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Executive Summary 
This report provides an analysis of the production of housing relative to projected needs in 
the state of Washington. It considers permanent housing affordable to households at 
various income levels, as well as housing intended to serve the homeless. Permanent 
housing is analyzed for the period from the baseline year 2020 through 2022, which is the 
most recent year for which the relevant data are available. Emergency housing for the 
homeless and permanent supportive housing (PSH) are analyzed for the period from 2020 
through 2025. This report is required by SSB 5587, which was enacted in 2025 and codified 
as RCW 36.70A.610, paragraph (1)(e). 

The main findings with respect to permanent housing are as follows: 

• The bulk of new housing produced during the 2020-2022 period was in the upper 
income category, >120% of area median income (AMI). This is partly explained by 
the fact that most new housing is affordable only to upper-income groups. Also, as 
the number of additional housing units in the >120% AMI category greatly exceeds 
the total number of units produced, most of those units must have resulted from 
upward filtering (i.e., shifting from one affordability category to another) of housing 
that was previously less expensive. 

• Some mostly rural counties produced enough housing units to more than cover 
projected needs for extremely and very low-income households (0-30% and 
>30-50% AMI, respectively). This is probably mainly the result of downward filtering 
due to the small numbers of subsidized housing units produced during the period. 
Statistical sampling issues may also be a factor due to the small numbers involved. 

• Two Puget Sound counties—King and Snohomish—experienced significant 
increases in the >50-80% AMI category. This was probably due mainly to upward 
filtering at a time when the apartment rental markets were very tight in those 
counties. Production of new subsidized housing affordable to households in that 
income category probably also played a role. 

• Cumulative numbers show deficits for all counties or county groups for the 
aggregated 0-100% and 0-120% AMI ranges. Only two counties—Columbia and 
King—show positive numbers for the 0-80% AMI range. These findings reflect the fact 
that most new housing production is in the >120% AMI category. 

• Overall, counties produced more than enough housing to cover their total two-
year projected needs. Total projected needs were 90,240, and total net production 
was 100,422, or about 11% more than the projected needs. 

• Several counties and one county group did not produce enough housing to 
cover their total two-year projected needs. The counties were Kitsap, Pierce, 
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Snohomish, Thurston, and Yakima, while the county group included Benton, 
Franklin, and Walla Walla. 

The main findings with respect to emergency housing and PSH are as follows: 

• Statewide, net production of emergency housing during 2020-2025 represented 
only 17.4% of projected needs, while the net production of PSH represented 
only 9.5% of projected needs. These numbers reflect some combination of 
insufficient funding and administrative challenges in producing housing for the 
homeless. 

• All counties but one had a deficit in the production of PSH, while most counties 
had a deficit in production of emergency housing. The one county that did not 
have a deficit in production of PSH had no projected need for PSH. Some 16 mostly 
rural counties met or exceeded needs for emergency housing. Of those, one county 
had no projected need for emergency housing. The most populous counties—King, 
Pierce, and Snohomish—had relatively large deficits in production of both PSH and 
emergency housing. 

 



4 
 

Introduction 
This report provides an analysis of the production of housing relative to projected needs in 
the state of Washington. It considers permanent housing affordable to households at 
various income levels, as well as housing intended to serve the homeless. This report is 
required by Substitute Senate Bill 5587 (SSB 5587), which was passed into law in 2025. This 
legislation amended RCW 36.70A.610, adding paragraph (1)(e). That paragraph requires the 
Washington Center for Real Estate Research (WCRER) to report the following to the 
Washington legislature by October 15, 2026, and every two years thereafter: 

(i)(A) Except as provided in (e)(i)(B) of this subsection, an analysis of the estimated 
existing housing units and existing housing needs within each county at the following 
income levels: 0 to 30 percent of the area median income, 30 to 50 percent of the area 
median income, 50 to 80 percent of the area median income, 80 to 100 percent of the 
area median income, 100 to 120 percent of the area median income, and greater than 
120 percent of the area median income; 

(B) If a county's estimated existing housing units, existing housing needs, or both, 
cannot be determined at the income levels under (e)(i)(A) of this subsection or at the 
individual county level due to insufficient data, alternative thresholds may be used to 
best determine existing housing units and existing housing needs;  

(ii) Each county's progress in closing the gap between estimated existing housing 
units within the county and existing housing needs; and  

(iii) Each county's progress in meeting emergency housing, emergency shelters, and 
permanent supportive housing needs within the county. 

