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1. Executive Summary

AFH Prompt: Summarize the fair housing issues, significant contributing factors, and goals. Also, include an
overview of the process and analysis used to reach the goals.

Preface

The 2017 City of Seattle (City) and Seattle Housing Authority (SHA) Assessment of Fair Housing (Assessment)
responds to the requirements of HUD’s December 2015 Final Rule requiring jurisdictions to make a baseline
assessment of their compliance with Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing. The Assessment requirements in 24
CFR 5.150 through 5.180 make clear that HUD’s purpose in adopting the new rule is to ensure that public and
private policies, programs, contracting and resource allocations: 1) take “meaningful action” to affirmatively
further fair housing and economic opportunity; and 2) remove barriers to compliance with the Fair Housing Act
of 1968 (FHA); and 3) not take action that is inconsistent with the duty to further fair housing.

To complete this assessment, the City and SHA used HUD’s prescribed Assessment Tool to analyzes HUD-
provided maps and data, identify contributing factors that “cause, increase, contribute to, maintain, or
perpetuate segregation, racially or ethnically concentrated areas of poverty, significant disparities in access to
opportunity, and disproportionate housing needs” by Federal protected class members (24 CFR 5.154a and
5.154d(4)). This data analysis combined with the input gained through multiple community engagement efforts
to develop the Fair Housing Goals and Priorities integrated into this Assessment.

The City and SHA have long been committed to the principles of equity and compliance with the Fair Housing Act
of 1968 and related civil rights laws. People who live and work here in the public and private sectors of this city
and region are known for a progressive approach to fair housing and equity issues.

In 2009, the City of Seattle committed to a Race and Social Justice Initiative with the goal of eliminating
institutional racism and reducing disproportionate impacts on communities of color in the city. The recently
adopted Seattle 2035 Growth Management Plan update embodies key aspects of that commitment.

The Race and Social Justice Initiative was a driving factor in the creation of the city’s May 2016 urban planning
document titled Seattle 2035 Growth & Equity: Analyzing Impacts on Displacement & Opportunity Related to
Seattle’s Growth Strategy. An excerpt from the Introduction appears in italics below.

The City of Seattle is in the process of updating its Comprehensive Plan, the document that guides
how the City will manage the 70,000 housing units and 115,000 new jobs expected to be added in
Seattle over the next 20 years, as well as establish what kind of city we want to be. The City has
prepared an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to evaluate four alternative ways for
distributing that amount of growth throughout the city. The EIS informs decisions about selecting
a preferred growth pattern and identify methods for addressing undesired impacts. This document
is @ companion to that EIS, providing analysis of some of the ways that the growth strategies could
affect the city’s marginalized populations. Social equity has been one of the core values guiding
the Comprehensive Plan since its adoption in 1994. The City’s Race and Social Justice Initiative
(RSJ1) began in 2005. Its mission is to overcome institutional racism by changing City policies and
practices. Its vision is a future where:

* Race does not predict how much a person earns or their chance of being homeless or
going to prison;


http://www.seattle.gov/rsji/
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cityplanning/completeprojectslist/comprehensiveplan/whatwhy/default.htm
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/p2427615.pdf

e Every schoolchild, regardless of language and cultural differences, receives a quality
education and feels safe and included; and

e African Americans, Latinos, and Native Americans can expect to live as long as white
people.

Also in 2009, the City Council adopted Resolution 31164 directing City departments to focus on achieving racial
equity in the community in specific focus areas, including equitable development. In 2014, Mayor Murray issued
Executive Order 2014-02 reaffirming the City’s commitment to equitable development.

In 2015, the City Council unanimously adopted the Mayor’s Resolution 31577 confirming that “the City of
Seattle’s core value of race and social equity is one of the foundations on which the Comprehensive Plan is
built.” This resolution advances the goal of reducing racial and social disparities through the City’s capital and
program investments. It includes a definition of marginalized people as “persons and communities of color,
immigrants and refugees, those experiencing poverty and people living with disabilities.”

Resolution 31577 supplements HUD's directive to use the Assessment to determine the impact of both public
and private actions on the seven federally protected classes (e.g. race, color, religion, national origin, sex,
familial status, and persons with disabilities). City of Seattle Municipal Ordinance expands protected actions and
classes to include: creed, ancestry, age, marital status, parental status, sexual orientation, gender identity,
political ideology, honorably discharged veteran or military status, alternative source of income, participation in
a Section 8 or other subsidy program, or the use of a service animal by a disabled person (SMC 14.08).

While the city’s Race and Social Justice Initiative and Seattle 2035 Growth & Equity document focus heavily on
the protected classes of race/color and national origin there is an understanding of the intersectionality of
marginalized populations and protected classes. The city’s focus on undoing and reversing disproportionate
impacts by race or national origin doesn’t preclude the needs of other marginalized populations.

“This analysis (Seattle 2035) recognizes that people live multiple and layered identities. All
historically marginalized groups — people of color, LGBTQ people, women, people with disabilities,
low-income households, to name a few — experience systemic inequity. Many people and
communities, such as lesbians of color, live at the intersection of these identities and experience
multiple inequities at once. It is important to respond to the intersecting ways that barriers limit
opportunities for people to reach their full potential. By focusing on race and racism, the City of
Seattle recognizes that we have the ability to impact all communities. This focus is not based on
the intent to create a ranking of oppressions (i.e. a belief that racism is “worse” than other forms
of oppression). For an equitable society to come into being, government needs to challenge the
way racism is used as a divisive issue that keeps communities from coming together to work for
change. The institutional and structural approaches to addressing racial inequities can and will be
applied for the benefit of other marginalized groups. (http://2035.seattle.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2016/05/Final-Growth-and-Equity-Analysis.pdf)”.

Having acknowledged the complexity of assessing fair housing impacts given multiple personal identities, it is
important to understand HUD’s primary criteria for determining impacts. Segregation and integration, barriers
for low income people of color concentrated in geographic areas, and HUD's use of a “Dissimilarity Index” all
rely on the criteria at the heart of the 1968 Fair Housing Act. HUD’s segregation analysis compares all people of
color to white populations only to determine levels of segregation.


http://2035.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Final-Growth-and-Equity-Analysis.pdf
http://2035.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Final-Growth-and-Equity-Analysis.pdf

For rapidly growing cities with a high level of racial and ethnic diversity, this limited criterion is challenging. For
example, Seattle has one of the most diverse zip codes in the nation according to the US Census — 98118 - the
Rainier Valley neighborhood five miles south of downtown Seattle?! by race and ethnicity. According to HUD’s
criteria, this zip code when compared to other neighborhoods city-wide would not be considered integrated due
to a lower percentage of white residents compared to all persons of color. This definition of diversity may be
insufficient for all grantees.

The fact that the US Census demographic statistics have not consistently included multi-racial populations,
which represent 5% of Seattle’s population, further complicates the Assessment. The City supplemented HUD
provided data to address this issue in the analysis.

Finally, members of Seattle’s Race and Social Justice Equity Change Teams challenged HUD’s prioritizing of
integrated neighborhoods in high opportunity white communities as potentially biased toward the dominate
culture in and of itself. Many communities struggling with the Assessment of Fair Housing will have to deal with
a lack of consensus regarding placing high value on integrated communities while respecting individual choice to
reside in communities of affinity whether by race, religion, immigrant status, or community history.

