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July 10, 1989 
0582F /DS/pb 

MOTION NO. 

Introduced by 

Proposed No.: 

7584 

Ron Sims 

89-407 

A MOTION approving an allocation plan for 
aging program enhancements and authoriz­
ing the county executive to spend $99,608 
for additional aging program services in 
1989. 

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 8802, Section 62 appropriated 

$803,414 from the human services fund to the human services 

division-aging program, and 

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 8802, Section 62 provided $196,750 

for aging program enhancements, and 

WHEREAS, Ordinance 8802, Section 62 specified that the 

review include a needs assessment and also include, but not be 

limited to, the issues of: (1) local match; (2) senior center 

staffing standards; (3) funding for senior center-related 

nutrition and transportation services; (4) community centers 

which serve other age groups as well as seniors; and (5) the 

role and responsibilities of the aging program in relation to 

the program and funding responsibilities of the Seattle-King 

County Division on Aging, and 

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 8802, asked the executive to submit, 

along with proposed revisions to the senior center funding 

policy, proposals for allocating these enhancement funds, and 

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 8802, Section 62 asked that the 

proposals for allocating the enhancement funds address the 

needs identified in the needs assessment and be consistent with 

the proposed revisions to the policy, and 

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 8802, Section 62 further asked the 

executive to consider, in particular, proposals to provide 

services for fragile elderly in public housing projects in 

south Ki ng County, and 

WHEREAS, approval of annexation and incorporation proposals 

subsequent to adoption of Ordinance No. 8802 has significantly 

reduced county revenue projections. 
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WHEREAS, the King County executive and King County council 

2 II are committed to development and implementation of prudent 

3 II financial policies for all funds maintained by the county, and 

4 II WHEREAS, the proposed revised funding policy and the 

5 II proposals for allocation of the enhancement funds have been 

6 II submitted for council review and approval, and 

7 II WHEREAS, final council approval of the policy and plan is 

8 II necessary to impl ement the agi ng program enhancements; 

9 II NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT MOVED by the Council of King County: 

10 A. The attached aging program allocation plan is hereby 

11 II approved. 

12 B. The aging program funding policy shall be reconsidered 

13 pending Council review and development of overall policies 

14 regarding termination or reduction of county funding due to 

15 annexa ti ons and i ncorpora ti 0 ns. 

16 

17 PASSED thi s {0-/1-- day of 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
ATTEST: 

23 

24 

25 L£/.c~ 
EPUTYClerk o~ouncil 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 
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ATTACHI'lENT A 75'84 
FUNDING POLICIES FOR THE KING COUNTY AGING PROGRAM 

These policies are meant to govern the funding of Aging Program services with 
King County Current Expense funds. All necessary principles and rules are 
included within these policies so that they may be used alone to guide Aging 
Program funding decisions. 

I. General Policies 

A. King County affirms its commitment as a sponsor of the Seattle King 
County Division on Aging (SKODA) to coordinate with SKOOA in 
assessing community needs and in planning and providing funding for 
services. Furthermore, the County is committed to work with a broad 
variety of individuals and organizations to ensure a coordinated 
system of services for elderly persons. 

B. The County supports the key role of senior centers in unincorporated 
rural and suburban areas and small cities as focal points for infor­
mation about, access to, and delivery of services which enable older 
persons to maintain their independence. In some commuriities, com­
munity centers which serve persons of all ages, also offer spe­
cialized senior programs which serve similar functions. 

C. County support for base staffing and operations of senior centers and 
community centers with senior programs shall help to ensure that 
elderly people who live in unincorporated areas and small cities, 
including low income and minority persons, have access to a wide 
range of social and health services, recreation, nutrition and other 
services which promote independence. 

D •. County funding, when available for services beyond basic senior 
center support, shall be targeted to meet needs of vulnerable elderly· 
persons living in areas served by County-supported senior and com-' 
munity centers.· Elderly persons considered vulnerable include per­
sons with one or more if the following characteristics: 

- seventy-five years of age or older 
- low income (income at or below 40 percent of the state Median 

Income (SMI» 
- non-English speaking or limited English speaking 
- ethnic/racial minority status 
- homebound or disabled 
- living alone 
- geographically isolated (does not drive and public transit not 

available) 

E. New service initiatives and service expansions for vulnerable elderly 
shall be planned and ~rovided as an extension or expansion of County­
funded senior center programs. Preference shall be given to develop­
ment of services which provide support for elderly persons to live in 
their own residences and communities. 

-1-
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F. On an annual basis, staff of the Aging Program will review needs in 
cooperation with SKDOA. This review will include analysis of the 
performance of County-contracted programs in serving elderly persons, 
data gathered through surveys and community interviews, and relevant 
.demographicinformation~ This review will form the basis for 
establishing priorities for any new service initiatives under these 
funding policies and any recommended revisions to these policies. 

G. Unless specifically directed by the County Council, County Aging 
Program funds may not be used to supplant federal, state or local 
revenues; however, use of County funds is encouraged to leverage 
additional funds from these sources. 

H. The County reserves the right to reduce or eliminate funding for 
senior and community centers and for other services for the elderly, 
should changes in county priorities or revenues occur. Funding for 
specific services and/or to providers may be reduced or discontinued 
based on service utilization and performance. 

II. Senior Centers and Community Centers Staffing 

A. The County will continue, within available resources, to support 
basic staffing and administrative costs for senior centers which are 
located in and serve elderly persons who live in unincorporated areas 
and small cities. These costs include administrative and/or senior 
program staff, rent, utilities, supplies, and other reasonable costs 
associated with providing a senior center program. 

B. Funding levels provided by the County to senior centers and community 
centers in 1989 base budget authorization shall constitute the base 
funding level for each center under this policy (see Table A). 

C. Any Cost of Living Allowance (COLA) made available by the County will 
be distributed to all currently funded centers, subject to satisfac­
tory performance. The distribution of COLA will be as a uniform per­
centage increase to the base level County funding to each agency. 

D. Increases of County funding may be approved, above base level, in 
1989 and subsequent years, to enable centers to achieve and maintain 
staffing levels comparable to other centers serving similar numbers 
of elderly persons (Paragraph II H covers decreases due to under­
performance). 

-2-
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1. County funding for Senior Center basic administrative/program 

staff shall not exceed the following standards: 

Total Annual # of Registered 
" Center Participants 

(Age 55 and Older) 

200-499 
500 to 999 
1,000 to 1,999 
2,000 to 2,999 
3,000 to 3,999 
4,000 and above 

Staffing Standards 
(Administrative/Program 

FTEls) 

1.0 
1.5 
2.0 
2.5 
3.0 
3.5 

2. The above basic staffing standards do not include staff providing 
services in a satellite site, if such a satellite is approved by 
the County, subject to the conditions described in Section III 
of these policies. County funding for a satellite for salary and 
related personnel costs shall not exceed the following standards: 

Total Annual # of 
Registered Participants 

50 to 199 

200 and above-

Staffing Standards 
(Administrative/Program 

FTEls) 

.25 to .75 based on number 
of people served and days 
service is provided. 

Same standards as for basic 
program staffing in 0.1. above 

3. In addition to the above standards, a maximum of .5 FTE per 
center may be funded by the County to provide outreach 
(information and assistance/outreach). The County may fund 
salary and related personnel costs for up to .5 FTE if all of the 
following conditions are met: 

a. The center specifically requests an outreach position, and 
can demonstrate need for the service to enable substantial 
numbers of elderly persons who are geographically isolated, 
homebound or disabled and/or ethnic racial/minorities to 
access needed services. 

b.At least 60 percent of the persons to be served meet the at­
risk definition of low income (40 percent or less of state 
median income). 

4. The local matching fund requirements specified in Section V. of 
these policies shall apply to both satellite staffing and 
outreach. 

-3-
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E. The County will continue, within available resources, to support 

basic staffing and administrative costs of community centers which 
are located in unincorporated areas and small cities and which pro­
vide a facility and staffing support for a senior program. 

1. The maximum amount of Aging Program Funding which will be pro­
vided to a community center will not exceed the share of the com­
munity center staffing, facility, and other operating costs which 
are reasonably allocable to the senior program. An example of a 
reasonable method is allocation of staff costs according to the 
percentage of time spent in support of the senior program and 
facility costs according to square footage and percentage of time 
the space is used by the senior program. 

2. The maximum number of basic administrative/program FTEls for 
which the Aging Program will provide funding may not exceed the 
number allowable under the staffing standards for senior centers 
described in Section 11.0.1. of these policies. 

F. The Aging Program will compare each year, beginning with data 
available after December 31, 1989, the actual number of participants 
served by each center with the numbers set in the staffing standards. 
Any center which is serving more participants than the maximum number 
specified in the standards may be considered eligible for an increase 
in County funding to bring the center into conformance with the 
staffing standards, provided that the availibility of other public 
and private resources will be taken into consideration. 

1. Each Center which is eligible for an increase will be ranked 
according to the percentage of vulnerable elderly served. The 
ranking will be determined by scores which are calculated as 
follows: . 

Vulnerability Factors 

_Seventy-five years and older 

Low income (at or below 40% of SMI) 

Limited or non-English speaking 

_Ethnic/racial minority 

Homebound or disabled 

_Living alone 

_Geographically isolated 

Total (maximum score = 7.0 if each 
item were 100%) 

-4-
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2. In the event of a tie ranking, the center with the larger percent 

of participants served above the maximum number specified in the 
standards will be ranked higher. 

3. In the event that funding -is not sufficient to fund all centers 
eligible for staffing increases, available funds will be distri­
buted to the highest ranking centers. 

4. Receipt of additional funding for staffing increases is con­
tingent upon approval, by the County, of the workplan for the 
additional staff. 

G. The actual amount of County Aging Program funding which will be 
awarded to a center wi 11 be based on the actual costs for the 
staffing level allowed under the policy and related operating costs 
less other public and private funds, including required match, 
available to support the program. The use of actual cost as a basis 
is subject to County determination that the costs are necessary and 
reasonable. 

H. Any center which is serving fewer than the minimum number of par­
ticipants for the corresponding FTE amount that the center is funded 
for, as specified in the staffing standards, may be subject to a 
decrease in County funding to comply with the standards given in 
11.0.1 above. Centers serving at least 80% of the minimum number of 
participants will be given one year to comply with the levels 
established by the staffing standards. Centers serving less than 80% 
of the minimum number of participants will be given three months to 
bring the participant level up to a rate which, when projected to 12 
months, would equal at least 80% of the minimum number stated in the 
staffing standards. The center will then have an additional year to 
bring the level up to 100% of the minimum level. 

III. New Centers and Satellite Programs 

A. Funding for a satellite program of a currently funded center or new 
center in an unincorporated area or city of less than 12,000 'total 
population may be considered provided that the following conditions 
are met. 

1. A non-profit board of directors or a subcommittee of an 
existing board is organized to study the feasibility of a new 
center or a local, volunteer-supported. program is functioning to 
provide services to the elderly. . 

2. Evidence of community support is demonstrated through financial 
and volunteer support. 

3. Any incorporated jurisdictions to be served by the new program 
approve its establishment and agree to provide a match equal at a 
minimum to 50% of County funds. The match may be provided by 
cash contribution to the program or by in-kind contributions such 
as staff, buildings, vechicles, etc. 

-5-
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The proposed senior program must be located in a facility and 
receive available support services which meet standards developed 
by the SKODA. 

5,. Need Jor the center i sdemonstrated base,d on the foll o\,/i ng.fac,~, 
tors: the physical facility and/or program capacity of the 
established senior center(s) preclude expansion; geographic or 
transportation barriers limit access to an established center by 
elderly to be served by the new center; and (1) at least 200 
elderly persons will use the new center or (2) at least 50 
elderly persons have been identified who will use the proposed 
satellite and who are unable to access an existing center program 
due to transportation barriers or lingulstic and/or cultural 
barriers. If less than 200 elderly persons are to be served by 
the satellite, at least 60 percent of the persons to be served 
must be low income. 

B. If funding for a new program is approved, the initial (base) alloca­
tion shall be made in accordance with the staffing standards for the 
estimated number of participants to be served. The initial alloca­
tion shall take into account other public and private resources that 
are available to support the program. 

IV. Senior Centers and Community Centers - Service Expansions and New 
Service Initiatives 

A. County funding may be used to subsidize a portion of the cost of 
nutrition services (congregate meals) which are provided in County­
funded centers, satellite sites, and related programs, provided that 
at least 60 percent of the elderly persons who are receiving these 
meals are low income. Preference will be given to funding nutrition 
services for those programs in which participants cannot access 
established SKODA funded nutrition programs due to transportation or 
linguistical cultural barriers. 

The amount of County funding for each meal shall not exceed the dif­
ference between the total cost of the meal and the share of the cost 
met through federal funding and average client contribution. Federal 
and/or. state funding for nutrition services shall be used to the 
extent available before County funds are used. 

B. County funding for van transportation may be provided, in conjunction 
with other services which are funded by the Aging Program, for trips 
to nutrition sites, adult day care and other trips necessary to 
assist elderly persons to live in their own residences and com­
munities. Special consideration should be given to the frail elderly 
who cannot access mainline transportation because of physical dif­
ficulties or geographical barriers. County funding will be limited 
to provide transportation where other public or private resources are 
not available. 

.-6-
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Social Day Care is recognized as a service which meets the needs of 
frail elders who live in their own or family residences and provides 
essential respite to care givers. Social day care programs provide a 
supportive,therapeutic environment for older persons needing addi­
tional care. Social day care programs offered through senior centers 
provide a transition for other adults whose needs become too great . 
for center activities to still be cared for in a familiar setting. 

1. County Aging Program funds may be used to establish and/or main­
tain social day care programs which meet the following criteria: 

a. Program is located in a geographic area which is eligible for 
county Aging Program funds for a senior center or community 
center. 

b. Program has or agrees to establish a sliding fee scale which 
is consistent with. schedules set by other senior day care 
programs and is approved by the County. 

c. Services are provided for at least four hours on one or more 
days per week. 

d. Support for the program is evidenced by a local match of at 
least 10 percent which may be in cash or in-kind, including 
volunteer time. 

e. The social day care program is administered by a County­
funded senior center or community center. 

f. Need for the program including the estimated number to be 
served is documented through a needs assessment. 

2. County funding for operation of social day care programs will be 
limited to salary and benefit costs for 1.0 FTE program staff per 
program. Funding for 1.0 FTE is based on a program providing 
services five days per week. Programs providing services on one 
to four days per week will be funded in proportion to the number 
of days of operation. 

The actual amount of county funding provided for salary and bene­
fit cost will take into account local resources available 
including client fee income. 

3. Transportation and nutrition funding may be provided in addition 
to salary and benefit costs, in accordance with policies 
specified in Section IV. A. and B., described above. 

D. The County Aging Program funds may be. used for recruitment, training, 
and coordination of volunteers to provide legal assistance services 
in County-funded senior centers outside the city of Seattle. Funding 
will be made available contingent upon these services being provided 
in every County Aging Program-funded senior center and community 
center. 

-7-
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Funding for program staffing, nutrition, and ~ransportion servic~s 
for residents of two HACK projects will be provided on a demonstra­
tion basis for 1989 and 1990 and may be continued, subject to satis­
factory performance and availability of funds, in future years. 

