APPENDICES.

R CITY OF SEATTLE
:: Office of Planning & Community Development

— CITYWIDE IMPLEMENTATION
OF MANDATORY HOUSING
AFFORDABILITY (MHA)

Final Environmental Impact Statement

November 9, 2017

-~

|







H:L

APPENDIX A

CITY OF SEATTLE GROWTH

AND EQUITY ANALYSIS

Available online at:

https://www.seattle.gov/DPD/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/p2427615.pdf



https://www.seattle.gov/DPD/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/p2427615.pdf

H:LA

MHA Final EIS
Nov. 2017

A2



2035

Analyzing Impacts on Displacement and Opportunity
Related to Seattle’s Growth Strategy

Seattle
Office of Planning &

Community Development




Growth and Equity
Analyzing Impacts on Displacement and Opportunity Related to Seattle’s Growth Strategy

May 2016

cover image flickr.com/photos/lytfyre/5322744274
above Seattle Department of Neighborhoods



Growth and Equity

Analyzing Impacts on Displacement and Opportunity
Related to Seattle’s Growth Strategy

Introduction

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 a 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 (RSJI) began in 2005. Its mis- 5 Social equity has
een one of the core
sion is to overcome institutional racism by changing City policies and practices. Its vision is values guiding the
a future where: Comprehensive Plan
since its adoption in
+ Race does not predict how much a person earns or their chance of being homeless or 1994,

going to prison;
+ Every schoolchild, regardless of language and cultural differences, receives a quality
education and feels safe and included; and

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

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. The Office of
Planning and Community Development (OPCD) and the RSJI Core Team are partnering to
implement the resolution’s directives by including new policies directly related to achieving
equity through growth, developing equity measures of growth, and conducting this equity
analysis of the growth alternatives.



http://Resolution 31164
http://Resolution 31577
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The objective of the Growth & Equity Analysis is to inform elected officials and the public
about:

+ Potential future displacement impacts of the recommended Growth Strategy on
marginalized populations; and

+ Strategies for mitigating identified impacts and increasing access to opportunity for
marginalized populations.

Key Terms

Marginalized populations: Persons and communities of color, immigrants and refugees, En-
glish language learners, and those experiencing poverty. These communities are systemat-
ically blocked from or denied full access to various rights, opportunities, and resources that
are normally available to members of other groups and are fundamental to social integra-
tion within that particular group (e.g., housing, employment, healthcare, civic engagement,
democratic participation, and due process).

Access to opportunity: Living within walking distance or with transit access to services,
employment opportunities, amenities, and other key determinants of social, economic, and
physical well-being.

Displacement: The involuntary relocation of current residents or businesses from their cur-
rent residence. This is a different phenomenon than when property owners voluntarily sell
their interests to capture an increase in value. This analysis addresses both physical (direct)
and economic (indirect) displacement. Physical displacement is the result of eviction, ac-
quisition, rehabilitation, or demolition of property or the expiration of covenants on rent- or
income-restricted housing. Economic displacement occurs when residents and businesses
can no longer afford escalating rents or property taxes. Cultural displacement occurs when
people choose to move because their neighbors and culturally related businesses have left
the area.

Equitable Development: Public and private investments, programs, and policies in neigh-
borhoods taking into account past history and current conditions to meet the needs of
marginalized populations and to reduce disparities so that quality of life outcomes such
as access to quality education, living wage employment, healthy environment, affordable
housing and transportation, are equitably distributed for the people currently living and
working here, as well as for new people moving in.

This analysis distinguishes displacement from a related phenomenon, gentrification. Gen-
trification is a broad pattern of neighborhood change typically characterized by above-aver-
age increases in household income, educational attainment, and home values and/or rents.
These changes can contribute to displacement, but they can also benefit existing residents.
Displacement of existing residents can also occur without gentrification. Displacement and
gentrification are the result of a complex set of social, economic, and market forces at both
the local and regional scale.
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This analysis 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 expe-
rience 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.