The detailed methodology for measuring progress as specified above is discussed in two 
separate reports dealing with (a) permanent housing and (b) emergency housing and 
permanent supportive housing (PSH) (Bourassa and Phillips, 2026b and 2026a, 
respectively). 

Under the Growth Management Act, fully planning counties are required to adopt, in 
cooperation with their cities, countywide planning policies that consider the need for 
affordable housing (RCW 36.70A.210(2) and (3)(e)). In 2021, House Bill 1220 amended the 
Growth Management Act to require these jurisdictions to “plan for and accommodate 
housing affordable to all economic segments of the population of the state” (RCW 
36.70A.020(4)). The bill also updated the housing element requirements in RCW 
36.70A.070(2). Under these provisions, comprehensive plans must include an inventory 
and analysis of existing and projected housing needs, as provided by the Washington State 
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Department of Commerce, for moderate-, low-, very low-, and extremely low-income 
households, as well as emergency housing, emergency shelters, and PSH. 

To assist counties with the affordable housing planning process, the Department of 
Commerce has developed the Housing for All Planning Tool (HAPT) that allows counties to 
project needs for permanent housing at different income levels and emergency housing 
and PSH based on a range of assumptions.1 Working together, jurisdictions within each 
county use HAPT to identify the countywide existing and projected housing needs as 
required under RCW 36.70A.070(2), allocate those needs to each jurisdiction, and 
incorporate them into their comprehensive plan periodic updates (Figure 1). 

 

 

Figure 1: Comprehensive Plan Update Schedule, Washington Counties 
Source: Department of Commerce 
Note: Cross hatching denotes partially planning counties under the GMA. 

 

The HAPT presents permanent housing needs, including PSH needs, in terms of housing 
units, while emergency housing and emergency shelter needs are presented in terms of 

 
1 The Department of Commerce has also published guidance, such as Fritzel and Hodgson (2023). 
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beds. Comprehensive plans completed in a given year anticipate needs 20 years into the 
future. For example, plans completed in 2024 anticipate needs through 2044. The new 
reporting requirement established by SSB 5587 reflects the Legislature’s intent to monitor 
counties’ progress in addressing housing needs across income levels during the planning 
period. 

The balance of this report presents baseline numbers and projected needs and compares 
those needs to net housing production. The report discusses permanent housing first, 
followed by emergency housing and PSH. The analysis of permanent housing is for the 
period 2020 to 2022, as 2020 is the baseline year in HAPT and 2022 is the most recent year 
for which data are available.2 The analysis of emergency housing and PSH is for the period 
2020 to 2025. We also provide estimates of PSH for the period 2020 to 2022, which allows 
the 0-30% AMI permanent housing category to be apportioned into PSH and non-PSH 
units. 

 

 
2 The main constraint is the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Comprehensive Housing 
Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data. The most recent CHAS data is for 2022, which was published by HUD in 
December 2025. 
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Baseline Numbers and Projected Needs for Permanent Housing 
The baseline estimates of the distribution of housing affordability by county were created in 
part using 2018 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data. The CHAS data 
are released by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) several 
years after the year to which they pertain.3 The 2018 CHAS data are based on the 2014-
2018 five-year American Community Survey (ACS). Unlike the publicly available ACS Public 
Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) data, the CHAS statistics are based on the complete ACS 
results and are reported at a more disaggregated level of geographic detail.4 Specifically, 
CHAS data are available for each county in the state, while the PUMS data are organized 
into Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAs) that combine smaller counties into groups (see 
the Appendix). 