1. The' Aging Program0ill plan and compl~te, in cooperation with 
HACK, an evaluation of these demonstration projects by May 31, 
1990. The scope of the evaluation will include program per­
formance and will also include any additional service needs iden­
tified for program participants, the cost and sources of funding 
for these services,and strategies for obtaining needed resources. 

2. By May 31, 1990, the Aging Program also will complete in con­
junction with HACK, an assessment of the needs and resources 
available to meet these needs for residents of other HACK senior 
housing developments located in unincorporated King County and 
small cities. Staff will prepare recommendations for the Council 
regarding continuation of the two demonstration projects beyond 
1990 and the future role of the County in providing services to 
HACK senior housing developments. 

3. Up to $8,500 may be expended from 1989 Aging Program Enhancement 
Funds to conduct an evaluation of the demonstration project at 
two sites and needs assessment at other HACK housing developments 
described in items 1. and 2. above~ 

V. City Size and Local Match 

A. Funding of senior centers and community centers shall be provided in 
accordance with the following city size limitations and matching 
funds requirements: 

1. The County shall continue, within available resources, to fund a 
portion of the staffing and operating costs of senior centers and 
community centers in unincorporated areas and in cities of less 
than 12,000 total population. 

a. Funding may be continued to currently funded centers located 
in cities whose populations increase above 12,000 if at least. 
50 percent of the persons served by the senior program are 
from a surrounding unincorporated area of King County. 

b. The funding level for a center which is located immediately 
adjacent to a city of 12,000 or more and serves residents of 
this city will be contingent on the center obtaining matching 
funds from the city such that the ratio of County funding/City 
funding equals the ratio of County residents/City residents 
served. 

2. County-funded centers are expected to utilize a broad variety of 
financial resources to support center operations and, over time, 
to increase the amount of locally generated support. In-kind 
contributions are recognized as a component of such local sup-

-8-
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75&A 
funds from King County, SKDOA, and Unite~ W~ 
meet the match requirements for County Aging 

The locat match re.quirement for centers located in cities of 
less than 12,000 population and centers located in rural unin­
corporated areas is a minimum of 50 percent of the County 
appropriation of Aging Program funds. The match requirement can 
be cash or in-kind contributions for which a fair market value 
can be established (see Table A). 

B. Centers that have local match of less than 50% at the time this 
policy is approved by the Council, as documented in Table A, will be 
allowed to continue at the lower rate. The match rate for centers 
below 50% will not, however, decrease below the rate shown in Table 
A. 

Existing local resources must be maintained at current levels. Local 
match may decrease, however, in proportion to any decrease in County 
funding. It is further expected that centers will increase local 
support at a rate which is at least equal to any Cost of Living 
Allowance (COLA) provided by the County. 

VI. Annexations, Incorporations, and Growth 

A. In the event that a senior center or community center which receives. 
County support is in an area which incorporates as, is annexed to, or 
grows to become a city of over 12,000 total population, County 
funding shall be held-safe during a transition period to ensure con­
tinuity of services. The maximum length of the transition period 
shall be determined as follows: 

1. Center is located in an incorporated area which reaches 12,000 
total population by growth of population - two years after 
December 31 of the year in which the 12,000 limit is reached. 

2. Center is located in an incorporated area which reaches 12,000 
total population through annexation of an adjacent unincorporated 
area - one year from December 31 of the year in which the annexa­
tion occurs. In the event that the 12,000 limitation is reached 
through a combination of annexation and population growth, the 
one year transition period shall apply. 

3. Cente~ is located in an unincorporated area which is annexed by a 
city of greater than 12,000 total population - one year from 
December 31 of the year in which the annexation occurs. 

4. Center is located in an unincorporated area which incorporates as 
a city of greater than 12,000 population - two years from 
December 31 of the year in which the incorporation occurs. 

B. The incorporated city and town population count will be based on the 
figures in the annual pUblication IIPopulation Trends for Washington 
State ll which is published by the State of Washington, Office of 
Financial Management. 

-9-
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1989 Base Funding Levels and Local Match 

King County Local 
Senior/Community Center Aging Program Funds* Match** 

Black Diamond $ 12,735 $ 2,200 

Des Moines 20,808 60,941*** 

Enumclaw 9,864 19,485*** 

Federal Way 34,238 39,483 

Highline 68,461 61,815 

Issaquah 26,240 39,182*** 

Maple Valley 43,162 26,490 

Mount Si 44,345 22,786*** 

Northshore 39,676 80,463*** 

Shoreline 74,278 35,719 

Sno-Valley 41,364 75,353 

Vashon 21,224 26,323 

*Funding Level included in the 1989 original appropriation (Ordinance 8802) 
**Local match as reported for the year 1989. 

***Includes cash grants and/or in-kind ·contributions from local cities. 
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Following is a summary of projects requested for funding from the amount 
($196,750) which was set aside by the council in the 1989 Budget Ordinance. The 
funding request is shown for a full year (in 1989 dollars) and for seven months 
of 1989~ It is likely that new services could not begin before June 1. 

Each of the projects shown in this summary is based upon the proposed funding 
policies and is discussed fully in the detail which follows. 

I. Staffing Level Increase 

A. Recommended increases to basic staffing levels: 

Full Year 1989-7 months 
Center Staff Funding* Funding* 

Federal Way .5 FTE $10,400 $ 6,067 
Issaquah .5 FTE 9,360 5,460 
Vashon .5 FTE 11,158 6,509 
Enumclaw .5 FTE 10,400 6,067 
Mount Si .5 FTE 8,958 5,226 
Northshore .25 FTE 4,781 2,789 

B. Recommend increases above basic staffing levels: 

Full Year 1989-7 months 
Center Staff Funding* Funding* 

Federal Way 
(Sate 11 ite Site) .25 FTE 3,749 2,187 

Maple Valley 
(Outreach Staff) .5 FTE 10,400 6,067 

Pacific 
(Outreach Staff) .5 FTE 6,175 3,602 

II. Service Expansion and 
New Initiatives 

Pacific Community Center 11 ,835 6,904 
Federal Way Korean Site 5,211 3,040 
Maple Valley Transportation 772 450 
Senior Rights Assistance 25,374 14,802 
Social Day Care 57,083 33,298 

III. Special Projects 

Senior Housing Initiative 15,598 9,099 

I V. Administrative Support 
Needs 

Housing Evaluation and 
Assessment 8,500 

Secretarial Support .5 FTE 7,127 
Computer System 5,442 

TOTAL $203,802 $132,829 

*FTE costs are based on the actual costs of the individual centers. 
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AND ALLOCATION PLAN 
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The King County Council included the following provisos in Section 62 of the 
1989 appropriations ordinance (8802): 

liThe Senior Center Funding Policy shall be reviewed and proposed revisions shall 
be submitted for Council consideration by February 1, 1989. The review shall 
include a needs assessment and shall also include, but not be limited to, the 
issues of: (1) local match; (2) senior center staffing standards; (3) funding 
for senior center-related nutrition and transportation services; (4) community 
centers which serve other age groups as well as seniors; and (5) the role and 
responsibilities of the Aging Program in relation to the program and funding 
responsibilities of the Seattle-King County Division of Aging. 

Provided further that: 

$196,750 is provided for Aging Program enhancements. The Executive shall also 
submit, along with proposed revisions to the Senior Center Funding Policy, pro­
posals for allocating these funds. The proposals shall address the needs iden­
tified in the needs assessment, and shall be consistent with the proposed 
revisions to the policy. The Executive shall consider in particular proposals 
to provide services for the fragile elderly in public housing projects in South 
King County." 

Executive response to these two provisos has been organized into three parts: 
needs assessment, revised funding policy, and recommendations for programs to be 
funded with the $196,750 of reserved funds. . 

As an aid to the reader, this introduction includes a definition of terms which 
are used throughout the remainder of this paper and a brief history of King 
County's involvement with specialized programs for elderly persons. 

Definitions 

o Aging network This term is used to refer to the body of funders and provi­
ders who serve elderly persons. Some members of this network are specifically 
focused on the elderly population, such as the King County Aging Program; 
other network members, such as health care professionals, provide service to 
the elderly as a part of serving the general population. 

o Elderly The Older Americans Act defines an elderly person as a person who is 
60 years of age or older. Many programs for elderly persons are targeted at 
an older group than this. 

o Seattle-King County Division on Aging (SKDOA) SKDOA is the designated Area 
Agency on Aging as required by the Older Americans Act. This designation 
means that all federal and state funds for aging programs in King County flow 
through SKDOA. SKDOA is "sponsored" by the City of Seattle, The United Way 
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of King County and King County. The sponsors collaborate to make policy, 
allocate funds, and provide oversight of SKDOA actions. SKDOA is both a 
funding agency and a locus for the coordination of funding/planning activities 
of the various funding sources,of programs for elderly persons in King County. 

o Sponsor This term refers to the above mentioned "sponsors" of SKDOA. 

o Vulnerable Elderly This term is used to describe the subset of the elderly 
population that is viewed to be ··at risk" for some level of institutionalized 
care. SKDOA has adopted a list of criteria for use in defining the vulnerable 
elderly. Any elderly person who possesses one or more of the following 
characteristics is considered to be vulnerable or "at risk;" seventy-five 
years old or older, low income, limited or non-English speaking, ethnic/racial 
minority, homebound or disabled, living alone and/or geographically isolated. 

o Small cities Cities of less than 12,000 in population are considered to be 
"small cities" for the purposes of this paper and the revised funding policy. 
This term is used, most often, in the phrase ··unincorporated areas and small 
cities" to define King County·s area of responsibility. 

History of the Aging Program 

King County·s first involvement with specialized programs for elderly persons 
began in 1955 with the establishment of the Senior Recreation Program operated 
by King County Parks. Although two senior centers were developed in Seattle in 
the 1960·s, the first senior center to serve County residents outside Seattle 
was founded in 1972 by the Kent Parks Department. 

By the mid-1970·s, local interest grew in developing senior centers. 
Availability of capital funds from Community Development Block Grants (CDBG), 
administered by the county, provided for construction or remodeling of facili­
ties. At the end of 1975, the county assigned a full-time staff person to coor­
dinate programs for elderly persons and provide input to the planning decisions 
of the Area Agency On Aging. The position was located in the Program 
Development Division, Intergovernmental Relations Section and was funded by the 
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA). At the beginning of 1977 the 
position was transferred to current expense funding. By 1978 the county was 
providing maintenance and operating funds to centers in Carnation, Highline, 
Maple Valley, North Bend and Shoreline. A number of other centers were 
indirectly assisted by the County through CDBG funds allocated to suburban 
cities. 

By 1978 it was clear that the CDBG Joint Policy Committee·s limitation of three 
years start-up funding for center maintenance and operations was not realistic. 
The centers had not been able to develop sufficient alternative funding sources 
to replace county allocated federal dollars. Given the value of the services to 
the local communities, the significant public investment in these facilities, 
and the high level of community expectations, county officials were unwilling to 
allow the centers to close. As the continuation of block grant funding would 
have violated not only local policy but, potentially, federal regulations, the 
feasible solution was to provide county current expense funding. 

The King County Council provided contingency funds to support the centers after 
CDBG funds terminated but directed the Executive to prepare policy recommen-
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dations on current expense funding for senior centers and community centers with 
senior programs. A senior center funding policy was developed in 1978 and 
implemented as Executive policy (See Attachment A). Under this policy, funding 
for senior centers in Federal Way, Issaquah and Northshore. was added .in 1979, 
and Enumclaw was added in 1980. 

In 1978 a second county-funded position was added to provide additional 
contracting, technical assistance and analytical capabilites for the aging 
program. The County Office of Aging Programs was established within the 
Department of Budget and Program Development in 1979. In 1980, the Aging 
Program was transferred to the Human Services Division of the Department of 
Rehabilitative Services. The Aging Program is now in the Department of Human 
Resources and is still a section of the Human Services Division. 

Background of the Senior Center Funding Policy 

In 1983 a new funding policy for senior centers was adopted by the King County 
Council (see Attachment B). This policy incorporated the staffing standards 
set in the 1978 executive policy. The standards were applicable to the alloca­
tion of current expense funding for staffing and operation of senior centers and 
community centers located in unincorporated areas and small cities. 

The 1983 policy states that the County will fund senior centers and community 
centers located in unincorporated King County and located in incorporated juris­
dictions of not more than 12,000 residents. Funding levels provided in 1983 
constituted the base funding level for all senior centers and community centers 
with senior programs. 

Under the 1983 policy, any additional funds for senior centers would be allo­
cated on a performance based formula which weighted number of clients served, 
number of low income individuals served, and the proportion of the service area 
elderly population served. Factors such as organizational capacity of a center 
to increase staffing and/or programs, the availability of other funds to support 
program expansion, and special service needs of ethnic linguistic minorities 
were not part of the allocation model. 

Funding levels for new senior centers and/or community centers, as specified in 
the 1983 policy, were to be determined according to the staffing guidelines of 
the 1978 Executive Policy for Senior and Community Center funding (see 
Attachment A). The 1978 policy was adopted by reference in Section 8 of the 
1983 policy. Under this policy, funding for senior centers in Black Diamond was 
added in 1984, Vashon in 1985, and Des Moines in 1987. 

The 1983 policy was developed at a time when cut backs rather than expansions of 
public funding for human services programs seemed likely. The document prefaces 
the formula for allocation of additonal funds with the statement, lilt is likely 
that County budget constraints will continue for the foreseeable future". The 
1983 funding policy did not address the issue of Cost of Living Allowance (COLA) 
which historically has been distributed to all contractors on a uniform percent­
age basis. The conditions which now exist in 1989 - tremendous growth in the 
numbers and needs of elderly in rural areas and small towns in the county were 
not foreseen in 1983. Limited or no growth in federal and state resources was 
not foreseen in 1983 either. These conditions exist in 1989 and are expected to 
continue in the next several years. 
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PART ONE 

NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

Aging Program staff conducted a needs assessment as the first step in the pro­
cess of developing a revised funding policy. In general~ the result of any 
needs assessment should be to provide answers to a series of questions con­
cerning the nature and extent of problems that we wish to ameliorate and to pro­
vide strategies for action. In particular, Aging Program staff identified five 
questions to form the structure of this needs assessment. Answers to these 
questions provide a full examination of both the needs of the elderly in King 
County and the proposed actions to address those needs. Specifically, the 
questions answered by the needs assessment are as follows. 

1. How large is the elderly population in King County; what is it1s growth 
potential, and what are its characteristics? 

2. What are the unmet needs of the King County elderly population? 

3. What are the funding sources that are available to meet the unmet needs of 
elderly in King County? 

4. What should King County1s role be in meeting these needs? 

5. How has the existing funding policy been revised to support King County1s 
proposed role? 

Each of these questions are answered in turn. 

1. HOW LARGE IS THE ELDERLY POPULATION IN KING COUNTY; WHAT IS ITS GROWTH 
POTENTIAL AND WHAT ARE ITS CHARACTERISTICS? 

The following data were obtained from the Seattle Department of Community 
Development, the state Office of Financial Management (OFM), and the 
1989-1991 Area Plan on Aging (APA) produced by the SKDOA. These data are 
used to demonstrate the size and projected growth of the elderly population. 