The findings of an Assessment of Fair Housing must also face the challenges of historic public and private actions
that were driven by fair housing intent but created unintended consequences that negatively impact protected
classes. For example, the City of Seattle has recently passed legislation intended to protect tenant’s rights by
implementing a “first-in-time” acceptance of renter applications city-wide to limit discrimination based on race,
source of income or perceived foreign born status. However, based on input from people with disabilities, the
City will need to monitor the impact on renters to determine if it inadvertently favors digitally adept applicants
or able bodied people who do not have to rely on public transit, disadvantaging those that cannot rapidly
respond to rental vacancies.

Challenges

As the City and SHA proceed with implementation of the Assessment’s Goals and Priorities it must take into
consideration the following challenges which require balancing potentially competing strategies.

e HUD calls for a balanced approach to Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing. HUD is not “prescriptive in the
action that may affirmatively further fair housing, program participants are required to take meaningful
actions to overcome historic patters of segregation, promote fair housing choice, and foster inclusive
communities free from discrimination.” However, HUD makes it clear that “for a balanced approach to be
successful, it must affirmatively further fair housing...specific to local context, including the actions a
program participant has taken in the past.”

e Jurisdictions are to balance place-based strategies (to create equity, reduce poverty and mitigate
displacement risk) and housing mobility strategies (to encourage integration and provide people in
protected classes more options for housing city-wide). HUD describes place-based strategies as “making
investments in segregated, high poverty neighborhoods that improve conditions and eliminate disparities in
access to opportunity” and “maintaining and preserving existing affordable rental housing stock to reduce
disproportionate housing needs.” Housing mobility strategies include “developing affordable housing in
areas of opportunity to combat segregation and promote integration.”

! Seattle Times: Seattle’s Rainier Valley, one of America’s ‘Dynamic Neighborhoods’, Originally published June
20, 2010
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e The challenge of influencing and/or changing policies, initiatives, and actions that are outside of the direct
authority of a jurisdiction. For example, states generally control taxation authority rather than cities, which
may impact land use and zoning regulation.

e Because HUD CDBG/HOME/HOPWA/ESG federal funds are targeted to low and moderate income people
with specific eligibility criteria it was difficult to ensure that the AFH was not limited only to impacts on
vulnerable populations. It was necessary to remind agencies, stakeholders, and participants that the AFH is
about inequity and potential discrimination regardless of income on a broader scope and scale than in prior
planning efforts.

e Itisalso clear that the federal government’s role is changing. Shifting priorities in direct federal allocations;
decreasing priority for enforcement of fair housing violations; and cuts in funds for domestic programs
which directly impact protected classes will leave cities in a vacuum of resources to address the issues
identified in Assessments.

Fair Housing Issues Summary

The Fair Housing issues noted here are shorthand versions of findings made based on detailed data analysis in this
report. It is very difficult to distill such a high volume of information and choose what to prioritize in this list. Those
choices can be impacted by a particular point of view or advocacy focus. Consider these points as an invitation to
delve deeper into the section of the report they represent (See Section V: Fair Housing Analysis).

Segregation/Integration: Seattle still reflects historic patterns of racial and ethnic segregation with predominately
white households living in the north of Seattle and concentrations of people of color in the south of Seattle. Since
the 1990 Census it is also true that Seattle is becoming more racially diverse as more people move to Seattle. If you
compare at a neighborhood by neighborhood level, Seattle’s racial integration is increasing, predominantly in areas
where multi-family housing is available. Between 1990 and 2010, the population of color in Seattle grew from
roughly one-fourth to one third of the city’s population. Different race and ethnic groups have experienced
changes in rates of representation over time.

Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPS): Seattle currently has four R/ECAP: First Hill/Yesler
Terrace, High Point, Rainier Beach, New Holly. Public Housing is in three of these areas. R/ECAPs are subject to
change over time due to protected classes loss of income, concentrations due to growing immigrant and refugee
resettlements, or governmental actions such as an annexation of a neighborhood. R/ECAP critical issues are: 1)
R/ECAPs include disproportionate rates of people of color, foreign born people, families with children and people
with disabilities all of whom tend to be lower income; and 2), these neighborhoods experience lack of opportunity
across the board compared to other areas of the City for employment, school proficiency, access to transit,
exposure to environmental hazards, and of course longer-term exposure to poverty. The main fair housing
challenge for these areas is to create opportunities for housing mobility for those who may wish to leave a R/ECAP,
protect those that wish to stay in Seattle from further risk of displacement, and finally to correct inequities in
access to community infrastructure and assets.

Disparities in Access to Opportunity: There is a consistent pattern of lack of access to opportunity for people in
protected classes (e.g. race, color, religion, national origin, sex, familial status, and persons with disabilities),
regardless of where they live in the city. It is also true that where there is a concentration of people in protected
classes, especially by race and ethnicity or presence of a disability, the disparate impact of lack of opportunity is
greater (e.g. R/ECAPs). Some impacts, such as access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods, are clearly tied
specific locations in Seattle, such as the Duwamish and SODO districts. Generally, neighborhoods in the north
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end of the City have fewer barriers to education, employment, and transit opportunities and less exposure to
poverty.

Disproportionate Housing Needs: Though all people seeking to live and work in Seattle experience the barrier
of housing affordability, that in and of itself is not characterized as a fair housing issue. Affordability is critical to
the desire for Seattle to be a vibrant, economically diverse, family friendly, and welcoming City to all people
regardless of their background. When an issue such as affordability disparately impacts people in protected
classes, it rises to the level of protection under the Fair Housing Act. For example, African-Americans in Seattle
have the highest rate of severe housing cost burdens than any other race or ethnicity; 30% of Black households,
spend at least half their income on housing. Coupled with the fact that Africans Americans also have the highest
rates of unemployment, the multiplier effect on housing stability increases.

Homeownership among different race and ethnicities also differ; with Whites, slightly more likely to own than
rent, while only 22% of Black and 27% of Hispanic households own their home. Families in Seattle experience
special housing challenges in part due to the overall shortage of low-cost larger units relative to need. The
Seattle Planning Commission’s 2011 Housing Seattle report found just 2 percent of market-rate apartment units
in Seattle have 3 or more bedrooms, and half of that tiny fraction are units for low-income families. In contrast,
70 percent of market-rate apartments in Seattle were found to be studios and 1-bedrooms.

Public Housing residents’ profile also demonstrates higher rates of African-Americans, elderly and adults with
disabilities than in Seattle overall particularly in the Public Housing, Project-Based Section 8, Housing Choice
Vouchers, and the Rental Housing Programs

Publicly Supported Housing Analysis:

Investments in publicly supported housing are a critical anchor to equitable investments that revitalize and
strengthen communities, as seen in SHA’s Redevelopment communities. These investments expand low-income
housing while also creating the capital infrastructure that preserves and provides key amenities and services
such as culture and arts, employment opportunities, health services as well as educational and workforce
development.

Nearly all SHA programs serve a greater share of households of color compared to the Seattle population as a
whole, as well as compared to Seattle’s low-income population. One exception is the MFTE/IZ programs, which
serves fewer low-income households of Color than other affordable housing programs. Elderly households and
Disabled individuals comprise a higher concentration of publicly supported housing residents than seen in the
larger Seattle population. Families with Children exceed their citywide population share in Public Housing (22%)
and HCV (32%), but make up only 8% of Project-Based Section 8 and 0% of Other Multifamily. SHA housing is
integrated into both culturally similar neighborhoods as well as areas where public housing residents are a
minority in majority White neighborhoods.