Overarching Analytical Framework

The Growth & Equity Analysis looks at both people and places. It combines a traditional

EIS approach of analyzing potential impacts and identifying mitigation with the RSJI Racial
Equity Toolkit (RET), which assesses the benefits and burdens of policies, programs, and
investments for communities of color. Per the RSJI RET, the analysis includes a thorough de-
scription of desired equitable outcomes. In addition to identifying impacts and mitigation
associated with the recommended Growth Strategy in the Comprehensive Plan, the Growth
& Equity Analysis evaluates the opportunities for equitable development that the Growth
Strategy presents or misses.

The analysis seeks to answer the following questions:

+ Istheintensity of expected growth in particular urban centers and villages likely to
have an impact on displacement of marginalized populations?

+ Istheintensity of expected growth in particular urban centers and villages likely to
have an impact on marginalized populations’ access to key determinants of physical,
social, and economic well-being?

+ What strategies and levels of investment are necessary to mitigate the impacts of
expected growth and to maximize opportunities for equitable outcomes?

Figure 1 Visual representation of the overarching analytical framework
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Both the private and
public sectors helped
solidify the systemic
structure of wealth
and poverty in Seattle,
and both have roles
in influencing growth
to achieve equitable
outcomes.

Historical Context

Critical to crafting policy and investment strategies to achieve equity is an understanding of
existing disparities and their historical origins.

Throughout Seattle’s history, certain populations and neighborhoods prospered at the
expense of others. Redlining and racially restrictive covenants limited where racially and
culturally distinct communities could live and where banks provided home mortgages.
Public subsidies and discriminatory real estate lending and marketing practices gave white
households substantial wealth in the form of home equity. Racialized housing patterns and
investment practices contributed to the wealth and poverty of households and neighbor-
hoods for multiple generations.

These place-based policies and investments also solidified social structures and cultural
identities. Community-based organizations arose to meet the needs of specific cultural
groups and neighborhoods. This continues today as immigrants and refugees settle in the
city and look to maintain their cultures alongside mainstream American culture.

Both the private and public sectors helped solidify the systemic structure of wealth and
poverty in Seattle, and both have roles in influencing growth to achieve equitable out-
comes. The private sector builds most of the housing and builds and operates most of

the businesses in Seattle, primarily in response to market demand. The public sector’s
investments and regulations guide, serve, and control development to achieve a variety of
goals including an equitable distribution of the benefits and burdens of growth. Supportive
public policy and public investments can create community stability and economic mobility
opportunities. Public investments can meet the needs of marginalized populations when
the market will not and can help them benefit from future growth.

Demographic Trends

Before evaluating existing conditions and future impacts, it is helpful to take note of some
relevant historical trends and at least one example of displacement in Seattle.

DISPLACEMENT OF THE BLACK COMMUNITY IN SEATTLE’S CENTRAL DISTRICT

Though displacement is difficult to track, demographic changes at the neighborhood

level suggest when and where it has occurred. A study of the Central District found that in
1990 “there were nearly three times as many black as white residents in the area, but by
2000, the number of white residents surpassed the number of blacks for the first time in

30 years.” Given the net decline of 4,407 black residents in Seattle (2,405 from the Central
District alone) and the doubling and quadrupling of the black population in Renton and
Kent respectively between 1990-2000, the study concluded that “African Americans are
moving southeast into Seattle’s Rainier Valley or beyond into Renton and other inner sub-
urbs.” White residents in the Central District doubled during this period from 2,508 to 5,191.

1 Henry W. McGee, Jr. Seattle’s Central District, 1990-2006: Integration or Displacement. Urban Lawyer, Vol. 39, p. 2,
Spring 2007.
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Increases in educational attainment and income accompanied this racial demographic
inversion. Increases in renter housing cost burden and a dramatic increase in home values
were also documented by this report. For example a 1,270 square-foot single family, three
bedroom one bathroom home, was assessed by the county at a value of $5,000 in 1960,
$190,000in 2001, $262,000 in 2003, and $355,000 in 2005.