The CHAS data provide affordability details for only some of the income categories of 
interest: 

• Owner affordability: 0-50%, >50-80%, >80-100%, and >100% of AMI 
• Rental affordability: 0-30%, >30-50%, >50-80%, and >80% of AMI 

To allocate owner-occupied units between the 0-30% and >30-50% AMI categories, it was 
assumed that no units were affordable to the lower-income category. This meant that all 
owner-occupied units listed by CHAS as affordable to the 0-50% AMI category were 
assigned to the >30-50% category. Because the CHAS data do not provide a detailed 
breakdown of rental affordability above 80% of AMI or of owner affordability above 100% of 
AMI, PUMS data were used to allocate units above those levels. 

To update the 2018 CHAS numbers to 2020, they were weighted using 2020 Washington 
State Office of Financial Management (OFM) housing stock numbers, adjusted to exclude 
seasonal and migrant worker housing.5 This means that the sum of the housing units 
across all the affordability categories is consistent with the adjusted total in the OFM data 
for each county. Data from the 2020 PUMS (based on the five-year ACS data for 2016 to 
2020) were used to allocate housing units to the upper AMI categories not delineated in the 
CHAS data. The allocations were distributed across the counties that were grouped within 
a single PUMA, on the basis of county populations.6  

 
3 The CHAS data are available at https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html. 
4 The PUMS data are available at https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/microdata/access.html. 
5 The OFM data are available at https://ofm.wa.gov/data-research/population-demographics/estimates/april-
1-official/. The seasonal and migrant worker housing numbers are from the relevant five-year ACS, available 
at https://data.census.gov. 
6 The methods used to allocate housing units to affordability categories are described in Bourassa and 
Phillips (2026b), available at: https://wcrer.be.uw.edu/research-reports/. 
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The sources of data for assessing progress in meeting projected needs are summarized in 
Figure 2. To recap, the CHAS data produced by HUD are used to allocate owner-occupied 
housing units to the >30-50%, >50-80%, and >80-100% AMI categories and to allocate 
rental units to the 0-30%, >30-50%, and >50-80% AMI categories. The >100% AMI 
categories for owner-occupied housing and >80% AMI categories for rental categories are 
allocated based on the proportions in those categories in the relevant five-year PUMS data. 
The numbers are scaled so that the totals for each county equal the OFM housing stock 
numbers adjusted for seasonal and migrant worker housing. 

 

 

Figure 2. Sources of Data for Assessing Progress in Affordable Housing Supply 
Note: Owner-occupied units that are nominally affordable at the 0-30% AMI category are assigned to the >30-
50% category. 

 

Tables 1a and 1b provide the HAPT baseline numbers for the different affordability 
categories. Table 1a is based entirely on the 2018 CHAS data updated to 2020 using OFM 
housing stock numbers for the latter year. Table 1b adds details for the >80% AMI 
categories based on the 2020 five-year PUMS data. We report the data in Table 1b by 
county group whenever the relevant PUMA is defined in terms of a group of counties. As 
noted above, for the purposes of HAPT, the grouped data were allocated to counties using 
county populations as weights. We chose not to do that here as we think population-
weighting is unlikely to give accurate results. 
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Tables 2a and 2b provide our recalculations of the 2020 baseline numbers. The numbers 
we calculated from the CHAS data in Table 2a are the same as those in Table 1a; however, 
the numbers based on analysis of PUMS data in Table 2b differ from those in Table 1b.7 The 
differences between Tables 1b and 2b are reported in Table 3. For the sake of consistency 
with the HAPT baseline numbers in Table 1b, we adjust measures derived from the PUMS 
data for subsequent years by the numbers in Table 3. 

Table 4 provides annualized projected needs by level of affordability. These numbers are 
based on population projections selected by the counties where available, or else on 
OFM’s medium population projections, and the projections of housing needs that result 
from these populations entered in the HAPT. These numbers are subject to change if more 
counties adopt population projections other than the OFM mediums. 