Size and Growth In 1980, elderly persons (age 55+) totaled 250,714 and 
represented 19.7% of the King County populati~n. OFM projects that by the 
year 2000 the elderly population will total 341,139 persons and represent 
21.3% of the King County population. The number of elderly persons will 
increase by 35% from 1980 to 2000. . 

Thus, as indicated in the APA, the numbers of elderly are growing both in 
size and in proportion to the total King County population. 

Place of Residence In 1980, 52.2% of King County elderly residents lived in 
the City of Seattle. In the year 2000, OFM projects that only 28.9% of the 
elderly (aged 55+) will live in the City of Seattle. 
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This dramatic shift is not projected for any other age group. In 1980, 
29.4% of persons aged 0-19 lived in Seattle; by the year 2000 24.2% of per­
sons aged 0-19 will live in Seattle. Similarly, in 1980, 38.9% of persons 
aged 20-54 1 i ved in Seattle, by the year 2000, 34.5% of these persons wi 11 
live in Seattle. 

The elderly population will, thus, not only grow in size but will also move 
out into the county from the City of Seattle. Data are not available to 
indicate how much of this movement and growth will take place in unincor­
porated areas of King County. It is prudent to assume, however, that this 
shift in population will be felt in both unincorporated King County and the 
small cities. 

Characteristics of the Elderly Population 
of the elderly population are shown below. 
conclusions, are abstracted from the APA. 

o Income 

Data regarding characteristics 
These data, and accompanying 

- The 1980 census indicated that King County families with a head of 
household aged 65+ had the second lowest median income when compared to 
families with other ages of head of household. Families with head of 
household aged 15-24 years had the lowest median income.· 

- The median income decreases as the age increases f~om 65. 
- Minority elderly persons have lower incomes than white elderly persons. 

o Race/Ethnic Status 

- According to estimates produced by SKDOA, the distribution of the 
minority elderly population (60+) in King County in 1987 was as follows. 

Asian/Pacific Islander 
Black 
Latino (of all races) 
Native American 
White 

5.3% 
2.7% 
1.1% 

.5% 
90.4% 

100% 

- According to data reported in the APA, the number of minority elderly are 
growing at a faster rate than the white elderly population. The report 
indicates that white elderly increased 14.7% from 1980 to 1987 while 
minority elderly increased 58.1% during the same time period. 

- The minority elderly population is comprised of several distinct 
cultures. The APA indicates that ••• "an estimated 22 languages and 
dialects reflect the diversity of the minority elderly in King County." 
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o Living Arrangement 

- The majority, 78%, of elderly aged 60-64 live within a 
75+ nnly 45% still live in a family setting. 

- Conversely, only 18% of elderly aged 60-64 live alone 
elderly aged 75+ live alone. 

- Only 12% of elderly aged 75+ live in a nursing home. 

o Gender 

7584 
fami ly; by age 

while 37% of 

- As stated in the APA; "older women greatly outnumber older men.11 At 
age 60, the ratio is 42% men, 58% women. At age 75, the ratio is 33% 
men to 67% women. 

o Marital Status 

- The APA indicates that ••. "while most older men are married, the 
majority of older women are widowed." Data from the 1980 Census 
indicates, for persons aged 65+, that the ratios for marital status of 
single or divorced were similar for men and women while the ratios for 
status of married or widowed were wildly different. For men aged 65+, 
76% were married while only 37.5% of women were married. Conversely, 
12.7% of men were widowed compared to 50.4% of women. 

o liThe Oldest Old" 

The APA indicates that the age group 85+ is the fastest growing age 
group among the elderly population. Some characteristics of this 
Iispecial" group, which are relevant to planning and policy development, 
have been abstracted from the APA; 

~ 70% of this group are female. 
- liThe oldest old are more likely to be poor." 
- The majority live independently in the community; 30% live 

alone. Only 24% live in nursing homes. 

2. WHAT ARE THE UNMET NEEDS OF THE KING COUNTY ELDERLY POPULATION? 

An understanding of the unmet needs of King County elderly citizens was 
obtained by reviewing eight different reports produced by SKDOA, United Way, 
and the South King County Transportation Task Force and by a review of the 
census, growth, and demographic characteristics data presented above. 
Information gathered from these reports was supplemented by soliciting the 
opinions of local "informed persons" such as senior center staff, ~KDOA 
staff and United Way staff. The unmet needs are summarized below; the 
report used as a source for a given need statement is indicated by a number 
enclosed in parenthesis. The specific list of references that correspond to 
these numbers is included at the end of the Needs Assessment section. 
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Senior centers are crucial to the services provided to elderly persons by 
the aging network ... They are the focal point for the. coordination and provi­
sion of services which work to maintain independence and quality of life for 
the vulnerable elderly. There is evidence that increased capacity in these 
programs will be necessary in the future. 

The data presented above demonstrate a clear trend of a growing elderly 
population. These data also indicate that the elderly population is 
"moving" away from the City of Seattle. Again, it is not clear what portion 
of the growth outside of Seattle will occur in unincorporated King County or 
in small cities. It is, however, a safe assumption that growth will cer­
tainly occur in these areas given the exent of growth that is projected. 

The current senior center programs funded by King County have experienced a 
growth in the demand for their services. The eleven centers that. were 
funded in 1986 served 20,067 elderly persons in 1986; these same eleven cen­
ters served 21,350 elderly persons in 1988. This is an increase of 6.4% in 
just two years. 

In 1988, the Aging Program received a request to fund a new senior program 
in the City of Pacific. The petitioners believe that there is suf-
ficient demand and that other programs are not close enough to this com-' 
munity to allow the elderly participants to easily travel to them. (This 
specific request will be described in the Part Three, Allocation Plan, of 
this paper). It is a certainty that more senior center capacity will be 
required in the future given the trends demonstrated by the census data, the 
increase in service demand experienced by the current programs, the request 
for new programs, and the pace of growth in the population and development 
of unincorporated King County. 

Transportation 

The South King County Transportation Task Force identified transportation 
as the greatest need in King County outside the City of Seattle.(l) Elderly 
persons lack information about the various requirements for special 
transportation services. Bus service is unavailable during off-peak hours 
and there is no weekend or evening service in some areas of south King 
County. Bus service going east to west and west to east in south King 
County is almost nonexistent. Bus service in south King County is located 
six to eight blocks from County housing projects. Many elderly report dif­
ficulty in using bus service--the steps are too high to climb. Some bus 
signs are difficult to read, elderly are also fearful of rowdy passengers, 
and complain of fatigue when riding buses for long periods of time or 
waiting for buses in bad weather. Elderly minority persons identify 
transportation as a great need to access services.(2) Additional transpor­
tation service is also a need for accessing noon meals provided at senior 
centers, medical appointments, adult day care, and shopping assistance.(3) 
Service providers also stated that volunteer drivers were difficult to 
recruit and insurance costs for volunteer transportation were too high to 
make it a viable option for elderly participants. 
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Many elderly mistakenly equate long-term care with nursing home care. Frail 
elderly persons can remain in the community if additional services are 
available to help them maintain their independence. The reports indicated 
the need for a range of long-term care services including respite care, 
adult day care services, chore services, and in-home support services.(4) 

Respite care and adult day care were listed as long-term care needs in the 
United Way Facts and Trends report.(5) Eighty percent of frail elderly per­
sons eligible for nursing home care live at home with assistance from family 
members and other caregivers. The United Way study stated that employee 
assistance program personnel ranked respite care for employees dealing with 
aging parents as the most important unmet need. The study estimated that 
4,200 elderly need day care service in King County, yet only 300, or 7% of 
the elderly, use the services annually. This under-utilization was attri­
buted to inadequate transportation and limitation of available services. 

Affordable Health/Mental Health Care 

Health care was identified as another area of need in the SKOOA needs sum­
mary report.(6) The elderly are spending an increasing percentage of their 
income (15%) on medical expenses, even with Medicare coverage. Elderly per­
sons complain about early discharges from hospitals, insurance not covering 
all medical costs, the need for medical home visits, after-care services, 
home care services, affordable dental care, and mental health services. 

Support for Elderly in Low-Income Housing 

The study conducted by the Housing Authority of the County of King (HACK), 
King County Aging Program, and SKOOA surveyed 95 elderly tenants of two 
older housing facilities.(7) These facilities were selected because they 
had the highest number of "oldest old" residents. The tenants identified 
the need for nutrition services, transportation, foot care, shopping 
assistance, and recreational/social activities which would enable them to 
remain in their residences and prevent premature institutionalization. 

Culturally Appropriate Services 

Minority elderly have difficulty accessing aging program services due to 
cultural and language barriers. Minority elderly prefer culturally 
appropriate services which reflect their ancestry, heritage, beliefs, 
values, and customs. Service providers expressed the need for ethnic meals, 
activities, transportation, and bilingual, bicultural advocacy programs to 
assist minority elderly in accessing health care, legal assistance, mental 
health care, and other services.(8) Generally, aging programs offer 
generic services and offer limited specialized services to minority elderly. 

-8-



.. ~ 

Financial Management/Guardianship 7584 
A number of at-risk elderly cannot manage their personal or financial 
affairs·." 'A need was identified for protective'pa'yees, guardianship and 
IIfriendly visiting service to assist frail elderly to live 
independently. (9) 

Nutrition Services 

Providers have repeatedly expressed concern over the increased demand for 
nutrition services in the suburban and rural areas. Senior centers 
requested additional meal service days to better serve the elderly in their 
communities. Providers expressed the need for nutrition services for low­
income elderly living in areas where nutrition services are not available 
and for minority elderly who do not access nutrition services due to 
'language and cultural barriers. 

Information and Assistance/Outreach 

An additional unmet need identified by senior center staff is the lack of 
information and assistance/outreach services. This service identifies 
elderly persons who are in need but have not accessed available services. 
These persons are then provided with information, referral and help in coor­
dinating and obtaining the needed service(s) from existing local providers. 
The assistance/outreach workers also follow-up to insure that the person's 
needs are met. 

Information and Assistance/Outreach services located at senior centers were 
discontinued in 1980 when the SKDOA created the centralized Case Management 
Program. Case Management provides information and assistance/outreach ser­
vices only to the group of most frail, at risk of institutionalization 
elderly, which created a gap in services to persons who were in need but not 
as frail. King County Community Development Block Grant (KCCDBG) funded 
information and assistance/outreach services at senior centers from 
1980-1981, when it was discontinued due to decreases in federal funding. 
Since 1981 the centers have had increased requests for information and 
assistance/outreach services from the elderly persons ineligible to be 
served under the Case Management Program. 

Mount Si Senior Center, located in North Bend, received KCCDBG funding in 
1988 for information and assistance/outreach services, and served 351 
elderly persons. The other County-funded centers estimate that with infor­
mation and assistance/outreach services an additional 2,000 elderly persons 
could be served. 

Legal Assistance 

Legal assistance was identified by several local lIinformed persons" as a 
need, especially in the County outside the City of Seattle. Elderly are 
requesting assistance with the preparation of wills, long-term care 
insurance purchase and interpretation, public assistance applications, power 
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of attorney, and landlord/tenant relations. Based on requests from County 
residents to the existing Senior Rights Assistance Program, an estimated 
2,000 elderly residents living in King County outside the City of Seattle 
need legal assistance services. 

3. WHAT ARE THE FUNDING SOURCES THAT ARE AVAILABLE TO MEET THE UNMET NEEDS OF 
ELDERLY IN KING COUNTY? 

There are six major sources of funds for specialized elderly services in 
King County; SKOOA, United Way, King County, City of Seattle, the cities 
within King County and the Department of Social and Health Services (OSHS). 
Of these funding sources, United Way, King County, the City of Seattle and 
SKDOA are engaged in mutual and coordinated planning/funding efforts. This 
coordination has been fostered by the designation of SKOOA as the Area 
Agency on Aging. As mandated by the Federal Older Americans Act, the Area 
Agency on Aging (SKOOA) receives all federal and state funds appropriated 
specifically for community-based senior programs. SKOOA is "sponsored" by 
King County, United Way and the City of Seattle. The sponsors establish 
policies, make funding allocation decisions, and provide oversight for the 
actions of SKDOA. DSHS funds residential services for the elderly and works 
cooperatively with SKDOA. 

The remaining funding source(s), cities in King County (other than Seattle), 
have not been formally involved in the countywide coordination of funding 
for aging programs. 

It is important to understand the responsibilities of each of these funding 
sources, relative to services provided to the elderly population, in order 
to adequately evaluate options for King County's role. Following i~ a deli- . 
neation of the responsibilities assigned to each of these funding sources. 
Two major points will be covered for each of these entities; the geographi-
cal area of responsibility and the types of servicei that are funded. 

Seattle-King County Division on Aging (SKOOA) 

o Services are planned and funded to serve all elderly in need in King 
County regardless of residence in incorporated or unincorporated King 
County. As mentioned above, priorities and policies are established by 
the sponsors. 

o SKDOA provides a "core set" of services which are targeted to the 
vulnerable elderly. These priority services include information and 
assistance, case management, nutrition, transportation and legal 
assistance. Other services funded by SKOOA include home health, adult day 
health, employment, chore, long-term care ombudsman and mental health ser­
vices. 

o SKOOA annually administers approximately $11.5 million of federal and 
state funds for these services. 
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City of Seattle 
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o Services are provided to residents of the City of Seattle only. 

o The services provided by the City of Seattle augment and support those 
provided by SKOOA. One of these services, senior center operations, pro­
vides a focal point for many of the services funded by SKOOA. 

The remalnlng services are utility discounts, volunteer chore services, 
social day care and public housing outreach. 

o The City annually provides $320,000 of general fund and $584,000 of block 
grant support for senior center operations, volunteer chore services, 
social day care and public housing outreach. Approximately $283,000 is 
provided annually for utility discounts. 

King County Aging Program 

o Services are provided in unincorporated King County and the small cities. 

o King County Aging Program services mirror those provided by the City of 
Seattle to Seattle residents. They augment services funded by SKOOA. 
Services include senior center operations, (sometimes accomplished by 
funding a community center), information and assistance/outreach, adult 
day care, and transportation. 

The transportation and information assistance/outreach services are serv­
ices that would appear to be the responsibility of SKOOA. King County 
has provided transportation service to the north, south and east areas of 
King County because SKOOA funds were not sufficient to meet the demand for 
transit to SKOOA funded nutrition programs at county funded senior cen­
ters. As mentioned in the unmet needs section above, mainline bus service 
was not found to be adequate to address the transit problem. 

The information and assistance/outreach service provided by King County is 
not the same service as that provided by SKOOA. The SKOOA service is 
called information and assistance; outreach is not provided and the SKOOA 
service is "officebound." The King County "outreach" service is mobile to 
assure that elderly persons in rural areas are provided access in their 
homes if necessary, to information and assistance services. 

o King County Aging Program provides approximately $640,000 of current 
expense annually (in 1988) to administer and provide senior programs. 

