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—XECUTIVE SUMMARY

Underlying Patterns of Inequity

With this report, the Office of Planning and Community Development (OP@Dhéhing the
9ljdzA Gl 6t S 5S@St2LIYSyd az2yAd2NAYy3a t NEBINIY 695at v (2
toward becoming a more equitable city.

This report analyses and provides data on underlying patterns of inequity disproportionately
impacting Blackindigenous, and People of Co{@ POCyommunities. Th@rimary statistics
presented predate both the COVH29 pandemic and the murder of George Floyd, which have
laid bare the brutal effects of systemic racism.

The inequities we detaih this reportinclude disproportionately high rates of poverty and

housing cost burdens, greatdisconnection from school and work, limited mobility options and
greater need to take long trips by transit, greater exposure to pollution, and lower access+o well
performing neighborhood schools. These conditions make it difficult for people of color to thrive
even during economic booms.

Now, these and otheinequities are placing people of color at greater risks of social and economic
impacts associated with the pandemand related inequities areontributing to the
disproportionate rate at which people of color are falling sick and dying from CTID

Detailed knowledge of these kinds of inequities by race and neighborhood is especially critical
today as the City sygorts BIPOC communities to reduce harm from the pandemic and identifies
how to address the concerns of the Black Lives Matter movement.

Monitoring the Community Indicators of Equitable Development will help us gauge progress and
navigate a path to a mor@aclusive and equitable future

Background

Purpose
la 2dzit AYySR Ay {SIGGtSQa /2YLINBKSYaA@S ttlky |yR 9]
the EDMP is monitoring communitiriven indicators with three broad aims:

1 to provide City leaders with data to lpecenter the needs of Black, Indigenpasd people of
color (BIPOC) communities in policy, planning, and investment decisions,

1 to supply the public with objective information on how we are doing on our equitable
development goals, and

1 to furnish commurty stakeholders and organizations with data they can use in their work to
advance equity.
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Community Indicators and Analysis in this Report

This report provides baseline findings on the community indicators we&atking in the

Equitable Development Mutoring Program.

We conducted extensiveommunity engagemenwvith BIPOC and loimcome communitieso
enable us to select indicators reflecting thirthat thesemarginalized communities regard as
especially importantAs shown below, we selected twertype community indicators of equitable
development spanning four broad themeg$lome, Community, Transportation, and Education &

Economic Opportunity.

HOME

1 Homeownership

9 Housing cost burdens

9 Affordability and availability of
rental housing

1 Familysize rental housing

I Rent and incomerestricted housing

COMMUNITY

Proximity to community centers
Access to public libraries

Proximity to grocery stores

Access to parks and open space (to
be included in next report)

1 Air pollution exposure risk

1
T
1
)l

For each indicator, we look at how the city as
a whole igdoing. Then we break out the data
by race and ethnicity, neighborhood, or both.
This includes a special focus on how Race and
Social Equity (RSE) priority areas
neighborhoods where marginalized
populations are a relatively large share of
residentg are faring on the indicators

relative to other neighborhoods and the city
as a whole(The RSE Indeg pictured at right
TheRSE priority areagferenced in this

report are comprised o€ensus tractsvith the
two highest level®f disadvantage and

priority.)
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TRANSPORTATION

1
|l

|l
1

Sidewalk coverage

Access to frequent transit with night
and weekend service

Jobs accessible by transit

Average commute time

EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY

T

= =4 -8 -4 -8 9

Performance of neighborhood
elementary schools
Unemployment

Disconnected youth

Educational attainment

Poverty and neapoverty

Fulktime workers in onear poverty
Business ownership

Figurel

Analysis of the community indicators places a
special focus on Racial ang
Social Equity (RSE) (
Indexpriority Areas '
shown here irbrown

and maroon. ]

[ Jenbeuning
N
[
.

Higher disadvantzge
.

This index
combines data
on race, ethnicity,
and related
demographics
with data on
socioeconomic and
health disadvantages \gg
to identify neighborhood§
with marginalized populations.
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Reporting on Displacement Risk Indicators

Thenew Equitable Development Monitoring Prograaiso includeseporting onindicators of
heighteneddisplacement risk. Building on displacement risk mapping for the Sea3s
Comprehensive Plan, these hew meti@es intended toprovide a deeper understanding of how
displacement pressures are currently affecting households, businesses, and cultural institutions.

Emphasis on Community Engagement

Community engagement has heeritical in informing the design of the monitoring programd
the selection othe indicators. This process included working with Bguitable Development
Initiative Advisory Boar@nd theSeattle Planning Commisaidacilitating workshops with leader
in BIPOC communities, and conducting interviews and focus groups with residents. We also
consulted more than a dozeeports, action plans, and Racial Equity Toolkitsbtain additional
insights intocommunityconcerns

The EDMP will continue to emphas community engagement. This will include requesting
additional feedback from stakeholders upon release of this report to identify how we can improve
the indicators and make ongoing reporting as useful as possible. OPCD will also explore ways to
complement data from traditional sources with communibased participatory research,

recognizing that people most impacted by displacement and low access to opportunity know their
own communities best.

Community Indicator Findings

Here we present a summary of our baseline findings on the community indicators of equitable
development. These findings, grouped under tbar indicator themes (Home, Community,
Transportation, Education and Economic Opportunity), are intended to pré&egénsights that
the City and communitpased organizations can use to reduce disparities, and to provide a
foundation for ongoing monitoring to drive further progress.

HOME

Households of color are less likely to own their own home.

 Aboutone thirdofSeali f SQ&4 K2dzaSK2ft Ra 2F O2f2NJ) 246y U(GKSANI K2Y
0KS OAGeQa 2KAUS K2dzaSK2f Rao

9 Homeownership is uncommon among lkmcome households. Even among loweome
households, there are racial and ethnic disparities in homeownership.

9 While Rae and Social Equity Index (RSE) priority areas generally have low rates of
homeownership, there is a relatively large number of io@ome homeowners in southeast
Seattle.

Households of color are more likely to be housing cost burdened.

1 In Seattle, oughlyhalf of Native American, Black, and Pacific Islander household®asing
cost burdenegdmeaning they spend more than 30 percent of their income on housing. In
comparison, roughly onthird of White households are cost burdened.

1 More than a quarter of Black households amsyerelyhousing cost burdened, meaning they
spendmore thanfifty percentof their income on housing.

9 Households in RSE priority areas are more likely than other households in the city to be housing
cost burdened.
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There are significant shortages of rental housing affordable and available to  low-

income households, even with more than 33,000 rent- and income -restricted housing

units in Seattle.

{SFHGGtSQa (201t NByGl f 4 deatdsadd mbré thad B3,000/fedf dzZRSa 02 (0 K
and incomerestricted units dedicated to incoraeligible households. Analysis of theevall

rental stock in Seattle finds that

9 There is a shortage of rental housing affordable and available at alhtmme levels including
30% of Area Median Income (AMI), 50% of AMI, and 80% of AMI.

9 The shortage is especially severe for householdls @itremely low incomes: there are only 32
rental unitsaffordable and available at 30% of Aldt every 100 renter households with
incomes at or below 30% of AMI

This analysis adjusts for the fact that some rentals affordable at each level are odoupied

households with higher incomes but still understates shortages and does not account for the
housing needed by over 8,000 people experiencing homelessness in Seattle

Family-size rental housing is scarce.

T¢KS OAleQa athédivonireallspeopotidhatydmpécts households of color,
including immigrant and refugee householdd)o tend to be larger than White households.

9 Onlyseven percentf rentals (ent- andincomerestrictedunits and marketrate rentalunits
combined) are threglus bedroom units affordable with a leimcome, presenting particular
challenges for larger families.

While scarce overall, rentals affordable to low -income households are more prevalent in
most RSE priority areas than elsewhere in the city.

1 In general, theshare of rentals affordable to low income households is greater in RSE priority
areas than in the city as a whole.

1 However, several neighborhoods including the Central Area, have a relatively low share of
affordable units, making it increasingly hard Fastorical communities to remain. Markeate
units that are still affordable in these and other neighborhoods are at risk, threatening further
displacement due to market and economic pressures.

COMMUNITY
Broadly speaking, RSE priority areas are doing slightly better than the city as a whole in
havingCity-oper ated community centers and | ibraries neal

1 Virtually all homes in the city, including those in RSE priority areas, are within te®ohi
City-operated community center; the same is true with respect to public libraries.

1 Fifty-five percent of homes in Seattle are within one mile of a community center; 64 percent
are this close to a library. Percentages are slightly higher for R8Eypareas.

1 Sixteen percent of homes in Seattle are within a-salé (walking distance) of a community
center and 23 percent are this close to a public library. Percentages are a bit higher for RSE
priority areas.
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9 However, factors related to programingt including hours, affordability, and cultural
relevance may nevertheless fall short in meeting the needs of marginalized commuriities
is especially important considering thasidents of colouse{ S I (i dorhnfuitii centers at
higher rates thardo White residentsa 2014survey found that 1®ercentof respondents of
color compared to §ercentof White respondents visited a community center on a weekly
basis.

Households in RSE priority areas are as likely as those in the city as a whole to have a
grocery store nearby that sells fresh fruits and vegetables, but gaps in access and
cultural relevance remain.

1 Roughly six in tehomes in the city including in RSE priority argaare within half a mile of
such a grocery store.

1 However, some neighborhais in RSE priority areas, includBguth Park, Riverview, High
Point, and most of Highland Patkck a grocery store.
9 Populations in RSE priority areas also tend to have lower incomes and fewer transportation

options, which can limit access. They mapdiave to travel long distances to get to stores
with culturally relevant foods.

Households in RSE priority areas face disproportionately high risks of exposure to air
pollution.

1 Air pollution exposure risks in Seattle are highest for neighborhoods bhaglardustrial
districts and major freight route RRSE priority areas are more commonly near these sources.

9 Households in RSE priority areas are twice as likely as households in the city as a whole to live
near a major poinsource of air pollution.

Future monitoring will include indicators on Parks & Open Space.

9 While this topic is not included in thiisst report, OPCD is working with Seattle Parks &
Recreation to develop mew measure of access fmarks and open space that will be included in
future reports.

TRANSPORTATION

Lowincome households and households of color are less likely than others to own a car. This
makes it especially important for these households and their neighborhoods to have access to
good pedestrian connections amdvariety of maility options includindnigh-quality transit

service.

Sixty-eight percent of roads in RSE priority areas have sidewalks, which is somewhat
lower than the proportion in the city as a whole.
9 Based on the criteria for this indicator (sidewalks on both sidéke road for arterials and one

side for other roads), 68 percent of roads in RSE priority areas have sidewalk coverage,
compared with 76 percent of roads in Seattle overall.

1 Neighborhoods north of 85street, including several neighborhoods in RSEipyiareas, have
sparse sidewalk coverage.
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More than 75 percent of homes in Seattle are near at least one frequent transit route
that runs nights and weekends as well as weekdays; however, some neighborhoods in
RSE priority areas lack such access.

Based on 2019 transit schedules: Findings reported on community

1 Most homes in Seattie 76 percent in Seattle as a whole and 80 indicators relagd to transitreflect
percent in RSE priorigreag have access to at least one frequent ~ Servicelevelsin effect before the

transit route that runs nights and weekends as well as weekdays. 2/val of the COVIEL9 pandemic.
Transit service levels in 2020 have bee

| However, substantigdarts of some RSE priority neighborhoods in  significanty impacied by the pandemic.
north and south Seattle lack accaesone or more of these transit

routes. The pandemic has also reduced the
supply of jobs in Seattle and the broade
Residents of Seattle have relatively high access by transit to jobs region.

via transit, but displacement is a threat.

1 Residents throughout theity, including residents of RSE priority areas, have relatively good
transit access to jobs. This is particularly true for people living in or close to downtown.

1 Regional data show that displacement of communities of color to areas outside of Seattle
threatens to greatly decrease the number of jobs that are accessible to them by transit.

Seattleites of color have longer commutes to work than their White counterparts.
1 Blackpeoplehave the longest average commute time to work while Whites have the a$iort
T22N] SNE 6K2 fAQS ySINI GKS OAGeQa OSYydGSNI KIS NBE I

EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

The Washington Schools Improvement Framework (WSIF), an index of school
perfor mance, shows | arge disparitdsbhgs among Seattl e
race/ethnicity, income, and neighborhood.

The WSIF index, produced by state Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, includes
measures of student growth and engagement in addition to student test scores.

9 WSIF scores for neighborhood elemamyt schools in Seattle indicate better outcomes for
White and Asian students than for Black, Hispanic/Latinositmeme, and Englislanguage
learner (ELL) students.

9 While highscoring elementary schools are in many parts of Seattle; nfdsiedower-scoring
neighborhood elementary schools are in RSE priority areas.

Adults in Seattle are more highly educated than adults in other large cities . However, in
Seattle and the nation as a whole, people of color are less likely than Whites to have a
bachel ords degree.
1 As of 2018, 65 percent of Seattleites age 25 and older and 54 percent of Seattleites of color in
GKA& | 3S 3INERdAzL) Kk @S highestirdte® &ndig2hi FDdargestciiesh ghe
u.s.
fwlkiSa 2F ol OKSt 2adangSeRtiE&® Buch ldniedfok B1acks yNative
Americans, Pacific Islanders, Southeast Asians, and Hispanic/Latino persons than for Whites.
T¢KS aKIFENB 2F LIS2LX S gAGK | 0l @it deRte akaSIAINES Aa
whole.
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Living in or near -poverty, even when working full -time, is more The COVIEL9 pandemiccompounded
common for people of color than for Whites. Unemployment harm built on underlying inequities

rates are also higher for people of color. Aswe release this report, the new

coronavirus is taking lives and the

tions required to stem its spread are

NREF2dzy Rt @ AYLI O

wellbeing.Those nost affectedby the

0 Roughly 40 percent of people of color, includingre than half of  pandemicare the peoplealready
Blacks and Native Americans had incomes below 200% of povertyjirdened by the systemic racism we se

in comparison, 18 peent of Whites had incomes this low. reflected in findings for many of the
community indicators in this report.

9 The most detailed estimates by race and ethgicibme from data
collected between 2011 and 2015, when Seattle was recovering froﬁ'ﬁ
the Great Recession.

0 About 14 percent of the people of color working ftithe were
living at or below 200% of poverty, three times the rate among
their White counterparts.

King County health officials report that

the ageadjusted prevalence of COVID

19 dsease among Hispanic/Latinx,

0 The unemployment rate among people of color was roughly one Black, and Pacific Islander populations
and a fhalf times that of Whites. three or more times that among Whites

1 Most RSE priority areas have disproportionately high rates of peopl@ata on new unemployment claims
living below 200% of poverty. show people of colar especially Blacks,
Native Americans, and Pacific

Islanders losing their jobs at far higher

Large racial and ethnic disparities exist in rates of youth _
rates than Whites.

disconnection from school and work. . _
] ) ) . Stark disparities are also being found b
1 In Seattle, lhe rate of disconnection among Black youth is three timeg e\, household survey measuring

as high ashe rateis for White youth Therate among impacts of the pandemic. Among the
Hispanic/Latino youth is twice that of Whites. findings for the Seattle area: only four il
ten Black renters compared to nine in
ten White renters were able to make
their uine rent payment.

Sources: Public HealthSeattle & King

People of color own a disproportionately low share of CountyCOVIELY data dashboardsnd
U.S. Census Bure#&lousehold Pulse

businesses jn Sea’itle. ) ] ) Surve
T2 KAES LIS2LXS 2F O2t2NJ YI 1S dzLJ | & 2 dz
population, they own less than a quer of the firms here.

