 457 £230 15| 308.1 $15.58 15 282744 540.85 §79.45
MewHally 3 48] Gas Sirgle-Farily Detached | 2 20 M| 458 §22.00 3 788 $14.83 23 20,0106 52801 §E4.84
MewHally g 36| Gas Single-Family Detached | 3 410 2 328 §15.08 3 1223 $6.2 B 16.3008 521.00) §42.33
MewHolly 4 23| Gas Sirgle-Family Detached 4 58 | 2By £10.44 3 1338 5751 2 £.0467 SH0TH $2a.71
MewHally 2 7| Gas Single-Family Detached | 5 35 1| 458 $20.26 1 129.8 §7.87 0 $23.13
RELES 7 8|Electric  |Apariment Suilding 1 14 7 044 £22487 $22.87
Riinicr i8 163 | Electic | Apariment Suilding 2 24 65 izme $1a.. §13.74
Rainicr g 11| Gas Iutiifamily 1 12 T Te3 §35.08 T 253.8 $13.04 7 235291 535,33 §84.35
Riiricr 7 7| Gas Iebuttifamily 2 24 7| 3.2 §17.42 [ 167.7 $8.55 T 16.5073 52283 #4378
Rainier il 25| Gas Mbutiifamily 3 42 45 74 §17.08 45 126.0 $6.50 45 11.9527 S16.01 $39.85
Rainier 249 178 Gas Muttifamiy 4 B2 24| D0 $16.72 23] 111.2 646 24 10.3332 51346 $36.64
Rairier 4 M|Gas Mutiifamily 5 78 4f e §15.63 4 1311 $8.60 4 B.3293 51078 $35.01
Rainier 2 10| Gas Semi-Detached Duelex 3 ] A §1208 2 1.8 353 2 5244 125 $30.81
Rairicr f 14| Gas Single-Farily Detached | 2 23 5| 538 §25.17 3 209.3 $10.ez2 5 22 5658 53016 §66.23
Rainier 1 4| Gas Single-Family Detached | 3 40 if 271 §12.75 1 131.1 $7.00 1 13,6687 §17.93 §37.72
‘Wesker Termace 15 30| ELC B5BD| Mulifamily 1] 09 4, Jin.e $29.18 §23.13
‘feslet Termace 132 202|ELC BSBD|Mutifamiy 1 14 153 jn.e §30.87 $30.87
‘faslet Termce 279 51| ELC BSBEO|Mulifamiy 2 23 151 B89 £2315 $23.15
‘Wesker Termace 1§ 318|ELC BSBD|Mutfiamiy 3 38 0 ME $19.73 §13.73
‘fasker Teracs 19 140| ELC BSBO|Mutifamiy 4 T4 10 1804 £1244 $12.44




APPENDIX C
Survey Instrument

SEATTLE HOUSING AUTHORITY
GREEN HOMES PROJECT

Telephone Questionnaire

INTERVIEWER

COVER PAGE

Language of interview: English

Name of resident

Vietnamese Somali

Phone number

Best time to call back

Track calls and record on phone list.
morning, afternoon and night):

Date of the interview:

Please try at different days of the week, different times of the day (at least one in the

Date reached and declined:

Attach this to the completed survey.
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APPENDIX C
Survey Instrument
TRACKING PROTOCOL.:

1. Track calls and record on phone list. Please try at different days of the week, different times of the day (at least one in the
morning, afternoon and night):

2. Four possible results:
A. Phone disconnected — note on log
B. Made 4 Attempts to reach resident, no answer — note each attempt on log
C. Made contact and resident declined survey — note on cover sheet
D. Completed survey — fill out cover sheet and attach to survey

3. READ PHONE SCRIPT TO RESIDENT

Hello, my name is and | am calling from Neighborhood House.

May | speak to NAME LISTED AS HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD.