R/ECAP: Redevelopment of large SHA communities that anchor several of these R/ECAPS began in the late
1990s, continuing to this day in the form of the Yesler Terrace Public Housing Redevelopment. SHA HOPE VI-
redeveloped communities have changed significantly over time. Funding has been used not only to revitalize the
agency’s stock of public housing, but also to work toward the development of mixed-income communities
where residents can access a number of community amenities.

Over the long term, R/ECAPS anchored by SHA’s large public housing communities could shed their R/ECAP
status aided by community revitalization efforts and recent or ongoing residential redevelopment to encompass
mixed-income housing.



Disability and Access analysis: Throughout the development of the AFH, it became clear that the issues of access
and discrimination against people with disabilities (intended or unintended) receives much less attention in the
public and private sector than many other protected classes. In part, this is due to a perception that there are
relatively few people with disabilities that create demand on public and private systems. Often, we think only of
those who may be wheelchair reliant or physically disabled as those who may need access to housing and services.
In reality, according to the 2009-2013 ACS, 8.9 %(55,239) of Seattle’s non-institutionalized population live with one
or more disabilities. Four in 10 seniors (65+) have a disability and they represent 11% of Seattleites, which will
increase as baby boomers age.

Households where one or more people have disabilities exist city-wide. Thirty-four of Seattle’s 131 census tracts
(approximately 26%) contain 33.34% or more individuals with disabilities; though there are concentrations of
people with disabilities in neighborhoods like, Belltown, South Lake Union, First Hill, Pioneer Square/International
District, and Judkins Park, Greenwood/Phinney Ridge, Broadview/Bitterlake, Northgate/Maple Leaf, and Cedar
Park/Meadowbrook. R/ECAPs and areas with higher shares of people of color also have higher shares of people
with disabilities.

Clearly, we need to think more broadly and systemically about the ways in which government and private sector
policies, programs and actions impact people who are physically, cognitively, vision or hearing impaired or have
less ability to live independently.

Significant Contributing Factors

HUD’s instructs that after data analysis and based on input from the community engagement efforts, grantees
must consider their list of “Contributing Factors” and then create Fair Housing Goals and Priorities to address
the contributing factors in local communities identified as creating the most barriers to protected classes or lack
of compliance with the Fair Housing Act. The following list illustrates the HUD required contributing factors to be
considered. Those in bold are the criteria prioritized for the 2017 AFH, and thus connected to the Goals and
Priorities work plan that appears in Section VI of this report. AFH participants did not have to address all factors
and were allowed to identify factors other than those included in HUD’s list.

e Access to financial services

e Access to proficient schools for persons with disabilities

e Access to publicly supported housing for persons with disabilities
e Access to transportation for persons with disabilities

e Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in publicly supported
housing

e The availability of affordable units in a range of sizes

e The availability, type, frequency and reliability of public transportation
e Community opposition

e Deteriorated and abandoned properties

e Displacement of residents due to economic pressures

e Impediments to mobility



Inaccessible buildings, sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, or other infrastructure
Inaccessible government facilities or services

Lack of affordable, accessible housing in a range of unit sizes

Lack of affordable in-home or community-based supportive services

Lack of affordable, integrated housing for individuals who need supportive services
Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications

Lack of assistance for transitioning from institutional settings to integrated housing
Lack of community revitalization strategies

Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement

Lack of local public fair housing enforcement

Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods

Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities
Lack of regional cooperation

Lack of resources for fair housing agencies and organizations

Lack of state or local fair housing laws

Land use and zoning laws

Lending Discrimination

Location of accessible housing

Location of employers

Location of environmental health hazards

Location of proficient schools and school assighment policies

Location and type of affordable housing

Occupancy codes and restrictions

Private discrimination

Quality of affordable housing information programs

Regulatory barriers to providing housing and supportive services for persons with disabilities
Siting selection, policies, practices and decisions for publicly supported housing
Source of income discrimination

State or local laws, policies, or practices that discourage individuals with disabilities from being placed in
or living in apartments, family homes, and other integrated settings
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e Unresolved violations of fair housing or civil rights law
City and SHA added these factors:

e Marketing and screening practices in private housing

Lack of educational/employment supports for low-income residents
e Scarcity/high costs of land in Seattle

e Access to medical services

e Insufficient investment in affordable housing

e Historic siting decisions for publicly supported housing

e Historic disinvestment in public housing communities

Goals/Discussion

HUD requires the AFH to address prioritized Contributing Factors by developing fair housing Goals and
Obijectives which the City will adopt in order to eliminate and/or mitigate the fair housing issues and conditions
identified in the community engagement and data analysis phases of the assessment. The City and SHA
strategies are contained in the 2017 AFH Goals and Objectives Matrix attached to this Assessment.

Because Seattle is proactive and progressive in its approach to Race and Social Justice, fair housing, and
economic equity issues, we have the benefit of building on many commitments already made in adoption of
other plans as noted above. About 80% of what is captured in our Goals and Objectives Matrix is pulled directly
from current legislation, the Comprehensive Growth Management update Seattle 2035, the Housing
Affordability and Livability Agenda (HALA) Positive Aging initiatives, SHA annual strategic plan, etc. Though we
are well positioned to address this assessment, we acknowledge there is much work to do to ensure that our
initiatives are sustainable and produce the results intended in a timely fashion. See Section V. Fair Housing goals
and Strategies.
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Data-Key Findings

The AFH required an extensive level of data analysis and statistical review. There is also a fair amount of
duplication of data analysis among the fourteen elements of Section V, the Fair Housing Analysis of this report.
Consequently, the data and maps sections run an average of 50 pages or longer. The following Data Key
Findings is an attempt to distill a very complex set of information into a more reader friendly synopsis.

Demographic Summary
Race/Ethnicity

Between 1990 and 2010, the population of color in Seattle grew from comprising roughly one-fourth of the city’s
population to being about one third of the city’s population.

e Of the major race/ethnicity groups of color, Asians and Pacific Islanders remain the largest and comprise
about 16 percent of the population. Their numbers grew substantially.

e The number of Black persons in Seattle grew between 1990 and 2010, but at a slower rate than the
population as a whole. Blacks are now less than 10 percent of the city’s population.

e Hispanics/Latinos were the fastest growing race/ethnicity group between 1990 and 2010. Their share of
Seattle’s population more than doubled: going from about 4 percent of the population in 1990 to almost 7
percent in 2010.

The population of color increased much more dramatically in the larger Metro Area than it did in the city of
Seattle. By 2010 the Metro Area had nearly caught up to the city. Given this trajectory, people of color are likely
to comprise a larger percentage of the Metro Area population than Seattle’s population by 2020.

The American Community Survey indicates that about 18 percent of Seattle’s population and about 17 percent
of the broader Metro Area are foreign born, shares that have been growing over time.

Families and children

The share of the population who are under 18 is smaller in Seattle than in the broader Metro Area (15%
compared with 23%).

Research done by the City in conjunction with its recent Comprehensive Plan update highlighted how slowly the
population of color under 18 years of age has been growing within Seattle in relation to the rest of King County.
Between 2000 and 2010, the number of children of color increased by only 2 percent in Seattle, compared with
64 percent in the balance of King County.

Families with children tend to be a larger share of households where single-family homes predominate, which is
correlated with the size of housing units. Research by the Seattle Planning Commission found that only 2
percent of market-rate apartment units in Seattle have 3 or more bedrooms.

While families with children age 6 and above are a larger share of families in the broader Metro Area, families
with children who are all below age 6 are a greater share of families in the city of Seattle.