9 Data for our region also indicates thdative American, Pacific
Islander, and Southeast Asiaough have disproportionately high
rates of disconnectiofrom school and work

4

ot

u o

9 The deepest disparities are in the ownership of firms with employaésle Blacks are roughly
T LISNOSyld 2F {SIFIGdGtSQa | RdzA G LRLIzZ I GA2yT GKS@
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https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/health/covid-19/data.aspx
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/household-pulse-survey/data.html
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/household-pulse-survey/data.html

Additional Analysis and Ongoing Monitoring

The full Equitable Development Community Indicators Repalgol @ At 6t S 2y ht/ 5Qa
monitoring website providesmuch more information on each of teeindicators Charts and

mapsillustrate each data point and make clear connectioagMeen each aspect of equitable

development and evident gaps across neighborhoods and racial groups within Seattle.

Accompanying narrativprovides context, grounded in what we heard from community

stakeholders.

Reporting onthe Heightened Displacement Risk Indicatore dashboard formasibeing
launched2 Y ht / 5Q&a Y 2 yaktheXsaide yimkComniuditi IndicadorsReportis
released

As an ongoing projeciordinatedby OPCDthe Equitable Development Monitoring Prograviil
continue to update data over time to provide relevant and timely data to City and community
stakeholders This may includéhe addition ofnew sources of data and may aksecompass
community-based research.

Questions and requests for more informati may be directed to Diana Canzoneri, Demographer
& Strategic Advisor, Office of Planning & Community Developrdéntia.canzoneri@seattle.gov
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https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/communityindicatorsreport2020.pdf
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mailto:diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov

INTRODUCTIONAND METHODS

Direction for Creating the Monitoring Program

The broad inspiration for the Equitable Development Monitoring Program (EDMP)Ratieeand

Social Justice Initiatvew { WL 0 X { SF GGt SQa /AlesgARS STFF2NI G2 SYyR
work andto helpeliminate racebased disparities in the broader community.

The initial direction for creatinthe EDMP came in 2015 with the adoptionRésolution 3157.7

With this resolution, the City Council and the Mayor called for stronger integration of racial and

a20AFft SldzaGe Ay GKS /-pedripiNdgy Kashgworko@dw thefcityy S G KS / AG @ Q
should grow and develop. To guide the implementation and further evolution of policies on race

and social equity, the resolution called for quantitative indicators to be created and monitored.

In response, the Seattle 2035 updatetiof Comprehensive Plan

incorporatesnew goals and policies to better advance race and social Definitions established in Resolution
equity. The updaté Comprehensiv@lan also includes a commitment 31577:

to ongoing monitaing to help us better understand how well the Plan Race and Social Equitwhen all

is doing in making the city a more equitable place. marginalized people can attain those

¢ KS [EduiiaBl€@evelopment Implementation Pliglentifies resources, opportunities, and outcomes
o . . . . that improve their quality of fe and

monitoring as one of several systemic actions @ity is undertaking to enable them to reach their full

advance equitable development and outlines key guidance for carryingotemial. The city has a collective

out the EDMP. responsibility to address the history of

The Implementation Plan created &quitable Development inequities in existing systems and their
Frameworkfor translating policies into action. Like other efforts guided©"90ing impacts in Seaitle communitie:
by the Implementation Plan, the EDMP is built on this framewbnle. ~ €/€/201ng collective resources to creat
frameworkintegrates people and place with two interréda goals ng;nounn;'fggﬁrg&zg%ﬁ'gggror eans
one focused orsupportingstrong communities and peopleand one ’ '
aiming to creategreat neighborhoods with equitable access

Equitable Developmentpublic and

private investments, programs, and

The framework also embraces six Equity Driteidescribeand guide policies in neighborhoods to meet the
UGN GS3IASa F2NI NBFEOKAY I (KS ¥ NI ¥So2NiQded Sdpdzhndi @ 32|
reduce disparities, taking into account

_ ) _ ) past history and cuant conditions, so
D2) Prevent residential, commercial, and cultural dISpIacement. that quality of life outcomes such as

D1) Advance economic mobility and opportunity.

D3) Build on local cultural assets. access to quality education, living wage
) - o employment, healthy environment,

D4) Promote transportation mobility and connectivity. affordable housing and transportation,

D5) Develop healthy and safe neighborhoods. are equitably distributed for the people

currently living and working there, as

D6) Enable equitable access to all neighborhoods. well as for new people moving in.

Marginalized Peoplepersons and
communities of color, immigrants, and
refugees, those experiencing poverty,
and people living with disabilities.
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https://www.seattle.gov/rsji
https://www.seattle.gov/rsji
http://clerk.seattle.gov/search/resolutions/31577
https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/comprehensive-plan
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/EquitableDevelopmentInitiative/EDIImpPlan042916final.pdf

Outline of the Monitoring Program

Scope and Purpose

As outlined in the Equitable Development Implementatlan, OPCD is coordinating the EDMP.
The monitoring program encompasses two sets of indicators:

9 Community Indicators of Equitable Developnremmmunity indicators to gauge progress
over time in achieving equitable development outcomeashichare the focusf this report

1 Indicatorsof HeightenedisplacemenRisk specialized metrics to enhance our understanding
of displacement and detect heightened displacement riskdichare also beindaunched
alongsideghe community indicators report

The EDMP is desig@s an ongoing program to provide essential information to the public and
aid City leaders in making policy, planning, and investment decisions to advance equitable
development and address displacement.

Tal &2 NJ 5HEzatiltiveyOflar 20102 on Actions to Increase Affordability and Address
Residential Displacemenames he EDMP as a source of data to help guide workityy
departments on these fronts.

9 Based on guidance outlined for the EDMP, Huglitable Development itiative Advisory Board
and theSeattle Planning Commissibave special roles in the EDMP ;
and will be using the monitoring findings to make recommendations® @ 2 Y A U2 NAy 3 A a 7T dz

to City officials and departments. accountability and making meaningful
o ) ) and sustained progress on equitable
Furthermore, the EDMP is intended to provide commuiigged RSGSEt 2LIYSy (i o¢

organizations with a resource they can use to target their own

. 1 City of Seattle Equitable Developmer
programs, demonstrate need, and advocate for action.

Implementation Plan, 2016
Indicator Criteria

The Equitable Development Implementation Plan outlined criteria for selecting the EDMP
indicators. To be selected as a aoomity indicator, a measure needed to be:

1. Useful in gauging progress toward:
o Equityrelated policy direction in the Comprehensive Plan, and

o the Equitable Development Framework and associated Equity Drivers in the Equitable
Developmentmplementation Plan

2. Actionable, that is, able to provide information that the City can use to shape or adjust
policies, strategies, or investments to promote race and social equity and advance equitable
development

3. Important and meaningful to marginalizgeople, including lowincome persons and
communities of color

4. Measurable with readily available daffar indicators in thebaseline reporthnd consistent
with best practices for designing community indicators

The Process for Selecting Community Indicats

Selecting community indicators for the launch of the monitoring program was a collaborative,
multistep process. We cast a wide net to identify potential indicatibien used the criteria above
to prioritize indicators for selection. From the beginmgithe process incorporated substantial
research, consultation with colleagues, and community engagement. More specifically, this
process included the following
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https://durkan.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2019/02/2019-02-20-Executive-Order-2019-02-Affordability-and-Anti-displacement.pdf
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http://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/equitable-development-initiative
http://www.seattle.gov/planningcommission/about-us

1 Research by OPCD staff including inventorying topics covered in other local, regional, and
nationwide indicator efforts focused on equity, opportunity, and livabikty well a<onsulting
research findingsn related topics

9 Consultation with colleaguescross Citglepartments regional and county entities including
the Puget Sound Regional Coilinand Public Health Seattle & King County; Seattle Public
Schools; and university researchers.

1 Community engagement, which included working closely with&baitable Development
Initiative Advisory Boar@nd theSeattle Planning Commissiandengaging with community
leaders and residents to ensure that we are measuring aspects of economic development and
livability that the marginalized communities care about md&bre information on the
integration of community engagement in the EDMP is pteglibelow.

Communityengagement

As envisioned in Resolution 31577 and the Equitable Development Implementation Plan
community engagement has been, and will continue to be an integral part of the EDMP

Involvement of community leaders and practitionersTheEquitable Development itative
Advisory Boar@nd theSeattle Planning Commissibave special roles in the EDMPRPCD

worked with these bodies over the course of many months to generate initial ideas on topics to
measure and help us refine the indicado

We also obtained advice for shaping the EDMP through workshops with community practitioners
and volunteersThis included a workshop engaging representatives of the EDI Advisory Board,
Planning Commission, and thirteen additional City boards and cesions involved in race and
social equity issues, and a workshop at the 2018 EDI Community Convening.

Direct engagement with community residentsin engaging directly with residents, we
prioritized talking withpersons of color, immigrants and refugees, im@ome persons, and
people in neighborhoods experiencing displaceméihis included interviewing people at
community festivals, and hosting neighborhood focus grotlipg. Department of Neighborhoods
and itsCommunity Liaison programere instrumental in providing background on community
concerns, arranging engagement opportunities, and providing translation and interpretation.

Consultation of previous reports We consultednore thanone dozen reports, action plans, and
Racial Equity Toolkits featuring community insights on related issues.

Ongoing community engagementWe will continue to emphasize community engagement in
the EDMP. This will include gathering feedback to improgiators for ongoing tracking as well
as seeking input to shape the way we report on the indicators in the future.

The indicators in this first report rely on readily available data from traditional data soulfoea.

more complete picture, we will exple how EDMP could more fully integrate marginalized

LIS2 L)X SQa 26y SELISNASYOS 2F 46KIG Aa KIFLLSyAy3
and providing resources forcommunity baseetatacollection was one of the most common

themes from the inputhat community leaders and practitioners provided.

Community Engagement AppendixAppendix A provides more specifics on the community
engagement we conducted, the questions we asked, and the messages we heard. It also describes
how we integrated RSJI Radtajuity Toolkit principlemto the design of the monitoring program.
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The Community Indicators of Equitable Development
Selected for Monitoring

Twenty-One Community Indicators Four Themes

We selected twentyone community indicators topics for monitoring and grouped them into four
broad themes: Home, Community, Transportation, and Education and Economic Opportunity.

HOME TRANSPORTATION
I Homeownership 9 Sidewalk coverage
9 Housing cost burdens 9 Access to frequent transit with night
1 Affordability and availability of rental and weekend service
housing 9 Jobs accessible by transit
9 Familysize rental housing 1 Averagecommute time
f Rent and incomerestricted housing EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC
COMMUNITY OPPORTUNITY
9 Proximity to community centers 9 Performance of neighborhood
9 Access to public libraries elementary schools
9 Proximity to grocery stores Unemployment
1 Access to parks and open space (to Disconnected youth

Educational attainment

Poverty and neapoverty

Fulktime workers in or near poverty
Business ownership

be included in next report)
9 Air pollution exposure risk

=A =4 =4 -8 -8 9

Two Types ofCommunity Indicators , _
arheEquitable Development

Some of these indicators providirect informgtion orhow people are  Frameworkpresents an integrated
doing whileothers measuraspects of places K I i A Y LI OuU NIBDHANIRS YabhaiQhich addresse
quality of life and access to opportunitgxamples of the former are 2yS ALISOAFAO O2YLX
housing cost burdens and educational attainmestamples of the vision for an equitable future. Achieved
latter are proximity of grocery stores to homes, and the number of jobg29€ther, we believe it has the potential
accessible by transit. 8@ indicators play both of these roles. For to make the transformative systems
example, while poverty status is a direct indicator of how a person is Ch’?‘”@ needed 0 shift from th.e current
. L . . trajectory of unwieldy economic growth
doing, resgarch also shows that living in an area with a high that marginalizes far too many and
concentration of poverty can influence individual outcomes and compromises the diversity that makes

compound difficlties associated with being poér. Seattle an attractive place to live, work,

Together, these indicators give us insights into how well Seattle is doihg/ R LJt I & @€

2y GKS 9ljdAadGrofS 5S@St2LISyd CNJI YSg 2 NE@i@ble Raziofmerd 2 |- f
strong communities and people and creating great places with Implementation Plan
equitable access.
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Relationship of the Community Indicatorsand the Equity Drivers

Table lillustrates how each of the four community indicator themes relates to the Equity Drivers

Ay GKS /A0eQa 9ljdAldlofS 5S@St2LIYSYyd CNIYSg2N] @
As the Framework emphasizes, the drivers aseintended to be viewed independently; but as

inter-related and mutually reinforcing actions that need to be coordinated to produce lasting

change Likewise, viewing the community indicators in relationship to one another provides the

greatest insights ito the patterns that need to shitb achieve transformative systems change.

Tablel
Some Key Interrelationships Between Community Indicator Themes and Equitable Development Drivers

Community Indicator Themes

Home Community Transpotation | Educationand
Economic
Opportunity
D1 Advanceconomic mobility P
andopportunity. P

Promote economic opportunities for marginalized
populations and enhance community cultural anchol
Provideaccess to quality education, training, and
living-wage career path jobs.

D2 Prevent residential, commercial, and cultur
displacement. P P P
Enact policies and programs that allow marginalizec

populations, businesses, and commurotganizations

to stay in their neighborhoods.

D3 Build on local cultural assets.
Respect local community character, cultural diversity P P
and values. Preserve and strengthen cultural

communities and build the capacity of their leaders,

organizations, and coalitions to have greaterself

determination.

D4 Promote transportation mobility and
connectivity. P P
Prioritize investment in effective and affordable

transportation that supports transilependent

communities.

Equitable Development Drivers

D5 Develop healthy and safe
neighborhoods. P P
Create neighborhoods th&nhance community

health through access to public amenities, healthy,

affordable, and culturally relevant food, and safe

environments for everyone.

D6 Enable equitable access to all

neighborhoods. P P P P
Leverage private developments to fill gaps in

amenities, expand the supply and variety of housing

and employment choices, and create equitable acce
to neighborhoods with high access to opportunity.

2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report Page |13



The Analysis in This Report
¢CKAE NBLRNI LINRPOBARSE ol &aStAyS RwnielindihgyiRniskeyolt fredae A & 2y

Community Indicators of Equitable Development. the COVIBL9 pandemic, we can use
i i insights from these findings tinform
The Information and Analysis We Include for Each actions to mitigatesome of the impact
Community Indicator from the current crisis and plan a
recovery that creates a morequitable

For each indicator we:
future.

T Summarize key findings The data in this report prelate the

9 Describe why the indicator is importanthat is,how the outcomes arrival of the COVHR9 pandemic. As
2N f S@Sta 2F I 0O0Saa YSI adzNBR oRchiigdings (eRA esivizeENI Y I

well-being and impact opportunities available to them. the economy while far from _
) ) ] ] equitabler was regarded as strong, witt
1 Identify how the city as a whole is doing (SILGGf SQa S02y2ve

1 Dive deeper into the data to assess equity and identify disparities Nottestin the nation.

Specifically, we: Aswe complete this report, the
pandemic has plunged our economy
into a state more dire than most
Americans alive today have seen. The
o Analyze differences by neighborhod@or indicators with readily ~ toll in lives and livelihoods is laying bar

availableandreliableestimatesat thisgeographidevel). and intensifying inequities between
marginalized and privileged population:

o Examine racial and ethnic dispariti¢for each of the indicators for
which demographic data are available).

9 Describe how we measure the indicatoWe provide a brief
description of the data sourcesd methods used to measure the
indicator.

While the statistics in the report are
from different times, the patterns of
disparity they show tell us much about
1 Identify additional considerationdor interpreting indicator findings. the underlying landscape of inequity in
This includes noting important equitglated aspects that are closely Seattle. As such, these findings will hel

related to, but not captured by, the indicator itself. AYF2NY GKS /AGeQa
. .. . marginalized commurniiés to respond to
Howwe analyzedisparitiesbetweenpopulationgroups the COVIELS crisis.
In assessing disparities, the EDMP focuses primaritijsparities This report provides a baseline for
between racial/ethnic groups. gauging our progress as we work to

We look at how people of color as a broad group are faring relative to Puild @ more equitable Seattle.
Whites or to the city as a whole.