If the resident is not there, ask when is a good time to call back. Record on cover page.
If the resident is there, read this:

The purpose of this call is to do a short telephone survey to find out about the use of gas, water and electricity in
your home. This information will help Seattle Housing Authority and other agencies learn how to help the
community to save on your gas, water or electric bills. This will take less than 10 minutes. The information you
give me is confidential and your name will not be shared with SHA or anyone. Will you help by participating in
this survey?

If the answer is NO, say Thank You. Record on Cover Sheet
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APPENDIX C
Survey Instrument

If the answer is YES, read this: Thank you. There are 16 questions and you can pass on questions you don’t want

to answer. There are NO right or WRONG answers. Please pick the best match for your answer.

1. How long have you lived in High Point/New Holly/Yesler Terrace?
Fill in: years months

2. Where did you live before you moved here?
A) Another SHA site: Yesler Terrace Rainier Vista New Holly
High Point B) Section 8 C) Rental

3. How many people lived in your household before you moved into this home?

4. How many people live in your household now?

5. Does your family like living in the home you are in now?
Yes No Not sure

6. Does your family like living in this community?
Yes No Not sure

7. Does your house stay at a comfortable temperature
A) In the winter time? Yes No
B) In the summer time? Yes No
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APPENDIX C
Survey Instrument

8. For High Point residents only.

When you moved in, did SHA staff explain the special features in your home that will help to save energy and water?
Yes No

9. For High Point residents only.
A) Did they explain what you could do to help save money on your utility bills?

Yes If yes, goto B No
B) If yes, ask: Was it helpful? Yes No

10. Do you receive a “utility allowance” from Seattle Housing Authority?
Yes No Don’t Know

11. Did you pay your own electricity bills where you lived before?

A) Yes If yes, goto B No
B) If yes, do you pay more or less now? More Less About the same

12. A) Did you pay your gas bills where you lived before?

Yes If yes,goto B No
B) If yes, do you pay more or less now? More Less About the same

13. A) Did you pay your water bills where you lived before?

Yes No
B) If yes, do you pay more or less now? More Less About the same

XX



14. A) Do you take extra steps to save money on electricity?

Yes If yes, Goto Band C) No
B) If yes, what are some things you do?

C) Do you believe you have saved money by taking those steps?
Yes No

15. A) Do you take extra steps to save money on your gas?

Yes If yes, GotoBand C) No
B) If yes, what are some things you do?

C) Do you believe you have saved money by taking those steps?
Yes No

16. A) Do you take extra steps to save money on your water?

Yes If yes, Goto Band C) No
B) If yes, what are some things you do?

C) Do you believe you have saved money by taking those steps?
Yes No

APPENDIX C
Survey Instrument
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APPENDIX C
Survey Instrument

17. Would you be willing to take other steps to save on your energy and water bills?
Yes No

18. Have you gotten behind on your utility bills in the last six months?
Yes If yes, ask “would you like us to refer you to SHA for assistance?
No

We have finished the survey, thank you for your time.
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APPENDIX D1

SEATTLE HIGH POINT - SURVEY QUESTIONS - BY COMMUNITIES

Yesler
MNao. Survey Questions Terrace % | Mew Holly [ % [ High Point| % TOTAL
1 |Interviews: 70 ar 76 2
2 |Language:
English 45 64 % 27 1% 53 T0% 125
Vietnamesea 16 23% 25 29% 15 20% 56
Somali 10 14% 35 40% i 10% 53
Where did you live previously?
9 |(represents percentage of those responding fo question)
Other SHA development (i} 8% 43% J5%
Section 8
Private Rental 149 64 % 52% 61 %
Homeless
How many people lived in your household before you moved
10 [into this home?
3 + people
2 paople
1 parson
11 |How many people live in your household now?
3 + people
2 people
1 parson
12 |Doas your family like living in your home?
Yes 208 88% 6% S95%
Mo 10 4% 3% J3%
Mot Sure 15 6%
MIA, Q 0%
Pass 1 0%
13 |Does your family like living in this community?
Yes 213 91% 89% 93%
Mo 5 % 2% 1%
Mot Sure 14 6% 0% 0%
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APPENDIX D1

Mo,

Survey Questions

Yesler
Terrace

Mew Holly

High Point

o
o

TOTAL

MIA

0

Fass

2

14

Does your house stay at a comfortable temperature?