The report does not determine whether this relocation of African Americans was volun-

tary or involuntary. However, a closer look at racial trends shows that groups least likely

to have the financial stability to absorb steep increases in the cost of housing experienced
the sharpest declines; specifically black renters, low-income black households, and young
black residents. Black renter-occupied households declined by 26% (460 households) while
black owner-occupied households declined by 19% (311 households). There were 965 fewer
black households reporting less than $25,000 in annual income in 2000 than in 1990. This

is in contrast to an almost identical increase of 968 white households reporting more than
$75,000 in annual income in 2000 than in 1990. While the white population under 39 years
old increased by 2,150, the black population under 39 years of age decreased by 2,070.

Seattle’s population is more diverse than in 1990. Decennial Census figures indicate that
persons of color increased from about 26 percent of Seattle’s population in 1990 to 34 per-
centin 2010. In King County as a whole, the population of color grew much more dramati-
cally over the same period, from 15 percent to 31 percent.

Seattle has become a more international city. The percentage of Seattle residents born
outside the United States increased from roughly 13 percent in 1990 to 18 percent in 2010.

People of color are more likely to live inside an urban center or village. Census data show
that since 1990 the population of color has been about 10 percent higher inside urban cen-
ters and villages than outside. In 2010, persons of color were 41 percent of the population in
urban centers and villages compared to 30 percent of the population outside.

People of color make up a growing share of the population in urban centers and villag-
es as well as in the city as a whole. These increases have been primarily due to growing
shares of Asian and Hispanic or Latino populations. While the Black or African American
population in urban centers or villages was relatively constant between 1990 (20,048) and
2010 (21,802), it decreased from 14 percent to 11 percent of the total population within
urban centers and villages. In Seattle as a whole, the Black/African American population
declined in both relative and absolute terms from 51,948 or 10 percent of the population in
1990 to 48,316 or 8 percent in 2010. In King County as a whole, the Black/African American
population grew from 5.1 percent to 6.2 percent from 1990 to 2010.

Table 1 Urban centers and villages in Seattle with a decrease in population by race, 1990 to 2010

Black or African American Indian or Hispanic or

AUt American SR Alaska Native Latino

Number of urban centers or villages with an
absolute decrease in population (out of 30 total)
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Three urban villages where the Black or African American population decreased substan-
tially both in absolute and relative terms are 23rd & Union-Jackson, Columbia City, and
Madison-Miller. In 1990, Black or African American people were between 43 percent and

66 percent of the population in these urban villages; by 2010, their share had fallen to
between 16 percent and 31 percent. At the same time, several urban centers and villages
experienced significant increases in the share of people of color between 1990 and 2010.
These include Northgate (25 percent to 48 percent), Lake City (25 percent to 51 percent),
Aurora-Licton Springs (22 percent to 39 percent), South Park (37 percent to 68 percent), and
Westwood-Highland Park (40 percent to 61 percent). South Lake Union, where the total
population more than tripled over this 20-year period, also saw a large increase in the share
of people of color (14 percent to 33 percent).

Attachment A provides population counts by race for each urban center and village in 1990
and 2010. Figure 2 on the following page illustrates the change in the percentage of the pop-
ulation of color between 1990 and 2010 in each urban center and village.



Figure 2
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Urban centers and villages in Seattle with a decrease in population by race, 1990 to 2010
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and social equity
identifies two goals:
strong communities
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Aframework to
achieve racial

and strong people

An Equitable Development Framework for Growth

This section defines equitable outcomes and introduces a framework for mitigating and
leveraging growth to achieve these outcomes.

Defining an Equitable City

Establishing an equitable outcome and strategies to reduce disparities are a critical compo-
nent of the Racial Equity Toolkit. The following is the vision for an equitable Seattle

Equitable growth will be achieved when Seattle is a city with people of diverse cultures, races
and incomes and all people are thriving and able to achieve their full potential regardless of
race or means. Seattle’s neighborhoods will be diverse and will include the community an-
chors, supports, goods, services, and amenities people need to lead healthy lives and flourish.?