United Way of King County 

o The United Way funds services for persons in incorporated and unincor­
porated King County. As a private funding agency, United Way is not con­
strained by municipal boundaries or by the need to provide equal access to 
services for all King County residents. The United Way is, however, a 
sponsor of SKOOA and does participate in policy and funding decisions, 
the intent of which is to provide fair and equal access to services for 
all King County elderly residents. 
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o Services funded by the United Way include senior center operations, home' 

health care, homemaker assistance, health maintenance, counseling ser­
vices, legal assistance, continuing education, recreation, congregate and 
home delivered mea 1 s ~." adult day care and adult respite care. 

o The United Way allocated $1.8 million in 1988, for the services listed 
above. 

Cities in King County (other than Seattle) 

o Cities fund services for their own residents only. Some cities provide 
funds to match, in part, funds received from King County or United Way. 
Other cities, such as Bellevue, fund the operations of their senior center 
by themselves. Some cities even staff their senior centers with city 
employees. 

o Funds are provided to support the operation of a senior center or com­
munity center which becomes the focal point for other services funded by 
SKOOA. 

Summary of Funding Responsibility by Generic Service 

It is also helpful to consider the above information from the perspective 
of categories of service rather than identity of funding source. The major 
categories of service are senior center operation, "corell services, and 
other services necessary to foster the independence of vulnerable elderly. 

o Senior Centers which serve as a focal point for the coordination and pro­
vision of other services. 

- King County funds the operation of centers in unincorporated King County 
and the small cities. 

- City of Seattle funds the operation of four centers inside the Seattle 
city limits. ' 

- United Way helps to fund the operation of centers throughout King County 
on an agency by agency basis. 

- Large cities (those larger than 12,000 in population that are excluded 
from the current King County funding policy) fund the operation of cen­
ters for their own cities. 

o "Core" Services for which federal and state funds are provided 

- SKOOA has the primary responsibility for provlslon, countywide, of ser­
vices such as information and services, case management, nutrition, 
transportation and legal services to the vulnerable elderly. 

- King County and the larger cities have, from time to time, supplemented 
SKOOA's funding of certain of SKOOA's core services when the amount of 
funding provided by SKODA has fallen short of the demand. A recent 
example is King County's funding for transportation in the north and 
south areas of King County. 

-12-



o , 

7584 
The unmet needs, whiCh were identified earlier, can be assigned to the major 
funding sources based upon current responsibilities and upon lIoptionaP 
funding provided to fill an observed gap in service. Table 1 presents a 
matrix which depicts the assignment of unmet need to funding source. In 
order to provide a complete picture, all needs addressed by the funding 
sources are shown, including those not specifically mentioned in this paper. 
Also shown on Table 1 are recommendations for additional needs to which King 
County should allocate funds. This information will form the basis of 
the discussion of King County's role. 

Summary of Funding Constraints 

A summary of the likelihood of future funding increases, or decreases, for 
the major partners of the aging network is provided as a final note to the 
discussion of responsibilities. None of the major funders is expected to 
have more resources available to allocate to the needs of the elderly in the 
near future as indicated below. 

o Gramm-Rudman-Hollings legislation, served to reduce federal funds for 
elderly services~ 

o Older Americans Act funding for nutrition has been lidded, with only the 
USDA subsidy of 56¢ per meal available for expansion of meals. 

o Seattle-King County Division on Aging will maintain current service 
levels but is unable to expand or develop new services without addi­
tional resources due to the reduction in federal funds. 

o United Way of King County fell short of its campaign goals; it will 
attempt to maintain funding for current services but is unlikely to 
fund new services. 

o Community Development Block Grant has decreased in 1989, and services 
which were previously funded were terminated. 

o Due to recent annexations and incorporations, King County will experience 
reductions in current expense which is the source of funding for the King 
County Aging Program. 

4. WHAT SHOULD KING COUNTY'S ROLE BE IN MEETING THESE NEEDS? 

Examination of Table 1 shows that King County currently has one major 
funding responsibility (excluding the responsibility of participating as a 
sponsor of SKODA) on the list of unmet needs. That responsibility is to 
support senior centers of an adequate size to meet the demand in unincor­
porated King County and small cities. This role should continue. There 
are, however, the remainder of the unmet needs that King County has either 
not funded or has partially funded to fill gaps left by other funding 
sources. Following are principles which are used to define King County's 
role regarding these needs. 
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Table 1 
Assignment of Need to Funding Sources 

Need 

Appropriate Senior Center 
Capaci ty 

Transportation 

Options for Long Term Care 

Affordable Health/Mental 
Health Care 

Support for Elderly in 
Low Income Housing 

Culturally Appropriate 
Services 

Financial Management/ 
Guardianship 

Nutriti on 

Information and Assistance 

Information and 
Assistance/Outreach 

Legal Assistance 

Ombudsman 

Case Management 

Nursing Home Care 

Affordable Property Tax 

Affordable Utility Tax 

Employment and Income 

Legal Services (provided 
by lawyer) 

Chore Services 

Continuing Education 

Recreation 

SKDOA 

R 

o 

o 

R 

R 

R 

o 

R 

R 

R 

R 

R = current responsibility to provide 

Other 
City of. Larger 
Seattle Cities 

R R 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

... Uni ted 
Way 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o = current optional funding, has been funded currently or in the past 
N = recommended as new areas for optional funding 
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o King County should not provide funds for services which are the primary 

responsibility of funding sources outside of the major participants of the 
aging network. Needs such as affordable health and mental health care and 
financial- managem~nt/guafdi~nship should be met by other systems. 

o King County should encourage small cities to share in the support of 
senior center operation and should not replace funds provided by larger 
cities. 

o If, as a sponsor of SKDOA, King County is satisfied that SKDOA "core serv­
ices" are distributed county-wide in proportion to the need, King County 
should consider funding projects, on a case by case basis, to fill the 
remaining unmet need. This principle is consistent with actions taken 
by the Executive and Council in passage of the 1988 Aging Program budget 
when funds for transportation services for the north and south areas of 
King County were added. Unmet needs such as transportation, culturally 
appropriate services, nutrition and information assistance/outreach are 
included in this category. 

One remaining condition is added to this principle. King County will fund 
services, such as these, only to address a need for such services exhib­
ited by vulnerable elderly persons. 

o King County should also consider funding other services for which there is 
not an identified funding source with primary responsibility. These serv­
ices should receive consideration if they are targeted to the vulnerable 
elderly and if the service will work to maintain the independence of the 
elderly persons served. Services in this category include services which 
prbvide options for long term care, support for elderly who reside in low 
income housing units, and legal assistance. 

Examples of local government support for projects of this type include two 
projects funded by Seattle and King County. The City of Seattle has pro­
vided funding for a project which provides support to elderly persons who 
reside in low income housing units. Services are provided which enable 
the eloerly persons to continue to live independently. King County has 
provided funding for two social day care projects (one provided by the 
Aging Program, the other by the Women's Program) which represent 
"independent" options for long term care. In fact, the last statement in 
the budget proviso directs the Executive .•• "to consider in particular pro­
posals to provide services for the fragile elderly in public housing pro­
jects in South King County." 

In sum, the question of "what should King County's role be" can be answered 
as follows: 

o King County should be responsible, as a sponsor of SKDOA, to work to see 
that all available resources are distributed across the county in propor­
tion to need. 

o King County should be responsible for funding senior center operations in 
unincorporated King County and in small cities. 
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o King County's method of funding services in the small cities should 

encourage those cities to participate in the funding of senior programs 
for their residents. 

o King County should (on a case by case basis and as resources allow) fund 
"core services" for unincorporated King County and the small cities if 
available SKDOA resources are insufficient to meet the need exhibited by 
the vulnerable elderly. 

o King County should fund, on a case by case basis, other services, for 
which there is not a primary funding source, for unincorporated King 
County and the small cities if such services will work to maintain 
vulnerable elderly persons' independence. 

5. HOW HAS THE EXISTING FUNDING POLICY BEEN REVISED TO SUPPORT KING COUNTY'S 
PROPOSED ROLE? 

In general, the following reV1Slons have been made to the existing funding 
policy to implement the above recommended role for King County. 

o The revised policy affirms King County's commitment to function as a spon­
sor of SKDOA. 

o The revised policy includes a strengthened statement of purpose regarding 
the provision of funds for senior center operation in unincorporated King 
County and the small cities. Specific criteria have been provided to 
govern decisions regarding the staffing level to be funded relative to the 
number of persons served. 

o The revised policy includes specific criteria to govern decisions 
regarding the establishment of new senior centers and satellite programs. 
The intent is to establish new programs or satellites only when existing 
programs are not appropriate or sufficient to meet the specific need and 
when sufficient demand and community support is evidenced. 

o The revised policy encourages incorporated jusisdictions to participate in 
the funding of senior programs. Criteria are included in the policy which 
specify, . 

- when a small city has become too large to retain county funding, 

how annexations and city growth are to be handled in terms of transition 
from county to local funding, and 

that small cities are to provide a "local match" in funding. 

o The revised policy includes criteria which specify the conditions under 
which the county may consider allocating funds, on a case by case basis, 
to services such as nutrition, transportation, social day care, legal 
assistance and support for elderly who live in low income housing. 
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PART TWO 7584 

FUNDING POLICIES FOR THE KING COUNTY AGING PROGRAM 

These policies are meant to govern the funding of Aging Program services with 
King County Current Expense funds. All necessary principles and rules are 
included within these policies so that they may be used alone to guide Aging 
Program funding decisions. 

I. General Policies 

A. King County affirms its commitment as a sponsor of the Seettle King 
County Division on Aging (SKDOA) to coordinate with SKDOA in 
assessing community needs and in planning and providing funding for 
services. Furthermore~ the County is committed to work with a broad 
variety of individuals and organizations to ensure a coordinated 
system of services for elderly persons. 

B. The County supports the key role of senior centers in unincorporated 
rural and suburban areas and small cities as focal points for infor­
mation about, access to, and delivery of services which enable older 
persons to maintain their independence. In some communities, com­
munity centers which serve persons of all ages~ also offer spe­
cialized senior programs which serve similar functions. 

C. County support for base staffing and operations of senior centers and 
community centers with senior programs shall help to ensure that 
elderly people who live in unincorporated areas and small cities, 
including low income and minority persons, have access to a wide 
range of social and health services, recreation, nutrition and other 
services which promote independence. 

D •. County funding~ when available for services beyond basic senior 
center support, shall be targeted to meet needs of vulnerable elderly 
persons living in areas served by County-supported senior and com­
munity centers. Elderly persons considered vulnerable include per­
sons with one or more of the following characteristics: 

- seventy-five years of age or older 
- low income (income at or below 40 percent of the State Median 

Income (SMI» 
- non-English speaking or limited English speaking 
- ethnic/racial minority status 
- homebound or disabled 
- living alone 
- geographically isolated (does not drive and public transit not 

available) 

E. New service initiatives and service expansions for vulnerable elderly 
shall be planned and provided as an extension or expansion of County­
funded senior center programs. Preference shall be given to develop­
ment of services which provide support for elderly persons to live in 
their own residences and communities. 
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F. On an annual basis, staff of the Aging Program wi;l revier' need!7i584 

cooperation with SKOOA. This review will include analysis of the 
performance of County-contracted programs in serving elderly persons, 
data gathered through surveys and community interviews, and relevant 
demographic information. This review will form the basis for 
establishing priorities for any new service initiatives under these 
funding policies and any recommended revisions to these policies. 

G. Unless specifically directed by the County Council, County Aging 
Program funds may not be used to supplant federal, state or local 
revenues; however, use of County funds is encouraged to leverage 
additional funds from these sources. 

H. The County reserves the right to reduce or eliminate funding for 
senior and community centers and for other services for the elderly, 
should changes in county priorities or revenues occur. Funding for 
specific services and/or to providers may be reduced or discontinued 
based on service utilization and performance. 

II. Senior Centers and Community Centers Staffing 

A. The County will continue, within available resources, to support 
basic staffing and administrative costs for senior centers which are 
located in and serve elderly persons who live in unincorporated areas 
and small cities. These costs include administrative and/or senior 
program staff, rent, utilities, supplies, and other reasonable costs 
associated with providing a senior center program. 

B. Funding levels provided by the County to senior centers and community 
centers in 1989 base budget authorization shall constitute the base 
funding level for each center under this policy (see Table A). 

C. Any Cost of Living Allowance (COLA) made available by the County will 
be distributed to all currently funded centers, subject to satisfac­
tory performance. The distribution of COLA will be as a uniform per­
centage increase to the base level County funding to each agency. 

O. Increases of County funding may be approved, above base level, in 
1989 and subsequent years, to enable centers to achieve and maintain 
staffing levels comparable to other centers serving similar numbers 
of elderly persons (Paragraph II H covers decreases due to under­
performance). 
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1. County funding for Senior Center basic administrative/program 

staff shall not exceed the following standards: 

-Tota 1, -Annual #·of Regi stered 
Center Participants 
(Age 55 and Older) 

200-499 
500 to 999 
1,000 to 1,999 
2,000 to 2,999 
3,000 to 3,999 
4,000 and above 

staffing·Standards 
(Administrative/Program 

FTEls) 

1.0 
1.5 
2.0 
2.5 
3.0 
3.5 

2. The above basic staffing standards do not include staff providing 
services in a satellite site, if such a satellite is approved by 
the County, subject to the conditions described in Section III 
of these policies. County funding for a satellite for salary and 
related personnel costs shall not exceed the following standards: 

Total Annual # of 
Registered Participants 

50 to 199 

200 and above 

Staffing Standards 
(Administrative/Program 

FTEls) 

.25 to .75 based on number 
of people served and days 
service is provided. 

Same standards as for basic 
program staffing in 0.1. above 

3. In addition to the above standards, a maximum of .5 FTE per 
center may be funded by the County to provide outreach 
(information and assistance/outreach). The County may fund 
salary and related personnel costs for up to .5 FTE if all of the 
following conditions are met: 

a. The center specifically requests an outreach position, and 
can demonstrate need for the service to enable substantial 
numbers of elderly persons who are geographically isolated, 
homebound or disabled and/or ethnic racial/minorities to 
access needed services. 

b. At least 60 percent of the persons to be served meet the at­
risk definition of low income (40 percent or less of state 
median income). 

4. The local matching fund requirements specified in Section V. of 
these policies shall apply to both satellite staffing and 
outreach. 
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E. The County will continue, within available resources, to support 7584 
basic staffing and administrative costs of community centers which 
are located in unincorporated areas and small cities and which pro-

·viGe aAacility and staffing support for a senior program. 

1. The maximum amount of Aging Program Funding which will be pro­
vided to a community center will not exceed the share of the com­
munity center staffing, facility, and other operating costs which 
are reasonably allocable to the senior program. An example of a 
reasonable method is allocation of staff costs according to the 
percentage of time spent in support of the senior program and 
facility costs according to square footage and percentage of time 
the space is used by the senior program. 

2. The maximum number of basic administrative/program FTEls for 
which the Aging Program will provide funding may not exceed the 
number allowable under the staffing standards for senior centers 
described in Section 11.0.1. of these policies. 

F. The Aging Program will compare each year, beginning with data 
available after December 31, 1989, the actual number of participants 
served by each center with the numbers set in the staffing standards. 
Any center which is serving more participants than the maximum number 
specified in the standards may be considered eligible for an increase 
in County funding to bring the center into conformance with the 
staffing standards, provided that the availibility of other public 
and private resources will be taken into consideration. 