 

 
7 We were unable to account for these differences. 
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Table 1a. HAPT Baseline Housing Units by Affordability Level for Counties, 2020 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations 
Note: The county data shown are based on 2018 CHAS data scaled so that the countywide totals equal the corresponding 2020 OFM housing stock 
numbers adjusted for seasonal and migrant housing. 
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Table 1b. HAPT Baseline Housing Units by Affordability Level for County Groups, 2020 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations 
Notes: Renter-occupied units are allocated to the >80-100%, >100-120%, and >120% AMI categories and owner-occupied units were allocated to the 
>100-120% and >120% AMI categories based on 2020 five-year PUMS data. Allocations to lower AMI categories were based on 2018 CHAS data. All 
numbers are scaled so that the countywide totals equal the corresponding 2020 OFM housing stock numbers adjusted for seasonal and migrant 
housing. 
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Table 2a. WCRER Baseline Housing Units by Affordability Level for Counties, 2020 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations 
Note: Based on 2018 CHAS data scaled to OFM housing stock numbers adjusted for seasonal and migrant worker housing. 
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Table 2b. WCRER Baseline Housing Units by Affordability Level for Counties and County Groups, 2020 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations 
Note: Based on 2018 CHAS and 2020 five-year PUMS data scaled to OFM housing stock numbers adjusted for seasonal and migrant worker housing. 
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Table 3. Differences Between HAPT and WCRER Baseline Estimates 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations 
Note: These are the differences resulting from analysis of PUMS data. There are no differences in the CHAS data used for the <80% AMI categories. 
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Table 4. Annualized Projected Needs by Affordability Level, Counties and County Groups 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations 
Note: The projected needs for most counties are the numbers adopted by those counties, while Asotin, Columbia, Cowlitz, Ferry, Garfield, Grant, Grays 
Harbor, Klickitat, Lincoln, Okanogan, Pend Oreille, Skamania, Stevens, Wahkiakum, and Whitman counties are based on OFM’s medium population 
projection. Spokane County is pending final adoption. The numbers for groups of counties in the upper right part of the table represent the totals for 
those groups. 
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Permanent Housing Needs and Net Production for 2020-2022 
Changes in the housing stock within AMI categories can result from one or more of the 
following: 

• Production of new housing that is affordable to households within an AMI category: 
New market-rate housing is typically affordable only to households in moderate- or 
upper-income categories (80% of AMI and above). New housing that is affordable to 
lower-income households typically requires subsidies. 

• Loss of housing stock due to a hazard or demolition: Hazards, such as fire, cause 
the loss of small numbers of housing units. Demolition due to obsolescence, 
deterioration, or replacement by a different land use also results in the loss of stock, 
although replacement uses may add to the stock. 

• Downward filtering from a higher AMI category: Filtering refers to the downward or 
upward movement of housing units from one affordability category to another. 
Downward movements generally occur as properties age and become less 
expensive relative to other properties. 

• Upward filtering from a lower AMI category: Upward filtering tends to occur in 
markets with some combination of strong demand and supply constraints. One type 
of upward filtering is gentrification, where wealthier households move into a lower-
income neighborhood and drive up housing costs. 

• Changes in subsidy status: Housing units that were previously unsubsidized may 
become subsidized, shifting their affordability to a lower AMI category, or vice versa. 
For example, a Low Income Housing Tax Credit agreement may expire, ending rent 
restrictions on units that benefitted from the tax credit. 

• Statistical error: The CHAS and PUMS data used for the analysis presented here 
come from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, which samples 
only a small percentage of all households. This means that there are margins of 
error in the statistics reported by the ACS. These margins of error are greater in 
percentage terms for smaller populations, such as for extremely low-income 
households in a small county. 