All marginalized people can attain those resources, opportunities, and outcomes that im-
prove their quality of life and enable them to reach their full potential. The city has a collec-
tive responsibility to address the history of inequities in existing systems and their ongoing
impacts in Seattle communities, leveraging collective resources to create communities of
opportunity for everyone, regardless of race or means.

Population and employment growth is a dynamic force that introduces change into the ur-
ban environment and can help transform Seattle into a more equitable city. Influencing the
locations and types of development can contribute to achieving equitable outcomes.

In an equitable approach to growth, the City views all policy, programs, and investments
through a race and social equity lens. This approach would manage growth to minimize
displacement of marginalized populations and increase their access to opportunity.

An Equitable Development Framework

A framework to achieve racial and social equity identifies two goals: (1) strong communities
and people and (2) great places with equitable access. This means community stability and
resilience in the face of displacement pressures and great neighborhoods throughout the
city that provide equitable access to all.

In Seattle’s current context of rapid growth and escalating cost of living, market forces alone
will not be able to produce equitable growth. Displacement risk exists for marginalized pop-
ulations and will worsen without government action to create the conditions for community
stability and economic mobility. A scan of key determinants of social, physical, and eco-
nomic well-being indicates they are not equitably distributed and that many already do not
have the means to access what is necessary to flourish. This limited access to resources for
some will persist without government intervention to fill gaps and leverage market strength
to create equitable access to all neighborhoods.

2 Excerpt from Resolution 31577.
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Achieving equitable growth will require:

+ Implementation of programs and investments that are designed to create
community stability and economic mobility for current residents in areas where
new development could lead to displacement and where marginalized populations
currently lack access to opportunity.

+ Leveraging private-sector development to increase the supply and variety of
housing options to create equitable access to neighborhoods that already have key
determinants of well-being.

+ Apublicinvestment strategy that reflects need rather than a distribution based solely
on numbers of people or households.

Mitigation measures described in this analysis were derived from the Puget Sound Regional
Equity Network’s Principles of Equitable Development. Seattle and other public institutions
have some of the tools to operationalize this equitable development framework. However,
new tools are necessary to fill gaps. Detailed sub-measures are provided in the Equitable
Development Implementation Plan.

The measures are designed to mitigate harm and improve outcomes for marginalized
populations. They operationalize many of the City’s “goals and policies for capital invest-
ments and the provision of public services...to eliminate racial and social disparities.” This
requires coordinating and targeting City policies and investments first in neighborhoods
with the highest displacement risk and/or the lowest access to opportunity.

A mitigation strategy to distribute resources equitably, rather than equally, is necessary to
produce equitable outcomes. Though targeted to specific neighborhoods with the greatest
need, these measures will benefit all neighborhoods throughout the city. Similarly, some
measures should target specific marginalized populations with the greatest disparities,
such as unemployment among Black youth. These measures can and will be deployed to
also improve outcomes for the benefit of other marginalized populations.

Goal 1: Strong communities and people. Community stability and economic mobility in the
face of displacement pressures.

Strategy 1: Advance economic mobility and opportunity. Promote economic opportu-
nities for marginalized populations and enhance community cultural anchors. Provide
access to quality education, training, and living-wage career path jobs for marginalized
populations.

Strategy 2: Prevent residential, commercial, and cultural displacement. Enact policies
and programs that allow marginalized populations, businesses, and community organi-
zations to stay in their neighborhoods.

Strategy 3: Build on local cultural assets. Respect local community character, cultural di-
versity, and values. Preserve and strengthen cultural communities and build the capacity

of their leaders, organizations, and coalitions to have greater self-determination.
3 Excerpt from Resolution 31577.
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Strategy 4: Promote transportation mobility and connectivity. Prioritize investment in
effective and affordable transportation that supports transit-dependent communities
and provides equitable access to key determinants of well-being.

Goal 2: Great places with equitable access. A city with an equitable distribution of great
neighborhoods full of strong amenities that provide equitable access throughout.