We also presnt detailed comparisons to see how individual groups of color are doing. As data
allow, we report estimates for seven standard categories: White, Black, Native American, Asian,
Pacific Islander, Multiracial, and Hispanic or Latino.

Outcomes for a giveracial/ethnic group often mask disparities within that group. (For example,
among Asians, outcomémretend to be less favorable for southeast Asian populations than for
Asian Indian populations.) As feasible, we provide examples of disparities betuegnogps and

note sources that readers can consult for more comprehensive analysis. A key source, which we
used extensively, is thdational Equity Atlaproduced by PolicyLink and the USC Program for
Enviroimental and Regional Equity (PERE).

For some indicators, we also drill down to see howioeome individualer households are doing.
(Lowincome groups are sometimes defined differently vary depending on the data source.)
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How we analyze community indicatarsoss neighborhoods Gt f I O8 chekaias 6fKeBearch

One of the ways to identify if people are benefiting equitably as have shown that where you live impact:

development occurs is to compare how different neighborhoods are Your health and your life .
doing. opportunitiest including your ability to

_ _ o LI NGAOALI GS Ay GKE
In the EDMP, we do this by mapping key data for the indicators, Iooklrtgy by SlidAadGlots &¢
at neighborhoods where nmginalized persons make up a substantial ... o, Zip code would no longer
share of the population, and evaluating how these neighborhoods arepredi(’:t his or her healthsuccess at

faring relative to othefSeattleneighborhoods. school, or adult income. Pladmsed

Findings for the community indicators azelculatedat the census strategies that make distressed
tract-level. This provides a momon geographic frame for analysis ne_'tghhﬁprQOOdls_t mr? e qpportugl'.mh
acrosghe indicators(Moreover, use of tractevel data was necessary (with high-quality housing, public

f indicatord timat ilable ot liabk transportation, thriving businesses,
or many Inaicatorwecause estimates angavallable otoo unrelia walkable and safe streets, services,

at smaller levels of geography. retail, etc.) are integral tbuilding an
Many of thecommunity indicatomaps(e.g, those on housing cost equittRNA @Sy 3INB S GK Y
burden andaverage commutéimes) useshades of blu¢o identify the T PolicyLink!l YSNR Ol Q&
range of values into which the estimate for each tract fit& typically Equity is the Superior Growth Mode

displaytheserangesin five categoriesnoting theestimatefor Seattle
as a wholealongside the legentb make it eagr to discern how neighborhoods ad®ingin
comparisorwith the city as a whole

The Race and Social Equity (RSE) InHeatzNJ Yl Ay (22t F2NJ LISNF2NXAYy3I (KAAZ
RSE Index. This index comisimiata on race, ethnicity, and related demographics with data on

socioeconomic and health disadvantages to identify where marginalized populations make up

relatively large proportions of neighborhood residerfgure 2presentsmapof RSE Index

Our repot refers to census tracts in the two highest priority/disadvantaged quintiles of the RSE

LYRSE a awl OS I yR { 2 Ohlthe refergndeimag maroor idedtifiekINA 2 NA G & | N
tracts with the highest level of priority and disadvantage, whileAlbralenotes the second highest

level togetherthe tracts in maroon and brown make up the RSE priority areas

Analysisof proximity-orientedindicatorsdzy RS NJ 6§ KS BYRYXFAMAV@ER NI F A2y ¢ (K
include chartsummarizindhow the RSE priority areas ateing on the indicator relative tthe

middle and lowst priority areas in theRSE Indexn the reference map, theacts in the middle

range(or quintile)of the index are shown in pale yeNoThe tracts witln the two lowest levelsof

priority/ disadvantagere shown in turquoise and blyevhen referring to thedlowestpriority

areas¢ we are describingracts in theseéwo quintiles ofthe RSE Index

The RSE Indexas designeas abasic toolthat canbe usedalongwith other information to
design programsasses®quity, and prioritize investmentsbased omeighborhoodsvhere RSJI
priority populationslive. The RSE Indeomplements other mapped indices that the City has
developedincludngthe Displacement Risk drthe Access to Opportuniipdicesthat were
originally createdo inform the Growth Strategget forth inthe Seattle 2035 Comprehensive
Plan?

2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report Page |15


https://www.racialequitytools.org/resourcefiles/Equitygrowthmodelpolicylink.pdf
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Figure2

Race and Social Equity (RSE) Index

This composite index includes:

« Race, ELL, and Origins

(shares of population who are)

- Persons of color

- English language learners (ELL)
- Foreign born

Socioeconomic Disadvantage

(shares of population with)

- Income below 200 percent
of poverty level

- Educational attainment less
than a bachelor's degree

Health Disadvantage

- No leisure-time physical activity
- Diagnosed diabetes

- Obesity

- Mental health not good

- Asthma

- Low life expectancy at birth

- Disability

Legend
(map numbers are tract identifiers)

RSE Index: Level of Disadvantage/
Priority

Lower disadvantage
and priority

Higher disadvantage
and priority

Seattle City Limit

Sources: RSE Ind#eveloped by City of Seattle ORtg2i3ed on estimates from the 2020165-yearACSU.S. Census Bureau; 2014 and 2015 estimat
published in théJ).S. CD&6500 Cities Projet2011-2015 averages from the &8hingtonTracking NetworkjVashingtorState Deptof Health; and
estimates from Public HealgSeattle & King County.

Notes:OPCD developed the RSE Index and updates it periodically to inform equitable development efforts and etblet&Bdbrk at the City. The R
Index map is available aPBF The index can also be accessedAreGIS Onlinend SeattleGeoDatéopen data)Contact.diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov
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https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/AboutSeattle/Race%20and%20Social%20Equity%20Index%20Map%202018.pdf
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mailto:diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov

Figure3
Using the RSE Index, we assess equity
across neighborhoods bgoking to see if

the indicators are as favorabieor as Gold cross
concerning for RSE priority areas as the _ hatCh'nE

. . . highlights the
are for other neighborhoods in the city.

census tracts th

As illustrated irthe bottom panel of RSE priorit
Figure 3in the neighborhood maps for areas, whic = “\ 5
the indicatorswe use gold crosbatching ~ correspond witl < by ‘—‘
to identify census tracts iRSE priority the two highes - ’ =t

areas. quintiles in the -
RSE Inde ‘“- .!“*_

For convenience, &overlay the names
of Community Reporting Areas most
indicator mapdo identify general

neighborhoods’

Important considerations forviewing Neighborhood

and usingneighborhoodfindings level analysis

The patternsound in these community
indicators

neighborhood analysgsrovideimportant . << on ho
insightsand allow us to evaluate the the RSE priori
generalequity landscape foeach areas are farin
indicator. When thinking about

implications of these analyses, it is also

important to consider the following.

1 Inequities may exist even if RSE priority areas and other areas are found to have equal levels
of accessRSE priority areas may in fact need higher levels of access given that marginalized
populations commonly have greater need for services than others. For example, because
disproportionate shares of marginalized populations are dependent on transit, RBiEy pri
areas need higher levels of transit. Furthermore, proxirhéiged measures tell an incomplete
story. Things like programmirggntentand hours of operation are also important.

1 While theRSE Indeand most of the community indicators are summarizétha census tract
level it is important to keep in mind thadisparities in outcomes also existithin census
tracts. This is, for example, commonly the cagiéhin census tractthat bordershorelinesin
these tractsaffluent residentoften tend to Ive on blocksthat arenear the water othave
sweeping viewsvhile less affluent residents liven blocks without thesemenities!

9 Census tracts vary somewhat in their number of residents and vary a great deal in the amount
of land they coverSmall cenas tracts with highdensity housing can have as many or more
people than large tractsvith lower-density housing, nomesidential zoning, or large parks.

1 While marginalized populations make up comparatively large proportions of residents in RSE
priority areas,marginalized people also reside in neighborhoods outside RSE priority areas

fFinallyg S Ydzad 06S (K2dzZAK{d¥dzAZ Ay ARSYGAFeAy3a AYLI AOFGA
displacement processethat have already pushed out marginalized people drat tontinue

to place pressure on communities. More context follows on displacement processasiéisd
in the racial and ethnic makeup of neighborhoods and the city as a whole.

2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report Page |17



Future monitoring reportsto include Access to Parks and Open Space

Along with community centers, libraries, and grocery stores, community members commonly
mentioned parks when asked what is most important to have within a neighborhood. OPCD and
Seattle Parks and Recreation are develogingw measure of access to parksdaopen space

that will be included in future monitoring.

Notes on Data Sources Used for the Community Indicators

Data for the community indicators come from a variety of sources. In selecting sources, we

prioritized publicly available sources that produdgh-quality data likely to be updated on an

ongoing basisAs noted previously, thdata used to analyze the indicatquee-date the COVIR9

pandemic

{2YS AYRAOIFIG2NERE |NB o0FaSR 2y adaNBSea o6AyOfdzZRAYy3I (K
Survey, the sawe we use most), and some tap administrative datasets (e.g., data on public

transit serviceor Cityrun community centers). Some indicators rely on a combination of sources.

Time periods reflected in the data vary due to several factors including diffesain release

schedules anthe data available when we performed the analysis. With some indicators, we

needed to use data pooled over several years to get the detail required to report findings by

race/ethnicity and by neighborhood.

For eachindicatol KS &1 26 2SS aSl add2NEXé aSOliAzy oNASTFfte RSao
we used along with basic notes on how we did the analpsipendix B provides details on the

approach we used with the American Community Survey data.

Appendix C lists sourcesdprovides a peliminaryupdate schedule for all of thEommunity
Indicators of Equitable Development

Collaboration to Improve and Refine the Community Indicators

As previously noted, &will continue to emphasize collaboration and community engagement as
we work to refine the EDMP. This will include gathering feedback on the usefulness of the
indicators selected and seeking further input to shape the way we report on the indicators in the
future.

While practicality necessitates that we use readily abéglaata for most indicators in the

monitoring program, such data leave large gaps in understanding. To provide a more complete
LIAOQGdzNBx 6S Attt SELX 2NB K2g (GKS 95adwnO2dzx R Y2NB 7
observations of what is happeningtimeir communities. The importance oftegrating and

resourcing communitybased participatory research was one of the most common themes in the

feedbackthat community leadersind practitioners provided odesigning themonitoring

program

Several City epartments including the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) have undertaken or are

beginning monitoring efforts focused on advancing race and social equity. OPCD will coordinate

gAOGK h/w IyR 20KSNJ RSLINIYSyita a2 UGKtod ¢S Oly fS@S
sharing data and analysis, we will work together to articulate the intended role of each

monitoringeffort.
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Context: Changes in the Racial and Ethnic Composition of Seattle
and Its Neighborhoods

This report is designed to furnish insights into the state of equity for existing residents and
neighborhoods andb provide a baseline for ongoing monitorirfgndings from this report need
to be interpretedand acted upon with awareness of dramatic siiftat have occurred in the
racial and ethnic makap of neighborhoods.

The population of color in Seattle has grown from comprising roughlyfoedzNIi K 2 F (G KS OA (& Q3
population in 1990 to making up over a third of the population currently, with Asian and

HA AL YAOK[ FGAY2 LRLMzZ FdA2y INBgOK adzmadlydAalffe 2dz
CKS AKINB 2F {SIFIGdtSQa LRLWzZ FiA2y ¢K2 | NBE F2NBA3yY
immigrants from Asia and from Africa growing particularly quickly.

AttKS &l YS GAYSET G(GKS {SIrddftsSqQa .f101 LRLHAIIGAZ2Y KI &
While the share of residents who are people of color has been increasing in much of the city, the

opposite has been happening in the Central Area and partsutheast Seattleln the Central

Area, Blacks went from being close to 60 percent of the populd@id®90 to less than a quarter

of the population more recentlyThisis a continuatiorof a longettrend that began in the970s.

Many community membersve spoke with in these and other areas of the city described ongoing

or newly intensified displacement pressure associated with increasing housing costs.

A broader geographic viewaf recent decadefinds that the population of colonas growrmore
rapidlyin the remainder of King Courtyparticularly in lowefcost areas to the south and
southeast of Seattle than in Seattle itselfThisis, in important part, asignal that marginalized
populations are having difficulty remaining in, and moving to, Seattle.

Asthe Equitable Development Monitoring Program mof@svard to track changes ithe
community indicators, it will be essential to account dontinued displacement pressures and
shifting demographicDisplacement risk monitoringill provide a greater understanding of
displacement pressures to help the City better respond to prevent and mitigate displacement.

Accessng this Report and Ongoing Updates on the EDMP Website

The 2020Equitable Development Community Indicators Rejimavailableonlineonh t / Heawa
monitoringwebsite Reporting orthe Indicatas of Heightened Displacement Rislbeing
launched simultaneously with the Community Indicators rep@PCD will update dafor both
sets ofindicatorson a periodic, ongoing basis

Reporting on the Displacement Indicators is presented usidgshboead format Going forward
we are planning t@pply a similaformat for updating theCommunity Indicators

Along withreporting onthe two sets of indicatorghe monitoring websitdinksto information on
neighborhooddemographic changt providecontext vitalfor interpreting monitoringfindings
andgaugingprogressn advancingace and social equity

For More Information

Forfurther informationor to make suggestions dhe community indicators or théroader
Equitable Development bhitoring Program readers carontactDiana Canzoneri, Demographer
& Strategic Advisor, Office of Planning & Community Developraént,
diana.cananeri@seattle.gov
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COMMUNITY INDICATORS




The indicators we are tracking:
1 Homeownership
1 Housing Cost Burdens
1 Affordability and Availability of Rental Housing
1 Family-Size Rental Housing

1 Rent- and Income-Restricted Housing
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Homeownership

Key Findings Definitions:

1 In Seattle, abouhalf of the householdswith White householders Homeownership rate The
own their home people of color are much less likely to own theirPercentageot households who own
home. the home in which they live.
Lowincome households Thosewho
have incomes no higher than &bf
Area Median Income (AMI) as
1 Low-income householghave low rates of homeownership calculated and adjusted for household
furthermore, low-incomehouseholds who areomeownersmay ~ size bythe U.S. Department of Housin

need help staying in their homes. & Urban Development(in 2015 80%
of AMIfor athree-person family was

o Even amondow-incomehouseholdsthere aresubstantial $59,250 and in 2020 it is85,750)
racial and ethnic disparitiga homeownership rates

1 Homeownership rates fdxative Americag Blaclk, Pacific
Islanders, and Hispanics/Latinos are all under 30 percent.

Household race and ethnicity The

0 A concentration ofdw-incomehomeowner households CensudBureau classifies race and
presentin southeast Seattle. ethnicity of households based on
characteristics of the householder
Why This Matters even though households can contain

people of different races/ethnicities.
(The householder is gersonin whose
name the home is ownedr rented)

Owning a home is the most common way for households to build
and pas®n wealth Finan@l equity in a homésalso an asset that
households canse toaccess additiongdathways to opportunity.
Reduced:chancedor people of color to access and sustain homeownership have added to an

intergenerational legacy of diminished economic prospestdescribed in théext boxon the

following page®°

hgyAy3d 2ySQa K2YS Aa 3ASySNItte Iaaz20AlGdSR gAGK 3ANB
has found thain gentrifying neighborhoods, homeowrssire about half as likely to be displaced

asarerenters??

What the Data Show in Seattle as a Whole

Based ora special tabulation ohmerican Community SurvéxCSijlata, about 46 percent of
households in Seattle own the home in which they,livéh homeownership markedly less
common for households of color and ldmcome householdgFigure 4.)