1. Each Center which is eligible for an increase will be ranked 
according to the percentage of vulnerable elderly served. The 
ranking will be determined by scores which are calculated as 
follows: 

Vulnerability Factors 

___ Seventy-five years and older 

Low income (at or below 40% of SMI) 

Limited or non-English speaking 

__ . __ Ethnic/racial minority 

Homebound or disabled 

___ Living alone 

___ Geographically isolated 

Total (maximum score = 7.0 if each 
item were 100%) 
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2. In the event of a tie ranking, the center with the larger percent 

of participants served above the maximum number specified in the 
standards will be ranked higher. 

3. lri the event that funding is not sufficient to fund all centers 
eligible for staffing increases, available funds will be distri­
buted to the highest ranking centers. 

4. Receipt of additional funding for staffing increases is con­
tingent upon approval, by the County, of the workplan for the 
additional staff. 

G. The actual amount of County Aging Program funding which will be 
awarded to a center will be based on the actual costs for the 
staffing level allowed under the policy and related operating costs 
less other public and private funds, including required match, 
available to support the program. The use of actual cost as a basis 
is subject to County determination that the costs are necessary and 
reasonable. 

H. Any center which is serving fewer than the minimum number of par­
ticipants for the corresponding FTE ~ount that the center is funded 
for, as specified in the staffing standards, may be subject to a 
decrease in County funding to comply with t~e standards given in 
11.0.1 above. Centers serving at least 80% of the minimum number of 
participants will be given one year to comply with the levels 
established by the staffing standards. Centers serving less than 80% 
of the minimum number of participants will be given three months to 
bring the participant level up to a rate which, when projected to 12 
months, would equal at least 80% of the minimum number stated in the 
staffing standards •. The center will then have an additional year to 
bring the level up to 100% of the minimum level. 

III. New Centers and Satellite Programs 

A. Funding for a satellite program of a currently funded center or new 
center in an unincorporated area or city of less than 12,000 total 
population may be considered provided that the following conditions 
are met. 

1. A non-profit board of directors or a subcommittee of an 
existing board is organized to study the feasibility of a new 
center or a local, volunteer-supported program is functioning to 
provide services to the elderly. 

2. Evidence of community support is demonstrated through financial 
and volunteer support. 

3. Any incorporated jurisdictions to be served by the new program 
approve its establishment and agree to provide a match equal at a 
minimum to 50% of County funds. The match may be provided by 
cash contribution to the program or by in-kind contributions such 
as staff, buildings, vechicles, etc. 
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4. The proposed senior program must be located in a facility and 

receive available support services which meet standards developed 
by the SKOOA. 

:1' 

5. Need for the center is demonstrated based on the following fac­
tors: the physical facility and/or program capacity of the 
established senior center(s) preclude expansion; geographic or 
transportation barriers limit access to an established center by 
elderly to be served by the new center; and (1) at least 200 
elderly persons will use the new center or (2) at least 50 
elderly persons have been identified who will use the proposed 
satellite and who are unable to access an existing center program 
due to transportation barriers or linguistic and/or cultural 
barriers. If less than 200 elderly persons are to be served by 
the satellite, at least 60 percent of the persons to be served 
must be low income. 

B. If funding for a new program is approved, the initial (base) alloca­
tion shall be made in accordance with the staffing standards for the 
estimated number of participants to be served. The initial alloca­
tion shall take into account other public and private resources that 
are available to support the program. 

IV. Senior Centers and Community Centers - Service Expansions and New 
Service Initiatives 

A. County funding may be used to subsidize a portion of the cost of 
nutrition services (congregate meals) which are provided in County­
funded centers, satellite sites, and related programs, provided that 
at least 60 percent of the elderly persons who are receiving these 
meals are low income. Preference will be given to funding nutrition 
services for those programs in which participants cannot access 
established SKOOA funded nutrition programs due to transportation or 
linguistical cultural barriers. ' 

The amount of County funding for each meal shall not exceed the dif­
ference between the total cost of the meal and the share of the cost 
met through federal funding and average client contribution. Federal 
and/or, state f~nding for nutrition seivices shall be used to the 
extent available before County funds are used. 

B. County funding for van transportation may be provided, in conjunction 
with other services which are funded by the Aging Program, for trips 
to nutrition sites, adult day care and other trips necessary to 
assist elderly persons to live in their own residences and com­
munities. Special consideration should be given to the frail elderly 
who cannot access mainline transportation because of physical dif­
ficulties or geographical barriers. County funding will be limited 
to provide transportation where other public or private resources are 
not available. 
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C. Social Day Care is recognized as a service which meets the needs of 

frail elders who live in their own or family residences and provides 
essential respite to care givers. Social day care programs provide a 
supportJve, theril;peutic environment for older persons needing addi­
tional care. Social day care programs'offered through senior centers 
provide a transition for other adults whose needs become too great 
for center activities to still be cared for in a familiar setting. 

1. County Aging Program funds may be used to establish and/or main­
tain social day care programs which meet the following criteria: 

a. Program is located in a geographic area which is eligible for 
county Aging Program funds for a senior center or community 
center. 

b. Program has or agrees to establish a sliding fee scale which 
is consistent with schedules set by other senior day care 
programs and is approved by the County. 

c. Services are provided for at least four hours on one or more 
days per week. 

d. Support for the program is evidenced by a local match of at 
least 10 percent which may be in cash orin-kind, including 
volunteer time. 

e. The social day care program is administered by a County­
funded senior center or community center. 

f. Need for the program including the estimated number to be 
served is documented through a needs assessment. 

2. County funding for operation of social day care programs will be 
1 imited to salary and benefi t costs for 1.0 FTE program staff per 
program. ,Funding for 1.0 FTE is based on a program providing 
services five days per week. Programs providing services on one 
to four days per week will be funded in proportion to the number 
of days of operation. 

The actual amount of county funding provided for salary and bene­
fit cost will take into account local resources available 
including client fee income. 

3. Transportation and nutrition funding may be provided in addition 
to salary and benefit costs, in accordance with policies 
specified in Section IV. A. and B., described above. 

D. The County Aging Program funds may be used for recruitment, training, 
and coordination of volunteers to provide legal assistance services 
in County-funded senior centers outside the city of Seattle. Funding 
~ill be made available contingent upon these services being provided 
in every County Aging Program-funded senior center and community 
center. 
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E. Funding for program staffing, nutrition, and transportion services 

for residents of two HACK projects will be provided on a demonstra­
tion basis for 1989 and 1990 and may be continued, subject to satis­
factory performance and availability of funds, in future years. 

1. The Aging Program will plan and complete, in cooperation with 
HACK, an evaluation of these demonstration projects by May 31, 
1990. The scope of the evaluation will include program per­
formance and will also include any additional service needs iden­
tified for program participants, the cost and sources of funding 
for these services,and strategies for obtaining needed resources. 

2. By May 31, 1990, the Aging Program also will complete in con­
junction with HACK, an'assessment of the needs and resources 
available to meet these needs for residents of other HACK senior 
housing developments located in unincorporated King County and 
small cities. Staff will prepare recommendations for the Council 
regarding continuation of the two demonstration projects beyond 
1990 and the future role of the County in providing services to 
HACK senior housing developments. 

3. Up to $8,500 may be expended" from 1989 Aging Program Enhancement 
Funds to conduct an evaluation of the demonstration project at 
two sites and needs assessment at other HACK housing developments 
described in items 1. and 2. above. 

v. City Size and Local Match 

A. Funding of senior centers and community centers shall be provided in 
accordance with the following city size limitations and matching 
funds requirements: 

1. The County shall continue, within available resources, to fund a 
portion of the staffing and operating costs of senior centers and 
community centers in unincorporated areas and in cities of less 
than 12,000 total population. 

a. Funding may be continued to currently funded centers located 
in cities whose populations increase above 12,000 if at least 
50 percent of the persons served by the senior program are 
from a surrounding unincorporated area of King County. 

b. The funding level for a center which is located immediately 
adjacent to a city of 12,000 or more and serves residents of 
this city will be contingent on the center obtaining matching 
funds from the city such that the ratio of County funding/City 
funding equals the ratio of County residents/City residents 
served. 

2. County-funded centers are expected to utilize a broad variety of 
financial resources to support center operations and, over time, 
to increase the amount of locally generated support. In-kind 
contributions are recognized as a component of such local sup-
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port. Designated funds from King County, SKDOA, and United Way 
cannot be used to meet the match requirements for County Aging ~ 
Program funding. 

The local match requirement for centers located i~ cities of 
less than 12,000 population and centers located in rural unin­
corporated areas is a minimum of 50 percent of the County 
appropriation of Aging Program funds. The match requirement can 
be cash or in-kind contributions for which a fair market value 
can be established (see Table A). 

B. Centers that have local match of less than 50% at the time this 
policy is approved by the Council, as documented in Table A, will be 
allowed to continue at the lower rate. The match rate for centers 
below 50% will not, however, decrease below the rate shown in Table 
A. 

Existing local resources must be maintained at current levels. Local 
match may decrease, however, in proportion to any decrease in County 
funding. It is further expected that centers will increase local 
support at a rate which is at least equal to any Cost of Living 
Allowance (COLA) provided by the County. 

VI. Annexations, Incorporations, and Growth 

A. In the event that a senior center or community center which receives 
County support is in an area which incorporates as, is annexed to, or 
grows to become a city of over 12,000 total population, County 
funding shall be held-safe during a transition period to ensure con­
tinuity of services. The maximum length of the transition period 
shall be determined as follows: 

1. Center is located in an incorporated area which reaches 12,000 
total population by growth of population - two years after 
December 31 of the year in which the 12,000 limit is reached. 

2. Center is located in an incorporated area which reaches 12,000 
total population through annexation of an adjacent unincorporated 
area - one year from December 31 of the year in which the annexa­
tion occurs. In the event that the 12,000 limitation is reached 
through a combination of annexation and population growth, the 
one year transition period shall apply. 

3. Center is located in an unincorporated area which is annexed by a 
city of greater than 12,000 total population - one year from 
December 31 of the year in which the annexation occurs. 

4. Center is located in an unincorporated area which incorporates as 
a city of greater than 12,000 population - two years from 
December 31 of the year in which the incorporation occurs. 

B. The incorporated city and town population count will be based on the 
figures in the annual publication "Population Trends for Washington 
State II which is published by the state of Washington, Office of 
Financial Management. 
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TABLE A 

1989 Base Funding Levels and Local Match 

Senior/Community Center 
King County 

Aging Program Funds* 

Black Diamond 

Des Moines 

Enumclaw 

Federal Way 

Highline 

Issaquah 

Maple Valley 

Mount Si 

Northshore 

Shoreline 

Sno-Valley 

Vashon 

$ 12,735 

20,808 

9,864 

34,238 

68,461 

26,240 

43,162 

44,345 

39,676 

74,278 

41,364 

21,224 

Local 
Match** 

$ 2,200 

60,941*** 

19,485*** 

39,483 

61,815 

39,182*** 

26,490 

22,786*** 

80,463*** 

35,719 

75,353 

26,323 

'584 

*Funding Level included in the 1989 original appropriation (Ordinance 8802) 
**Local match as reported for the year 1989. 

***Includes cash grants and/or in-kind contributions from local cities. 
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ALLOCATION PLAN-SUMMARY 7 5 

Following is a summary of projects requested for funding from the amount ~~ 
($196,750) which was set aside by the Council in the 1989 Budget Ordinance. The 
funding request is shown for a full year (in 1989 dollars) and for seven months 
of 1989. It is likely that new services could not begin before June 1. 

Each of the projects shown in this summary is based upon the proposed funding 
policies and is discussed fully in the detail which follows. 

I. Staffing Level Increase 

A. Recommended increases to basic staffing levels: 

Full Year 1989-7 months 
Center Staff Funding* Funding* 

Federal Way .5 FTE $10,400 $ 6,067 
Issaquah .5 FTE 9,360 5,460 
Vashon .5 FTE 11,158 6,509 
Enumclaw .5 FTE 10,400 6,067 
Mount Si .5 FTE 8,958 5,226 
Northshore .25 FTE 4,781 2,789 

B. Recommend increases above basic staffing levels: 

Full Year 1989-7 months 
Center Staff Funding* Funding* 

Federal Way 
(Sate" ite Site) .25 FTE 3,749 2,187 

Maple Valley 
(Outreach Staff) .5 FTE 10,400 6,067 

Pacific 
(Outreach Staff) .5 FTE 6,175 3,602 

II. Service Expansion and 
New Initiatives 

Pacific Community Center 11 ,835 6,904 
Federal Way Korean Site 5,211 3,040 
Maple Valley Transportation 772 450 
Senior Rights Assistance 25,374 14,802 
Social Day Care 57,083 33,298 

III. Special Projects 

Senior Housing Initiative 15,598 9,099 

IV. Administrsative Support 
Needs 

Housing Evaluation and 
Assessment 8,500 

Secretarial Support .5 FTE 12,548 7,320 
Computer System _5_,442 

TOTAL $203,802 $132,829 

*FTE costs are based on the actual costs of the individual centers. 
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ALLOCATION PLAN-DETAIL 7S84 
This section presents detail regarding the programs.for funding with the "set 
as i de" amount ($196,750). 

The projects are categorized by type of expansion for ease in referencing the 
the applicable sections of the funding policy. 

The description of each of the projects includes the following points; how the 
program addresses needs identified by the needs assessments, how the program 
relates to the proposed funding policy, specific details regarding the services 
provided by the program, and calculation of the amount of funds required. 

I. STAFFING LEVEL INCREASES 

A. Recommended increases to basic staffing levels. 

The needs assessment indicates the importance of maintaining an ade­
quate capacity in senior/community centers to meet the demands of the 
growing elderly population in unincorporated King County and the small 
cities. King County is solely responsible for funding these programs. 
The following requests serve to "shore Up" ·senior center capacity 
and bring all King County funded centers up to standard relative to 
the number of elderly persons they serve. 

Paragraphs II 0.1, II E.1-2, and II G. of the proposed funding policy 
describe the standards used to develop this request. The funding 
policy also contains a provision that requires future requests for 
increases to the basic staffing level to be ranked according to the 
percent qf vulnerable elderly served by the programs. It is not 
possible to rank these current requests by this factor since the data 
is a new requirement and has not yet been collected from the programs. 