Seniors and persons with disabilities

Seniors are roughly 11 percent of the population in both the city and the Metro Area. In both Seattle and in the
larger Metro Area, seniors account for 4 in 10 of the residents who have a disability.
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The most common category of disability for adults is ambulatory difficulty (i.e., serious difficulty walking or
climbing stairs). About 1 in 20 adults overall, and 1 in 5 seniors, have ambulatory difficulty.

The geographic distribution of disabled persons is moderately correlated with the density of the underlying
population. However, there are areas where disproportionately high shares of the population are disabled,
particularly where low-income persons and persons of color make up a substantial share of the population.

Segregation and Integration
Background
Examining racial and ethnic segregation and integration is an essential part of assessing fair housing.

The data that HUD provided communities for this assessment measures segregation levels through the lens of
dissimilarity between whites and people of color. This lens provides important insights, as summarized below. At
the same time, it does not adequately capture the remarkable mixture of different populations of color who live
in many of Seattle’s neighborhoods.

Our analysis looks closely at the changes in communities of color that accompanied the generally declining levels
of segregation in Seattle. We note, in particular, the growing issue of displacement in historic communities of
color which is occurring along with these trends.

LEVELS OF SEGREGATION: dissimilarity BETWEEN WHITES AND PEOPLE OF COLOR

HUD provided communities with “dissimilarity index” scores for communities to use in analyzing levels of
segregation. These scores were based on data from the decennial Census and were provided for four pairs of
racial/ethnic groups. For each pair, segregation is measured for a group of color in relation to Whites.

e Asofthe 2010, there is a moderate level of segregation between whites and people of color within Seattle
and low segregation in the larger Metro Area. Seattle’s moderate level of segregation contrasts with the
higher levels of segregation seen in many mature central cities.

0 Black/White segregation within Seattle falls into the high range.
0 Hispanic/White segregation is considered low in both Seattle and the broader region.

e From 1990 to 2010, as the population of color grew in Seattle and the larger Metro Area, the overall level of
segregation between whites and persons of color declined. This decline in the overall level of segregation
was larger in Seattle than in the Metro Area as a whole.

0 Blacks and Whites became less segregated from one another, especially in Seattle.
O The same was true for Asians and Pacific Islanders in relation to Whites.

0 In contrast, the level of Hispanic/White segregation was somewhat higher in 2010 than 1990 in both
Seattle and the Metro area.

12



RACIAL AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF NEIGHBORHOODS

The city’s neighborhoods can be grouped into three categories, based on the percentage of their residents who
are people of color relative to the percentage of the city’s residents who are people of color. Patterns in the first
and third group of neighborhoods are generally those contributing the most to segregation levels measured in
the dissimilarity index scores.

Areas where people of color are a higher share of the population (42% to 89%). These areas are not
typically dominated by a single racial/ethnic group, but rather include sizable shares of multiple racial/ethnic
groups, including foreign-born populations. Geographically, they are located south of the ship canal, and
include South Park and High Point, Rainier Valley, Pioneer Square, the International District, First Hill and the
Central Area.

Areas where people of color are a similar share of the population (28% to 39%). These areas include
Georgetown, North Delridge, the Downtown Core and Belltown, Cascade/Eastlake, University District, and a
large group of neighborhoods in and around Seattle’s north-end.

Areas where people of color make up a smaller share of the population (10% to 27%). These include
neighborhoods that are dominated by single-family zoning; areas nearer to shorelines and farther from
interstates, highways, and arterials; and close-in neighborhoods to the northwest, north, and northeast of
Lake Union, with a mix of housing densities and tenures. These are areas where housing costs tend to be the
highest.

Changes in RACIAL/ETHNIC MAKEUP OF NEIGHBORHOODS: 1990 to 2010

To help discern the neighborhood-level trends impacting levels of segregation, the City looked at how the share
of the population by race and ethnicity changed within each of the city’s neighborhoods. These trends varied
with a mix of effects:

Loss of Black population in and around the Central District and in much of Southeast Seattle—Most
striking is the decrease in the Black population in and around the Central District. Blacks went from being
close to 60 percent of the Central Area/Squire Park population in 1990 to less than a quarter in 2010. The
Black share of residents also declined in all neighborhoods bordering Central Area/Squire Park and in most
neighborhoods in Southeast Seattle. Many of these areas also saw declines in the numbers—not just
percentage shares--of Black residents.

While contributing to declines in levels of segregation between Blacks and Whites, these trends occurred at
a great cost to the cultural fabric of these communities and the likely sizeable number of households who
left due to being priced out of these neighborhoods.

Increasing diversity where people of color have been a low share of the population—Neighborhoods
where people of color have been a relatively low share of the population became proportionally less White
between 1990 and 2010, although many of these neighborhoods remain disproportionately White. These
include many close-in neighborhoods in north Seattle, as well as several West Seattle neighborhoods
flanking the shores of Puget Sound. This trend is a factor in the reduction of overall levels of segregation in
the city between 1990 and 2010.

Increasing Black population shares in and around north-end Seattle neighborhoods, and in parts of West
Seattle—Increases in Black shares of several north-end neighborhoods contributed to diversification that
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took several of these areas from having large white majorities in 1990, to being some of the most integrated
neighborhoods in the city in 2010. Examples include Broadview/Bitter Lake, Cedar Park/Meadowbrook,
Haller Lake, Olympic Hills/Victory Heights, all of which had been at least 79 percent white.

e Widespread increase in the Hispanic/Latino population, with increasing concentrations of
Hispanics/Latinos in South Park and nearby southwest Seattle neighborhoods—Persons of Hispanic/Latino
ethnicity increased as a share of the population in almost every neighborhood in Seattle. The large increase
in and around South Park of the Hispanic and Latino share of the population and accompanying drop in that
area’s Non-Hispanic White share were factors underlying the modest increase in segregation between
Hispanics/Latinos and non-Hispanic Whites in Seattle.

o Widespread, although not universal, increase in the share of neighborhood populations who are Asian or
Pacific Islander (API)—API residents increased as a share of the population in neighborhoods north of Yesler
Way, most West Seattle neighborhoods, and about half of Southeast Seattle neighborhoods. Most increases
occurred where APl residents had been a relatively small share of the population in 1990, while the
decreases happened where this group had been a large share of the population. On net, this reduced
segregation in Seattle between Whites and API residents. Exceptions to the trend of rising APl proportions
occurred in High Point and in some neighborhoods in and around Southeast Seattle.

Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty

The AFFH rule defines “racially or ethnically concentrated areas of poverty” as “a geographic area with
significant concentrations of poverty and minority concentrations.” HUD notes, “A large body of research has
consistently found that the problems associated with segregation are greatly exacerbated when combined with
concentrated poverty.”

HUD designates R/ECAPs based on census tracts meeting two criteria:
1) A population that is at least 50 percent non-white, and

2) A poverty rate of at least 40 percent, or at least three times the average poverty rate for census tracts in low-
poverty metropolitan areas.

Current R/ECAP designations are based on estimates from the 2009-2013 American Community Survey (ACS),
with the alternative poverty threshold (35.7 percent) used for R/ECAPs in our Metro Area.