Winter

es

178

TT%

64%

0%

Mo

23%

37%

18%

Sometimes

LaFd
A0

MIA

Summer

Yes

T8%

5%

Mo

21%

12%

Sometimes

MIA

15

VWhen you moved in did SHA explain the spacial energy
saving features?

(far High Paint residents only)

(represents percentage of those responding to guestion)

es

55%

Mo

40%

Don't know

5%

16

Did SHA help explain what you could do to save money on
your utility bills?

{for High Paint residents only)

(represents percentage of those responding fo guestion)

Yes (if yves, go to question #17)

43%

Mo

45%

Don't know

8%

17

If "Yes' - was it halpful?
{for High Paint residents only)
(represents percentage of those responding fo question)

Yes

32%

{recalculate)

Mo

13%

{recalculate)

Don't know

9%

{recalculate)
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Yesler
MNo. Survey Questions Terrace % | Mew Helly | % | High Point| % TOTAL
18 (Do you recaive a "utility allowance” from SHA?
Yes 19% 26% 43%
Mo 64 % 59% 33%
Don't know 17% 15% 22%
MIA,
Fass
19 |Did you pay your own electricity bills where you lived before?
Yes (if ves, go to question #20) a0%% 6% 92%
Mo 17% 14% 5%
Don't know %o 0% 0%
MIA
FPass
If "es' - do you pay more or less now?
20 |{represents percentage of those responding fo guestion)
Mare 57% 44% 20%
Less 10% 24% 54%
About the samea %o 11% 18%
Don't know 0% 0% 0%
21 |Did you pay your gas hill where you lived before?
Yes (if yes, qo to question £22) 10% 18% 22%
Mo BE% 82% 74%
Don't know %o 0% 0%
MIA,
Pass
If "ves' - do you pay more or less now?
22 |{represents percantage of those responding fo guestion)
Maore 6% 9% 7%
Less 0% 7% 12%
About the samea 0% 2% 4%
Don't know 0% 0% 0%
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Yesler
Survey Questions Terrace %% | Mew Holly [ % | High Peint| % TOTAL
Did you pay your watar bills wheare you lived before?
Yes (if yes, go to question #24) 10% 28% 37 %
Mo B6% T0% 59%
Don't know 0% 0% 0%
MAA 0% 0% 0%
Pass 0% 0% 0%
If "Yes' - do you pay more or less now?
{represents percantage of those responding fo quastion)
More 1% 10% 12%
Less 3% 10% 12%
About the same 0% 5% 13%
Don't know 0% 0% 0%
Do you take extra steps to save money on electricity?
Yes (if yes, go to question #28 & #27) 59% 67 % T0%
Mo 39% 33% 28%
Don't know 0% 0% 0%
MIA 0% 0% 0%
Pass 0% 0% 0%
Do yvou believe yvou have saved money by taking those steps?
Yes 37 51% 58%
Mo 1% 30% 12%
Don't know 2% 6% 7%
MIA 30% 14% 18%
Pass 19% 0% 5%
Do you take extra steps to save money on gas?
Yes (if yes, go to question #29 & #30) 3% 51% 65 %
Mo T7% 49% 33%
Don't know 0% 0% 1%
MAA 14% 0% 0%
Pass 6% 0% 1%
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Yeslar
Mao. Survey Questions Terrace %% | Mew Holly | % | High Point| % TOTAL
30 |Do you believe you have saved money by taking those steps?
Yes 3% 6% 47 %
Mo 13% 40% 168%
Don't know 0% 2% 7%
MNIA T9% 21% 26%
Pass 6% 1% 1%
31 |Dovou take extra steps to save monay on your water?
Yes (if yes, go to question # 32 & £33) 16% 72% G5%
Mo TT% 28% 29%
Don't know o 0% 0%
MIA £ 0% 0%
Pass 6% 0% 3%
23 |Do you believe you have saved money by taking those steps?
Yes 10% 59% 54%
Mo 14% 31% 16%
Don't know 1% 0% 4%
A B5% 10% 23%
Pass 9% 0% 3%
WWould you be willing to take other steps to save on your
24 |energy and water hills¥
Yes 81% T0% 87 %
Mo 13% 30% 12%
Don't know 0% 0% 0%
MNIA K 0% 0%
Pass k] 0% 1%
Have you gotten behind on your utility bills in the last six
35 |months?
Yes (if yes, go to question #36) 41% 23% 33%
Mo 58% T7% 67 %
Don't know o 0% 0%
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Yesler
Survey Questions Terrace % | Mew Holly [ % | High Point| % TOTAL
M/A D% 0% 0%
Pass D% 0% 0%
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SEATTLE HIGH POINT - SURVEY QUESTIONS - BY ETHNIC GROUPS