Strategy 5: Develop healthy and safe neighborhoods. Create neighborhoods that en-
hance community health through access to public amenities (schools, parks, open spac-
es, complete streets, health care and other services), healthy affordable and culturally
relevant food, and safe and inviting environments for everyone.

Strateqy 6: Equitable access to all neighborhoods. Leverage private redevelopment to ex-
pand the supply and variety of housing and employment choices, fill gaps in amenities,
and create equitable access to neighborhoods with high access to opportunity.

Existing Conditions

Data and Analytical Framework for Equity Analysis

The Growth & Equity Analysis combines data about demographics, economic conditions,
and the built environment. As shown in Figure 3, the analysis integrates these indicators
into composite indices of displacement risk and access to opportunity. The displacement
risk index identifies areas of Seattle where displacement of marginalized populations is
more likely to occur. The access to opportunity index identifies disparities in marginalized
populations’ access to some key determinants of well-being.

Figure 3 Indicators combined to create a composite index of displacement

Overlay indicators of Overlay education,
vulnerability, ameni- economic, transit,
ties, development civic infrastructure,
potential, and and health data to
median rent to create the Access to
create the Displace- Opportunity Index.
ment Risk Index.
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Table 3 and Table 4 describe the data used in this analytical model. The maps that follow
illustrate the variation in displacement risk and access to opportunity across the city.

Table 3 Displacement Risk Index indicators
Indicator Description Source
1 People of color Percentage of the population that is a race other than non- 2010 Census

Hispanic White

Percentage of households in which no one 14 and over

2008-2012 American

2 Linguisticisolation speaks English only or no one 14 and over speaks both a Community Surve
language other than English and English "very well" y y
3 Educational attainment Percentalge of the population 25 years or older who lack a 2008—2012 American
Bachelor's degree Community Survey
4 Housing tenancy Percentage of households that are renters 2010 Census
Housing cost-burdened Percentage of households with income below 80% of area
househ%lds median income (AMI) that are cost burdened (paying>30% Consolidated Housing
of income on housing) Affordability Strategy
5 (CHAS) (based on 2007-2011
s o - -
Severely housing cost- Percentage of households with income below 80% ofarea  American Community
median income (AMI) that are or severely cost burdened (>  Survey)
burdened households - -
50% of income on housing)
. Percentage of the population whose income is below 200% 2008-2012 American
6 Household income ;
of poverty level Community Survey
. S . - King County Metro General
7 Proximity to transit Numper o.f unique transit trips within a quarter-mile Transit Feed Specification
walking distance
(GTFS)
Proximity to current Location near a current and future light rail stations and
8 orfuture Link light s Sound Transit
. streetcar stops, measured by walking distance
rail and streetcar
Proximity to core Location within a certain distance of supermarket/grocery
9 busi Y (0.5 mi), pharmacy (0.25 mi), and restaurant/café/diner City of Seattle
usinesses ’
(0.25 mi)
Location within a certain distance of a public or private
Proximity to civic school (0.25 mi), community center (0.25 mi) or park of
10 infrastructure at least 0.25 acre (distance varies based on park size), or ReferenceUSA
library (0.5 mi)
Proximity to high- Census tracts that (a) have a median household income <
1 . ylohig 80% of AMI and (b) abut a tract where median household King County GIS
income neighborhood . .
income is > 120% of AMI
12 Proximity to job center Travel time to de5|gnatgd King County Urban Centers and City of Seattle
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers
13 Development capacit Parcels that allow residential uses identified as likely to 2008-2012 American
P pacity redevelop in City development capacity model Community Survey
14 Median rent Ratio of rent per net rentable square foot by tract to the Dupre + Scott (Spring 2016)

Seattle average for rent per net rentable square foot

13
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Table 4 Access to Opportunity Index indicators
Indicator Description Source
1 Elementary school math and reading proficiency scores by