Identification of R/ECAPs in Seattle
As outlined in purple in the accompanying map, all four R/ECAPs in Seattle are south of the ship canal.

e  First Hill/Yesler Terrace R/ECAP—This R/ECAP (comprised of census tracts 85 and 91) is home to the large
majority of Seattle Housing Authority's (SHA’s) Yesler Terrace public housing community which is being
redeveloped with assistance from HUD’s Choice Neighborhoods Initiative. The redevelopment, which began
in 2013, is to transform Yesler Terrace to a mixed-use district with housing for a mix of incomes.
Additionally, SHA’s Jefferson Terrace development is located here.

e High Point R/ECAP—This R/ECAP is comprised of Tract 107.02, the western of the two tracts in the High
Point CRA. High Point is also the name of one of SHA’s HOPE VI grant-funded housing communities. The
large majority of SHA’s High Point housing community is within this R/ECAP tract. The HOPE VI funded re-
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development of this housing into mixed-income community began in 2004, with construction of the last
rental housing completed in 2010.

e Rainier Beach R/ECAP— This area is comprised of Census Tract 118, which is part of the Rainier Beach CRA.
This is the only R/ECAP in Seattle not anchored by a major SHA community.

=  New Holly R/ECAP—This R/ECAP is made up of Census Tract 110.01, which is part of the South Beacon
Hill/New Holly CRA. New Holly is also the name of SHA’s first HOPE VI redevelopment project, with
construction completed in 2005. This R/ECAP includes New Holly Phase Il and New Holly Phase IIl containing
Othello Station.

The percentages of residents in each of these R/ECAPs who are people of color range from 65 to 88 percent;
while poverty rates in these R/ECAPS range from 37 to 40 percent.

Protected Classes Who Disproportionately Reside in Seattle R/ECAPs
Race/Ethnicity—Based on data from the 2010 Census:

e Three-quarters of the residents within Seattle R/ECAPs are persons of color compared with roughly one-
third in the city of Seattle and the broader Metro Area.

e Blacks and African Americans are the racial group that most disproportionately reside in Seattle R/ECAPs.
The percentage of the population in R/ECAPs who are Black is nearly four times that in Seattle, and six times
that in the Metro Area.

e Together, Asians and Pacific Islanders comprise about 30 percent of the population in Seattle R/ECAPS
compared to 14 percent in Seattle and 12 percent in the Metro Area.

e Hispanics and Latinos also disproportionately live in Seattle’s R/ECAPS; but the disproportionality is not
nearly as large.

National Origin—Foreign-born persons disproportionately reside in Seattle’s R/ECAPs. About 38 percent of
Seattle R/ECAP residents are immigrants, which is about twice as high as in the city and Metro Area. The five
most common places of birth for foreign-born residents in Seattle’s R/ECAPs are: Vietnam, China excl. Hong
Kong & Taiwan, countries in the “Other Eastern Africa” category, Mexico, and the Philippines.

Families with Children—About 28 percent of all households in Seattle R/ECAPs are family households with
related children compared with 19 percent in the city as a whole. In the High Point, New Holly, and Rainier
Beach R/ECAPs, such families comprise between 34 and 43 percent of households. In contrast, only 11 percent
of the households in the First Hill/Yesler R/ECAP are family households with children.

Population with a Disability—Disability rates are higher in Seattle’s R/ECAPs than in the city and broader Metro
Area. Overall, within Seattle R/ECAPs, about 16 percent of civilian non-institutionalized persons are disabled
compared with roughly 10 percent in the city and the Metro Area.

The highest overall disability rate among Seattle R/ECAPs is found in First Hill/Yesler R/ECAP (23%). New Holly’s
disability rate (18%) is also very high.

How R/ECAPs have changed since 1990

Changes in R/ECAPs can occur due to geographical splits in census tracts and as artifacts of high margins of error
in ACS estimates, making it difficult to differentiate underlying trends.
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However, the movement of Census Tract 87 in the Central Area/Squire Park neighborhood out of R/ECAP status
was associated with an unambiguous drop the area’s poverty rate. While people of color are still the majority in
this tract, the tract’s poverty rate is now statistically indistinguishable from the overall city’s and Metro Area’s
poverty rates.

Areas That May Be Close to Becoming R/ECAPs OR THAT MAY TRANSITION OUT OF R/ECAPs STATUS

To identify census tracts that could be close to becoming R/ECAPS, we focused on tracts that are currently close
to meeting the criteria for R/ECAP status.

e Most of these tracts have had R/ECAPs status previously.
e Other tracts that could become R/ECAPS in the future are in South Park and the University District.

e Additionally, some census tracts in the North Highline potential annexation area could transition into
R/ECAPs.

Changes in R/ECAP status can happen solely as an artifact of the large margins or error inherent in the ACS
estimates used to test for R/ECAP status. This suggests a need to consider neighborhood demographic and
socioeconomic conditions in a more holistic way that goes beyond ACS estimates.

Community Revitalization Efforts

Significant community revitalization efforts have moved forward in all four R/ECAPs over the past several years,
helping to expand housing and employment opportunities for residents and address longstanding patterns of
segregation.

e Yesler Terrace Public Housing Redevelopment

e Initiation of First Hill Streetcar Service

e High Point Public Housing Redevelopment (HOPE VI)

e Rainier Beach Light Rail Station

e Rainier Beach Community Center

e Rainier Beach Urban Farm and Wetland

e Holly Park / New Holly Public Housing Redevelopment (HOPE VI)
e Opening of Othello Light Rail Station

e Planned Graham Light Rail Station

e Equitable Development Implementation Plan and Financial Investment Strategy
Disparities in Access to Opportunity

Education

e The geographic distribution pattern of access to higher rated schools in the north of Seattle and lower rated
schools (as measured by 4" grade test performance which is a limited criterion for measuring proficiency) in
the South is consistent with analysis of barriers to access to opportunity for many of the factors analyzed in
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this section of the assessment. See HUD Map 7. Analysis of Seattle Public School provided data validates this
trend.

Map 7 also indicates that families with children in the R/ECAPs are living near schools with a low proficiency
index, particularly those that are in the south end of the city.

Families with a national origin outside the United States are disproportionately likely to be living near less
proficient rated schools.

Seattle has the fifth-largest gap in achievement between African American and white students among the
200 biggest school districts in the U.S.

However, since 2011, when the City’s Families and Education Levy began focusing key investments in middle
schools that serve students in the R/ECAP areas, they have been among the state’s fastest opportunity gap
closing schools. Figure 3: % African Americans Proficient in Mathematics (Smarter Balanced 2015) In this
section, shows that proficiency rates for African American students in SPS middle schools rank highest
among middle schools in Washington State with the largest population of African American students.

Employment

In 2014, in Seattle only 4.9% of the white population was unemployed. Correspondingly 10.2% of the black
population was unemployed, 7.4% Latinos, 9.4% of Vietnamese, followed by 8.2% Southeast Asians and
7.7% Filipinos and 7% of mixed and ethnicities and people of color are unemployed.

In 2014 in Seattle there are 14 census tracts where blacks comprise more than 20% of the population. Nine
of those census tracts are concentrated in in Rainier Valley. Four of the 9 census tracts have extremely high
levels of unemployment. The 4 census tracts also include more than 20% Asian population.

Overlaying maps 8 and 9 illustrates a concentration of areas with lower access to employment in Rainier
Valley, Rainier Beach and Central District which are also areas of larger concentrations of minority
populations.

Older individuals flooded the ranks of the unemployed during the recession with 4 out of 5 unemployed
being over the age of 25 in 2010. By 2014, their presence among the unemployed fell by 22%, and those
under 25 now comprise 86% more of that population.

People with cognitive difficulties (one form of potential disability status) saw their share of the unemployed
increase by 164% since 2009.