MNo. Survey Questions English i Somali % |Vietnamese| % TOTAL
1 [Interviews:
2 [Language: 125 53% 53 23% 57 24% 235
3 |Contact Information:
4 |Which area are you currantly living in:
High Paoint 53 42% 8 15% 15 26% 76
MNew Haolly 27 22% 35 66 % 26 46% aa
Yesler Terrace 45 36 % 10 19% 16 28% [k
13 |Does yvour family like living in this community?
Yes 112 90% 52 98% 50 88%
Mo 2 2% 0 0% 3 5%
Mot sure 10 8% 0 0% 4 T%
MIA 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Pass 1 5% 1 2% 0 0%
14 |Deoes your house stay at a comfortable temperature?
Winter
Yes 80 72% 40 T7% 49 B88%
Mo 35 28% 12 23% 7 13%
Sometimes 0% 1] 0% 0 0%
MA 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Summer
Yes 88 71% 47 06 % 49 94%
Mo 34 27% 2 4% 3 6%
Sometimes 0% 0 0% 0 0%
N/A 2% 0 0% 0 0%
18 |Do you receive a "utility allowance” from SHA?
Yes 36 29% 7 13% 26 46%
Mo 53 42% 45 B7% 22 39%
Don't know 35 28% 0 0% 9 16%
N/A 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Pass 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%
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Mo. Survey Questions English % Somali % | Vietnamese| % TOTAL
19 |Did you pay your own electricity bills where you lived before?
Yes (if yes, go to questicn £20) 115 92% 44 83% 44 T7%
Mo G 5% g 17% 13 23%
Don't know ] 0% 0 0% 0 0%
MA 1 1% ] 0% 0 0%
Pass 3 2% ] 0% 0 0%
21 | Did you pay your gas bill where you lived before?
Yes (if yes, go to question #22) 16 13% 5] 11% 18 32%
Mo 103 82% 47 B9% 39 68%
Con't know 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%
MIA 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%
Pass 4 3% 0 0% 0 0%
23 |Did you pay your water hills where vou lived before?
Yes (if yes, go to question £24) 30 24% 12 23% 17 30%
Mo 89 1% 41 T 38 67%
Don't know 2 2% 0 0% 1 2%
MiA 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%
Pass 3 2% 1] 0% 1 2%
25 [Do you take extra steps to save money on electricity?
Yes (if yes, go to question #26 & 27) a5 68 % 16 34% 50 8%
Mo STl 0% 34 B4% 7 12%
Con't know 0% o 0% 0 b
MA 0% ] 0% 0 0%
Pass 2% 1 2% 0 0%
27 |Do you belisve you have saved mongy by taking those steps?
Yes 50 40% 15 28% 50 88%
Mo 12 10% 30 7% 1 2%
Don't know 12 10% 1] 0% 0 0%
MIA 36 29% 7 13% 5 9%
Pass 15 12% 1 2% 1 2%
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Survey Questions English % Somali % | Vietnamese| % TOTAL
Do you take extra steps to save money on gas?
Yes (if yes, qgo to question #29 & 30) a0 40% 7 13% 39 G55
No 70 56 % 4& B7% 7 12%
Don't know 1 1% 0 0% 0 o
NAA 0 0% 0 0% 10 18%
Pass 4 3% 0 0% 1 2%
Do you believe yvou have saved money by taking those steps?
Yes 30 24% 4 8% 36 63%
No 17 14% 38 T4% 2 4%
Don't know 4] 4% 0 0% 4%
WA (53] 55% 9 17% 16 28%
Pass 4 3% 1 2% 1 2%
Do you take extra steps to save money on your water?
Yes (if yes, go to question #32 & 33) 62 50% 19 36% 46 81%
No 58 46% 34 Gid % g 16%
Don't know 0 0% 0 0% 0 %o
N/A 0 0% 0 0% 1 2%
Pass 5 4% 0 0% 1 2%
Do you believe you have saved monay by taking those steps?
Yes 42 34% 12 23% 46 81%
No 14 11% 35 G6% 0 0%
Don't know 4 3% 0 (% 4] 0%
N/A 58 46% 5] 11% 10 18%
Pass 7 6% 0 0% 1 2%
Would you be willing to take other steps to save on your
energy and water bills?
Yes 117 94 % 15 28% 54 95%
No 4 3% a7 T0% 3 5%
Don't know 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
N/A 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Pass 4 3% 1 2% 0 0%
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Mo,