9 About 35 percent of households of color own their hame

1 Roughly a quarteof householdswith alow income Figures
(i.e., at orbelow 80% of Area Median Incomexe
homeowners

We use thespecialtabulationof ACS datécalled
G/ 1! { ébedausdit-alows us to repooh
homeownership rates in more dai than possible
with the regularACSstimates

Homeownership Rates
46.1%

34.6%
25.9%

The most recenACSestimates availabldo notshow
clear trends iroverall homeownership rates since the
2011-2015period represented in the CHAS data.

Households Households LowlIncome
Overall of Color Households
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Deep disparities in homeownership rates exist by race and ethn{Eitgure 5

1 Whilemore than half (51%) of Wiathouseholdsire homeownershomeownership is
uncommon fomost groups of coloMispanics/Latinos\ative Americag andBlacls have

homeownership rates below 30 percemd @ Y A Y3 2y SQa K2 ¥@rityNiaik SOSy Y2 NB

Pacific Islanders.

1 Among lowincome households, owning a homemsre than twice as common faWhitesand
Asians than for otherrgups

Figure5 Homeownership Rates by Race/Ethnicity
50.7% ® Among All Households: Among Low-Income Households
45.0%
31.4% 33.4% 34.6%
29.5% '
26.5%
23.7% 22.3% 20.4%
17.8% 70
14.3%
9.8% 7 7% 10.7%
0.0%
White Black Native Asian Pacific Multiracial Hispanic Households
American Islander or other or Latino of Color

Households of Color

Differences between racial, ethnic, and origin sub -groups , ,
Legacy of inequity For much of the

Looking aQOl}-ZQl_SACSJIata in _detail unmasksisparities in the last century, discriminatory practices
experience of individual populaticsubgroups.For example: including redlining and racially
TOsyAy3a 2V Scommorkfer Yaﬁanéséand Taiwanese restrictive covenants excluded people ¢

O2f 2NJ FNRBY {SFddf ¢
neighborhoods and made it very
9 About 31 percent of householdgith a U.S:born Blackhouseholder difficult for people of color to purchase

own the home in which they live; the same is true doty 10 percent  homes.
of householdsvith a Bla& immigrant householder a2NB NBOSydfes LINE

Disaggregate@stimatesfor additionalsubgroups can be fourid targeting of communities of color led

t 2t AOB[ AY]IKEtOWIQA Dbl GA2YETE 9l dza e comgynifesylo bear the brunt of
the foreclosure crisis in the wake of the

Declines in Black homeownership rates 2007 to 2009 Great Recession.

Since 2000 there has been a drastic decline in homeownership amongeople of color continue to edront
U.S-born Blacks in Seattle, with most of this drop occurring since 201@&normous barriers to becoming
Comparing estimates from the 2000 Census and the 201b ACS homeowners. As of 2018, the median
aK2¢6a || RSOfAYyS Ay (sHyplraiedf3S Qa 2 @Slappripefior acgndo@gug yi Seattl
percentage points (from 49% to 46%). During the same period, there Was roughly 10 times the median

wasan even largepercentage point decline for U-Born Blacks (from 7‘ yozys 2% {Shudf S£
40% to 31%). Fo2dzi 1 OUAYSa 0K

families, with singldamily homes even
As aWashington Posarticle from February 2019 documents, the further out of reach. (In comparison, the

éheartbreaking decrease in black homeownerghip A & read, With & Ldedian priced condminiumsold for

I K2ad 2F OFdzaSa Ay Of dZRRAYy3 Ay ABNK §Mgs 1§ pefi@ Hpae opar
foreclosure crisis, continued discrimination in lending, rising student 2Tes In Seattle.)

loan debts, andrariousbarriers that confront woulebe firsttime

buyers in expensive markets

householdsut rareamongCambodian and Laotidrmouseholds
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https://nationalequityatlas.org/indicators/Homeownership/By_ancestry:38501/United_States/false/Race~ethnicity:Asian_or_Pacific_Islander/Nativity:All_people/Year(s):2015/
ttps://www.washingtonpost.com/news/business/wp/2019/02/28/feature/the-heartbreaking-decrease-in-black-homeownership/?utm_term=.16015d2f5fa3

Homeown ership challenges faced by young adults Homeownership challenges faced by

Another topic of concern is the difficulty that young adults have  young adults As found in the Urban
experienced, and continue to confront, in becoming homeowners. L Y @ U A U dzMilenial w1 my
Compared with young adults of previous generations, Millennials ar§lomeownership — NJ5 LJ2 NI |y
not as likely taown a home Furthermore, Millennials who are studies, some of the key barriers young

. . . would-be homebuyers have faced in
homeowners have generally transitioned from renting to owning

| i life th dults | . . did recent years include historically high
ater If life than young adults In previous generations.di student loan debs and tightened credit

This is, in part linked to the especially sharp decline in young adult for home loans. In Seattle arsimilar
homeownership rees in thewake of theGreat Recessios of 2018, housing markets increasingly geared tc
within the city ofSeattle, just 22 percent of Miltmial householders ~ Nigherincome buyers, insufficient -
(age 22 to 37 at the time) were homeowngbefore the Great supplies of starter homes and soaring

Recession, the homeownership rate among®237-yearolds had ¢S have also made saving for a dow
13,14 payment particularly difficult.
been 32percent:”

. . i For Blaclkand brown young adults, these
More Millennials have become homeowners in recent years,thad  isiculties are compounded, with one

extremely low motgage ratesof 2020have reportedly increased in - factor being the limited resources that

the pace at which Seattlarea residents of that generation are taking older relatives tend to have available fo

out home loans’ However, many Millennials and other young adultshelping out with down payments.

face formidable barrierto homeownership The accompanying text Now, the economic uncertainty and los

box describes some of these barriérs. earnings associated with the COMID
pandemic are likely placing a hold gn

What the Data Show i n S eecohetwle®ilhsiraioN @harg h b 0

The magor this indicator presented in Figure 8hows households.

homeownership rates by census tract. Past recessions indicate thatetfyroups

. N . - . of adult workers most impacted by
Gold hatching highlights census tradtentified asRace and Social unemployment during economic

Equity RSE) prioritareasbased on theRSHndexdescribed in the downturns include those starting their

introduction to this report. careers, Blacks, Htianics, and people
Homeownership rates vary widely across Seattle. without a college degree. In addition to

. . . FFFSOuUAY3I LIS2LI SQ:¢
1 Homeownership rates argenerally the highest where single home, reduced wages and

family homes are prevalent and incomes h{gty., censugacts in - ynemployment also increase risks of
North Beach, Magnolia, in and around Wedgewood, Montlakel, foreclosue.

Leschisome tracts in West Seattland Seward Park iSoutheast

Seattle.

1 Homeownershiprates are lowin and around downtownvhere substantially denser housing
predominates

1 Mosttracts in RSE priority areas have homeownership rditasare disproportionately low
relative tothe city as a whole

The inset main Figure 7adds dotdo symbolze thepercentage ofotal householdsn each tract
who are lowincome homeownersWhile generally a smalhareof all householddpw-income
homeowner householdare more concentrated in southeast Seatflergeted antidisplacement
efforts may be needa to helpthesehomeowners stay in their homes.
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https://www.urban.org/research/publication/millennial-homeownership
https://www.urban.org/research/publication/millennial-homeownership

How We Measure Homeownership Rates

Themainestimateswe presentfor this indicatotr NB 6 | & S R(C@nyrehénsive!Hpusing
Affordability Strategydata, a special tabulation of fivgear ACS estimates that HUD obtains from
the Census Bureau and publishes on an annual basis to help communities understand housing
needs.

The ACEHAS data are thzest readily available data for analyzing homeownershiplN-based
incomes and racéethnicity. We use the 201-P015CHAS estimates because they were the most
recentavailable at the time of our analysiEhe data we present on homeownership among-ow
income households is for households with incomes no higher 84 of AMI as calculated and
adjusted by household size by HUD.

Additional Considerations

The relative lack of diversity in the types ofvnershiphousingavailablein Seattleplaysa
significantrole in constrainindjomeownershipopportunitiesand creatingdisparitiesin housing
accesdy race, income, and neighborhood

Althoughsingle-family detachedhousesare the most expensivierm of housingthese homes
make upmuchmore of theownership housingtockin Seattlethan do other forms ofhousing

such agluplexestownhousesand condominiurs. As describedi K S/ A (HéuS‘y Choas
Background Repart

\ oWhile recent efforts like the implementation of Mandatory Housing Affordability have

\ started to change this situation, most Seattle land zoned for housing allows only detached

\ housS & Kb creates a very high financial bar for entry into many Seattle neighborhoods and
\ disproportionately limits housing access for kaveome households and ppte of coloré
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http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/HousingChoices/HousingChoicesBackgroundReport.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/HousingChoices/HousingChoicesBackgroundReport.pdf

Figure6

Homeownership Rates

RSE Priority Areas*

Hills/Victoﬁ‘ “_*
|| other census Tracts

N

Homeownership Rate
] 3.1% up to 30.0%

|| 30.0% upto 46.1%

Seattle as a

| 46.1% up to 55.0%whole:46.1%
B 55.0% up to 70.0%
B 70.0% up to 94.8%

Green Lake Laurelhurst/Sand
(Point]

Ravenna/Bryant

*RSE Priority Areas are census tracts in the two
highest priority quintiles of the Race and Social

4 Equity (RSE) Index.

Figure7

Area/Squire;
%
v .
" MadronS/Leschi

Alki/Admiral 1 Mt Béker/{ X odrthzyliainier

\WestiSeattle]
Yunction/Genesee N TE Y

il Delridge’

Fauntleroy/Seaview;

Roxhill/Westwood e rar

~tighiend s \ B : Share of Households Who Are Low-Income

Homeowners

o 0.0% up t010.0%
10.0% up to 20.0%
20.0% up to 30.0%
30.0% up to 36.1%

SourcesACS 2012015 5Year CHAS estimates, U.S. Census Bureau an®8BE/Ihdex, City of Sea@fice of Planning & Community Development.

(OPCD)
Notes: ACS estimates are based on a sample and can carry large margins of error at a neighborhood level.
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Housing Cost Burden s
Key Findings

1 In Seattle, over twdhirds of lowincome households are housing
cost burdened, almost twice the rate for households overall.

{1 Housing ostburdens are disproportionately shouldered by people ofosingd 2 4

color.

o Roughly hdlof Native American, Black, and Pacific Islander
householdsare cost burdened.

0 More than a quarter of Black households are severely cost
burdened.

9 Housing cost burdens are more preval@nRace and Social Equity
(RSEpriority areasthan in otherparts ofthe city. At the same time,
low-incomeshouseholdshave high rates of cost burdergardless of
where they live

Why This Matters

Definitions:

Ahousehold ighousing02 a i 6 dzl
if it spends more than 30 percent i
income on housingandd & S @S NB f
0 diNtREBNIS R €
more than 50 percent.

Housing costsfor rentersinclude
contract rent and basic utilities; arfor
owners include any mortgage payment:
basic utilities, property taxes and
insurance, and other certain other
expenses such as condominium fees.

Lowincome householdsre households
with incomes at or below 80% of AMI.
(See lowincome definition proided
with previous indicator.)

Housing is the single largest expense for most households. Households with unaffordable housing
costs particularly hose who have low incomes, may not have enough money left oveaydor
other basicneeds or makdnvestmentsin things like collegéhat can improve their longerm

economic weHlbeing.

To avoidor reducecost burdenshouseholds commonly makeadeoffs This often means living
further away from worko better affordhousingalthoughdoing soincreaseghe time and money
they mustspendcommuting Low-income householdwith unaffordable housing costs are

especiallyulnerable to displacement.

What the Data Show in Seattle as a Whole

Per the 20112015American Community SurvéACSICHASRIata, about 35 percenpf Seattle
householdsare housing cost burdened and roughly 15 peramatseverelyhousingcost

burdened.

As shown in Figure 8hsuldering
unaffordable housing costs is nearly
twice as common for lovincome

Figure8

Prevalence of Housing Cost Burdens

householdgi.e.,thosewith incomes
0 i 31.5%
at or below 80% of Area Median i Percent of Income
Income)as for households overall . 68.1% Spenton Housing
0,

9 Roughly two thirds of lowincome Share  19.7% 35.0% 21'M)\42.2% B osm: 0

households are costurdened of SR 36.6%/ l (

) households 4 20.8% m> 509

9 More than one third of low / J S0%

income households are severely Households ~ LowIncome  Households

costburdened!’ Overall Households of Color

6X ym®: 2F lalLo

Roughly fortytwo percent of
households of color are cost
burdened, withtwenty-one percent
severely cost burdened.
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As shown in Figure 9aging more than a household can afford for housing is disproportionately
common for every group of color

9 Housing ost burdens are mogtrevalentamong Native American, Bla@nd Pacific Islander
population groupsroughly half of these households pay too much for housing.

9 Of particular concerran estimated 27 percent of Black households are paying morehhtin
of their income for housing.

Figure9
Prevalence of Housing Cost Burdens By Race and Ethnicity
Percent of Incom&penton Housing
B osm: odzi X p E:
> 50%

24.9%
32.4%

\,51'7% \/52.1% 19.1%

B 19.9%
. 0

48.2% 22.2% 21.4%
41.8% 40.6% 42.2%

Share 0f19.0% 32 204 ' | 37.5%

House - (
holds ik, 22.8% 21.90
19.6% 18.3% ' -9 18.49

White Black Native Asian Pacific Multiracial Hispanic Households
American Islander or other or Latino of Color

Households of Color

Prevalence of housing cost burden among renters and owners

Being housing cost burdenésimore common for rentesthan homeownes (about 42 percenpf
renter households are cost burdenedmpared with 26 percent of owner househadldEhe
difference is largely related to renters being more likélgn ownersto havelow incomes

Large majoritief very-low incomehouseholdgthat is,householdswith incomesof 0-50% of
AMI) are shoulderingostburdens regadless of whether they rent or owii.

More recent estimates from the ACS on the prevalence of housing cost burden

ACS estimategublisheddirectly by the Census Bureaprovideinformationonwhat has
happened with housing cost burdebstweenthe five-yearperiodreflected inthe 2011to 2015
estimatesaboveandthe year2018

1 The 2018ACSlJatasuggest that theverallpercentageof Seattle households who are cost
burdeneddid not riseduring that timedespiteincreagd housing costswith one likely reason
being theexpansiorin the share of household&ith high incomesThe lack o&n increase in
the share ofSeattlehouseholds who are cosurdenedmayalso refleciower income
household being priced out of the city

 Whilethe share ofii K S  Kibaséhdl@savho arbousingcostburdeneddoes not appear to
have gravn, the 2018 ACSndicatesthat the total numberof costburdenedhouseholddid
increase®
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Income loss and housing insecurity in the wake of COMIEp Q & T TNEMB SZdaté presented on
costburdened households and radmsed disparities predate the COVID pandemic and its
reverberations.

Reductions in income due to a host of factors including layoffs and furloughs are now making it n
difficult for many houseblds to pay for housing and other basic needs. Those who entered the
pandemic with lowpaying jobs and little savings have been among the most impacted.

¢KS / Syadzza . dz2NBI dz KIa 6SSy ¥Fi HouséhgldPulse Sankss @G A
the midst of the pandemic. Responses indicate that nearly half of adults iBehttleTacoma
BellevueMetro Areaare in a household where someone hageriencedaloss of employment
incomesince thepandemic began. Many in our metro area report that they have delayed magirig
and housing paymentguly responses to the survey indicate

9 18 percent of mortgage holders of cotocompared to 6 percent of their White counterparts
either missed their June mortgage payment or had it deferred, and

9 34 percent of renters of colorcompared to 9 percent of White renterseither missed their June
rent paymentor had it deferred

These figues signal that here in the Seattle area, as in the rest of the county, many people are at
heightened risk of foreclosure, eviction, and other forms of displacement (including leaving their
homes to double up with faily or friends).