Our criminal justice system has a disproportionate impact on communities of color. African Americans are
3.8% of Washington's population but account for nearly 19% of the state's prison population. Native
Americans are 1.8% of the state population but account for 4.3% of the state's prison population. Racial
disparities in incarceration rates also mean that blanket exclusions from employment based on criminal
history have a profound disparate impact on communities of color.

By 2020, 45 percent of jobs will require at least a AA degree or higher. In Seattle, 74% of the white
population have that degree, while only 31% of the black population does. Correspondingly only 37% of
Latino immigrants and 51% of Asian/Pacific Islander immigrants have that level of education.

17



Transportation

Seattle 2035 Growth and Equity report indexed neighborhoods based upon proximity to schools, jobs and
parks, as well as access to both local and high capacity transit routes (light rail and bus rapid transit). Using
this index, the Roosevelt and Market/45th (Route 43), both in North Seattle, have the highest score while
the Delridge corridor and the Rainier Avenue have the lowest.

Based on direct input from communities of color and other protected classes indicates that the Rainier
Avenue corridor and the Delridge corridor cover the two highest concentrations of communities of color and
lowest incomes in Seattle.

Seniors, people with disabilities and other protected classes tend to be more dispersed throughout the City
which present different challenges for access to transit; particularly when combined with lack of sidewalks,
curb cuts and appropriate signage en route to transit.

Currently, 47% of Seattle residents are within a 10-minute walk of transit service.

The largest gaps in frequent transit service and transportation infrastructure include South Park, an area
with a large Spanish-speaking population, yet due to relatively low density, industrial land uses, a river that
sets it off from the rest of Seattle and hilly topography, not easily served by frequent transit service.
Similarly, the Haller Lake community in North Seattle is increasingly drawing East African, Spanish
Speaking and other immigrant residents. This area is served by relatively frequent transit service, but
sidewalks and other pedestrian safety infrastructure is sparse.

Seattle’s Department of Transportation launched an Accessibility program, adding 4000 curb ramps in
Seattle and aggressively pursuing other accommodations for people with disabilities.

Exposure to poverty

Both Seattle and greater region are affluent, indicating lower exposure to poverty, far outnumber the more
poverty exposed areas. Within Seattle there is a clear shift in poverty exposure from north to south with the
northern section having a lower rate of poverty exposure.

0 Sixty nine percent of census tracts that that have a history of racially restrictive covenants which
prohibited one or more groups of people based on race, ethnicity, or national origin from settling in that
area currently have the lowest rate of exposure to poverty.

0 Racial minorities are exposed to poverty at a higher rate than the rest of the population. With Black
households experiencing the greatest exposure to poverty when compared with Whites, Hispanics,
Asian/Pacific Islanders, and Native Americans.

Immigrants have greater exposure to poverty than non-immigrants. Immigrants from the top 5 nations:
Vietnam, China, Philippines, Mexico, and Canada have a greater concentration south of Lake Union/Mercer
Street; a dividing line between the less poverty exposed census tracts in the north and the greater poverty
exposed census tracts in the south.

0 Individuals from the Philippines, Vietnam, China and Mexico are overrepresented in the southern part of
Seattle with a large presence in each R/ECAP. In contrast, individuals from Canada are primarily located
in the northern area and have low representation in the R/ECAPs.
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Older adults are slightly less vulnerable to exposure to poverty than younger adults.

While Forty-seven percent of the lowest exposure census tracts contained a higher percentage of individuals
age 65 and over, it is notable that the highest percentage of older adults is in the Yesler neighborhood,
which is a R/ECAP.

Individuals with disabilities are overwhelmingly over-represented in the highest poverty exposure areas
within the Seattle jurisdiction.

0 Zero census tracts with the greatest numbers of residents with disabilities are identified as having the
lowest levels of poverty exposure.

Households with children are over-represented in higher poverty exposure areas. 100% of the highest
poverty exposure census tracts include 30%-40% households with children.

0 Larger families have the greatest likelihood of living in areas with higher poverty exposure. Larger
households are also over-represented in two R/ECAP areas located in the center of the city.

Non-Christian individuals have greater exposure to poverty than Christian individuals within the Seattle
jurisdiction. The Seattle metro area is 52% Christian, 2% Buddhist, 1% Jewish, <1% Muslim, and 44% other or
non-religious.

Environmentally Healthy Neighborhoods

Research shows that people of color, immigrants, refugees, and low income individuals (Environmental and
Equity Imitative communities) experience greater health impacts from environmental hazards than white,
upper income individuals (even within same geographies) due to the cumulative impacts of stress, racism,
pollutant exposure, disparate health care access, and lack of affordable healthy food.

0 Allfour of the identified R/ ECAP areas rose as Environmental and Equity Initiative Focus areas in our
study of environmental equity as well as all the neighborhoods identified as areas where people of color
share a higher percentage of the population.

In Seattle, food hardship has doubled from 6% in 2010 to 12% in 2013. Latino communities in the Seattle-
King County region experienced an increase from 27% to 41%, from 2010 to 2013 while white resident’s
food hardship increase 6% to 10% respectively.

Open Permit Source facilities. Four of these facilities are located within the neighborhoods with the highest
population share of people of color. 13 of the 14 these air pollution sources are located within a mile of
these neighborhoods. (Without map it might not work)

In Seattle, the Duwamish Manufacturing and Industrial Center has the greatest concentration of hazardous
sites that pose a health risk to people.

Within a 200-meter radius of T-1 and T-2 roadways, roadways that carry an average annual gross tonnage of
more than 4 million, the noise and air pollution impacts are most acute. Despite representing only 21% of
Seattle land area and 19% of the total population, 40% of the miles of T-1 and T-2 roadways are in the areas
with the highest population of our most affected classes. This means that people in protected classes are
more likely to be living with exposure to acute noise and air pollution coming from high truck traffic
roadways, for example along I-5, HWY 99, Rainier Ave S and W. Marginal Way.
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e The risk of hazardous air pollutants, such as Benzene (found in gasoline), Tetrachloroethylene (emitted from
some dry-cleaning facilities), Methylene chloride is 21% higher in the neighborhoods with the largest share
of our people of color population.

0 Duwamish and Southeast Seattle coincides with many of the highest concentrations of people of color in
Seattle. These neighborhoods experience a 48% higher asthma risk than the rest of the city.

Disproportionate Housing Needs
Housing needs by Race/ethnicity

To help us assess disproportionate housing needs, HUD has provided estimates on the rate at which households
experience one or more of the following four housing problems: housing cost burden (defined as paying more
than 30 percent of income for monthly housing costs including basic utilities), overcrowding, lacking a complete
kitchen, and lacking plumbing.

HUD has also provided estimates on the share of households who are shouldering severe housing cost burdens,
that is, paying 50% or more of their income on housing. The data on housing problems and severe housing costs
are from the 2009-2013 American Community Survey.

Compared to other race/ethnicity groups, the city’s Black households are more likely to experience housing
problems: About 57 percent of Black households have one or more of the four housing problems. Native
American and Hispanic/Latino households are the next most likely to have at least one of these housing
problems.

In the broader Seattle Metro area, Hispanics/Latinos are most likely to have at least one of the four housing
problems.

Within the city and the Metro area as a whole, Black households experience the highest rate of severe housing
cost burdens: in Seattle, about 30 percent spend at least half their income on housing.