The most recent CHAS data are based on the 2018-2022 five-year ACS. This means that the 
most recent year we can analyze at this point is 2022. Comparing the 2020 baseline 
numbers with data for 2022 requires some caution as there are overlapping years in the 
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CHAS and PUMS data. The overlapping years introduce some smoothing into the data, 
meaning that underlying trends will be less evident or pronounced.8 

Table 5 gives projected needs for the two-year period from 2020 to 2022. These are the 
annual projected needs from Table 4 multiplied by two. Table 6 shows net production of 
housing during the 2020-2022 period. Focusing on the bottom line, which reports statewide 
numbers, the bulk of new production was in the >120% AMI category (282,320 units). As 
the total production for the two-year period was only 100,422 units, most of the growth in 
the >120% AMI category must have come from upward filtering from lower AMI categories. 
In particular, the >80-100% AMI category had a net loss of 95,063 units. 

Table 7 compares the housing stock in 2022 with the 2020 HAPT baseline numbers, 
adjusting for the differences between the HAPT and WCRER baseline estimates shown in 
Table 3.9 As the right-hand (Total) column in Table 7 shows, most counties or county groups 
produced larger total numbers of housing units than required by projected needs. However, 
the only affordability level where the numbers consistently met or exceeded projected 
needs was the >120% AMI (upper income) category. In fact, net production in that AMI 
category exceeded requirements by 257,360 units. Statewide, production fell behind needs 
in each of the other affordability categories during the two-year period. 

Some, mostly rural, counties show positive numbers for the 0-30% and >30-50% AMI 
categories, but most of those counties produced little or no subsidized housing during the 
two-year period.10 This means that the positive numbers were likely due to some 
combination of downward filtering and statistical sampling issues. Other notable findings 
from Table 7 are the positive numbers for King and Snohomish counties for the >50-80% 
AMI category. In both of those cases, the numbers probably result from a combination of 
upward filtering during a time when the apartment market was very tight and addition of 
new subsidized units affordable to households within that category. 

Table 8 cumulates the numbers across affordability categories. Notably, every county or 
county group experienced net deficits in the aggregated 0-100% AMI and 0-120% AMI 
ranges. Only two counties show positive numbers for the 0-80% AMI range. These findings 
reflect the fact that most new housing production is in the >120% AMI category. 

 

 
8 This also means that standard statistical tests (such as t tests) cannot be used to compare data for the two 
years due to lack of independence. 
9 A detailed example of the calculations performed to produce the numbers in Table 5 is given in Bourassa 
and Phillips (2026b), Appendix B. 
10 This observation is based on preliminary estimates from WCRER’s Subsidized Rental Housing Inventory 
database. 
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Table 5. Projected Needs for Additional Housing, 2020-2022 

 
Sources: HAPT and authors’ calculations 
Note: The projected needs for most counties are the numbers adopted by those counties, while Asotin, Columbia, Cowlitz, Ferry, Garfield, Grant, Grays 
Harbor, Klickitat, Lincoln, Okanogan, Pend Oreille, Skamania, Stevens, Wahkiakum, and Whitman counties are based on OFM’s medium population 
projection. Spokane County is pending final adoption.  
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Table 6. Net Production of Housing, 2020-2022 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations 
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Table 7. Additional Housing Production Less Projected Needs, 2020-2022 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations 
Note: The 2022 estimates are adjusted by the numbers in Table 3 to align with the HAPT 2020 baseline estimates. 
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Table 8. Additional Housing Production Less Projected Needs, 2020-2022, Cumulative Across AMI Categories 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations 
Note: This table cumulates the numbers in Table 7 by AMI category. For example, the data for the 0-50% AMI category are the sums of the 0-30% AMI 
and 0-50% AMI numbers in Table 7. The Total column also includes the >120% AMI category. 
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Baseline Numbers and Projected Needs for Emergency Housing and PSH 
The Housing Inventory Count (HIC) reports submitted to HUD each year provide the best 
source of data on the supply of emergency housing and PSH.11 The official reports are 
provided for five counties (Clark, King, Pierce, Snohomish, and Spokane) and the “balance 
of state”; however, a breakdown of the data by county for the balance of state is available 
from the Department of Commerce.12 