While eviction moratoria, unemployment insurance, and emergency aid has thus far forestalled a

eviction crisis, risks to rentersparticularly those of colar loom large. Based omesearchfindings

reported inThe COVH19 Eviction CrisigAugust 2020)a large group oddvocates and academiese

warning that without a vast federal outlay of emergency rental assistantans of millions of people

across tke county will be at risk of losing their homdien eviction moratoriaexpire.

Emergency housing assistance during the pandaemwlith the coronavirus pandemic upending

LIS 2 LX SQ& nfore Bobideokin2edd Belp to weather the crisis and stay in theireho

1 ¢ KS /RefitidgSealte ¢S0aAidS AyOfdzRSa AYyF2NNIGAZ2Y
measures aimed at protecting renters having difficulty making rent payments

T ThehFFAOS 2F | 2dzaAy3IQa ¢ Sogaingir&ramdN@h@p bothehterdayioF
prospective and currerttomeownersandincludes a comilation of COVIBL9 Resourcefor
Affordable Housing Providers and Residents

1 Many of these prograntsand otherg are featured onAffordable SeattleaCity webpage to help
residents find resources and assistance for which they may be eligible.

What the Data Show in Seattleds Neighborhoods

Themapin Figure 1&hows the share of households within each census tract who are housing
cost burdenedNorth ofthe ship canalhousingcost burdens are most prevalentamdaround
Northgate Haller Lakeand the University DistricSouth ofthe ship canalhousingcost burders
aremost commornin Capitol Hill and the Central area, much of Downtoam in large swathof
south Seattle neighborhoods includiktigh PointSouth Parkand most osoutheast Seattle.

The large majority of census tractsRiSEpriority areas havdigher rates of housig cost burden
than thecity as a whd, reflectingthe lower incomesn RSE priority areas

While the prevalence diousingcost burden varieby neighborhoodlow-income households
tend to be costourdened regardless of where they liWithinalmost alli KS OA (1 & Qa
neighborhoodsmostlow-income households the neighborhoodare cost burdened®
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https://www.census.gov/householdpulsedata
https://nlihc.org/sites/default/files/The_Eviction_Crisis_080720.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/affordable
https://www.seattle.gov/housing/homeowners
http://www.seattle.gov/housing/covid19
http://www.seattle.gov/housing/covid19
https://www.affordableseattle.org/

How We Measure Housing Cost Burden

Based orthe standard used by H@Dwhich is also the mostommonly usedtandardin broader

circlex we consider a household to b®usingcost burdened if it spends more than pércent
ofitsincomeonhousing f a2 LISNJ I ! 5Qa ail yRINRsaErelgS O2y aARSNJ |
housingcostburdened if it spends more than f&rcentof its income on hougsg. Data used to

calculate cost burdens are collected at the houseHelel; a household is comprised of all

persons occupying housing unif*

As described in the definition providegrlier, for renters, the costicludedin the calculation
are contractrent plus basic utilitiegContractrent refers tothe monthly rentthe tenant
household ipaying under an existing lea3&or ownersthe costsincludemortgage payments,
utilities, insuranceon the property real estate taxes, and fees suchtasse paid tocondominium
associatios.

As with the indicator on homeownershipe use theCHASpecialktabulation of ACS datasthe
main data source for our analysiecausehe CHAS data providee mostreadily avdable detalil
by race andy AMI-based incomédevels TheCHAS tabulation from th2011-2015five-year ACS
datacomprised themost recent CHAS data available at the time we performeddhealy®s.

We use lyear ACS estimates directly from the Censug&uto provide ageneralsenseof more
recentcity-leveltrends in theprevalenceof housing cost burdengWhilethese ACSestimatesare
available with less of a latipey useslightly different threshold#n reporting housing costs as a
percentage of incomé?)

Additional Considerations S
People experiencing homelessneare

In reality, the percentage of income that a household can afford for ot included in ACS estimates on
housing variesThosewith extremely low incomes aneery low housing cosburdened households.
incomes likely struggle with spending even 30 percent of their income 5.c.q on the019Count Us Isurvey,
on housing. The same can be true of househulls large expenses groupsdisproportionatelyrepresented

besides housingsuch agxpenses related tohildcare student loans within the population experiencing
medical careor eldercare homelessnes#clude
Furthermore, ACS estimaebout cosburdened households do not 1 men;

account for the needand strugglesf individuals and families 1 Black, American Indian/Alaskan
experiencing homelessnesghed / 2 dzy ( pointdn-tirneycéunt Native, Pacific Islander,
conducted in January @020estimated that therewereroughly 11750 Hispanic/Latino, and multiracial
personsat that timeexperiencing homelessness in Seattle and the individuals;

remainder ofKing CountyThis is afincrease ohearly5 percent from 1 lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender,
the previousJanuary The 2020 coungstimateda population of almost queer, andother (LGBTQ+persons

8,200persons experiencing homelessthin Seatte. 1 people who had beein foster care
A survey is conducted with a random sample of persons experiencing and

homelessnesssapart ofthe & / 2 dzy (i prdcess Basgckordetailed 1 persons withphysical disabilities,
analysis osurveyfindingsavailable irthe 2019 report many chronic substance use disordeand
marginalized populatiogroupsare disproportionately represented severe mental health conditions.

among peoplevithout homes Seesidebarfor examples™

The2020&Count Udné Reportis available onlinen the King CountyRegional Homelessness
| dzil K2 NJ& (i &aléng with &dditioatiafa used tounderstand thescope of homelesgssand
inform planning for homeless services
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https://regionalhomelesssystem.org/king-county-point-in-time-count/
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FigurelO

Housing Cost-Burdened Households

Broadview;Bitte : 3 " A household isonsidered to beost
burdened if it spends more than 30
percent of its income on housing

Park/Meadowbrook

\Whittier)

Heights Green Lake]
. Ravenna/Bryant
i

Ballar

Laurelhurst/Sand:

WaIIingford
Magnolia

RSEPriority Areas*

Queen Anne

|:] Other Census Tracts

Cascade/EastIak‘e . Madison
North{Gapitol.Hill Park

Miller Share ofHouseholds

Who AreCostBurdened
| 17.®6up t025.0%

cial'Core'ione

national

|:| 25.0%up 1030.0% | geattleas a

I 30.0%upto35.00 | WNOIE 3506

B 35.0%up t040.0%
B 20.0%up t062.0%

*RSE Priority Areas are census tracts in the two
highest priorityquintiles of the Race and Social
Equity (RSE) Index.

Fauntleroy/Seaview

Arbor Heights

SourcesACS 2012015 5Year CHASstimates, U.S. Census Bureau and HREE. Index, City of Seattle Office of Planning & Community Developme
(OPCD)
Notes: ACS estimates are based on a sample and can carry large margins of error at a neighborhood level.
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Affordability and Availability of Rental Housing

Key Findings

1 Seattle has a shortag# rental housing affordable and availalae DI dzaAy3 o KS 0KSNI { ¢
all lowrincome levels30%of Area Median Income (AMI50%0f housing stock is sufficient to meet the
AMI, and 80%of AMI. needs of lowincome households

) ) ) requires looking aboth affordability
I Theshortage iespecially severtor households with extremely low  anq availability.

incomesthere areonly 32 aﬁordab_leandavallablerental unitsfor Definition: Rental unitshat are
every 100renter households with incomes at or below 30% of AMI .0 dable and availablé with a low

1 In general, the share of rentals affordabiéth a low incomeshigher  income are both afforeble with a low
in Race and Social Equ{fgSEpriority areasthan elsewhere inthe ~ Incomeandnot taken up byhouseholds
city. Low-income renters in thesareas and inother areas of the in a higher income tier.
city, are at risk of being priced out as markate rents increase.

. Context on rental housingffordabilit

Why This Matters and the pandemic: ’ ’

Thecost ofhousingNB f I G A @S (2 isddediiheSmasi A yIoRY v&dthe fastest growing city

powerful determinants of who can live in Seattle. The same is true at @e 50 most populous cities in the

neighborhood levelwith the affordability of housingffectingwho is nation during the2010s; our city added
able to live within a close commute of workho can live in the safest ~ residents at an espedig fast pace

communities, and whbasaccesgo connections that improg between 2013 and 2018

socioeconomic prospects. Even though the number of housing
units developed each year from 2013

through the end of the decade

Compared withWhites, peopleof color are disproportionately likely to

rent and have low income®verall, about 43 percent of Seattle FLILINEF OKSR 2NJ SEO¢C
households of color are losmcome renters; the same is true for just 23 pistorical highsdemandstill
percent of Seattle White households. outstripped development, driving up
Nearlyall the residentswe spoke wth to help shape this monitoring Sa'?j prices :”‘:ms at ex”agrk;j'”ﬁ”'y
programcited housing affordability aa majorchallengefor their rapid rates. As demonstrated by the

. data presented for the previous
community. indicator on housing cost burden, lew

: income households, people of color,

What the Data Show in Seattle as a Whole and renters disproportionately bear the
To gauge shortages confronting lemcome renters, we start by KENY FTNRBY {Srddft S¢
comparingsharesof householdsat or bebw low-incomethresholds affordable housig.
with the sharesof renter-occupiedunits affordableto these The pandemic is now compounding thi
households(The affordability profile ofental housing is shown in harm. The toll in lost jobs and reduced
Figure 11on the following pags. work hours associated with the

pandemic has altered what many
households can pay for housing.

As shown in the twelfth week of
NBalLkRyasSa G2 G§KS /
Household Pulse Surveyousing
insecurity is hitting people of color,
renters , and households in the lowest
income brackets particularly hard. In th
Seattle metro area one in three renters
of colorr comparedwith roughly one in
ten White renters missed their June
2020 rent payment.
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https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/popest/2010s-total-cities-and-towns.html
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We find that Figurell

1 Just oreighth (12%)of renter-
occupied units can be afforded wign
incomeof 30%of AMI However,a
guarter of renter households have

Affordability Levels of Rente©ccupied Housing

incomesat or below 30% of AMI 33.5% % of HUD AMI
9 About ane-third (34%)of renter-
. : >80% of AMI
occupied units are affordable at 50% ’
of AMIwhile 40 percent ofenter
- Share of 32.5%
households havincomes at or below units | >50% of AMI but
50% of AMI affordable e65%of Ry EE 2T
. within 34.0% of [ units N
1 Roughly twethirds (66%)of renter- income units | affordable ™ >30% of AMI but
occupied units are affordablet 80% category affordable at 80% of Kp s 27
of AMI. About 54 percentof renter at 2%" of Ami Ko i 2 F

householdshave incomesit or below
80% of AMI.

From hesecomparisonswe canseethat
there are shortageim rentals affordable
at 30% of AMI and at 50% of ANblut
there appearto be sufficientunits
affordable at 80% of AMI.

We now need to adjust for the fact that some rentals affordable at eaictnese thres low-
incomelevek are actually occupied by householdith incomeshigher thantheserespective
levels Occupancy by higher income househalesders these unitsinavailableto households
within the respectivelowerincome categoriegUnless unitare incomerestricted,households
with higher incomegarm and often da live in them®)

RenterOccupied
Units

After taking this into accountye find that in reality,suppliesof rentalsat 30% of AMI and at 50%
of AMlare extremelyshortandthat the supply at 80% of AMI is also insufficienineet need As
shown in Figure 18n the following page

9 Wide gaps exisit 30% of AMAnd50% of AMIwith ratios of:

o only 32 affordable and available rentahits for every 10@enter householdswvith incamesat
or below30% of AMland

o only 58affordable and availablenits for every 100enter households with incomes aftr
below50% of AMI.

9 There are about 84ffordable and available rentahits for every 100renter households with
incomes at obelow 80% of AMI.
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Figurel2 Rental Housing Affordability and Availability
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0-50% of AMI
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And yet eventhesestatisticsunderestimateunmet needs for affordability
1 Althoughthe affordability and availabilitynethodologyis widely usedo modelgaps between

need and supply dow-income levelg®the level of aggregation in the data masks some of the

extent to which need exceeds supply

1 Additionally, he data on households used in this analysis &eCensus Bureau definitions,
limited to personswho are housedGven this the estimated shortages do not factor housing
needed by people experiencing homelessness in SeditiieJanuan2020d / 2 dzy (i pointd
in-time count estimatedhat more than 8,00peoplein Seattleare experiencing
homelessess™

1 The analysisalsoexcludes displacedchouseholdsand otherhouseholdsvho want to livein
Seattle butresidein surrounding areaso they can affordhousing

9 Furthermore the estimatesabover whichare basedn 20112015ACS CHAS dat&apture
only a portion of the extraordinary increase in rents that Seattle experiehegihningaround
2012

Recent increases in rents

Themost recentdata we have from the ACSIngleyear data fron2018 indicate thatmedian
gross rentwvasroughly 35percert higherin 2018than it was in thefive-year2011-2015period
reflectedabova and this is after adjusting for inflatiofi

Althoughmore recent dataavailable from other sourcgg.g., Zillow, Apartmeritist and CoStar
suggest that renincreases have moderated or stallgtle cumulative rurup in rents has placed
more housing outside the reach of leand moderateincome rentersWhile we lackdataonthe
number of households displaced Bnt increasesit is clearthat rent increasehavemade it
untenablefor many households toontinue renting irSeattle.
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What the Data Show in Seattl eds Neighbo

TheFigure 13nap shows the shares of renteccupied housing uniti® each census tract that
are affordable with dow householdincome(i.e., an incomet or below80% of AM). The three
deepest shadesf blueindicate where the proportion of rentals affordakie low-income
households isigherthan in thecity asa whole.

Asseen in the precedingaffordability and avadbilitye analysisa seeminghsufficientsupply of
rentalsaffordable at 80% of AMlan in fact represent a shortage because affordable maniet
rentals may beoccupied by higher income househol@$ieneighborhoodlevel estimates shown
in the mapdo not account for unavailabity due to occupancy by highéncome households

1 In generalthe share of rentals affordabl® low-income households higher inRSEpriority
areasthan elsewherein the city.Affordableproportions are highest ifoutheast Seattle; some
West Seattle neighborhoods including High Point and SBatk andin somenorth-end
neighborhoodsThese communitieare likely toface increased risk of economic displacement
asrents increase.

1 In geneal, bw-income enters face the greastdifficulty finding units they can afforith areas
outsideof RSE priority areas

9 However, sme RSE prioritgensudractshave lower than average proportions whits
affordableat or below 80% of AMBeveral of thestractsare in gentrifying areas in and
FNRdzy R { SI Gt SQRlackDehtdl Mi2ath@re the nMmber »fNRIadk Besidents
has been shrinking for decades. High rentand around the Central Aresagnal continuing
displacement pessures.

How We Measurethe Affordability and Availability of Rental Housing

We measure the affordabilitgf rentalunits basedon the income a household negtb afford
gross rentite.,rent plus basic utilities\We consider a rentalnit affordable at a given income
level if gross rent is no more than 30 percentief correspondirgincomelimit.*

We alsolook atwhether there are enoughental unitsaffordableand availableto householdsat
incomethresholds 0f30% of AMI, 50% of AMI, and 80% of ANHits affordable atachincome
levelare alsoavailableat that levelif they arevacant oroccupied by a household witgmincome
less than or equal tthat threshold®? Theendnotesinclude a detaéd description ohow we
calculate shortages of affordable and available rentals confronting households and how these
shortages shrink afe analysis goesp the income scal& For reference, @able in the endnotes
shows dficial HUD AMbasedincomelimits and correspondingaffordable rents.3

These analyses use tkiHASabulation offive-yearACS data collecteddom 2011 to 2015ACS
data do not distinguish between rerdind income restricted unitsand marketrate units the

units affordable at specifiecthcomelevelsmay beof either type. Like the indicator on housing
cost burdens, thaffordability and availability indicatdgapsdataon housing costaeind incomes
that the ACSollects from households, whithaccordingtothd Sy & dz& . dzNBS k dr® a
comprised of persons occupying housing ufits.