Housing problems and severe housing burdens are least prevalent among White households
HOUSING NEEDS and family status

Among the household types for which HUD provided data, families with 5 or more people experience the
highest rate of having one or more housing problems. However, non-family households, most of which are one-
person households, are most likely to have severe housing cost burdens; this is likely in part related to these
households’ lack of dual incomes.

Research by the City’s Office of Housing has indicated that single-parent households headed by females and
households with more than one child are the most likely among renter households to shoulder severe housing
cost burdens.

Families in Seattle experience special housing challenges in part due to the overall shortage of low-cost larger
units relative to need. The Seattle Planning Commission’s 2011 Housing Seattle report found just 2 percent of
market-rate apartment units in Seattle have 3 or more bedrooms, and half of that tiny fraction are units for low-
income families. In contrast, 70 percent of market-rate apartments in Seattle were found to be studios and 1-
bedrooms. While based on 2009 data, these conditions have likely not ameliorated given recent trends of
rapidly rising rents and construction increasingly weighted toward smaller units
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The shares of housing units in Public Housing Program and Housing Choice Voucher programs that contain 3 or
more bedrooms are higher than in the apartment market in the city. These publicly supported units play a vital
role in serving large families with children. However, the disproportionately high rate of housing problems
experienced by large families indicates significant unmet housing needs among these households.

Areas where households are most likely to experience housing problems

The prevalence of housing problems among households varies greatly by neighborhood. Census tracts in Seattle
where at least 40 percent of households have housing problems are found in the following neighborhoods

e South Seattle — Rainier Valley, Rainier Beach, Beacon Hill, Georgetown, south Delridge, and South Park.
e (Central Seattle — Pioneer Square, International District, First Hill, and Central Area/Squire Park.

e North of the ship canal — University District and Ravenna.

o North Seattle — Northgate, Pinehurst, parts of Lake City, and Bitter Lake.

Census tracts with similarly high rates of housing problems are also found in other areas of our Metro area,
especially in communities to the south of Seattle including Burien, Renton, Tukwila, Kent, Auburn, and Federal
Way, and in some locations further from Seattle such as downtown Tacoma.

Differences in rates of owner and renter occupied housing by race/ethnicity

Renter-occupied housing units outnumber owner-occupied units within Seattle. Per American Community
Survey estimates from 2011-2013, 54 percent of occupied housing units are renter occupied while 46 percent
are owner occupied

Within Seattle, White householders are slightly more likely to own their home than rent. However, householders
of color, particularly Black householders and Hispanic householders, are less likely to own their home. The
homeownership rates among Blacks is only 22 percent, and among Hispanics/Latinos it is only 27 percent.

Homeownership rates in the broader Metro area are higher than homeownership rates in Seattle, especially
among White, Asian, and foreign-born householders. However, as in Seattle, the lowest homeownership rates in
the Metro area are among Black and Hispanic/Latino householders.

Publicly Supported Housing
How Does Publicly Supported Housing Impact Seattle’s Communities?

e Publicly supported housing creates a stable foundation to grow and preserve cultural communities, with
projects designed to serve the unique needs of seniors, families with children, people with disabilities,
homeless families and individuals, and immigrants and refugees.

e Publicly supported housing plays a critical role in creating access across Seattle’s neighborhoods for those
who would otherwise be excluded due to housing costs or other housing barriers.

e Investments in publicly supported housing are a critical anchor to equitable investments that revitalize and
strengthen communities, as seen in SHA’s Redevelopment communities. These investments expand low-
income housing while also creating the capital infrastructure that preserves and provides key amenities and
services such as culture and arts, employment opportunities, health services as well as educational and
workforce development.
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Who Lives in Publicly Supported Housing?

Nearly all programs serve a greater share of households of Color compared to the Seattle population as a
whole, as well as compared to Seattle’s low-income population. One exception is the MFTE/IZ programs,
which serves fewer low-income households of Color than other affordable housing programs.

Different racial groups are present to varying degrees among programs:

O Black/African American households make up a greater share of residents in Public Housing, Project-
Based Section 8, HCV, and the Rental Housing Program (ranging from 21% to 44%) compared to their
share of the low-income population (12% to 15%).

O Asian/Pacific Islanders make up a greater share of residents in Public Housing, Project-Based Section 8,
and Other Multifamily (ranging from 20% to 48%) compared to their share of the low-income population
(15% to 18%), but are underrepresented in the HCV Program (12%), Rental Housing Program (12%), and
MFTE/IZ Programs (10%).

0 Innearly all programs, Hispanic/Latino households are proportionally represented at 6% to 7% of
residents, with the exception of Project-Based Section 8 and HCV. In these programs, this group
accounts for 4% of residents.

Elderly households and Disabled individuals comprise a higher concentration of publicly supported housing
residents than seen in the larger Seattle population. Majorities of households served in the Other
Multifamily (90%) and Project-Based Section 8 (61%) programs included seniors. Disabled individuals are
prevalent in HCV (40% of residents), Public Housing (36%), and Project-Based Section 8 (35%).

Families with Children exceed their citywide population share in Public Housing (22%) and HCV (32%), but
make up only 8% of Project-Based Section 8 and 0% of Other Multifamily.

There is a large spectrum across programs when comparing the makeup of publicly supported housing
residents to that of the surrounding neighborhood, with residents of some developments living in culturally
similar neighborhoods, and others representing a minority in a majority White neighborhood.

Where in Seattle is Publicly Supported Housing Located?

Publicly supported housing is not concentrated solely in areas of low opportunity or high poverty, but rather
is distributed in diverse types of neighborhoods across the city.

With the exception of the MFTE/IZ programs, publicly supported housing is more often located in areas
where people of color make up a similar or greater share relative to Seattle as a whole.

Three public housing communities are located within R/ECAPs, all of which have been redeveloped or in the
process of being redeveloped into mixed-income communities. These included High Point, New Holly, and
Yesler Terrace. Seattle’s fourth R/ECAP in Rainier Beach was also home to a significant number of affordable
housing developments and HCV residents.

Other Multifamily includes the largest concentration of units in R/ECAPs (20%), while only 2% of MFTE/I1Z
units are in such tracts

According to HUD’s individual opportunity measures:
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0 Publicly supported housing on average is in areas with excellent proximity to employment and
transportation.

0 Similar to Seattle as a whole, publicly supported housing scores poorly on HUD’s environmental health
index, and slightly above average on school proficiency (ranging from 53rd to 69th percentile, compared
to 66th percentile across all Seattle).

Publicly supported housing scores worse than Seattle as a whole on exposure to poverty (ranging from 28th
to 55th percentile, compared to 62nd percentile across all Seattle). This is likely seen in part due to the low-
income populations receiving assistance through such programs.

Disability and Access Analysis

8.9 percent (55,239) of Seattle’s non-institutionalized population are people with disabilities compared to 10.5
percent (363,139) in the metro area. The lack of attention to equity and access issues for people with
disabilities overall in public and private actions is due, in part, because of the perception this population is a
nominal segment of the population. In reality the number and percentage of people reporting a disability is
greater than those Hispanics and African American/Non-Hispanic population and for those who speak English
less than well at home.

Disability Advocates want to emphasize that ACS data significantly underestimates the number because of
hesitance to self-identify as having a disability, either permanently or temporarily.

About 1 in 10 adults (about 10 percent in Seattle and 13 percent in the metro area) have an ambulatory
difficulty (“serious difficulty walking or climbing stairs (“serious difficulty walking or climbing stairs. Thirty-
four of 131 census tracts (approximately 26%) contain 33.34% or more individuals with disabilities.