For the purposes of tracking production of emergency housing and PSH, we focus on only 
some of the data in the HIC reports. Specifically, for emergency housing, we include 
emergency shelter, Safe Haven, and transitional housing, but not seasonal housing. The 
seasonal housing measures are quite volatile because the numbers reflect the seasonal 
housing beds in use on the date of the count, rather than the seasonal housing that is 
potentially available. Consequently, those numbers do not provide a useful measure of 
trends in available emergency beds. 

Of the permanent housing categories included in the HIC reports, we are interested in only 
PSH (permanent supportive housing), and not in rapid rehousing or other permanent 
housing. Rapid rehousing is designed to help tenants obtain housing on a long-term basis 
but is itself a short-term form of rental assistance with some services. Other permanent 
housing is public housing that does not necessarily provide services. Both rapid rehousing 
and other permanent housing would be captured in the analysis of permanent rental 
housing (mainly in the 0-30% AMI affordability category). Moreover, SSB 5587 specifies that 
the analysis of permanent housing options should focus on PSH. 

One issue is that the HAPT baseline numbers for 2020 often disagree with the HIC reports, 
particularly for emergency housing. Due to the magnitude of these discrepancies, we are 
using the numbers from the 2020 HIC reports as baselines for comparison with 
subsequent HIC reports. However, in the interest of minimizing changes in assumptions 
that have guided jurisdictions’ planning efforts, we are not making any adjustments to the 
net projected needs as provided in HAPT. 

 

 
11 The HIC reports are available at: https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/coc/coc-housing-inventory-
count-reports/. For further details on the methodology for measuring production of emergency and PSH, see 
Bourassa and Phillips (2026a), available at: https://wcrer.be.uw.edu/research-reports/. 
12 However, the sums of the county-by-county data for the balance of state provided by Commerce do not 
always agree with the corresponding totals in the HIC reports. 
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Table 9 presents projected PSH needs for the full period from 2020 to the planning horizon 
shown in the first column. The HAPT projects PSH needs in terms of housing units, while 
the HIC reports list PSH in terms of beds. Hence we need to convert between units and 
beds to assess production of PSH. The table converts projected PSH needs expressed in 
units to needs expressed in beds.13 The conversion ratios are taken from HAPT. 

 

Table 9. Projected Net PSH Needs in Units and Beds 

 

Source: HAPT 
 

 
13 The baseline PSH numbers in HAPT assume one person per unit, but the projected needs assume the ratios 
shown in Table 9. 
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Table 10 gives annualized needs for emergency housing and PSH in terms of beds. These 
are based on the projected net emergency housing needs taken directly from HAPT and the 
projected net PSH needs converted from units to beds as shown in Table 9. The projected 
needs in beds are then divided by the number of years between 2020 and the planning 
horizon given in Table 9. For counties that have not specifically chosen a population 
projection, projected needs are based on the medium projection. 

 

Table 10. Projected Annual Needs for Emergency Housing and PSH in Beds 

 

Source: WCRER calculations based on HAPT 
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Emergency Housing and PSH Needs and Net Production for 2020-2025 
The most recent HIC reports are for 2025. Hence, we will focus here on comparing 
projected emergency housing and PSH needs with net production for the five-year period 
from 2020 to 2025. The needs for the five-year period are based on the numbers in Table 10 
and are shown in Table 11. 

 

Table 11. Projected Emergency Housing and PSH Needs for 2020-2025 in Beds 

 

Source: WCRER calculations based on HAPT 
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Table 12 shows production of emergency housing and PSH for the period from 2020 to 
2025. These numbers are calculated by subtracting the relevant 2020 HIC report statistics 
from the corresponding 2025 statistics. A positive number indicates that there was a net 
addition of beds to the stock, while a negative number indicates that the county had a net 
loss in beds. 