Survey Questions

oy

English i Somali % | Vielnameses| % TOTAL
Have you gotten behind on your utility bills in the last six
35 [months?
Yes (if yes, go to question #36) G4 51% 3 G%a 7 13%
No 61 49% 50 94% 49 B88%
Don't know ] 0% 0 0% 0 0%
NIA ] 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Pass 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
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SHA Green Housing Initiative

Focus Group Protocol

Hello and welcome. Thank you for taking the time to visit with us this evening. My name is:
We are working for Enterprise, a national organization that funds housing for working people.

When Seattle Housing Authority built High Point, they wanted a community that was good for you, the residents. But they
also wanted to make it good for the earth.

What we’d like to talk with you about today are some very special features of High Point. With these features, High Point
is saving energy and water. We’d like to find out what you know about these features. We'd also like to know if you’re

doing anything yourself to save energy and water. Your answers will help people in Washington State and elsewhere to
do a better job when they build affordable housing.

<Invite others to introduce themselves by name
(and/or use table tents with names on them)>.

Your name will not be given to SHA and there are no right or wrong answers.
So first, we'd like to find out what makes it a good place for you. Do you like living at High Point more than where you
lived before? What do you like about it?

<Record comments.>

Thanks. Now let’s talk about special features on the grounds around High Point.
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I’'m going to show you pictures of some places around High Point and ask you if you know about them. We just want to
know what you know about. Please mark your answer on this paper.

<Distribute pieces of paper with 6 numbered questions and Yes/No boxes in correct language next to each number. Use
large print.>

We’re going to show you some pictures of features that make High Point friendly to the earth. Please circle “Yes” if you
know about each feature or “No” if you haven’t heard about it. It's ok if you haven’t heard about them. Please remember
there are NO right or wrong answers.

In most communities, rain washes off dirt and chemicals from roof tops, streets, and sidewalks. This dirty water then flows
into creeks and lakes, and hurts fish and other wild animals. But High Point has built some new features that clean the
water before it enters Longfellow Creek.

Here are some grassy places that capture rainwater and help to clean it before it enters the creek:

1. Do you recognize this feature?

Please circle “Yes” or “No” by No. 1 on your paper.

2. Do vou know that it makes the water going into our lakes and streams clean?

Please circle “Yes” or “No” by No. 2 on your paper.

Here are special sidewalks. They absorb the rain and help to clean the rainwater before it goes into the creeks and
streams:
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3. Do vou recognize this feature?

Please circle “Yes” or “No” by No. 3 on your paper.

4. Do you know that it makes the water going into our streams and lakes clean?

Please circle “Yes” or “No” by No. 4 on your paper.