STAYALUA

Additional Considerations

While the estimates presented foaffordable and availablenits excludeunits that lack complete
kitchens or have incomplete plumbindpeseestimatesdo not account for other aspects related
to housingquality or safety Severabf the residents we spoke wittluring outreacrdescribed
health hazardsncludingmold inthe limited supply ofaffordablemarketrate apartmentsin their
neighborhoods
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Figurel3
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Family -Size Rental Housing

Key Findings
9 Less than half ddll renter-occupiedhousingin the city hatwo or more bedrooms.
9 Two-plus bedroomunitsthat areaffordableto low-income householdare uncommonmaking

up just 28 percent ofall renter-occupied unitsn Seattle Onlysevenpercentof alloccupied
rentals arethree-plus bedroom units that lovincome households can afford.

1 Issueswith the availabiliy of familysize housingre compoundedecauseunits big enough for
large households are commonly occupied by smaller households.

Why This Matters

Awide range obutcomes in adulthood are affected by the neighborhoodwlivich people lived
when theywere children®® The availability ohousing thatis affordableand suitably sized for
familiesis an important factor influencingghere children liveMulti-bedroom housing also
enables individuals to share housing so that they can live more affordably.

Affordable multibedroom housingin the form of rentals as well as In Seattle ACS estimates show that
ownership housingis necessary to ensure that families of a variety of ughly 31% of the households of color
economic means can live in Seattle and is a key racial equity and 35% of immigrant households
consideration Families of coloand immigrant household®nd to be contain two or more generationshis
largerand contain more generatiortean other families®’ comparesto 22%for White households.

Many of the community leaders andsidentswe spoke wittmotedthe

need for moreaffordablefamily-sized unitswith several conversations emphasizingnet need
for units bigenough forlargefamilies Underlining the need for affordable faly-size housings
the fact thatone public school studerin twentyis experiencinghomelessessor is unstably
housed?*

What the Data Show in Figurel4 | | - y
RenterOccupied Housing By Unit Size and Affordability Level

Seattle as a Whole As a Share of All Rentédccupied Housing Units

Theaccompanyingie chart(Figure

14)shows thedistribution of renter- 3+ BR, >80% of

occupied housing units in Seattly ob . wsx AMI, 6.8%

unit size with eachsizesegmented AMI, 8.4% 5 NI

into units that areaffordablewith a ”of AMI 38';/'% -

low-income and those that are not 2 BR, >80% of

Both multifamily and singldéamily AMI, 11.3%

rentalsare included

9 Dwellingswith two or more
bedroomsmake upless than half
of the total renter-occupied
housingin Seattle Most multi-
bedroom rentals havévo
bedrooms(representedby blue),
with relatively fewcontainthree
or morebedrooms(represented

by purple)

0 or 1BR, >80%
of AMI, 15.4%
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9 Multi-bedroomunits affordablewith incomes at or belov80% of AMI make up 28 percent of
renter occupied units ithe city. Only 7 percent of allenter-occupied unitsare 3-plusbedroom
units affordable at this income level

9 Multi-bedroom unitsaffordalde at lower income levelare rarerstill. While not detailed inthe
chart, multi-bedroom unitsaffordableat or below50% of AMI comprise only 13 percent of the
renter-occupied unitsn Seattle dwellings with3 or more bedroomsffordable atthis very low
income levelmake upjust four percent of the rental units

The data shown are from the 202D15 ACS CHAS dataset. Housing challenges faced-by low
income families have continued grow since these data were collected. Rents have increased.
notedin the analysis for the previous indicat@ingleyeardata fromACShowsthat, after
adjusting for inflationmedian gross renvasroughly 35 percent highan 2018than in the five
year 20112015 period.

In addition, the mix of rentals in Seattle Haesen shifting toward smaller units as the post
recession boom in construction has added studio apartments at a much more rapid pace than
multi-bedroom units¥*®

Furthermore, as described for the previous indicator, affordability does not equal availaibitisy
supplied by the market at rentkat low-income households can afford are oftercupied by
higherincome household¥Vith family-size housing, availability issues are compounded in that
the units big enough for large households are commonly oedupi smaller households.

How We Measurethe Affordability of Family-Size Rental Housing

This indicatofocuses ormulti-bedroom unitsbased on the observation thdmiliesother than
couplesgenerally prefeto live in housing with more than onbedroom, andbased orresearch

showingd K& ft A@AYy3 Ay || K2YS gAGK adzZFFAORBey/ G aLI OS Aa

also look at housing witthree or more bedroomgiventhese unit€lmportancefor
accommodating large families.

Thebasic methodology, assumptions, and data sources that we use to measure the affordability
of family size housing are the same as those described for the previous indicator on rental
housing affordability
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Rent- and Income -Restricted Housing

Key Flndlngs Definition: Rent and incomerestricted

{ There are roughly 33,400 rerand incomerestricted housing units ~ housingrefers to units with limits on
located throughout SeattleThe current supply ofnt-and income ~ Poth the rents that may be charged anc
restricted housindn the cityhas beerbuilt under a variety of the incomes of households eligible to

programs. live there.
(Marketrate housing rented by low

9 About 19,8000f theserent- and incomerestrictedunits were income households using tenabased

createdthough Cityhousing affordability program&even in terof vouchers are not includei this
these 19,80Qunitsserve households with incomes at or below 60% definition.)
of AMI.

9 Of the rent and-income restricted units located iBeattle:
o0 Approximately twethirds arein Racial and Social Equity (RSE) priority areas.

o Over 80 percenarein urban centers and urban villages, providing convenient access to jobs
and essential services, including frequent transit

Why This Matters

Rent and incomerestricted housingervesindividuals and familiewho are unable to find

affordablehousing in thdor-profit market providingaccess for lowincome households to

{SFHGGf SQa SYLX 28YSyi | tyaRspoatiozOdcial Anzbyitbrél sedicdls)2 NI dzy A (G A S &
and parks and open spacEhoseserved includdéow-incomefamilies,low-wage workersseniors

people with disabilities, and people who have experienced homelessness.

People of color are disproportionately likely bave low incomes antb experience housing cost
burders, displacementand homelessneséffordable housing investmesiserving low income
households are critical for reducing these disparities and for providingccess to housing
opportunities.

Housingunits withlongterm affordability requirements provide critically needed housing stability
for low-income households in gentrifyimgighborhoodsCreating affordable housing in high
opportunity neighborhoods is also important for advancing racial equity. Liviadigh

opportunity neighborhood can offer loimcome families a path out of poverty for their children,
as shown by economist Raj Chetty and other researchers.

What the Data Show in Seattle as a Whole

Non-profit and forprofit entities and publik 2 dzZa Ay 3 | ISy OASa RS@OSt 2L 26y |
rent- andincomerestricted affordablehousingusinga variety offunding sources.

Rent and Income-Restricted Unitsin-Service Citywide

Of theapproximately 3,400 rent and incomerestricted housing nits inthe city.

9 About 19,800are units with affordability regulated through agreements between the property
owners and the City.

9 Another roughlyl3,600are either owned by the Seattle Housing Authortyithout City
involvemen) or have affordabilityrequirements regulatedolelyby non-City agencies
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Rent and Income-Restricted Unitsin City Affordable Housing Programs
Data providedby A& Qa hFFAQS 2Fwmd 2dzaAy3 o6hl 0
shown in Figure 1gategorize thel9,800rent- Rent and IncomeRestricted Housing Units with

and incomerestricteddzy’ A G @ dzy RS NJ City of Seattle Regulatory Agreements
purviewinto 1) units constructed or preserved (19,800 Units)

through City funding programand 2) units Other Units

without City funding created through other City Thi;i‘;‘thegity
programs including Multifamily Tax Exemption Programs "\,

(MFTE), Mandatory Housing Affordability, and 5.400
Incentive Zoningrograms

City-Funded Units

Aboutthree-quarters of therental units with City
regulatory agreementare permanently City-Funded
affordable housing units subsidized ©y{* Units
largely with funding from the wter-approved 14,400
Seattle Housing LevjdditionalCitysources

include federal grants andl AfyA S dz¢  LJ- &

collected fromdevelopers participating inertain

incentive programs?

Funding from OH for the Table2 .

development of affordable housing Example Income and Rent Limits

is available to noprofit and for City-Funded Units

profit entities on a Competitive % of Area Median Example Househqld_ Unit Size Month_ly_
basis. Funding is usually in the form Income (AMI) Hog_sehold Income Limit Renlt Ial_m|t
of low-interest, deferredpayment wes (Eﬁiﬁegg
loans with regulatory agreements 30% of AMI _

that ensure affordabilityor 50 (Extremely Low 1person  $23250 Studio $581
years or more. Income) 3 people $29,900 2 Bedrooms  $747

Cityfunded rent and income 50% of AMI 1 person $38,750 Studio $968
restricted units servéouseholds (Very Low Income) 3 people $49,800 2 Bedrooms $1,245

with low incomes (i.e., incomes at  60% of AMI 1person  $46,500 Studio $1,162

bel 80% of AMD. Al ¢ all 3 people $59,800 2 Bedrooms $1,495
or below 00 ). Almost a 80% of AMI 1 person $61,800 Studio $1,545

(97%) of r?ntal units ‘_’Vith funding (Low Income) 3 people $79,450 2 Bedrooms $1,986
from the City are dedicated to

householdswith incomesat or

below60% of AMIRoughly half of

City-funded rentals are reserved for

householdswvith incomes no higher

than 30% of AMI.Table2 gives iizome and rent limits
examples of household income

limits and associated rent limits)

Other Units with City Rent - and Income Restrictions

The othemroughly 5,400 ent- and incomerestricted units with City regulatory agreemeiitave
largely been builthrough City incentive prograntsincentive Zoning (1Z), Multifamily Tax
Exemption (MFTE), and Mandatory Houshifiprdability (MHA).

MFTE units, which have affordability terms of up to 12 yeansently comprisemore than 90
percentof the 5,400unit total.
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Legislatiorexpanding MHA requirements to commercial and multifamily developroiéyvide
was adopted in pril of 2019.As OH notes in it8019 annual report on 1Z and MiH&ontributions
to affordable housing from thexpansion of the MHA prograwmill take timeto materialize

Characteristics of Rental Units in City Affordable Housing Programs

Table2 summarizes selected characteristics of existing+ant incomerestricted units in the
/I AGeQa FTF2NRIFI0fS K2dzAAy3 LINPINF YD
Householdncomelevelsserved

Table3
In total, almost all (96%) of the
rent- andincomerestricted

units under City programs serve
households with incomes at or

Income Limits and Size of Units in Reahd IncomeRestricted Housing
City Affordable Housing Programs

City Other Units | % of Total
Funded with City Units in

below 80% of AMI, with 71% of Units: Rent and City

the total dedicated to % of Total  Income Affordable

households with incomes no Restrictiors: Housing

higher than 60% of AMI. % of Total  Programs
Maximum household income level

9 The distribution of income
levels served varies markedly
between progrars; units

At or below 30% of AMI 49.1% 0.0% 35.7%
om: G2 X cm:r: 27 48.3% 1.6% 35.6%

created with City fundingare D € /&2 ” 2 K ym: 2% 2.6% 85.2% 25.1%

devoted almost entirely to b ym:r Uz X qr: 27F 0.0% 13.2% 3.6%

households with incomes no ~ Types and sizes of units

higher than 60% of AMI as Unit in shared living facilities 11.3% 1.4% 8.7%

previously described. Studio or Small Efficiency Dwelling Un 34.0% 33.7% 33.9%
1 Otherrent- andincome 1 bedroom 30.4% 50.9% 35.9%

restricted units created 2 bedrooms 16.6% 13.7% 15.8%

through City programs mainly 3 or more bedrooms 7.7% 0.3% 5.7%

serve households with

incomes inthe6rez G2 XKy /£

of AMI rangeThe distribution of income levels served by these units largely reflects that of the
MFTE program since MFTE units comprise the large majority of these units.

Unitsizes andypes

Roughly 70 percent of the total rersind-incomerestricted units in City affordable housing
programs are studios, small efficiency dwelling units, ati@droom units. About 22 percent
have two or more bedrooms.

Units with two or more bedrooms are more common in &itgded rental housing than ianits
created through other City affordable housing programvgh three-bedroom units extremely
rare in the latter.

Elevenpercentof the rentand incomerestricted units funded by the City areshared living
facilitiesandincludesingleroom occupancy (SB) units bedsin communitybasedgroup homes,
and sleeping rooms in congregate residen@enong the populations served in shared living
facilities are persons with physical disabilities and chronic health problems such as addiction
and/or mental health onditions.
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What the Data ShowinSeat t | e 6 s Ne i g Housinginvestments throughout

- . . . Seattler ¢Seattle housing policies direc
The magpn Figure 1&hows the locations of renand incomerestricted investments to neighborhoods where

units in Seattle as of the end of 20This mix of locationts consistent |, income residents, including many
with the/ A l](ﬁ:émcﬁ’l pl‘iorities fOIhOUSing inveStmentés. peop|e of color, face disp|acement due

1 Approximately twethirds (68%) of allent- andincomerestricted to rising rents and gentrification. This
housing in Seattle is RSE priority areasany of these tracts have ig;rgaalﬁigogi'girggﬁz S:JeSt%gnCt““t‘;r‘
seen extensive displacement in recent decades,rmadycontinue nunities a °res °

. . ; stay in their neighborhood as transit
to be areas of higdisplacement risk. The location k@nt- and and other improvements are made.
incomerestricted housindn these areas reflecsngoinginvestment  seaiiie housing policies also direct

in longterm affordable housing as an astisplacement strategy. investments to higher cost eas where
1 About onethird of all rent andincomerestricted housing is outside ~Many opportunities are availéd,

RSE pority areasMuch of this housing is high-opportunity g’rf]lggi't?gssqioo's’ transportatioand

neighborhoodsvhere marketrate housing isargelyunaffordable to ’

low-income households
Asthe/ AGleQa ! NDIly +Affl 3S detajlsPver@d i 2 NE a2y Ad2NAYy 3T wSLR2
percent of the rentand incomerestricted housing in Seattle iis urban

- OH Annual Investments Report 2019

Homeownershipopportunities for low-

centers and villageJ hese neighborhoods provide frequenansit, income householdgOH funds
access to workplaces and educational institutions, offer proximity to  affordable ownership units as well as
other services and amenities, ahdvezoning allowing multifamily affordable rental housingOH has
housing all of which are important considerations for locating housir funded the developmentof

serving lowincomeindividuals and fanties*’ approximately 20@esalerestricted

affordable ownership homeis Seattle
for households with incomes no higher
than 80 percent of AMI

Resatsof these unitsarerestricted to
low-income buyersothat ongoing
affordability is ensured for at least 50
years.
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How We Measure Rent and Income-Restricted Housing

This indicator provides an overall count of reand incomerestricted housinginitsin Seattle
based on information provided by GfThis includeslata on rent andncomerestricted units
created through theCityQ d@ffordable housing programs as well as an estimate of units for which
rent- andincomerestricted unitsare solely regulated by ne@ity agencie$’

The citywide estimate akent- and incomerestricted housing unitghat we reportis comprised of
talliestaken at two different points in time

1 The 19,80@unit tally of rent andincomerestricted units created For additionainformation on

through City affordable housing programs reflects units in service production and investment in incorne
of March 31, 2020. restricted affordable housinmp Seattle

. . . _ seeh | Q& 51 Gk wehpdye wS
I The 13,60@unit tally of rent and incomerestricted housing located | VR (0 K@ffordable éidmbgi%

in Seattle but not restricted by City agreements is based on Under Developmeritdashboard
information OH collected from other entities in 2018. OH

periodically requestsuchdata from the Seattle Housing Authority

(SHA)Washington State Housing Finance Commissioniled.S. Department of Housing <
Urban Development’

The mapn Figure 16llustrates the distribution of renrtand incomerestricted units located in
Seattle, including both those in City affordable housing programs and other programsnap is
based on data received from OH representing units in service as of the end®TA@lmap does
not show all units that exist at this time as theawvere roughly 3,000 fewer incorrend rent
restricted units irservicein City affordability programs 2018

This indicator does not consider tenamhsed vouchers, a form of housing assise funded by

HUD and administered locally by public housing authorities to increase affordable housing options

for low-income renters. Tenarbased vouchers provided I8HAhelp approximately 7,000

households to pay rent in markeate units, or somewhialess commonlyin rent- and income

restricted units(Close to 2,000 of the total 7,000 tenabé&sed voucherthat SHA administerare
GLR2NISR 2dzi>é APdSodr dzaSR G2 NBYyd | dzyAld 2dziaARS
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Figurel6

Location of Rent - and Income -Restricted Units

.
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@

Source: City of Seattle Office of Housing
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Rentand IncomeRestricted Units

@ cCity Funded (with or without
additional funding from other
agencies)

. City Incentives (e.g., MHA; 1Z)

@ City Multifamily Tax ExemptidiMFTE)
NonCity Agency Funding or Incentiv
Only

Number ofUnits

®
O
O

1-19

2059
60-79

80 or more

| RSE Priority Areas*
*RSE Priority Areas are census tracts in the two highest

priority quintiles of the Race and Social Equity (RSE)
Index.