Current county-funded centers are categorized as follows based on the 
standards provided in the policy: 

Funding 
Senior/ Number of Current Additional Policy 
Community Partici- Staffing Funding Staffing Recommended 
Center pants Level Source Standards Increase 

Black 244 1.0 FTE United Way 1.0 FTE None 
Diamond 

Enumclaw 512 1.0 FTE City of 1.5 FTE .5 FTE 
Enumclaw/ 
Title III 
Nutrition 

(table continued on next page) 
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Funding 7584 
Senior/ Number of Current Additional Policy 
Community Partici- Staffing Funding Staffing Recommended 
Center Eants . Level Source Standards Increase 

Federa 1 1,606 1. 5 FTE 2.0 FTE .5 FTE 
Way 

Des Moines 1,018 2.0 FTE City of 2.0 FTE None 
Des Moines 

Highline 3,741 3.325 FTE 3.0 FTE None 
Issaquah 1,818 1. 5 FTE City of 2.0 FTE .5 FTE 

Issaquah 
(in-kind) 

Maple 1,097 1. 5 FTE United Way 1. 5 FTE None 
Valley 

Mount Si 2,153 1.825 FTE Cities of 2.5 FTE .5 FTE 
Snoqualmie 
and North 
Bend 

Northshore 4,066 3.25 FTE United Way/ 3.5 FTE .25 FTE 
City of 
Bothell 
(in-kind) 

Shoreline 1,809 3.5 FTE United Way 2.0 FTE None 
Sno-Valley 884 1.5 FTE United Way 1.5 FTE None 
Vashon 1,302 1.5 FTE United Way 2.0 FTE .5 FTE 

B. Recommended increases above basic staffing levels 

o Federal Way Korean Elderly Project This project will establish a 
satellite site of the Federal Way Senior Center in unincorporated 
Federal Way for the provision of nutrition, health and other social 
services to 75 Korean elders. Al of these elderly persons have 
income below 40% of the State median income, are minority, and are 
limited or non-English speaking. These persons do not currently 
have access to health, nutrition, or information and assistance due 
to language barriers, lack of transportation, lack of knowledge of 
available services and/or isolation. A quarter time bilingual per­
son will be supervised by Federal Way Senior Center and will coor­
dinate ethnic meals and transportation and arrange access to other 
needed services via the Federal Way Senior Center. 

This satellite program will be located in a new building constructed 
by St. Luke's Lutheran Church in Federal Way. This building was 
built by the church for use by the Korean Elderly Fellowship, an 
organized group of Korean elderly, who have been meeting since 1982. 
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This project will meet two needs identified earlier in this paper; 
the need to provide culturally sensitive programs, and the need to 
expand the capacity of the senior program. 

The portion of the Federal Way Korean Elderly Project that relates 
to an FTE request is included in this section. The transportation 
and nutrition portions are included in the next section. The 
request for a 1/4 time coordinator conforms to the relevant sections 
of the proposed funding policies, paragraphs II 0.2. and III A.5. 

o Pacific Community Center Funding for this center will formally add 
an elderly program component to the Pacific Community Center. This 
component, as funded by the Aging Program, will include information 
and assistance/outreach, nutrition and transportation services. 

Pacific Community Center is the only center in the area and provides 
transportation, recreation, education, information and referral 
services to residents of Pacific and Algona. The center has a 
senior program which, in 1987, served 225 older persons. A total of 
22,644 persons (duplicated count) including youth, adults and 
elderly received services at the center in 1987. The population of 
persons 55 and older living in the service area in 1987, is esti­
mated by OFM to have been 700. The elderly population served by 
Pacifi c Communi ty Center is heavily wei ghted on the "vul nerabil ity" 
scale; 50% are 75 years old or older, 62% are below 40% of the State 
median income, 52% are homebound or disabled and 48% live alone. 

A halftime outreach worker will provide coordination for the ser­
vices specifically directed toward elderly persons and will provide 
information and assistance/outreach to elderly persons who have not 
been able to access community center services. The center estimates 
that 261 persons will be served through this effort. This project 
will meet severil needs identified earlier; the need to provide 
information and assistance/outreach to isolated areas of King 
County, the need to fill gaps left by the inadequate funding of 
"core services", and the need to expand the capacity of the senior 
center/community center program to meet the growing demand in unin­
corporated King County and the small cities. 

The portion of the Pacific Community Center that relates to the half 
time outreach worker/coordinator is included in this section. The 
transportation and nutrition portions are included in the next sec­
tion. The request for an outreach worker conforms to paragraphs II 
0.3. of the proposed funding policy. The match requirement, spe­
cified by paragraph V A.2., has been satisfied by the contribution 
of $10,155 from City of Pacific which constitutes 56% of the pro­
posed county contribution. 
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o Maple Valley Community Center Additional funding for this center 

will provide a halftime information and assistance/outreach worker 
and a limited number of van transportation trips. Due to the rural 
nature of Maple Valley, and the limited alternatives fortranspor­
tation, many elderly residents are not aware of or able to access 
available services. Based on information obtained from current par­
ticipants in center activities, Maple Valley Community Center esti­
mates that as many as 200 new clients will be identified and 
assisted via the information and assistance/outreach worker. The 
center currently has several programs in which 100% of the elderly 
persons served are low income. Center staff estimate that, due to 
the nature of service to be provided by the outreach worker, the 
vast majority (if not all) of the persons served will be low income. 

The information and assistance/outreach worker will take the 
following actions to identify and obtain referrals for "new" 
vulnerable elderly persons; 

- submit articles for publication by local papers regarding services 
available and signs to watch for to determine if an elderly person 
should receive assistance, 

- meet with civic groups, church groups and the local Chamber of 
Commerce, and 
train current participants of the community center to recognize 
and refer vulnerable elderly persons that they may be aware of. 

The outreach worker will follow up on referrals by going to the 
elderly persons home, if necessary, to evaluate the situation and 
begin to assist them. The worker will function as a liaison between 
other systems and the elderly person to ensure that they receive the 
benefits and help that they need. 

Similar to the projects mentioned above, the FTE portion of this 
request is included in this section; the transportation portion is 
included in the next section. The request for an outreach worker 

. conforms to paragraph 11.0.3. of the revised funding policy. 

C. Cost Of Staffing Requests (Based on Rate of Pay at Individual Centers) 

Following is detail regarding the calculation of each of the staff 
level increases described in sections A and B above. 

o Recommended increases to basic staffing levels 

Federal Way - .5 FTE @ $8.00 per hr. plus 25% benefits 
1040 hours 
benefits 

-32-

$ 8,320 
2,080 

$10,400 

... 



c· 
~, 

"' 
Issaquah - .5 FTE @ $7.20 per hr. plus 25% benefits 

1040 hours 
benefits 

Vashon - .5 FTE @ $8.58 per hr. plus 25% benefits 
1040 hours 
benefits 

Enumclaw - .5 FTE @ $8.00 per hr. plus 15% benefits 
1040 hours 
benefits 

Mount Si - .5 FTE @ $7.49 per hr. plus 15% benefits 
1040 hours 
benefits 

Northshore - .25 FTE @ $7.536 per hr plus 22% benefits 
520 hours 
benefits 

o Recommended increases above basic staffing levels 

7584 
$ 7,488 

1,872 
$ 9,360 

$ 8,923 
2,235 

$11,158 

$ 8,320 
2,080 

$10,400 

$ 7,790 
1,168 

$ 8,958 

$ 3,919 
862 

$ 4,781 

Federal Way - .25 FTE bilingual meal and activity coordinator 
Korean Site $5.767 per hr. plus 25% benefits 

520 hours $ 2,999 
benefits 750 

$ 3,749 

Maple Valley - .5 FTE outreach/Information and Assistance 
Comm. Center Coordinator @ $8.00 per hr. plus 25% benefits 

Pacifi c -

1040 hours $ 8,320 
benefits 2,080 

$10,400 

.5 FTE Outreach/Information and Assistance 
Coordinator @ $4.75 per hr. plus 25% benefits 

1040 hours 
benefits 
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II. SERVICE EXPANSIONS AND NEW INITIATIVES 

o Pacific Community Center - Transportation and Nutrition This is 
companion piec.eto the earlier Pacific, Community ,Center .proposal. 
request provides a subsidy to USDA funds, and client donation, to 
vide 2 meals per week for 50 persons. 

the 
This 

pro-

The center has provided meals to elderly residents on a donation basis 
but is unable to continue to subsidize the program. The transportation 
request will provide 20 round trips per week to ensure that less mobile 
vulnerable elderly persons can have access to the nutrition and medical 
services provided by the center. As documented by the needs assessment, 
provision of these services is necessary to allow vulnerable elderly 
persons to maintain their independence. 

Both the nutrition and transportation services are "core services" 
funded by SKDOA. United Way also funds these services for selected 
agencies. Neither of these funding sources are able to add new programs 
at this time due to reductions in federal funds (Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
Act) and United Way donations. The proposed funding policy, however, 
allows funding such services (paragraphs IV A. and B.) when existing I 

SKDOA services are not available in the area or sufficient to meet the 
need. 

The funding request for Pacific Community Center Transportation and 
Nutrition is as follows (Note: The outreach component for Pacific 
Community Center was presented earlier.) 

Nutrition: 

Cost per meal 
Client donation 
USDA funds available 
King County Government request 

2 meals per week for 50 persons 
= 5200 meals per year @ $ .79 = 

Transportation: 20 one-way trips per week 

$2.00 

$2.00 

= 1040 van trips per year @ $7.43 = 

$ .65 
.56 
.79 

$2.00 

Total request for Pacific Community Center Transportation 
and Nutrition 
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o Federal Way Senior Center Korean Site - Nutrition and Transportation 

This is the companion piece to the earlier Federal Way Korean Elderly 
proposal and the justification for it is similar to that presented above 
for Pacific Community Center. This request provides a subsidy to USDA 
funds, and client donation, to provide 1 meal per week for 75 persons. 
The meal will be comprised of Korean cuisine and will be provided via 
the Federal Way Senior Center. Transportation will be provided to the 
one day a week program by South King County Van-Go Service. 

Requested funding is as follows: 

Nutrition: 

Cost per meal 
Client donation 
USDA funds available 
King County Government request 

1 meal per week for 75 persons 
= 3,900 meals per year @ $ .94 = 

$2.00 

$2.00 

$ .50 
.56 
.94 

$2.00 

Transportation: 4 one-way trips per week 
. = 208 van trips per year @ $7.43 = 

Total Request for Federal Way Korean Site Transportation 
and Nutrition 

$3,666 

$1,545 

$5,211 

o Maple Valley Community Center - Transportation This is the companion 
piece to the earlier request for a half time outreach worker. The 
transportation service requested will enable the isolated elderly per­
sons, who have been identified by the information and assistance/ 
outreach worker, and who have no other form of transportation available 
to them, to be transported to the nutrition and health services at the 
center. The request is for one round trip per week in a van that can 
carry several passengers. 
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This request relates to the needs assessment and the funding policy in 
similar fashion as described above for the Pacific Community Center and 
Federal Way Korean Elderly Program. 

Request~dfunding is as follows: 

Transportation: 2 one-way trips per week 
= 104 van trips per year @ $7.43 = 

Total Request for Maple Valley transportation 

$ 772 

$ 772 

o Senior Rights Assistance - Legal Assistance Services The Senior Rights 
Assistance program trains volunteers to assist King County's older resi­
dents in Social Security issues, Medicare, Medicaid problems, supplemen-
tal health insurance, long-term care insurance, information reg~rding 
wills, estate planning and other legal matters. The service is free and 
provides a range of service not available from· any other provider. The legal 
assistance service is different from the legal services which are one of 
SKDOAs "core services." Legal services, as funded by SKDOA, are ser-
vices provided by lawyers. Legal assistance is pro~ided by paralegal 
personnel and trained volunteers. The legal assistance service serves, 
for some persons, as a screening and referral point for legal services. 

Senior Rights Assistance works cooperatively with senior centers outside 
the City of Seattle to provide free paralegal service to older clients 
on a local basis. Staff of Senior Rights Assistance train local volun-
teers who provide this assistance in their own community senior center. 
This program served 9,700 elderly King County residents in 1988; of 
those, 3,880 (40%) lived outside the City of Seattle. Of the total 
served, 42% were 75 years old or older and 57% liv~d alone. 

At the present time there is only one paid staff person operating the 
program which is administered by Senior Services of Seattle/King County 
(SSSKC). One hundred volunteers serve the entire County (45 in the 
balance of the County). Current volunteers who serve outside the City 
of Seattle report that they cannot meet the demand for assistance. 
Volunteers need to be recruited and trained. Senior Rights Assistance· 
has requested funding for an administrative assistant who will work 
exclusively in unincorporated King County and small cities, developing 
new sites at senior centers and recruiting, training and supervising 
volunteers. Using volunteers, this service will be available in each 
senior center and community center funded by King County. 

Current revenue sources for Senior Rights Assistance are United Way 
(56%), fund raising (24%), donations and small government grants. 
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The need for this service is documented in the needs assessment and 
paragraph IV.D. of the revised funding policy provides for allocation of 
funds for this service. 

Requested funding is as follows: 

One FTE administrative assistant @ $8.732 per hr. for 
2,080 hours 
benefits @ .27% (SSSKC) 
10% Administrative fee 

Total request for Senior Rights Assistance 

o Social Day Care 

$18,163 
4,904 
2,307 

$25,374 

Social day care is a respite care program serving those elderly most at 
risk of institutionalization and the family caregivers who serve them. 
When the "oldest of the old" population (those over 85) or those who 
suffer Alzheimer's or have had a stroke need assistance, their adult 
children caregivers are often themselves senior citizens who must 
stretch their own fixed incomes and find a way to provide daily care for 
their aged parents. Social day care not only provides the "senior 
child-caregivers" an occasional break but also provides a means by which 
the elderly parents- can routinely and easily access health and social 
services. In this way, the social day care service addresses the need 
for "options in long term care" which was identified by the needs 
assessment. Services, such as social day care, will enable many elderly 
persons to remain living with their families for a longer period of time 
and thus avoid institutionalization. 

Additional features of this program, in conformance with the funding 
policy (paragraph IV C), are as follows. 

- The five projects which are proposed for funding are located such that 
the program will be sited evenly, although thinly, throughout unincor­
porated King County and the small cities. 

- The program will be operated via existing county funded senior 
programs. 

- Each program will charge fees based on an ability-to-pay sliding fee 
scale. The fee scale used by the program will be consistent across 
a 11 programs and wi 11 be approved by the county. The fees wi 11 be 
combined with grants and other funds collected from the community to 
defray costs such as supplies and equipment which are not included in 
this proposal. 

-37-



75R .~-
- Local match will be provided by cash or in-kind contribution suc~ as 1J 

volunteer time (all programs will rely heavily on volunteer labor), 
health services provided by local hospitals and donated space from 
churches and retirement homes. 

- Based on experience with the Northshore social day care program, 
expansion is projected in the future for the sites selected. As 
clients increase, extra days will be added resulting in more coor­
dinator hours and transportation and nutrition subsidy. Aging Program 
staff expect that these sites, if their programs are successful, will 
request funding for another day of service in the King County 1991 
budget. Two factors, however, will work to reduce the amount of this 
request: 

a. Additional clients will produce additional revenue which should 
reduce the amount requested from King County. 

b. Coordinators of the program will have the remainder of 1989 and 
the first part of 1990 to develop resources (such as United Way), 
seek grants and solicit additional community support. 

Specific detail regarding the proposed sites and derivation of the 
budget for each follows. 