Here’s the landscaping. It does not need a lot of watering. It also has native plants:

5. Do vou recognize this feature?

Please circle “Yes” or “No” by No. 5.

6. Do you know that it saves water?

Please circle “Yes” or “No” by No. 6.

Now, knowing about these features, how do you feel about living in this place?
<Record comments.>

<Collect the papers.>

Thank you. That information is very helpful.

APPENDIX E
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Now, let’s talk about special features in the buildings.

First, did anybody tell to you about the special features in your home that save energy and water?

<Solicit comments if people seem to want to talk about this.>

Now I’'m going to show you pictures of special features in your home. Again, here’s a numbered paper for your “Yes” or
“No” answer about each thing I'll show you.

<Distribute papers with numbered questions and Yes/No boxes.>

Here is a circular light bulb:

7. Do you know these circular light bulbs save energy?

Please circle “Yes” or “No” by No. 7.

Here is the washing machine and dryer:

8. Do you know these washers and dryers save energy?

Please circle “Yes” or “No” by No. 8.

Here are the fans that come regularly and take air out of your whole house:
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9. Do vou know that these fans save energy?

Please circle “Yes” or “No” by No. 9.

Here is a picture of the heating system with a radiator in the wall of your home:

10. Do you know that this heating system saves energy?

Please circle “Yes” or “No” by No. 10.

Here is a picture of the hot water heater that doesn’t use a tank:

11. Do vou know that this heating system saves energy?

Please circle “Yes” or “No” by No. 11.

Here is a picture of the low-flow shower head in your unit:

12. Do you know that this shower head saves water?

Please circle “Yes” or “No” by No. 12.

Here is a picture of the double-paned window in your unit:

13. Do you know that this double-paned window helps keep cold air out of your unit and saves enerqgy?

Please circle “Yes” or “No” by No. 13.

APPENDIX E
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14. Do vou think any of these features in your house are saving you money on your electric bill?

Please circle “Yes”, “No”, or “Don’t Know” by No. 14 on your paper.

15. Do you think any of these features in your house are saving you money on your gas bill?

Please circle “Yes”, “No”, or “Don’t Know” by No. 15 on your paper.

16. Do vou think any of these features in your house are saving you money on your water bill?

Please circle “Yes”, “No”, or “Don’t Know” by No. 16 on your paper.

<Collect the papers?>

Now we’d like to know about things you might be doing. Again, please remember that there are NO right or wrong
answers.

. Are you taking any special actions to save energy?

. What are some things you do?

<Record the comments.>
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. Are you taking any special actions to save water?

. What are some things you do?

<Record the comments.>

If Seattle Housing Authority showed you ways you could save money by using less energy and water, would you take
these actions? <Examples, if needed, taking shorter showers, only using the dishwasher when it is full, only using the
washer and dryer for full loads, shutting off lights when not needed.>

<Record the comments.>
What if taking the actions we’re talking about didn’t save you any money but is better for the earth? <Example if
needed: Separating glass, paper and plastic from other garbage.> Would you still do them?

What would motivate you to do that?

<Record the comments.>

Thank you very much. That was a good discussion.
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Now, the last thing we’d like to find out more about is how utilities are paid at High Point.

. When you moved here, did someone from the Seattle Housing Authority tell you about the utility allowance?

If yes, can you explain to me what it is?

Do vou feel like your utility bills are high, low, or about average for the Seattle area?

<Record the comments.>

Finally, here’s your chance to give us some advice. What would you like the Seattle Housing Authority and other people
who build affordable housing to know about your needs when it comes to saving energy and water?

<Record the comments.>

That’s all we have. Thank you again for joining us for this discussion. We will write down what you said and give it to
SHA and other developers so they can better serve residents of affordable housing.
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Partners in change. Solufions that last.

For information about this report, or to request additional copies, please contact:

Tom Byers or Kristi Buck
Cedar River Group
93 Pike Street, Suite 315
Seattle, WA 98101
w 206-223-7660, x100
f206-223-7665
tom@cedarrivergroup.com
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