Notes:

Units displayed are in service as of 12/31/2018
The rumber of units refers to the number of reand
income restricted units at théocation

This nap omits addresses with fewer than four units
except inthe High Point, New Holly, and Rainier Vista
communitiesvhere properties of this size are shawn
This map lso omits confidential addresses.
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Community

The indicators we are tracking:

l

T
l
l

Proximity to Community Centers
Accessto Public Libraries
Proximity to Grocery Stores

Access toParks andOpen Space(indicator under
construction)

Air Pollution Exposure Risk
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Proximity to Community Centers

Key Findings

1 Almostall (98% of the housing unitsn Seatte have a community center withitevo miles, and
more thanhalf (55%)have such a center within a mile

1 Approximately 16 percent dfomeshave a community center within@nveniently short half
mile walk.

1 In generalhousingin Race and Social Equ{fgSEpriority areass slightlymore likely tohave a
community centemearbythan housing units iareas with the lowest priority scores the RSE
index

1 Giventhe high rates of usef community centers byesidents of colgrcommunity centes are
especiallyymportant for RSE priority areas

Why This Matters

When weasked community members about whia important to have in a neighborhoothey

frequently mentioned community centers

Survey results show thatammunity
centers areused more by residents of
color: 18% ofrespondents of colqr

Community centergrovidelow-costfitness recreation,and learning
opportunities They are alsareplaces where residents can connect

with each otherBy tailoring programs to the demographics of compared to 8% of White respondents,
surrounding residents and offering space tigabups carreserve for said they visited a communitenter on
gatherings, community centeedsohelp supportethniccommunities. a weekly basis

These spaces cafor example provide inexpensive vengédor T 2014 Parks Legacy Plamvey

practicingand sharingorms ofexpressiorsuch as dancthat are

central toculturalidentity.

al ye 27F dmSuniylcénereiovidechildrerQd LINENH tddilited where youth can
drop in and hang oubr free after schoolCommunity members frequentlgpoke of therole that
community centerplay inkeeping youth safe and engaged.

Residents of color use communitgnters more than White resident® (see sidebar)which
indicatesthat these facities are especially important focommunities of colar

What the Data Show in Seattle Figurel7 Proximity to Community Centers
as a Whole = 1/2 mile 1 mile 2 miles

Seattle Parks and Recreation (SPR) operatas
than two dozercommunity center®ffering a variety
of recreation facilities and experience8s shown in

97.5%

% of Housing Units

Figure T: That Have a 55.2%
1 Almost all (98%) of the housing units in the city are c\;av?:r:?:gtyegﬁg;er
located within two mles of acity-operated Distarr)me

15.6%

Seattle as a Whole

community center.

1 Fifty-five percentof the housing units in the city are
within one mile of a community center.

1 Sixteen percendf the housing units in Seattle have
acommunity center within a half mileyhich makes
it especiallyconvenient to get to a community
center, including by foot.
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What the Data Show in Seattl eds Neighbo

City-operated community centerare shown by dots on the following mdgigure 19)with half
mile, one-mile, andtwo-mile walkshedsepresented byvaryingshadesof blue.

9 Community centers are distributetiroughout much ofSeattle.

9 Although tomesin several areakack a community center within the immediate neighborhood
virtually allhave a community center accessible withivo miles.

1 There are only a fewesidential areas ithe citythat lacka community centewithin two
miles theseareasincludepartsof Fremontand Wallingford Madison Park, and
FauntleroyArbor Heights

Housingwithin RSEpriority areasis somewhatmore likely tharhousingelsewherein the cityto
have a community center nearbWithin RSE priority areas

1 one infive housing units are within a hafhile of a cityoperated community center,
9 aboutsixin tenhousing unitsare withinone mile of such a centeand
1 nearly all housing unitare withintwo miles

Theadjacentchart . . . .
. J . Figurel8 Community Centers and the Racial & Social Equity (RSE) Index
(Figure 18summarizes
how RSE priority areas m1/2 mile m 1 mile 2 miles
are d_omg on thgse 99.5% 99 6% 04200
proximity metrics 70
relative toareasscoring
in the middleand % of Housing 58.2% 56.1%
lowest ranges of the Units That 48.4%
RSE Index Have a
Community 20.1%
CeSnter }p/it(;nin 70 11.5% 13.4%
pecifie .
] ]
RSE Priority Areas Middle Lowest
(Two highest quintiles in (Two lowest quintiles in
RSE Index) RSE Index)

About thethree RSE Index priority levels in the chgit detailed in the report Introduction and Methods, BRSE
Indexincorporates information on race and ethnicity; socioeconomic disadvantage; and disability andeltegzith
disadvantage. Based on this information, the index ranks the census tract®apsl them into five levels of
LINA2NRGEKRAAIFIRGIY(GF3aSd 62S OFftt GKSasS f S@Sft-auah lj dzA
numbers of census tracjs.

The RSE priority areas are made up of the two highest priority/disadvantagkesjinnthe RSE IndéK S ¢ f 2 &
RSE category in tloharts like those in Figure Iri&ludes the two lowest priority/disadvantage quintiles in the RSE
Index. While the RSE priority areas are overlaid on each indicator map, the reference map préigdee irthe
Introduction and Methods section shows RSE Index priority levels for all census tracts in the city.
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How We Measure Proximityto Community Centers This analysis provides a basic picture ¢
the proximity of community centers to
homes across the city rather than any
specific level of service standard. The

For this indicator, we identify the location of deCity-owned and
operatedcommunity centetthat is open yearound. (For purposes of
this report, we alsoncludedone special purpostacility, the Southwest I AGeQ& HnmT t I NJ&

TeenLife Center?) notes that a possible target goal could
This indicator, and othgsroximity-basedindicators in this report, be that every household in Seattle
employa walkshed approachrorcommunity centersthe analysis should be within 2 miles of a
involves identifyingvhether each housing unit in the city has one or ~ Community center.

more of thesecenters within three different distancesz mile, 1 mile For details on how Seattle Parks &
and2 miles). We usestreet network dataavailablefrom King Count@ & ~ Recreation identiés equitable service
Geographic Information Systetn measure distance along the portign 9uidelines and priorities, see pages 81
of streetsthat people can walk alorig We then tabulate the share of ~ &2 Of the2017 Parks and Open Space
housing units withirthe applicablevalksheds using housing locations Planandpage4-45 ofthe 2016

. A g A 2 Community Center Strategic Plan
fromtheYAy 3 / 2dzy i & 5SLI NFawcd gaiabageF | 48 a57 Sy U ad

While we describ®& A & G yOS&a Ay GSN¥a 2F aolfl1]aKSRazé GKSe@
thought of as travesheds forother modes of travel including car and

bicycle in which case distances of 1 and 2 miars alsanake for
conveniently quick trips.

Additional Considerations

There are several aspects we did not measujdransit access, 3pecific featurs of
programming actommunity centers, and 3ccess to noiCity operated community centers.

1 Given the important role transit plays in enabling people in-loeome communities to get
places, future monitoring reports may include analysis focused on traheis in addition to
walksheds.

9 Physicalproximityis one of mangquity-relatedfactors toconsiderregardingcommunity
facilities As heard from community membersydtors related to ppgramming including
hours affordability,and culturalrelevanet are alsdkey factorgo take into account in order
to respondequitablyto community needs

1 While Cityoperated communitycenters play an important role in supporting cultural
communities, centers run by ethnic associatisnsh ag-ilipino Community of Seattkend the
Ethiopian Community in Seattége uniquely attuned to the needs of their communities.

The Equitable Development Initiative Fuadiministered by OPCD is investing in and providing
capacitybuilding support for communitpased efforts to build and provide stability for these
kinds of community centersk-or example, thigcludes providing technical assistarared
capacitybuilding,plus predevelopmentand site acquisition support fahe creation of the
Othello Square Opportunity Centtr provide affordable space near the Othello light rail
station for a Multicultural Community Center. The Center is being planned jointly by multiple
organizations sthese organizationwill be able to more easily sex¥mmigrants, refugees, and
communities of color in Southeast Seattle. These organizations include the Eritreamfsso
of Greater Seattle, the Eritrean Community in Seattle and Vicinity, the Horn of, Afrta
Somali Community Services of Seattle.
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Figurel9

Proximity to Community Centers
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2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report

Page |49



Accessto Public Libraries

Key Findings

1 Nearlyall housing units in the city have a library within two miles, and two thirds have a library
within a mile.One in four are within a conveniently short haifle walk

1 While Race and Social Equ{fgSEpriority areas are slightly more likely than homes with
other areas to have a library ndar, residents inRSpriority areasare less likely to be active
borrowers thanother city residents.

Why This Matters

Libraries have long been at the forefront of providing inclusive access to informhtiaadition

to their traditional functions such as lending out bopkbraries are playing an increasing variety
of roles Libraries provide access to new information technologid®lp residents find services
needed in everyday life, and provide a variefyother educational, cultural, and community
buildingfunctions

Likecommunity centers, librarieslsoprovide spaces for community meetings and eve@tber
types of assistanceffered at librariesncludetutoring, help withEnglish languagkearning, and
resources fopeople wanting to start a business

When weasked community members about what is important to have in a neighborhbes,
FNBljdSyiGfte YSyiAaA2ySR fAONINAS&ad Ly LI NIAOdAZ | NE
story times, job search assistance, and access to the internet.

What the Data Show in Seattle as a Whole

We are monitoring twandicators @ access to libragis one focusngon physicalproximity to
LIS 2 LX S Qaind oke2médseringctive borrower ratesmongresidents

Proximity to Libraries Figure20 Proximity to Libraries

The Seattle Public Librag@PL¥ystem includes the E1/2 mile ®1 mile =2 miles
Central Library in downtowplus twentysix
neighborhoodbranchesAs shown in Figure 20:

98.3%

9 Almost all (98%) of the homes in the city are % of Housing Units

located within twomiles of a public library. That Have a
. . . o . Library Within
 Two thirds of homes in the city are within one mil  specified Distance

of a public library. 22.8%

9 Twentythree percentof the housing units in -
Seattle have aublic librarywithin a half mile,
making it especially convenient fogsidentsto get
to alibrary andaccess th@n-site benefits they
provide.

64.5%

Seattle as a Whole

Active Borrower Rate

Usingdata provided by SPWwecalculated- y &I OUA @S

02 NNE ¢ SNJ NI (rdighindicztionl.dNiE gharédbresidentsin Seattlechecking out
materialsfrom the libraryand how this variebetweenneighborhoodsWe decided to include
this indicator aftehearingfrom SPL statiboutthe disproportionatelylow borrowingactivity
theywere findingamongpatronsof branchesn lessaffluent neighborhoods
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Thenumber oflibrary cardholdersvith Seattle addresses whahecked oubooks or other
materialsin the past three years i®ughly35 percentofthed A 1 S 2 FhouseBdldi (i f SQa
population®®

Whatthe DataShow i n Seattl eds Neighborhoods

Proximity to Libraries Figure21 Libraries and the Race & Social Equity (RSE) Index
Seattle Public Libraries m 1/2 mile 1 mile 2 miles
aredistributed across 99.4% 99.4% 96.5%
Seattle(asshown in the

: ; 71.1%

F_|gure 29map)_W|th_ % of Housing —_— 61.9%
virtually all residential Units With a 70

areas served by a library Public Library

within two mil Within the 24.6% 25.0%

t t .O q .eﬁ(as Walking Distance 15.9% °
summarized irthe Specified . n .
adjacentFigure 21)

. RSE Priority Areas Middle Lowest
Neighborhoodsvherea (Two highest quintiles in (Two lowest quintiles in
public libraryismore RSE Index) RSE Index)

than a mile away but

generally within twe

milest include parts of

north Seattle (e.g., Madowbrook, Sandpoint, and North Beach/Blue Ridgg)vell as some of
the neighborhoods in south Seattle (including Georgetand Highland Park).

Within RSE priority areas, one in four housing units are within anhigdfof a public library, seven
in ten housing units are within one mile of such a library, and nediryre within two miles.

Broadly speakinchouseholds within RSE priority areas are a bit more likely than other Seattle
households to have a public library nearby.

Active Borrower Rate

Theinsetmap (Figure 24presentedalong with  Figure22 SPL Active Borrower Rate and the

the larger mapshowsactive borrower ratesit Race & Social Equity (RSE) Index

the census tractevel. 38.4%
31.9% 32.8%

As summarized in Figure ZRSHpriority areas
have an active borrower ratef 32percent,

which is6 percentage points belothe rate in B()Aring‘zr
the areasin the lowest priority/disadvantage Rate
levels in theRSE Index
Furthermore mostcensus tracts with the R?E Priﬁ_ritr)]’ A;eas Middle T LOV}/eSt t

. st WO nighes WO lowes
onve_stactlve bo_rrower rates argnthm RSE quintiles in RSE quintiles in RSE
priority areaswhile the reverse is tre of tracts Index) Index)

with the highest active borrower rates.

To improve access, SRas eliminateccharges

for overdue materials and clead overdue fine

balancesThe decision to take #seactions

wasbased on research showing that fire® an ineffective incentive for timely return of
materialsanda barrier that disproportionately impacts leapportunity communities:” SPL will
be closely monitoring rates of borrowing to sedifherneed communities begin to use these
services morgas is anticipated.
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How We MeasureAccessto Libraries

Proximity to Libraries

For this indicator, we identify the location ltbrariesin the Seattle Public Libraigystem

including theCentral LIl NB | YR SIFOK 2F {t[ Qa ySAIKO2NK22R
We identify whethereach housing unit in the city has one or more liawithin three different
distanceq¥2 mile, 1 mile an@ miles) employing the same walkshdxhsed approach we use for

the previous indicator on community centei®Ve measure distancalong walkable portions of

the street networkand use housing locations from the Kidgunty@ parcel database to tabulate

the percentage of busingunits within the walksheds surroundingach ibrary.)

Active Borrower Rate

To calculatean active borrower ratgfor each census tractve divide the number dBPL
cardholders who checked out materials in the past three ybgithe household populationSPL
providedtallies ofactive borrowes by census tracfor cardholders whose address could be
matched to Seattle census tracts

2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report Page |52

0 NI Yy



Figure23

Proximity to Libraries
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Figure24  Active Borrower Rate
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Sources: Seattleublic Library (SPIRSE Index, City ®¢attle OPCDOWashington State OFM Small Area Demographic Estimates.