Seattle’s Building Code adopted by the City in 19762 required 5% of all new developments with more than
ten units to be Type A units (accessible units). The accessible units do not have to be rented or sold to
someone with disabilities. Since 1984; when tracking began, an estimated that 6,070 accessible units have
been built city-wide. This does not include renovated housing rental units or private single family housing
accessibility modifications (e.g. installing an elevator or bathroom accessible for wheelchair use). 2009-2013
ACS data documents 27, 027 people (non-institutionalized) with an ambulatory disability in Seattle that are
competing for the accessible units.

The most common category of disability that the ACS finds, both for seniors and adults overall, is an
ambulatory difficulty (“serious difficulty walking or climbing stairs”). The ACS finds that about 1 in 20 adults
(5% in Seattle and 7% in the broader metro area) and 1 in 5 seniors (22% in both the city and metro area)
are disabled by an ambulatory difficulty. Whether a person relies on a wheelchair, or just has difficulty with
balance; pedestrian plans, street infrastructure, signage, and navigability on more than just two feet is
critical. Universal design issues that make our built environments accessible and efficient will be important
for an increasing percentage of our population.

http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web informational/p2631241.pdf
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e |n both the city of Seattle and the broader Metro area, roughly 3 percent of the total civilian
noninstitutionalized population is disabled by a hearing difficulty and roughly 2 percent are disabled with a
vision difficulty.

e Seniors have substantially higher rates of disability than do adults generally: more than a third of seniors (35
percent in Seattle and 36 percent in the metro area) are estimated to have a disability. Overall, seniors make
up about 44%of the disabled adults in Seattle and 41%of those in the region.

e Elderly households and Disabled individuals comprise a higher concentration of publicly supported housing
residents than seen in the larger Seattle population.

EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT BARRIERS FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

Despite improvements in accessibility and accommodation since passage of the ADA, educational attainment
among people with disabilities is still limited. Compared to adults without activity limitations, those with 1 or
more limitations were more likely to:

e terminate their formal education before graduating from high school

e complete no more than a high school degree or equivalency certification.

e attend some college but leave before attaining a bachelor’s degree.

Disability was strongly linked to employment status (BRFSS data 2009-2011). Disability rates among:
e adults who were unable to work: 88%.

e retired adults: 41%

e unemployed adults: 26%

e employed adults: 17%

e adults who were homemakers or students: 17%

Adults with activity limitations were employed, but at significantly lower levels than those without
limitations.

e Overall, only half of working age adults with activity limitations were employed, compared to 85% of those
without limitations.

e Employment varied with type of activity limitation, but even those with hearing limitation, who had the
highest employment rates, did not reach the employment rate of adults without limitations.

e Among adults age 16 and older with earnings, median earnings of men with activity limitation were 62% of
the median earnings of men without limitations. For women, the ratio was 65% (data not shown).

e People with cognitive difficulties saw their share of the unemployed increase by 164% since 2009. (See
section on Access to Opportunities — Employment)
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WHERE DO PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES LIVE IN SEATTLE/METRO AREA?

e In Seattle, areas where disproportionately high shares of the population are disabled. include several
neighborhoods in and around downtown Seattle including the Downtown Commercial Core, Belltown, South
Lake Union, First Hill, Pioneer Square/International District, and Judkins Park. High rates of disability are also
found in some neighborhoods in north Seattle, including Greenwood/Phinney Ridge, Broadview/Bitterlake,
Northgate/Maple Leaf, Cedar Park/Meadowbrook. Areas with high rates of disability extend from portions
of north Seattle into portions of the city of Shoreline near State Highway 99 and Interstate 5.

e Seattle neighborhoods south of downtown with high rates of disability include Duwamish/SODO,
Georgetown, parts of South Beacon Hill and Columbia City in Southeast Seattle, and High Point and
Roxhill/Westwood in the southwestern quadrant of the city. Relatively high rates of disability are also found
immediately across Seattle’s southern boundary and in several other south King County neighborhoods.
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lll. Community Participation Process

AFH Prompt: Describe outreach activities undertaken to encourage and broaden meaningful community
participation in the AFH process, including the types of outreach activities and dates of public hearings
or meetings. Identify media outlets used and include a description of efforts made to reach the public,
including those representing populations that are typically underrepresented in the planning process
such as persons who reside in areas identified as R/ECAPs, persons who are limited English proficient
(LEP), and persons with disabilities. Briefly explain how these communications were designed to reach
the broadest audience possible. For PHAs, identify your meetings with the Resident Advisory Board.

HUD’s expectations for meaningful community participation made clear the critical importance of insuring
that jurisdictions developing an AFH included the “authentic voices” of people in protected classes
throughout the process. The City and SHA made good faith efforts during 2015 and 2016 to first make the
public aware of the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Rule and opportunities to be involved in the
development of the AFH even before HUD had finalized the rule or provided the final template and
database to be used in the analysis. Because of the scope and scale and the many potential audiences for
the AFH it was a major effort to coordinate and resource meaningful community participation. For the City
alone, 16 departments and SHA joined the team which eventually became the Technical Work Group who
developed the AFH. Each of those departments were then asked to educate their own stakeholder and
citizen advisory groups and find ways to integrate the purpose and eventually the substance of the fair
housing analysis into their on-going community engagement processes.

In addition, the Mayor’s Office and Seattle Housing Authority Board were anxious to ensure that
development of the AFH did not happen outside of the context of major planning processes. Such as the
City’s update of the Comprehensive Growth Management Plan and commitments being made in the
implementation of the Housing Affordability and Livability Agenda (HALA). To that end, the AFH builds on
extensive community engagement and formal public input processes already in place for the two years
prior to the AFH requirement. Approaching community consultation in this way insured that we honored
the significant efforts to have the voice of residents across the city, including members of protected
classes, be heard in multiple venues involving many different marketing and public relation efforts.
Hyperlinks have been provided to the documentation on the results of community engagement wherever
possible, to provide evidence of how often conversations about affordable housing, accessibility for people
with disabilities, nature and character of Seattle now and the future intersect with the very issues covered
in the AFH. Even though many of these forums did not focus exclusively on this document the public input
solicited is critical to the analysis.

Specific to the AFH once a draft of preliminary maps and data and issue evaluation were available efforts
to engage stakeholders and the community included:

e SHA engaged more than 400 public housing participants and multiple resident advisory council engagements

e  “City Scoop” street fairs where more than 100 participants sat with staff, ate ice cream, and talked about
what they say in the segregation/integration and R/ECAP maps and their thoughts about addressing fair
housing issues across Seattle. Events held in southeast Seattle - Rainier Beach, southwest Seattle — Alki
Beach, and north central Seattle — Ballard.

e Both education and outreach pre-draft and post-draft briefings for several City planning committees,
comprised of citizen advocates, including:
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0 Planning Commission

0 Commission for People with DisAbilities

0 Aging and Disabilities Services Advisory Board

0 Families and Education Levy Oversight Committee

0 Housing Levy Oversight Committee

0 LGBTQ Commission

O Board of Seattle Housing Authority

0 Women’s Commission

Community based events targeting people more likely to be in protected classes. For example:

0 Housing Development Consortium and Aging and Disability Service’s Senior Housing Forum (located at
public housing community center drawing from seniors and advocates throughout King County,
interpreters provided for ASL and e-cart)

0 Good Will Fair Housing Training and Public Services Fair (drawing from downtown, central and southeast
Seattle districts, interpreters provided for 9 different languages)

0 Aging and Disability Servic