— School performance

attendance area

Middle school math and reading proficiency scores by

Washington Office of
Superintendent of Public

2 attendance area Instruction (OSPI)
3 Graduation rate High school graduation rate by attendance area
City of Seattle
4 Acces.s to gollege Locat‘lon within 30 minutes of a college or university by King County Metro GTFS
or university transit (bus and/or light rail)
Sound Transit
5 Proximity to a library Location within quarter-mile walking distance to a library ~ City of Seattle
S . Puget Sound Regional
6 Proximity to employment Ngmber of (by census tract centroid) jobs accessible in 30 Council 2013 Covered
minutes by transit .
Employment Estimates
2000 Census
7 Property appreciation Change in median home value 2000-2013 2009-2013 American
Community Survey
. S s . . King County Metro General
8  Proximity to transit N.umber of unique transit trips within 0.25-mile walking Transit Feed Specification
distance
(GTFS)
Proximity to current Location near a current and future light rail stations and Sound Transit
9 orfuture Link light streetcar stops, measured by walking distance i
rail and streetcar ps, y g City of Seattle
Location near a City-owned and City-operated community
imi center, measured by walking distance
10 PrOX|m|ty toa o 'y & . City of Seattle
community center (Proximity determined by the size of the park. Larger parks
have larger service areas.)
11 Proximity to a park Locathn neara public open space, measured by as-the- City of Seattle
crow-flies distance
Percentage of block faces within a quarter mile missing a
12 Sidewalk completeness  sidewalk (excluding those SDOT has not identified should City of Seattle
be improved)
13 Proximity to a health Location near a health care facility, measured by walking King County Public Health
care facility distance (2010)
L. . . ReferenceUSA
14 Proximity to a location Location near a supermarket, produce stand, or farmers

that sells produce

market, measured by walking distance

Washington State Farmers
Market Association




Growth and Equity
Analyzing Impacts on Displacement and Opportunity Related to Seattle’s Growth Strategy

May 2016

Limitations

The indices and maps in the Growth & Equity Analysis should be used with caution. Thisis a
first attempt to understand equity effects of broad City policies, and results of the analysis
depend on the selection and weighting of indicators.

All data sources have limitations. These indices are high-level assessments that can inform
(but should not predetermine) decisions about growth, investment, and policy. Greater his-
torical and qualitative context is needed to avoid simplistic conclusions. Engagement with
those most affected by the equity issues evaluated here should complement this analysis
and inform policy makers’ decisions.

The indices present “snapshots in time” based on the best currently available data and on
research indicating relationships between that data and both displacement risk and access
to opportunity. It isimportant to recognize that anomalies exist in both indices. Further-
more, these indicators will change over time. For example, late in 2015 bus service signifi-
cantly expanded in Seattle, increasing the number of bus trips within walking distance for
many locations in the city.

Income, behavior, and physical proximity affect opportunity in complex and nuanced
ways. Some neighborhoods that appear at the lower end of the access to opportunity index
may in fact have desirable neighborhood amenities such as a walkable business district or
other determinants of well-being not measured by this index. Unique neighborhood charac-
teristics can affect the outcomes of the indices; for instance, the large student population in
the University District skews census data for that neighborhood, and findings about dis-
placement risk there are less reliable as a result.

Marginalized populations exist across the entire city, including outside neighborhoods
identified as high risk on the displacement risk index. These populations are at risk to have
to relocate due to rising housing costs, whether these increases are due to limited housing
putting upward pressure on prices or due to particular development in their neighborhood.

The displacement risk index is an assessment of susceptibility, not a predictor of future
outcomes. Whether displacement occurs depends on several factors, such as the timing
and intensity of growth and the public investments that precede or accompany it.

The relationship between growth and potential displacement is not straightforward.
Displacement has many interrelated causes that are difficult to quantify. In areas where
current rents are below average, the higher price of new market-rate development can exert
upward pressure on the rents in the immediate vicinity, even as overall housing supply
increases. Yet while new development in certain areas can exacerbate displacement pres-
sures, new development is critical for absorbing the increasing citywide housing demand
that leads to displacement. Growth can also reduce transportation costs, attract new cus-
tomers to local businesses, and bring in infrastructure and service investments.