Notes:Larger map shows locations of the Central Library and neighborhood branchesiéthedbased proximity analysis ®PCD. Smaller ma
shows tractievel estimates of library cahwblders who checked out materials in past three years as a share of the household population.
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Proximity to Grocery Store s

Key Findings This indicator on grocery storef®cuses
on healthy food stores storeswhere

9 Threeout of five homes inthe cityare within half a mile o& grocery
store thatsells fresh fruits and vegetables fruits andvegetables.

customerscanfind a variety offresh

9 While theratio is similarin Race and Social Equ{fgSEpriority For convenience, we refer to these
areas populations in RSE priority ar®nd to havelower incomes interchangeablyasd 3 N2 O S N&
|

and fewer transportation optionsvhichcanlimit access GKSIfaKe F22R

9 Some neighborhoods withinSE priorityareas do not have a grocery
store within a half mileThis includes severRISE priority areds southwest Seattle

Why This Matters

Eatinga well-balanced diet hamanyhealth benefits One aspect of the food environment that
canaffectpeopleQ diet iswhether peoplehave agrocery storenear homethat cariieshealthy
food.

Having a grocery store nday canalsohelpmake dayto-day life more convenient particularly
for households without a caAdditionally, @aher servicesand retailersoften cluste around
grocerystores enablingesidents totake careof awide variety oferrandsandother needs
without traveling outside the neighborhood

When we asked community members what is important to hiavineir neighborhooda grocery
store wasone ofthe top answeswe received

What the Data Show in Seattleas a Whole

Our analysis idetified one hundred and thredealthyfood storesin Seattleor within a halfmile

of the citylimits based orinformationon food storesprovided by the y A dSNARA G & 2 F
Urban Form LafJFLandPublic Health Seattle and King County (PHSK@)plemented byur
own research

We found thatroughly 6 inl0housing units in Seattle hawme a more of these storewvithin a
half-mile walking distance

What the Data Show inS e a t Ndighbdrhioods

The large magFigure 26) for this indicatalisplayshalf-mile walksheds aroungrocery stores
while the smaller magFigure 27showsshares of housing units within each census tralcat are
within half a mile of a grocery store.

Healthy gocerystores are distributed across much of Seatilith clusters irseveral
neighborhoodsncludingDowntown, @pitol Hill and Ballard.

However,someneighborhooddack ahealthygrocery store within a hathile.

1 A large parbf West Seatt lackssuch agrocery storeThe areas of West Seattle lacking a
grocery store include South Park, Riverview, High Paiot naost of Highland Parkall RSE
priority areas.

1 Otherexamples ofreas without a healthy food store nearby include Georgetquants of
Rainier Beachn Southeast Seattleand Maple Leaf in north Seattle.

1 Severalpredominantly singldamily neighborhoods lack a grocery stores in the immediate
neighborhood® Most of these are relatively affluent areas where residents are very likely to
have a vehicle available and can drive to a grocery store.
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Aboutsix in 1thousing unitsn RSEpriority Figure25

Grocery Stores and the

areas are withima halfmile of a healthy food Racial & Social Equity (RSE) Index
store. Wh_lle s_lm!lar t_o the ration thg city as a Roughly 69.6%
whole, thisratio is stillof concern given that 606+
populationsin RSE priority arsdend to have 55.2%
lower incomespoorer health andfewer )
. . % of Housing
transportation options Units Within
1/2 Mile of a
Grocery Store
RSE Priority Areas  Middle Lowest
(Two highest (Two lowest
quintiles in RSE quintiles in RSE
Index) Index)

Sources: Food store data from PHSKC and the UW Urban Form Lab (UFL). Walk
based proximity analysis by City of Seattle OPCD using street network from King
County GIS and housing units from King County parcel database. RSE Index, OF

Notes: Reflects food stores that offer an assortment of fresh fruits and vegetables

*See errata in text box below.

How We Measure Proximity toGrocery Stores

This indicatomeasures the share of housing uriitsit haveat least
one healthy foodstore within a half-mile walk We consider food stores
to be healthy if they carry @ariety of fruits and vegetables.

Our analysiss basednainlyon food permit data andesearchdone by
the UFLand PHSKI10® inventoryand classifyhealthy food storess part
of largerstudies® Informed by their researchwe includeas healthy
supermarketswarehouse food storege.g., Costcoproduce markets,
andgrocery storst includingethnicgroceries identified as having
produce section(We also took several steps update the stores in the
inventory.Upon obtaining the food store inventory and filtering it for
geography, we updated the inventoity 2019to reflect recent closures
and openings and we reviewed the classification of all ethnic grocen
stores®)

We usethe updated inventory tanapeachfood store considered to be
healthyand locatedn Seattle owithin a half mile of S| (dityf S Q2
limits. We determinewhether each housing unit in the city has one or
more of thesestores within a hatmile measuredalongportions of the
street networkwhere a person can walk

2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report

Errata and updatesThe map analysis
for this indicator is based on our 2019
inventory of healthy grocery stores. As
we were preparing to release this
report, we discovered that th€olumbia
Center PCC Community Markets store
which opened in 2015yaserroneously
omitted. The Columbia Center PGE
located in an RSE priority area census
tract where we did not find other
grocery stores. Including this store in
our analysis would have increased the
percentage of RSE priority area homes
by roughly one percentage point. While
important to note, this omission would
not have substantially altered our
broader conclusions.

Grocery stores are part of an often
changing retailandscape For example,
a new PCC in the Central District open
in summer of 2020 (after we completed
our anaysis). TheCentral District PCC
store openings described in a PCC
news release.
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Additional Considerations

Proximity2 ¥ I NB OSNE & (i 2 NBpieseants one #nhsiorSéébd acée8svhérd are
manyimportant factors that we did not measurecludng the affordability anccultural
relevanceof the foodbeing sold as well as accessibility via other modetra¥el

Duringoutreachwe heardthat manypeoplein low-income communitieshopoutside their
neighborhoodfor lower pricesandbetter selection Residents and stakeholdesdsoemphasized
the need for more stores that sell foods that are relevintheir culture andbr acceptabldan
their religion,anda number ofpeoplementioned travelindong distanceto buy suchfoods

Ina similarvein, public healthresearchon accesgo healthy food hagvolved from focusing on
physical proximityo includingthe affordability and cultural acceptability of the food being sold
andthe means of transportation people have available to make shopping‘trips.

We will explore integratingdditional aspectsf food access future monitoring This could
includelooking at travel times via additional travel modescommunity participatory researcho
reflectwhat residentsconsider to be healthyculturally releant, and affordabldood.
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Figure26

Proximity to Grocery Stores
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Figure27
Share of Housing Units with
Grocery Store Nearby

*Central District
PCC (opened 202

*Columbia Center
PCC (opened 201

Share of Housing Units Within a
Half-Mile of a Grocery Store

|| 0% upto 6.5%

] 65%up1038.6% | seateasa

] 38.6% up to 60.50% Whole: 60.5%
B 60.5% up to 91.2%
B o1.2% to 100%

Sourcestniversity of Washington Urban Form jRbblic Health Seattle & King Countwalksheebasedproximity analysis by OPGRSE Index, OPCD.
Notes:Map shows locations tiealthy grocery stores , defined as those offesin@ssortmenof fresh fruits and vegetableanalysis conducted in 2019
*The Columbia Center PCC was mistakenly omitted from our analysis. Additioreallf? @C store in the Central District opened in 2020.
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Access to Parks and Open Space
Why This Matters

Having a park regby homeprovidesa placewhereresidents camet to knowtheir neighbors
engage in physical actiyjtenjoy nature rechargeandhave fun.Natural areas and greenbelts
canalso help mitigateurban and industrial impacts on threnvironment

Parkswere ore of the resources thatommunity membersnentionedmost oftenwhen weasked
what ismostimportant to havein a neighborhoodPeople talked about parkss places fopeople
to get exercisefor children to plg, and foryouthto engage irsafe anchealthy activitiesPeople
also described parks&enues where people iculturalcommunitiescan gathermaintain
connectionsandcelebrate

Indicator Under Construction

Access to Parks and Open Space is one of the indicators selected for the Equitable Development
Monitoring ProgramWe planto include findings for this indicator wur next report.

Background

Thewalkability analysish y { S$2017 ®P4rk8 &nél Open Space Ristimated that94 percent of
the homes in city are with a halfmile walkof one or more othe parks and open spaces
managed bySeattle Parks & Recreation (SFEFDRIsedthat analysisalong withother
considerations including thepresence of parks owneshd managedy other entities public
health,and social equity to identify which neighborhood® prioritize for purchasing land for
parks and open space.

OPCIand SPRare working togetheto identify anew, morewholistic TheQutside Citywide Interactive Map
measure of access to parks and open sp¢eanticipate foldng this 100! pictured below, provides

measure intcdfuture Equitable Developmenhonitoring information about a vaviety of outdoor
public spaces in Seattle, including thos

Additional Considerations managed by Seattle Parks & Recreatio
and those managed by other entities.

Someof the people we spoke with whidentified parks agmportantto  Users can zoom intoreighborhood
have in a neighborhoodlsodescribedconcernghat keep them from and click on a public space to learn
using parksear their homelssue<ited includeair pollution broken more about it

glassand usedsyringedittering park grounds, opentair drug useand
fear ofcrimet both inin the neighborhoodurrounding parkendin
parks themselves

Theconcernswve heard in relation to parks provide a broseiinder
that factorsin addition toproximity are importantto considemwhen
gaugind.JS 2 L3fcc@a@the benefits that parks and othemmenities
provide
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Air Pollution Exposure Risk

Key Findings

9 Outdoorair pollution exposureisksin Seattleare generally highestor neighborhoods
bordering industrial districts and major transportation routesed by freight trucks
Households in Race and Social Eq(R$Epriority areasface disproportionately highxposure
risks because RSfiority areas are more commontearthese pollution sources.

1 Households ilRSEpriority areasare twice as likelas households the city as a wholéo live
neara site where amajor source of aipollutionis located

1 Neighborhoodsiearthe GreaterDuwamish Valleianufacturindindustrial Centerikely have
the greatest overalfisk ofexposure to air pollutiomlue aconfluence of major freight routes
and concentratios of fixed pollution sources.

Why This Matters

Researchhas showrair pollution tocause the development and aggravation of maeglth
conditions including asthma, heart disease, and caffc&Some groups arespecially
susceptiblgo the harmfuleffects of airpollution. Thesancludechildren, the elderly, and people
with pre-existing medical conditiorf§

In Seattlethe most substantial ay-to-dayoutdoor air pollution exposure riskis neighborhoods
are associated witproximity to industrial activitieandautomobiletransportation routes
especiallyrouteswith high volumes of diesel freight truck trafficDuringrecent summers
wildfire smoke hasalsoexacerbatediir pollution throughout the city®®

In addition toimpacting health air pollution carreducethe benefits d otherwise walkable
neighborhoodsand hinderenjoyment of outdoor space®uring outreach, weneard from
residents in South Park thpbor air qualityin their neighborhoockeeps peopléndoors although
they noted thatindoor air pollution is also a problem inany of the homes in their
neighborhood

What the Data Indicate for the City and its Neighborhoods

Approximately 65 percent of housing unitsthre cityare within500 meters obne or more
transportation routeghat regularly carndiesel truckemitting substantial levels of pollutian

Pointsources of industrialpollution, which are stationanyistinctsources of significargmounts
of hazardousir pollutants,also contribute toexposure risk

1 Seattlecontains ten siteghat arerequired by the WashingtoB8tate Department of Ecology to
hold an airoperatingpS N A i ¢ RdzS (2 KAIK @2fdzySa 2F LRffdziAzy

{ Seattle alsdashundreds oft NS 3 A & 0 SNBE R mJatesttharimiis? r¢gisteraasizNdD Bus €
that fall below pollution emission thresholds requiringa@noperatingpermit.

On average, census tractsRSEpriority areas have greater risk of exposure to air pollution than
other parts of Seattle largely becaus&SE priority areaend to becloser to industrial districts
and major transportation route€choindgindings from researddrs at theUniversity of
Washingtonthe Puget Sound Clean Air Agenagd community organizationsur analysis shosv
air pollution exposure riska Seattleto be especially concentrated ithe Duwamish Vallegnd
along #5.%°
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Truck Diesel Pollution

Thelargemap (Figure29) on the next pageshows freight routesasbright pink lines Blue shading
on the maprepresents the level of truck diesel pollution exposure risk wid@aohcensus block
group, accounting fotthe distancefromt and estimatedannualtonnageof freight transported

ont eachfreightroute.

. . . Figure28
This analysis shows truck diesel J

exposure risk to be highest in the
Duwamish Vallegnd along thd-5

All Freight Routes

Proximity to Freight Routes

® Major Freight Routes (>10 Million Tons Per Year)

ke 81.0%
corridor. 65.4% 0
As shown in Figure 28, _ 57.9% 53.6%

. % of Housing
approximately81 percentof the Units Within 35.9%
housingin RSpriority areasis 500 Meters of 22 6%
within 500 meters of a Freight Route : 14.1% 13.9%
transportation routes carrying . - -
dlgsel tr_UCKSTh'S Is16 percentage Seattle as a RSE Priority Areas  Middle Lowest
points higher tharfound for the Whole (Two highest (Two lowest
city as a whol@and more than 25 quintiles in RSE quintiles in RSE

Index) Index)

percentage points higher thareen
outside of RSpriority areas

Furthemore, 36 percentof the

housing inRSE prioritgensus

tractsiswithin 500 meters of th@ A {m@j6r &.e, high-volume) freight
routes This compares t@3 percentin the city as a wholgandjust 14
percentoutside ofRSE priority areas.

Point-Source Pollution

Thesmallmapin Figure 3Ghows information related to two types of
point-source pollution.

1 The location of rajor pollution sairces which are requiredio hold
anair operatingpermit, are identified by black dots surrounded by a
pink circle with a halinile radius.

1 Thenumber of registered pollution sources locatedeimch block
grouparerepresented by differenshades of blue.
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Environmental Justice in Seddr
dalye {SFHdGtSAGSa:
communities of color, call the
Chinatownlnternational District,
Beacon Hill, Rainier Valley, Rainier
Beach, South Park, or Delridge home.

Within these neighborhoods,
established residents and new arrivals
have workedogether to create vibrant
and diverse communities. But because
they also live near highways and heavy
industry, residents in these
neighborhoods face the greatest impac
of a multitude of environmental
hazards. These impacts are further
exacerbated by r@al, social and
SO2y2YAO 0dz2NRSYy & d¢
T Equity & Environment Agend2016
OLI NI 2F GKS [ AGe¢
Initiative).

TheEquity & Environment Initiativies

an initiative of theOffice of
Sustainability & théenvironment
focusingon advance racial equity ithe

/ A (eBviddamental workandfostering
community-based solutionsThis
includes theDuwamish Valley Program
a joint effort with OPCD, todvan@
environmentaljustice andequitable
development in the Duwamish Valley
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https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/Environment/EnvironmentalEquity/SeattleEquityAgenda.pdf
https://www.seattle.gov/environment/equity-and-environment/equity-and-environment-initiative
https://www.seattle.gov/environment/equity-and-environment/duwamish-valley-program

Figure29

Diesel Air Pollution Exposure Risk from Truck Transportation Routes

Annual Truck Tonnage
— >4 Million Tons

= 4¢ 10 Million Tons
e 10¢ 40 Million Tons
am» 40¢ 76.4 Million Tons

Truck Diesel Exposure Risk

|:] Low
L]

| Medium
=

B -ioh

RSE Priority Areas*

*RSE Priority Areas are census tracts in the two highest
priority quintiles of the Race and Social Equity (RSE)
Index.

Sources2017classification of freight routes fromashington State Department of Transportati@nalysis bZity of Seattle Office of Planning &
Community Developmerf©PCDbased oradaptation ofPuget Sound Clean Air Agemogthodology RSE Index, OPCD

Notes:Map shows estimated levels of pollution exposure risk in census block groups
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