 

Table 12. Net Production of Emergency Housing and PSH for 2020-2025 in Beds 

 

Source: WCRER calculations based on HIC reports 
 

Table 13 shows the results from comparing net production with projected needs for the 
period from 2020 to 2025. The first two columns are expressed in terms of beds and are 
calculated by subtracting the projected needs in Table 11 from the additional production in 
Table 12. The third column converts PSH beds back into units, based on the conversion 
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ratios in Table 9. As the key indicates, negative numbers indicate that the county is not 
producing enough housing to meet projected needs, while positive numbers indicate that 
the county is producing more than enough housing to meet projected needs. Zeroes 
indicate that the county met the projected need (which itself was zero in a couple of 
cases). 

 

Table 13. Additional Production Less Projected Needs for 2020-2025 

 

Source: WCRER calculations based on HIC reports 
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The main conclusion from Table 13 is that the state is experiencing large deficits in 
production of emergency housing and PSH relative to projected need. All counties but one 
show deficits in production of PSH, and most counties show deficits in production of 
emergency housing. Comparing the statewide numbers from Tables 12 and 11, the net 
production of emergency housing during 2020-2025 represented only 17.4% of projected 
needs, while the net production of PSH reflected only 9.5% of projected needs. 
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Apportioning Extremely Low-Income Units between PSH and Non-PSH 
For the purposes of projecting needs for permanent housing at different affordability levels, 
the HAPT divides the 0-30% AMI category into two parts: PSH and non-PSH. The 
assumption is that all PSH is affordable to extremely low-income households (in the 0-30% 
AMI category). To allow for tracking of the production of these two components of that 
income range, we need to assess PSH production for a different time period. The analysis 
of permanent housing production for different income ranges relies in part on CHAS data 
(Bourassa and Phillips, 2026b) and, as discussed above, the most recent CHAS data are for 
2022. As we do not have reliable PSH data for the balance-of-state counties for that year, 
we can provide the non-PSH versus PSH breakdown only for the five counties that have 
individual HIC reports, the balance-of-state combined, and statewide.14 This analysis is 
shown in Table 14. 

 

Table 14. Apportionment of 0-30% AMI Production Less Needs Between non-PSH and 
PSH, 2020-2022 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on HIC reports (PSH numbers) and analysis of CHAS data (see Table 7 
above). 

 

 
14 The conversion factor for the balance of state is calculated as the weighted average of the 2020 ratios, with 
the weights defined as the numbers of beds. 
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The general conclusion from Table 14 is that the state experienced deficits in net 
production less needs in both the PSH and non-PSH components of the 0-30% AMI 
category. Of the counties listed individually in the table, only Clark shows a positive 
number for non-PSH units. 
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Appendix: Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAs) and Counties 
Single counties contiguous with one or more PUMAs: 

• Clark 
• King 
• Kitsap 
• Pierce 
• Skagit 
• Snohomish 
• Spokane 
• Thurston 
• Whatcom 
• Yakima 

Multiple-county PUMAs: 

• Adams, Asotin, Columbia, Garfield, Lincoln, and Whitman 
• Benton, Franklin, and Walla Walla 
• Chelan and Douglas 
• Clallam and Jefferson 
• Cowlitz, Pacific, and Wahkiakum 
• Ferry, Okanogan, Pend Oreille, and Stevens 
• Grant and Kittitas 
• Grays Harbor and Mason 
• Island and San Juan 
• Klickitat, Lewis, and Skamania 

Notes: PUMAs are the geographic areas for which PUMS data are reported. For example, data for King County 
can be obtained by aggregating data for the PUMAs within that county; however, data for Chelan and Douglas 
counties are available only for the two counties combined. The three PUMAs that make up Benton, Franklin, 
and Walla Walla counties are not contiguous with county boundaries, unlike the other PUMAs in the state; for 
this reason, the three counties are combined for the purposes of reporting PUMS data. 
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