15
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The displacement risk index does not directly assess displacement risk for businesses

or cultural organizations that are also sometimes forced to relocate as a result of market
pressures. Many of the same vulnerability and market indicators could make it difficult for
an existing business or community organization to remain. Their displacement can also fur-
ther destabilize communities of marginalized populations. This displacement may occur at
a faster rate than housing displacement since more protections exist for affordable housing
than for businesses and cultural anchors.

Displacement Risk Index

This analysis focuses on both physical (direct) and economic and cultural (indirect) dis-
placement that affects marginalized populations. By combining data on vulnerability, ame-
nities, development potential, and rents, the displacement risk index identifies areas where
displacement of marginalized populations may be more likely.

+ Vulnerability: Populations less able to withstand housing cost increases and more
likely to experience discrimination or other structural barriers to finding new
housing.

+ Amenities: Potential contributors to real estate demand. Some factors include access
to transit, proximity to certain core businesses, and adjacency to gentrifying or
affluent neighborhoods.

« Development capacity: A measure of how much future development could
exist parcel by parcel under current zoning. This roughly suggests the potential
location and scale of future development, but it is not a reliable predictor of when
development will occur in a given place.

+ Maedian rent: Comparing a neighborhood’s median rent to the citywide average can
suggest the extent to which new market-rate development could affect current rents
in that neighborhood.

Figure 4 integrates the vulnerability indicators (the first six indicators in Table 3) into a sin-
gle map. These are just some of the factors that contribute to the level of displacement risk
across Seattle, which is shown in Figure 5.

Access to Opportunity Index

The analysis also considers marginalized populations’ access to key determinants of social,
economic, and physical well-being. Access to economic opportunity depends on not only
physical proximity to quality jobs but also the ability to attain the skills and experience
needed to acquire such jobs. Shown in Figure 6, the access to opportunity index integrates a
broad range of indicators, but it is not an exhaustive assessment of the factors that contrib-
ute to well-being and allow individuals to flourish.

The access to opportunity index includes measures related to education, economic oppor-
tunity, transit, civic infrastructure, and public health.
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Figure 4 Composite vulnerability indicators
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Figure5 Displacement Risk Index
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Figure 6 Access to Opportunity Index
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Together, the indicators in Table 4 produce an index that assesses access to social, physical,
and economic opportunity. The indicators measure access to some of the resources peo-
ple need to succeed and thrive. Because these resources can attract private development
and influence residents’ decisions about where to live, communities with more of these
resources also have some of Seattle’s highest housing costs. Note that some of the access to
opportunity indicators are also factors that increase the potential for displacement, such as
access to transit and jobs.

In 2010, the Kirwan Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnicity released The Geography

of Opportunity, an opportunity mapping report for King County. While that research has
informed our analysis, Kirwan uses a larger set of education, economic opportunity, and
housing indicators that includes both determinants (such as proximity to jobs) and out-
comes (such as unemployment rate). Other outcome measures in the Kirwan work are
crime rate and neighborhood poverty rate. Since this analysis is intended to inform Seat-
tle’s long-range growth strategy, it focuses on place-based determinants that could lead to
unwanted changes in a neighborhood, rather than on outcomes.

The access to opportunity index also incorporates some of the neighborhood amenities
identified in the Seattle Planning Commission’s Seattle Transit Communities report. The in-
dex does not catalog amenities such as locally owned stores that sell culturally appropriate
food or cultural organizations.

Methodological Updates

In response to public comments on the Draft Growth & Equity Analysis, these maps of the
displacement risk and access to opportunity reflect several minor methodological updates.
Table 5 summarizes these changes. Most methodological updates occurred in order to use
the most current datasets available. Individual maps for each factor in the displacement
risk and access to opportunity models are available in Attachment B.

Introducing a Displacement Risk / Access
to Opportunity Typology

The maps of existing conditions show that disparities exist. Displacement risk is greater in
some neighborhoods than others, and Seattle’s geography of opportunity is uneven. Some
neighborhoods, such as southeast Seattle, present a very high level of displacement risk
and very low access to opportunity. Key determinants of social, physical, and economic
well-being are not equitably distributed, leaving many marginalized populations without
access to factors necessary to succeed in life.