Vashon Island The elderly residents of Vashon Island are isolated in 
the sense that it is not practical to leave the Island to obtain daily 
care. Vashon Senior Center has arranged for a day care center to be 
located in a nearby church hall which will operate one day a week. This 
program will serve approximately 15 persons per week. Support is 
requested for one eight hour per week coordinator, transportation and a 
meal subsidy as follows: 

Coordinator: 8 hrs. per week = 416 hours 
per year @ $8.27 = 

Transportation: 2 one-way trips per week 

$3,440 
benefits @ 29% = 997 

Total $4,437 

= 104 van trips per year @ $7.43 = $ 772 
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Nutrition: (based on 15 participants per week) 

Cost per meal 
Client donation 
USDA funds available 
King County Government request 

1 meal per week for 15 persons 
= 780 meals per year @ $ .44 = 

Total request for Vashon Social Day Care 

$2.00 

$2.00 

$1.00 
.56 
.44 

$2.00 

7584 

$ 343 

$5,552 

Sno-Valley Senior Program The Sno-Valley Senior Program serves elderly 
persons from the rural areas of Carnation, Duvall, Fall City, and 
Preston, (upper and lower Snoqualmie Valley), where services are not as 
easily accessed as in the suburban areas. Plans have been made to use 
space in the Sno-Valley Community Center as a day care center; alter­
native locations are being sought if a suitable rent agreement cannot be 
reached. Volunteers have been recruited through the senior center and a 
local church. The day care center will be open one day a week and will 
serve approximately 15 persons per week. Support is requested for one 
eight hour per week coordinator, transportation, and a meal subsidy as 
fo 11 ows: 

Coordinator: 8 hrs. per wk.= 416 hrs. per year 
@ $8.27 = 

benefits @ 29% = 

Total 

Transportation: 2 one-way trips per week 
= 104 van trips per year @ $7.43 = 

Nutrition (based on 15 participants per week) 

Cost per meal 
Client donation 
USDA funds available 
King County Government request 

1 meal per week for 15 persons 
= 780 meals per year @ $ .44 = 

Total request for Sno Valley Social Day Care 
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Des Moines - Highline - Federal Way The Des Moines, Highline, an~ f) ~~­
Federal Way Senior Centers have been joined by the Judson Park ~ 
Retirement Center and Highline Community Hospital in planning for a 
social day care center for frail elderly in the area. The program 
~ill b~ provided at Des Moines Seni6r Cenier, wiih health services pro-' 
vided by Highline Community Hospital, and will serve persons for the 
surrounding areas of Highline and Federal Way. The day care center 
will be open one day a week and will serve approximately 20 persons per 
week. Support is requested for one eight-hour per week coordinator, 
transportation and a meal subsidy as follows: 

Coordinator: 8 hrs. per week = 416 hrs. per year 
@ $8.27 = 

benefits @ 29% = 

Total 

Transportation: 2 one-way trips per week 
= 104 van trips per year @ $7.43 = 

Nutrition: (based on 20 participants per week) 

Cost per meal 
Client donation 
USDA funds available 
King County Government request 

1 meal per week for 20 participants 

$2.00 
$1.00 

.56 

.44 

$2.00 $2.00 

$3,440 
997 

$4,437 

$ 772 

= 1040 meals per year @ $ .44 = $ 458 

Total request for Des Moines, Highline, and Federal Way 
Social Day Care $5,667 

Maple Valley - Black Diamond - Enumclaw Maple Valley Senior Center 
serves elderly citizens from a large predominately rural area extending 
into Issaquah. Services are not as easily accessed as in suburban 
areas. Plans have been made to use an area in the Maple Valley 
Community Center and a local church for day care services. Volunteers 
have been recruited from the senior program and the church. The day 
care center will be open one day each week and will serve approximately 
15 persons per week. Support is requested for one-eight hour per week 
coordinator, transportation and a meal subsidy, as follows: 

Coordinator: 8 hrs. per week = 416 hrs. per year 
@ $8.27 = 

benefits @ 29% = 

Total 
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Transportation: 2 one-way trips per week 
= 104 van trips per year @ $7.43 = 

Nutrition: (based on 15 participants per week) 

Cost per meal 
Client donation 
USDA funds available 
King County Government request 

1 meal per week for 15 participants 

$2.00 
$1.00 

.56 

.44 

$2.00 $2.00 

V5811 

$ 772 

= 780 meals per year @ $.44 = $ 343 

Total request for Maple Valley - Black Diamond-
Enumclaw Social Day Care $5,552 

Northshore "Tjme Out" Transportation Additional transportation funding 
is also requested for the Northshore "Time-out" Day Care Program. This 
program, attached to the Northshore Senior Center, is an already 
established, five day a week model day care program which operates from 
three sites in the Bothell - Woodinville - Juanita - Shoreline com­
munities. King County currently supports a half-time staff person for 
this program but additional tansportation is needed for the three sites. 
The transportation request is as follows: 

Bothell Site (including Juanita) 
2 one-way trips per week 
= 104 van trips per year @ $7.43 = 

Woodinville Site 
2 one-way trips per week 
= 104 van trips per year @ $7.43 = 

Shoreline Site 
2 one way trips per week 
= 104 van trips per year @ $7.43 = 

Total Request for Northshore Transportation 

Coordination of Social Day Care Program by Senior Services 

$ 772 

772 

772 

$2,316 

of Seattle/King County (SSSKC) The Aging Program will contract with 
SSSKC to coordinate and administer the proposed day care centers in the 
County outside the City of Seattle. SSSKC, which jointly funds 
Northshore, Sho"reline, Black Diamond, Vashon, Maple Valley, and 
Sno-Valley senior programs with the County, has the experience to over­
see the establishment of sites, recruitment and training of volunteers, 
development of resources and programs, and interaction with family and 
community. 
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SSSKC will perform the following services: 75B~~ 
- contract with the sites listed above for Social Day Care Services, 
- coordinate the transportation and nutrition facets of the program, 

:;:';c'oordinatethe reportingoffinarrcial and statistical information, and 
- employ a full-time social worker who will visit each site one day a 

week to provide client and care-giver counseling and provide technical 
assistance for program planning. The Northshore "Time-Out" model has 
proven that the social worker aspect of the program has improved the 
program by contributing, professional skills and knowledge. 

The cost related to SSSKC coordination of the Social Day Care Program 
is as follolt/s: 

o 1 FTE Social Worker = 2080 hrs. @ $10.158 per hr. 
benefits @ 29% 

o Administrative Fee @ 10% = 

o Total Request for SSSKC Coordination 

Summary of Social Day Care Program Request 

Vashon Island (1 day per week) 
Coordinator 
Transportation 
Nutrition 

Sno-Valley (1 day per week) 
Coordinator 
Transportation 
Nutrition 

Des Moines (1 day per week) 
Coordinator 
Transportation 
Nutrition 
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343 

$ 4,437 
772 
343 

$ 4,437 
772 
458 

$21,128 
6,127 

$27,255 

5,189 

$32,444 

$ 5,552 

$ 5,552 

$ 5,667 
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Maple Valley (1 day per week) 

Coordinator 
Transportation 
Nutrition 

Northshore (5 days per week) 
Transportation 

SSSKC Day Care Coordination 

Social Worker 

Administrative fee @10% 

Total Request for Social Day Care 

III. SPECIAL PROJECT - Senior Housing Initiative 

$ 4,437 
772 
343 

$ 2,316 

$27,255 

$ 5,189 

7584 

$ 5,552 

$ 2,316 

$27,255 

5,189 

$57,083 

Construction of twenty senior housing facilities began as long as twenty­
two years ago. The original residents of these facilities have "aged in 
place" and now average 75 years of age. Approximately 12% of the resi­
dents have resided there at least 20 years. ·Significant numbers of resi­
dents are experiencing increased levels of frailty and a subsequent 
reduction in independent living skills. (See Attachment C). 

As stated in the needs assessment, the Housing Authority of the County of 
King (HACK), King County Aging Program and the Seattle-King County 
Division on Aging (SKOOA), conducted a study of residents of two older 
housing units. These facilities were selected because they have the 
highest number of "oldest old" residents. The tenants, who were indivi­
dually interviewed, identified the need for nutrition services, transpor­
tation, foot care, shopping assistance and recreational/social activities. 

King County Aging Program, HACK, and the SKOOA are proposing a pilot 
program to address these needs while allowing residents to remain in their 
current housing arrangements. Proposed services to be coordinated include 
on-site nutrition two days a week, on-site health, education, social and 
recreational activities and an information and assistance system that can 
help the residents obtain more specialized services. Transportation will 
also be provided for doctor's visits, shopping and for trips to the local 
senior center. The survey suggests that approximately 90% of the residents 
will use a mix of proposed services which will be available to all resi­
dents. 

King County Aging Program staff determined by site visits and resident 
interviews that two sites in unincorporated King County, Munro Manor (60 
residents) in the Burien area, and Northridge I and II (140 residents) in 
the north end, are most in need of on-site services. 
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King County Aging Program proposes to contract with Neighborhood House to 
provide nutrition and an on-site services coordinator to provide the 
needed services to Munro Manor. Neighborhood House currently provides 
si~ilar s~rVites to othef's~nior housing facilities and has the' necessary 
experience. Residents of Northridge I and II are currently bein~ served. 
by Fremont Public Association via a 1989 Special Program contract with 
King County. The Aging Program is monitoring the performance of this 
program even though the funds are not included in the Aging Program 
appropriation. 

This proposal is consistent with the findings of the needs assessment and 
the provisions of the funding policy (paragraph IV E.). 

Cost of services to be provided to Munro Manor residents include: 

Nutrit ion 

Cost per meal 
Client donation 
USDA funds available 
King County Government Request 

.2 meals per week for 40 residents 

$2.00 
.75 
.56 
.69 

$2.00 $2.00 

= 4160 meals per year @ $.69 = $ 2,870 

On-Site Cook, preferably resident, 
8 hrs. per week x 52 weeks = 416 hrs. 
@ $5.45 per hour (including benefits) = $ 2,267 

Activity and Outreach Person 

.5 FTE = 20 hours per week X 52 weeks 
= 1040 hrs. @ $7.21 per hr. (including benefits) = 

Transportation: 4 one-way trips per week 
= 208 van trips per year @ $7.43 = 

Other 

Administrative fee to Neighborhood House @ 10% 

Total Request for Senior Housing Initiative 
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$ 7,498 

$ 1,545 

$ 1,418 

$15,598 
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IV. ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT NEEDS 'r,S 84 

A. Housing Evaluation and Assessment 

The 'Agihg Program, in 'cooperation 'with HACK, will contract for an evalua­
tion of the two housing support demonstration projects. The evaluation 
and assessment will include client service utilization data, outcome 
measures, additional service needs, projected cost for meeting additional 
needs, sources of funding for services, strategies for obtaining addi­
tional funds, projected needs in other HACK sites, and costs of expansion 
into other HACK sites. The consultant's work will be completed by 
December 31, 1989. The complete report, which will be finished by 
Human Services Division staff, will be completed by April 30, 1990. 

This project is consistent with the funding policy (paragraph IV.E.) 
and will serve as a basis for decisions regarding future funding. 

Consultant fees: 528 hours @ $15 per hr. = 
Materials, supplies: 

Total Request for Housing Evaluation 

B. Increase Office Technician I (aT I) to Full Time 

$7,920 
580 

$8,500 

Aging Program responsibilities and workload have increased in recent 
years. The current and future Aging Program workplan includes 
substantially more planning, needs assessment, and project evaluation 
work than in past years. This "new" workload with the recent expan­
sion in numbers and types of contracts written and managed by th~ 
Aging Program e.g., eight new contract exhibits were written for 1989. 
which includes three Special Program projects, has far exceeded the 
capacity of the current .5 FTE aT I. To stretch their resources 
further, the Aging Program has arranged with the American Association 
of Retired Persons, to provide, at no cost to the County, a recep­
tionist to answer telephones and perform light ~lerical duties such as 
stuff envelopes and sort incoming mail for both the Aging and 
Developmental Disabilities Programs. This has freed the OT I from 
these "receptionist" duties but has not saved enough time to meet the 
increased demand for typing and other office work. 

Secretarial Suppport: .5 FTE for 7 mo. beginning = 
June 1, 1989 

FICA and benefits 

Total Request for OT I Increase 
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$5,652 

1,668 

$7,320 



C. Purchase Computer, Laser Printer, and Software 7584 
Aging Program professional and support staff will be able to increase 
their efficiency and productivity with the aquisition of the computer 
related equipment, and software listed below. 

Currently, the program secretary (an OT I) uses an early ,model CPT 
brand dedicated word processor which is on temporary loan from the 
Department of Human Resources/Community Services Division (DHR/CSD). 
The machine does not have a printer. The secretary is able to print 
materials only when she is able to access an available CPT machine 
with a printer in the Mental Health Program or Developmental 
Disabilities Program. Prior to the loan of the machine from DHR/CSD, 
the Aging Program secretary used time on the machines in the 
Developmental Disabilities and Mental Health Programs. Growth in the 
volume of work in both of those programs has reduced the amount of 
time their CPTs are available for use for word processing and/or 
printing Aging Program work. At the same time the work volume in the 
Aging Program has increased markedly with a larger number of contracts 
and contractors. 

Acquisition of a personal computer with a laser jet printer is pre­
ferred over the addition of CPT dedicated word processor equipment 
because of both the lower cost and greater flexibility of the com­
puter. The Aging Program Social Services Coordinator will be able to 
increase her productivity by using the computer for data analysis, 
contract monitoring, and pre~aration of site visit reports. 

The following equipment will meet the Aging Program's needs for word 
processing and analysis. 

IBM AT Compatible Clone with 40 megabyte hard disk 
and two floppy disk drives 

Laser Jet Printer 

Power Surge Suppressor 

MS DOS Operating System 

Software for word processing, data management and 
analysi s 

Computer workstation furniture 

Sales tax @ 8.1% 

Total Request for Computer Equipment 
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$1,702 

1,580 

12 

70 

892 

778 

$5,034 
408 

$5,442 
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1978 
KEY ELEMENTS OF SENIOR AND 7584 

CO~MUNITY CENTER FUNDING POLICY 

I. THE COUNTY WILL FUND BASIC ADMI~ISTRATIVE COSTS FOR SELECTED CE~TERS 

These include aamlnistrative staff, rent, util ities, equipment, office supplies 
and services, and other costs associated with administering a center program. 

I I . F\ECDM~,EIWED STAFF I NG PATTERr~S 

A. Senior Centers 

1. Urbanized areas with more than 4!OOO persons over age 60: 

- full-time director 
- full-time program coordinator 
- full-time bookkeeper/secretary 

2. Suburban areas ·with 3,000~4,00o persons over age 60: 

full-time director 
full-time program assistant 

3. Rural areas and smal 1 to~ns with 1,500-3,000 persons over age 60: 

- full-time director 
- half~time secretary 

4. Staffing levels for programs which serve less than 1,500 seniors 
will depend on the nature of the program and the number of cl ients 
served. 

B. Community Centers 

- full-time director 
- half-time secretary 
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1978 

I I I. RECOMME~DED FUNDING FORMULA 

A. Uninc0 P Dorated Areas 

Fundin9 level: 90~ of administrative costs 

Affected areas: 

1979 

Highl ine 
Shorel ine 

1980 

High line 
Shore line 

7584 

Maple Val ley (Community Center) Maple Valley (Community Center) 
Vashon Island 

Unincorporated areas not recommended for funding: Federal Way, due to substantial 
local resources which now support a senior center program above recommended 
levels. 

B. Small, Isolated Cities· 

Definition: Service area with incorporated jurisdiction(s) of less than 2,500 
residents whi.ch is m~re than 15 miles from a city with more than 15,000 
residents. 