Figure 7 illustrates a typology that categorizes each of the city’s urban centers and villag-
es according to its relative position on the displacement risk and access to opportunity
indices. The typology helps identify the potential impacts of future growth and suggests
which mitigation measures could address the differential needs and opportunities present


http://The Geography of Opportunity
http://The Geography of Opportunity
http://Seattle Transit Communities
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Table 5 Methodological changes between the Draft and Final Growth & Equity Analysis

Indicator Change in methodology

Previously this indicator was English-speaking ability. The linguistic isolation indicator
Linguistic isolation captures households where adults do not speak English very well, even if children in that
household do speak English very well.

Proximity to transit This indicator was updated to reflect the most current transit service data available.

Proximity to light rail This indicator was updated to reflect University Link service, which came online in March 2016.

Proximity to regional

job center This indicator now includes designated Manufacturing and Industrial Centers.

This indicator was updated to reflect the most current rent data available. Previously, median
rent data was gathered at the census tract level, but for many tracts no data was available for
a given unit type. To address this, the updated version incorporates median rent data at the
neighborhood scale.

Median rent

Previously this indicator reflected elementary and middle school reading and math proficiency
scores relative to a citywide average. In the updated model, school performance data is
classified according to the percentage of students at grade level. This changes only how the
data are visualized; it does not have an effect on the results.

School performance

Previously this indicator reflected high school graduation rates to a citywide average. In the
Graduation rate updated model, each high school’s graduation rate is classified as an absolute percentage. This
changes only how the data are visualized; it does not have an effect on the results.

Access to college This indicator now incorporates University Link service, which increases the area in certain
or university parts of the city that can access a college or university within 30 minutes by transit.

This indicator was updated to reflect the most recent employment dataset available.
Proximity to employment Previously this indicator used as-the-crow-flies distance to assess proximity. In the updated
model, it uses access via the transit network.

This is a new indicator added in response to public comment that sidewalk connectivity

Sidewalk completeness . . e
P influences the level of access to services and amenities.

The dataset for this indicator has been adjusted. Previously it reflected an outdated and
unreliable dataset. The updated model includes supermarkets, produce stands, and farmers
markets.

Proximity to a location
that sells produce

in urban centers and villages. For certain urban villages whose boundaries are proposed
to change, their placement on the typology reflects the expanded geography. This analysis
builds on the Puget Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) Growing Transit Communities work,
which also accounts for both the physical and social conditions of communities.

This typology informed the development of the recommended Growth Strategy. Similar

to the emphasis on higher relative growth near high capacity transit, slightly lower growth
estimates reflect areas with high displacement risk and low access to opportunity. The ty-
pology also informs the mitigation strategies appropriate for each type of urban village, as
outlined in the Equitable Development Implementation Plan. The methodological changes
described in Table 4 did not change the categorization of any urban village, but it slightly
refines their relative position on the typology.

The general clustering of urban villages into four distinct categories is a more meaningful
pattern than the precise relationship of any single urban village to another. Because many
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factors contribute to a neighborhood’s position on this diagram, it is critical to examine
carefully the underlying data layers before adopting investments or programs to mitigate
displacement or increase access to opportunity. Two urban villages may coincide on the
typology diagram but for different reasons. For example, because this analysis integrates
several inputs into a single result, an urban village with marginalized populations and fewer
amenities could occupy a very similar position on the displacement risk axis of the typology
as an urban village with inverse characteristics. In this case, a similar result for displace-
ment risk in two urban villages masks their dissimilar socioeconomic conditions that invest-
ments and policy decisions must consider.

We can see this phenomenon at work in Seattle’s urban centers — six large, populous areas
with a varied social and economic landscape. To address this, the typology not only classi-
fies urban centers but also their component urban center villages according to the average

Figure 7 Displacement Risk / Access to Opportunity Typology
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