Funding level: 80% of administrative costs 

Affected areas: Mt. Si Senior Center (serves North Bend and Snoqualmie) 
Sno-Valley Multi-Service Center (serves Carnation ~nd Duvall) 

C. Moderate Sized Cities 

Definiti6n: Service area containing a city with fewer than 6,000 residents which 
is mo~e than 15 miles from a tity with more than 15,000 residents. 

Funding level: 50% of administrative costs 

Affected areas: 

1979 

Northshore (Bothell) 
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1980 

Northshore (Bothell) 
Enumclaw 
Issaquah 

" 
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7584 
I V. AREAS tWT RECOM~,Etm[D FOR Furm I NG 

A. Suburban Cities 

Definition: Cities with more than 6,000 residents 

Funding level: No funding recom:nended for administration; continued direct services 
funding. 

Affected areas: Auburn 
Bellevue 
Des ~\o i nes 
Kent 
Kirkland 
Mercer Is 1 and 
Redmond 
Renton 

B. Other Cities Not Recommended for Fundina 

City Reasons 

Black Diamond 

Tukw; 1 a 

Algona, Clyde Hill, 
Hunts Point, Lake 
Forest Park, Medina, 
Normandy Park, 
Pacific 

Small number of seniors - 336 (1970 census) 

Proximity to another center - 8 miles from Maple Valley. 

Proximity "to city with more than 15,000 residents -
12 miles from Auburn 

Proximity to Seattle and to programs in Highline and 
Renton 

Substantial local tax base 

Located within service areas which are served by an 
existing program. County provides assistance through 
H&CD Block Grant funds and King County Parks. 

-49-



ATTACHMD\i B 
l' 5 84· L~ 

1983 

SENIOR CENTER FUNDING POLICY 

1. King County will provide fundins. to the extent th~t resources ~re ~v~ilab'E. 
for senior and community centers th~t meet the fol10~ .. in~ criteria.: 

• ,loc~ted in unincorporated King County; 

• located in incorporated jurisdictions of not more than 12,000 residents. 

2. County funds will be provided to no ~ore than one center in service areas with 
less than 10,000 persons ~ged 60 and over. 

3. Funding levels provided by the county to senior and community centers in 19S3 
shall constitute the base funding level for each center. 

4. lmy reductions brought ~bout by changes in county funding levels will be ~ade 
by reducing each center's current allocation level on an equal percentage 
basis. 

5. It is likely that county'budget constraints will continue for the foreseeable 
futUre. However, should 'additioneL funds be appropriated by King County for 
senior and community center support. allocation will be based on a weighted 
incentive formula which includes the follo~"';ng factors: 

• number of unduplicated clients served; 

• number of low-income clients served; 

• the proportion of service ~rea population reached. 

The maximum award to be made 'to anyone center ~ .. i1l,".~e 20 percent of the total 
cou!lty funds to be all o::ated.· . ' 

The incentive fOIT.lula .. till be calculated as follo~'s: 

~Dta' New County Allocation, &> +&> t:>" ... ;-" >= Center Allocation A.-:Jount 
lot-c.l 1'}eigr.:ed POpuL::t10n x C_nhr tL19h~ed Popuh~,on (up to 2D~ of total 

allocation amount) 
The weighted client population will be determined for each center byaoding 
together the undupl i ca ted number of cl i ents,. the number of 10w-i ncome cl; enots, 
and the number of clients served in excess of the ~vercge percentage of 
service area population served. 

Examp~e: 

Number of unduplicated clients served "7.e 
Number of low-income client~ served 35' 
Percen~ge of service area population reached 7e~ 
Average percentage of service area 

population reached by all centers 4t~ 

700 + 350 + (.3 x 700) ~ 1,250 weighted client population 
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'6. 

7. 

(Attachment B) , 0 ~:-::: 
....... n ... .,J "584 

rxf~tino loc~l resources m:Jst be m!in~~intd tt cLlrrent1eveh. len percent 
of ~ddi{ione' county funds tbcve the btse funding level must be metched by 
loc~11y gener~ted reSDurces. 

t:ing CDunty re:::ognizes 'thet service l.rets Io:ith rore then 10,000 senior resi­
dents ma'y require more seryices th~n con be prodded by one center. Funding 
for a s~ tell ite progrem or second senior center rr~y be cons i dered provided the 
following conditions ~re met: 

6 ~ non-profit boerd of directors or a subcommittee of an existing botrd of 
directors is organized to investigate the feasibility of establishing a 
new program; 

eeviden'ce of strong corrrnunity support is demonstrated through substantiel 
financial and volunteer support; 

• incorporated jurisdictions to be served by the proposed progr~m approve ~ts 
establishment and egree to provide required matching funds for base funding 
levels and i-ncentive e~rds; 

• appropriate facility end support services ere identified which ~et the 
senior center standtrds adopted by the Seattle-King County Division on Aging. 

8. If funding for a new program is tpproved, the initial allocation or hbase" level 
and the local match reqUirement will be determined according to the 1978 senior 
center funding policy. updated to refiect infiation. The base allocation will, 
take into account other resources that may be available to the center to support 
operating expenses. In no case will the initial. base allocation exceed the 
fun~ing provided to centers of comparable size serving similar com~unities. 

9. King County reserves the right to reduce or eliminate funding for senior and 
community centers should changes in county priorities or revenues occur. 
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r9ii KING COUNTY 
HOUSING AUTHORITY 

. '" 
C()mmi.<.~i()n~,"5' 

JEAA)' ROHI. .... "0S. Ol;Jir 
ROBDrr BlS\'E1T. \kt" Ch:Jjr 

HAROlD BOOKER 
JEA.>\ARCHER 

1\~" RO~~'UEMY 

EW''(lI/;\'r:' Di" ... 'elf.' 

JIM \l;11..EY 

JanU2.ry 27, 1989 

Ms. Gene Brooks 
Kins County Asing PrOS~2.ms 
512 Smith Tower Building 
Seattle, Washington 9810~ 

Dear Gene: 

Per your request, I have enclosed: 

t· 1584 

1. Developments, and number of elderly in each of the 22 buildin~s; 

2. Amount of income of all elderly families; and 

3 ft-es o~ e'dor'v'-o~~Q'on~s '..1".6 ..L. _ - -.7 .. ___ _. L" • 

Please let me know if' you;.;:-",ill n€:ed any fu.rther info.rmaticn • 

. Sinc erely , 

- .& :/lsi TBDV.t.S 
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ATTACH~jEr\T C 
~ 

Occupancy Br.akoo~n~ 

Public Housing/N.~ Con~tru=tion 

Development. 

Green Rive::- Homes 

Green River Homes 

Park Lake Somes 

Park Lake Homes 
:. 

I. Wayland Arms 
•• 0 

)... Forest Glen 

Avondale Manor 

Valli Kee Somes 

.1. Mardi Gras 

.a. P 1 a :: a S eve n tee n , 

Fir ... ood Circle. 

S. Boulevard Manor 

6, Paramount aous~ 

.7,. Morthri6ge B~use 

Ballinge= E;0;nes 

g, Rive=ton Terrace 
< 

9, H.unro Hanor 

I~ Southriage.Bous~ '. 
Ii. C~~<:l 'Juani taO 

. o. 
j'::', yo z:.rcley A~I:!.S 

/3. Bria.=i:'ooa 

~11j: ~ri~tany P~rk 
. . 

/5. Casa ~adrona 

~urn&ale Homes 
•.. ~:' "i • .: ::-

/~. Eas\=..r~o9.e. Bouse 

/ 7,.;..N~.r.:~h~ic39.~· .. 11 
. ' .. ~' .. ~. ~ I ... F=-" ":' .' :.:.:. • 

) S:?I'~ e .. 'La.keS ouse 
. .;. ~."!. ...• ,. .' . 

I 

II 

I 

II 

Sp=ingi:'ocd Apart::;cnts 

.. c~k~~a.e· Ap~rtIDents· 
'0,' • ;. :. • 

East!!:ioe Terrace 
.. ' ""'~' . .--···.\.·~.i·r("'·~'..;:·:·!;: ~ 

Gl'en\;'ie\r Bo·t~ 
: .. f' \ : r: ~.... ~ ~:. : ;: .. 

7584 
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ATTACHMEr\T C 

7' 5.84'w 
Occupancy Breakdo~n~ 

?~blic Ho~~ins/Ne~ Con~truction 

(Continued) 

Total 
Development Vnits Elderlv Location 

--"-

Evergreen Court 30 3 rederal Way 

College Place 51 9 Bellevue 

11- Gu~taves Manor 35 35 Auburn 

Forest Grove 25 2 Redmond 

Kings Court 30 4 Federal Way 

Pickering Court 30 3 Snoqualmie 

Green Leaf 27 4 Bothell 

Cedar-.rooa 25 1 .Kirkland 

.Juanita Court 30 2 ~irkland 

.Juanita Trace 39 5 Kirkland 

Wells Wood 30 1 Woodinville 

Kirk-.rood Ter~ace 29 3 KirklaIJd 

.2. () • Burien Park 102 102 Burien 

:--J ' The North-.rood 34 34 Bothell 

~. Eiorth1ake Bouse 38 38 Bothell 

Total 3,424 1,79711: 

*Elderly/~isabled Families in Occupancy 3/31/88 
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ATTACH!'1ENT C 

D. !ncOtne 

1.' }.J:lounto! Incottle bf }..ll Elderly racili.~ 

)..mount No. o~ ':'enant~ 

o - 999 1 

1,000 - 1,999 0 

2,000 - 2,999 5 

3,000 - 3,999 30 

4,000 - ~,999 362 

5,000 - 5,999 253 

6, 000 -' 6, 999 237 

7,000 - 7,999 168 

8,000 - 8,999 103 

9,000 - 9,999 72 

10,000+ 105 

Total 1,336 

;"Median -:ncome··= .-$6, 071 ___ _ "_' .. 

2. Source of Income for All Elderly tenants 

Source 

Social Secu=ity 

A~:set Income 

Reti=ement Pen~ion 

Public Assistance 

Other 

-55-

No. of Tenants 

1,306. 

1,170 

376 

268 

58 

~ 
.... ; " hi 

i'.' C" ' .b't ; ;,; -=rE: 

\ 

( 5 \. ) 

(27\) 

(19\) 

(18\) 

(13~) 

8~) 

( 5~) 

( 8\) 

% 

(41\) 

(36%) 

(12t) 

( 8!f.) 

(29~) 
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~ TT ACHf<: ~~i C 

Di.ll.tribution of t1d.rlY 7,584 ~ 
S~nic= Ri-Ri!!e Develo?t:lent 

1988 

Under 62 62-70 71-75 76-80 81-85 86-e9 90+ --
Wayland AnIl~ 3 14 ' ") ... 17 13 6 4 

fcre.!5t Glen 4 12 9 9 7 
, 

1 

Kardi Gra~ 1 9 12 13 17 7 3 

Plaza 17 3 14 12 25 .9 7 2. 

Blvd ~anor 8 21 13 14 8 6 ":l 
oJ 

Paramount 
Bouse 15 15 6 10 8 10 6 

Northridge I 7 16 11 15 13 9 3 

Riverton 
Terrace 6 9 4 2 5 3 2 

Munro ~ano:- 1 , ... 
-.;:; 11 13 12 5 5 

South:-idge 
Rouse. 1 13 15· 22 16 8 9 

Casa Juanita 13 17 }7 21 10 5 2 . 

~arc1ey· J..rms 5 20 17 14 7 3 2 

Briar ... ·ood 7 18 ' --~ 14 10 9 1 

Brittany Pk 4 10 7 7 9 3 4 

Casa 
~acrona 5· 12 10 17 13 14 2 

Eastrioge 
Bouse 0 10 , --.;:; 7 10 2- 1 

No=~hrioge ..!...!.. 
"I .. 
-:=> 21 9 10 11 3 1 

Lake Bouse 5 10 12 -? , ? 7 6 L_ ... -
North ... ·ood 4 8 8 7 4 4 0 

Northlake #< 6 .8 16 5 3 1 .... 
Burien Park 5 28 , A _ .. 32- 24 2- 1 

Gustaves ~anor 1 7 11 8 7 3 1 
--

Total 118 303 245 315 230 121 60 
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King County Executive 
TIM HILL 

400 King County Courthouse 
516 Third Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

(206) 344-4040 

May 16, 1989 

The Honorable Ron Sims, Chair 
King County Council 
Room 402 
C 0 U R THO USE 

7584 
DC ("\ Cj\/f=O 
o\L'-.It_ .... 1_ 

00 M.p; Vir O\.r" J"" I' 7 \_1.J t fi-\! ~ 0 f '1 t 

CLERK 
I,ING COUNTY COUNCIL 

[ "\{llE~115Y>\ /' 
I,"~ J . 

r . , [' \ !- S't !"'" 
,;)\A)tt'i!]-"'\ Cl\f"~'bL¥ ·'r~t'~ ~ .. \~ 

t.,tD(,'::.,6t .{4Ii'&",.. 0 
;' J1.J1V' 

RE: King County Aging Program Funding Policy and Allocation Plan 

Dear Councilmember Sims: 

The purpose of this letter is to seek the Council's approval of the King County 
Aging Program Funding Policy and Allocation Plan. This report contains the 
information requested by the Council in the provisos included in Section 62 of 
the 1989 appropriations ordinance (8802). The report is organized into four 
parts: 

o introduction, which includes a discussion of the history of the King County 
Aging Program; 

o needs assessment, which includes a discussion of unmet needs, funding sources 
available to meet those needs, and recommendations for King County's role; 

o revised funding policy, and 

o recommendations for programs to be funded from the contingency reserve of 
$196,750. 

The revised funding policy addresses the issues specified in the first proviso: 
local match, senior center staffing standards, funding for senior center-related 
nutrition and transportation services, and funding for support of community cen­
ters with senior center programs. The proposed policy also includes funding for 
senior day care programs and other senior center-related services. The issue of 

. program funding in relation to annexations, incorporations, and growth of small 
cities is also covered in the new policy. The proposed allocations, required by 
the second proviso, are based on the needs assessment and revised funding 
policy. 
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7584 .. 
The Honorable Ron Sims 
May 16, 1989 
Page 2 

'fl. 

Thank you for your consideration of the enclosed report. If you have any 
questions, please contact Maureen McLaughlin, Director, Department of Human 
Resources, at 6-7689 or Michael Emby, Acting Manager, Human Services Division, 
at 6-5210. 

Sincerely, 

D~v 
'--:l:im Hill 
~ King County Executive 

TH:ME:daa 
MGR5(MEL5.1-6) 

Enclosure 

cc: King County Councilmembers 
ATTN: Jerry Peterson, Council Administrator 

Cal Hoggard, Program Director 
Shelley Sutton, Section Manager 
Doug Stevenson, Legislative Analyst 

Maureen McLaughlin, Director, Department of Human Resources 
ATTN: Michael Emby, Acting Manager, Human Services Division 

Pat Steel, Acting Chief Financial Officer, Office of Financial Management 
ATTN: Bill Wilson, Supervisor, Budget Division 

Hazel Newton, Budget Analyst 
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